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Abstract


There is a consensus today that we have witnessed the end of postmodernism in both fiction and theory. Due to contemporary fiction’s break with postmodernism being recent, little research has been done to outline the parameters of what exactly this break entails and its relationship to theory and current socio-political issues. The aim of this thesis is to attempt to differentiate between postmodernist fiction and contemporary fiction that was produced from the late 90’s up to today, outline its main characteristics and suggest alternative ways theory may be used to critically analyse fiction. We will be looking at how Habermas’s, Agamben’s, Žižek’s and Badiou’s theories, as well as, a reconsideration of some of Derrida’s and Baudrillard’s theories, can help elucidate certain aspects of contemporary fiction and vice versa. Some of the novelists that will be considered in this discussion are Paul Auster, Don DeLillo, Douglas Coupland, J G Ballard, Julian Barnes, Jonathan Coe and Michel Houellebecq due to their close association with postmodernism and its aftermath. The thesis is divided thematically in five chapters. In the first chapter we will be discussing the impact of 9/11 on contemporary fiction in relation to Derrida’s, Habermas’s, Baudrillard’s and Žižek’s responses to the attacks. The second chapter is concerned with notions of reality and its representations in contemporary fiction. It will be discussed how they differ from Baudrillard’s conceptualisation of hyperreality during postmodernity in light of Badiou’s and Žižek’s theory mainly. The realist/antirealist debate will also be addressed. The third chapter is a consideration of notions of subjectivity in both contemporary theory and fiction and how they may be said to differ from playful, schizophrenic representations of the subject during postmodernity. The fourth chapter is concerned with the return of the political in both theory and fiction after the supposed apoliticality of the postmodern novel, which we will also be addressing. The final chapter is an investigation of the re-emergence of the religious in contemporary culture, including the novel, which proves that the death of meta-narratives may not have been that final after all. 























Supervisors

Professor William Watkin
Professor Philip Tew




























Contents




1  Introduction            								5

2 Theory and fiction in the age of terrorism					12

3 Micro-realisms  								53

4 The Micro-subject								80

5  The return of democratic (micro) politics                           		105

6  The micro-desecration/ micro-politicalisation of religion			132

7  Conclusion									158

8  Bibliography    								162






























Introduction

There is a consensus today in both the literary field and that of social sciences that we have witnessed the end the postmodernism and entered an exciting new era in both literature and theory. Despite the ubiquity and ambiguity that characterises the term postmodernism, it will be used throughout this thesis to denote fiction that foregrounds inter-textuality, self-referentiality, spatial and temporal displacements, irony, playfulness, the significance of language in the construction of subjectivity and perception of reality, fragmentation of both form and content, as well as, a distrust towards notions of  universal truths and authority. Postmodernist fiction has been perceived as having been heavily influenced by Derrida’s, Lyotard’s and Baudrillard’s theories which  dominated the literary field during the 70’s and the 80’s. Consequently, it has often been accused of relativism and irresponsibility by literary critics and theorists such as Terry Eagleton. Furthermore, it has been claimed that during its second phase in the 90’s, postmodernist fiction lost its liberating potential by becoming mainstream in academia by critics such as Philip Tew, Richard Bradford and Nick Bentley. ‘The New Postmodernists have become complicit with the cultural fabric which most  would perceive as contemptible . . . their radicalism tends to be attuned to the demands of the market place’(Bradford 2007:23). Nick Bentley also claims that ‘the 90’s could be seen as ‘the decade of popular postmodernism. Everything postmodern was embraced and became the prevailing attitude’ (Bentley 2005:19). The end of postmodernism then was seen as a relief by most and as a reaffirmation of the power of realism and logic over the supposed vagrancies of postmodernism and the self-indulgent solipsism of postmodernist fiction. One could, however, claim that postmodernism’s whole hearted embracement during the early to mid 90’s constitutes proof of its anti elitism  and its relevance to socio-political issues of the time. 
Nevertheless, Bentley’s and Bradford’s voices are only some of the few to confirm the end of postmodernism as a dominant force in the literary field. Due to  the novel’s break with postmodernism being recent, little research has been done to outline the parameters of what exactly this break entails and its relationship to theory. The aim of this thesis is to attempt to differentiate between postmodernist fiction and contemporary fiction that was produced from the late 90’s up to today, outline its main characteristics and suggest alternative ways theory may be used to critically analyse fiction. Although most literary critics such as Bentley, Tew, Childs, Morrison, Rennison, to mention just a few, use the term contemporary to include fiction that was produced in the past few decades, I will be referring to as contemporary fiction to fiction produced mainly after 1996 in order to distinguish it from fiction that was produced during postmodernity. This is because that is when fiction’s break from postmodernism may be said to have been effected, as we will see later from the novels that will be examined. Due to the inextricable relationship of postmodernist fiction and postmodern theory, which has also changed the way that literary criticism is practised today, it seems imperative that in order to define the parameters of contemporary fiction  we need to resort to a new generation of theorists that have gained prominence in the recent years, namely Alain Badiou, Giorgio Agamben and Slavoj Žižek. This is because  their insights into contemporary socio-political issues and art as well, are invaluable in our efforts to establish how and why the break with postmodernism took place. I will also be looking at Habermas’s writings as he has been throughout postmodernity and up to the present day an outspoken proponent of rationality and opponent of deconstructionism/postmodernism. I will also be proposing a reconsideration of  some of Baudrillard’s and Derrida’s concepts as they seem to have been frequently misinterpreted, leaving them vulnerable to unfair, to a great extent, accusations of  relativism. The plethora of theorists may seem daunting but Michael Greaney in Contemporary Fiction and the Uses of Theory also stresses that ‘you cannot not have a theory . . . those critics who claim to get by armed with just native intelligence or instinctive good taste are naïve or simply in denial’ (Greaney 2006:6). So, my aim is not to assume the role of the hyperactive critic, as Greaney would say, but to open up a dialogue between theory and fiction in the hope that they will illuminate aspects of one another, especially in the absence of literary criticism as most of the novels we will be looking at have been written fairly recently.
My choice of literary texts is, perhaps unavoidably, far from comprehensive but was based on certain criteria and personal preferences. It includes both British and American writers in order to avoid assumptions that British novelists simply follow on the steps of their American counterparts. Indeed, the changes we will be detecting seem to have happened simultaneously on both sides of the Atlantic. Also, most of the novelists we will be examining have been prolific throughout postmodernity and up to the present day, so, it will be easier to trace changes in the style and content of their works. To be more specific, we will be mostly looking at American novelists Paul Auster and Don DeLillo due to their close affiliation with the postmodern movement, as well as, to a lesser extent Philip Roth due to his close affiliation with realism during postmodernity. Jonathan Franzen’s, Jeffrey Eugenides’s and Bret Easton Ellis’s latest novels will also be examined as all three novelists have been characterised as the newer generation of postmodernist writers who have re-connected with realism. Canadian Douglas Coupland has also been included in our discussion as a proponent of popular culture. His term Generation X has defined a whole generation during postmodernity but this is only one of the reasons he deserves more critical attention, as it will be illustrated later. British novelists include Julian Barnes, J G Ballard and Jonathan Coe who have also been identified as postmodernists and whose work also spans the period we will be investigating. Despite their association with postmodernism they have enjoyed critical acclaim and avoided accusations of relativism. Their early novels constitute proof that postmodernist fiction can be political while their later ones will help us chart the progressive decline of postmodernism and the emergence of new notions of subjectivity and reality. Ian McEwan’s less experimental style provides a good backdrop for Habermas’s theories while Michel Houellebecq is also included as the continental, controversial representative of contemporary fiction whose love and hate relationship with postmodernism exemplifies the fragmented subject’s tragicomical transition towards more humanist ideals. To a great extent then, the thesis will be concerned with what happened to some of the quintessential and newer postmodern novelists after postmodernism.
The chapters are arranged thematically in order to cover the spectrum of  the defining characteristics of postmodernist and contemporary fiction. The first chapter is a consideration of the impact of 9/11 in both contemporary theory and fiction. Terrorism has been claimed to have marked the end of the supposedly postmodern solipsism and a return to the real, as a result of the horror of the attacks and the subsequent war on terror. We will be looking at Derrida’s, Habermas’s, Baudrillard’s and Žižek’s reactions to 9/11 in relation to representations of terrorism in DeLillo’s, Ballard’s, Auster’s, Roth’s, McEwan’s and Coe’s fiction to determine the extent to which the attacks have changed the aforementioned theorists’ and novelists’ outlook of the political and literary style. We will also be examining whether we can talk about  the birth of a new literature of trauma that is  more of a public character and as such, distinct from postmodern stylistic and linguistic concerns as Tew and Randall suggest.
The second chapter is concerned with the realist/ anti- realist debate that has been of extreme importance throughout postmodernity. We will be looking at perceptions of truth in Derrida’s theory, as well as, Baudrillard’s concept of hyperreality. We will also be investigating how successfully Habermas, Pols and Norris have challenged constructivist notions of truth and how Badiou’s set theory and Žižek’s concept of the Real can be said to reconcile constructivist and experiential notions of truth and reality, leading towards a better understanding of representations of reality in contemporary fiction. In other words, we will be investigating how what McHale has defined as the ‘ontological dominant’ (McHale 1987: 103) in postmodernist fiction, that was influenced heavily by Baudrillard’s and Derrida’s theories, has given way to new perceptions of truth and reality in contemporary fiction that are compatible with Badiou’s and Žižek’s theories. In order, to illustrate this we will be examining Ballard’s dystopias in  his last four novels, as well as, Houellebecq’s in The Possibility of an Island. We will also be looking at how spatial and temporal displacements in Auster’s and DeLillo’s recent fiction differ from the ones found in their early fiction, as well as, the nature of Coupland’s in-between spaces in Girlfriend in a Coma and Hey Nostradamus!. Finally, we will be looking at how notions of history are reflected in Barnes’s Arthur& George and Coe’s The Closed Circle.
The third chapter is a discussion of notions of subjectivity in contemporary fiction in relation to Habermas’s views on genetic engineering, Agamben’s designation of Man as a liminal concept, Badiou’s notion of the subject as the process of subjectivisation and Žižek’s designation of the subject as the Void. We will aim to establish how representations of the schizophrenic, fragmented subject in postmodernist fiction have been replaced by notions of the subject as conceptualised by the aforementioned theorists in some of Coe’s, Auster’s and Coupland’s recent fiction. We will also be investigating how the questions of authorship and the significance of language in the construction of subjectivity are addressed in contemporary fiction.
The fourth chapter is a consideration of the political in contemporary fiction. We will attempt to examine the extent to which postmodernist fiction can be considered superficial and apolitical as it has been usually accused of. We will also be tracing the emergence of a new kind of politics in Derrida’s theory of unconditional hospitality/friendship and Habermas’s visionary proposals about how the European Union can be democratised in order to become truly a community of equals. It will be argued that his kind of new politics can also be traced in Žižek’s politics of minimal differences and Agamben’s notion of  means without ends. It will then be illustrated how this newly found notion of the political may be said to be dramatised in Auster’s, DeLillo’s, Coe’s and Coupland’s fiction. Furthermore, we will explore how the possibility of resistance to the forces globalisation is reflected in contemporary fiction.
The fifth and final chapter is a consideration of religion in both contemporary theory and fiction. The emergence of a renewed interest in religious matters not only in the literary field but in politics as well, points towards the fact that the grand narratives that were discredited during postmodernity are being reconsidered today. Derrida’s brilliant conceptualisation of faith, Habermas’s theorisation of the interaction between the philosophy and religion, Agamben’s concept of profanation and Žižek’s insights on Christian love will form the theoretical background against which we will trace notions of the religious in contemporary fiction. In particular, we will be looking at  how the use of religious imagery, parables and teachings in Ballard’s and Coupland’s fiction differs from the hostile, parodic treatment and downright rejection of religion in postmodernist fiction. We will also be considering how the relationship between the religious and the political is dramatised in Eugenides’s and Coe’s fiction.
So, a consideration of terrorism, reality, subjectivity, the political and religion in contemporary fiction will enable us to detect the ways in which it may be said to differ from postmodernist fiction in style, tone and content. This will also help us  situate the novel  within the current socio-political fabric and enhance our analysis of the novels. Nevertheless, fiction, it will be argued, can also elucidate theory in unexpected ways as the two engage in a dialectical, extremely fruitful relationship.
Before attempting a distinction between postmodern and contemporary theory and fiction, however, it would be useful to place postmodernism in a wider socio-historical context  and determine how and why the aforementioned shift occurred towards the second half of the 90’s. Fredric Jameson has famously and ingeniously conceptualised postmodernism not merely as an artistic/stylistic trend but attempted to historicise it, by designating it as the ‘cultural logic of late capitalism’ (Jameson 1991:10). In particular, he traces its roots to economic and socio-political changes that occurred during the 70’s and the 80’s in North America at the height of the US power and which subsequently affected commodity and aesthetic production alike world wide. So, according to Jameson, in a society ‘where exchange - value has been generalised to the point at which the very memory of use - value is effaced’ (Jameson 1991:11), it comes as no surprise that the new spatial logic of the simulacrum has infiltrated every aspect of every day life and cultural production. The random cannibalisation of all the styles and forms of the past in architecture, painting, media and literature has corroded the postmodern subject’s traditional sense of reality, historicity and the self as he/she struggles to locate himself/herself in a schizophrenic environment. The prevailing mood during postmodernity is that of  ambivalence and of a  hallucinogenic euphoria about the liberating prospects of this depthless existence and goes hand in hand with Jameson’s call  that ‘we make at least some effort to think of the cultural evolution of late capitalism dialectically as catastrophe and progress all together’ (Jameson 1991:43). Jameson’s ambiguous stance towards late capitalism mirrors that of the postmodernist novelists, who simultaneously celebrate and problematise postmodernism as we shall see.
Furthermore, the climate of exhilaration he describes is compatible with that of the Reaganite and Thatcherite era that promoted the aggressive expansion of capitalism and the deregulation of economy with promises of  a better quality of life for everyone and of a classless society. The dissolution of the Soviet Union, the fall of the Berlin Wall and ‘China’s dramatically opening up its economy to capitalism since 1978’ (Bowles 2012:165) contributed to this optimism during the 80’s and reaffirmed capitalism’s prevalence over socialism and communism. Despite riots, strikes and stock market crashes on both sides of the Atlantic, as well as, the escalation of the Cold War and the paranoia it generated in both politics and fiction, the Falklands War and numerous conflicts  throughout the Middle East that indicated that ‘capitalism is a permanent crisis’ (Jameson  2007: 165), the climate of optimism persisted. However, one might say that it progressively declined during the 90’s as indicated by the New Labour’s promise to promote a more humane capitalist model based on greater egalitarianism and social welfare, as well as, Tony Blair’s and Bill Clinton’s Third Way politics that allegedly sought to synthesize right and left wing policies. Their failure and at times unwillingness to tame the relentless forces of capitalism led according to Nick Bentley ‘to a marked shift in the late 1990s where conspicuous consumption came to be viewed as somewhat passé’ (Bentley 2008: 6). In other words, the relentless pursuit of wealth, its uneven distribution and the exposition of ‘the illusion that there is a one-to-one correlation between happiness and greater material prosperity’ (Lippit 2005:106) had led by the end of the 90’s to a growing disenchantment with capitalism. This disenchantment is inevitably reflected in the theory and fiction we will be investigating with a waning of what have been described as postmodern characteristics and their appropriation to reflect, whether wittingly or unwittingly on the novelists’ part, new socio-economic realities.
Although it is too early and perhaps unnecessary, to talk about a new cultural dominant, the disenchantment with late capitalism became more obvious in the beginning of new millennium with the outbreak of terrorism and the financial crisis that have deeply affected every day life in the West. Furthermore, current governmental policies on both sides of the Atlantic are increasingly concerned about growing income inequality and environmental issues brought about by an ongoing process of accumulation. There is a definite need for both the above problems to be tackled more effectively as capitalist accumulation has reached its limits. Several contemporary political and economic analysts have talked about the urgency of  reinventing capitalism and adapting it to regional needs through ecology and socialism, due to the earth’s increasingly diminished capacity to sustain human life, as well as, increasing inequality and social unrest. Victor Lippit has pointed out that ‘first and foremost production should be undertaken for the use value it affords rather than for profit’ (Lippit 2005 :106) in the contemporary world. So, just as the need for use value to take priority over exchange value and accumulation began to resurface in the late 90’s because of the disenchantment with late capitalism, freeplay and the random cannibalisation of all styles have given way to a more sober but nevertheless, exhilarating and innovative appropriation of literary tropes and ideologies in the contemporary novel, as we shall see.




Theory and fiction in the age of terrorism

It has been repeatedly claimed by political and literary theorists alike that the 9/11 attacks and their world-wide consequences have had a tremendous impact on both contemporary philosophy and fiction. Well established novelists such as Don DeLillo, Jonathan Coe, JG Ballard, Philip Roth, Paul Auster, John Updike and Ian Mc Ewan, as well as, newer ones such as Michel Houellebecq and Jonathan Safran Foer have produced quite diverse works in the aftermath of 9/11, attempting to account for terrorism’s psychological impact on the west and the ways it may be said to have affected our every day lives. Playwrights, visual and performance artists and musicians have also made a substantial contribution to our understanding of the traumatic nature of this event as well.  Furthermore, 9/11 and post-9/11 politics have provoked different reactions from most contemporary theorists such as Jurgen Habermas, Jacques Derrida, Richard Rorty, Zygmunt Bauman, Giorgio Agamben, Alain Badiou, Slavoj Žižek, Noam Chomsky and Jean Baudrillard, to mention a few of them. These philosophers have also developed quite distinct theories about the reasons behind and the consequences of 9/11 in the contemporary world, although occasionally their views appear to overlap, as we shall see later. The purpose of this chapter then is to provide an overview of these theories while placing special emphasis on Derrida’s and Haberma’s debate in relation to 9/11, as well as, to investigate the relationship between the theorists’ and the novelists’ reaction to 9/11. In other words, it will be examined if, and to what extent, the above novelists affirm any of the aforementioned theorists’ assumptions about the attacks and the war against terrorism and whether contemporary fiction can be said to be the antidote to the spectacular nature of 9/11. Moreover, it will be investigated whether we can talk about a new dominant in contemporary fiction, namely, the traumatological which is defined as ‘an emergent aesthetic of cultural threat and upheaval  which expresses either overtly or covertly an awareness of radical simultaneous changes to both personal identity and the social order’ (Tew 2007: 190). The traumatological is allegedly of a public rather than of a private character and as such, distinct from postmodern linguistic and stylistic concerns. In other words, do post-millennial novels differ from the ones of ‘late postmodernism’ (Green 2005: 35) and, if so, can this be said to be the direct result of 9/11 or are these changes detectable in the domains of both philosophy and fiction before the attacks? To what extent has 9/11 really transformed Western mentality, literature and philosophy?
	To begin with, Habermas in his interview with Giovanna Borradori in Philosophy in a Time of Terror, which was conducted a few days after the 9/11 attacks, sees the terrorist attacks as the result of the failure of communicative action, without specifying whether both parts are to blame or just the terrorists. He insists that 9/11 constitutes a reaffirmation of the importance of his concept for contemporary politics.
On the one hand, the praxis of our daily living together rests on a solid base of common background convictions, self-evident cultural truths and reciprocal expectations. Here the coordination of action runs through the ordinary language games, through mutually raised and at least implicitly recognised validity claims in the public space of more or less good reasons. On the other hand, due to this, conflicts arise from distortion in communication, from misunderstanding and incomprehension, from insincerity and deception . . . The spiral of violence begins as a spiral of uncontrolled reciprocal mistrust, to the breakdown of communication . . . This trivial insight can be applied to the conflicts you speak of. The matter is more complicated here because cultures, ways of life, and nations are at a greater distance from and, thus, more foreign to one another. They do not encounter each other like members of a society who might become alienated from each other only through systematically distorted communication. (Borradori 2003: 35)

Habermas developed his concept of communicative action in the 70’s. He defines communicative action as ‘the residue of rationality that is built into everyday exchange . . . action oriented towards reaching understanding’ (Habermas 1998: 63). It is the act of communication when it is based on mutual understanding, respect and trust between members of a society where validity claims are easily verifiable or, at least, can be verifiable. He differentiates communicative action from strategic action which is 
action oriented towards the actor’s success such as competitive behaviour or combat games - in general, modes of action that correspond to the utilitarian model of purposive rational action . . . It differs from communicative action in that the individual validity claims are suspended (in strategic action, truthfulness is suspended). (Habermas 2003: 63)

Two points need to be made in relation to Habermas’s conceptualisation of communicative as opposed to strategic action. Firstly, the potential improbability of drawing a clear distinction conceptually and practically between actions that are aimed towards reaching understanding/ consensus and actions that are aimed towards reaching a final goal and the actor’s success. In other words, how can action be simply oriented towards consensus without any ultimate purpose, without any measure of the actor’s success and why should we strive for substantial communication in that case? Furthermore, action oriented towards either one or both actors’ success does not necessarily imply distortion of communication and truth. Another point that Habermas seems not to be paying sufficient attention to is the immensity of cultural differences and how they can affect and disrupt communicative action. This is obvious from his declaration that ‘the so called “clash of civilisations” is often the veil masking the vital material interests of the West (accessible oilfields and a secured energy supply for example)’ (Borradori 2003: 6). Although this assumption is true to a great extent, this is not always the case. Habermas believes that such obstacles in communication can be overcome with the help of rationality only and that ‘in the course of mutual perspective-taking there can develop a common horizon of background assumptions in which both sides accomplish an interpretation that is not ethnocentrically adopted or converted, but, rather, intersubjectively shared’ (Borradori 2003: 36). Tempting as this notion may be, Habermas seems to suggest that communicative action would work in exactly the same way among cultures that share similar cultural values, history and customs and cultures with diametrically opposed world views that may not even favour the dialogic model and a westernised belief in rationality. Also, he presupposes that this kind of communication can work independently of needs and feelings, including ethnocentric ones, as if one can step from an ethnic and/or an individual identity to an intersubjective one leaving behind any supposedly obstructive elements of subjectivity.
	As a result, Habermas sees tolerance, a rationalised form of control of economic and political disputes and passions, as the solution to the “war against terrorism”. He dismisses the religious associations of the concept of tolerance, which is usually identified with the rich or the powerful being condescending towards the weak and the Other, and sees tolerance as a dialogic and reciprocal process. ‘What is being tolerated is not one-sidedly or monologically established but dialogically achieved through the rational exchange of citizens’(Borradori 2003: 73). Once again the same problem emerges since if we are to establish dialogically what can be tolerated, we need to exercise communicative rationality which is, according to Habermas, 
a peculiar rationality, inherent not in language as such but in the communicative use of linguistic expressions, that can be reduced neither to the epistemic rationality of knowledge (as classical truth-conditional semantics supposes) nor to the purposive-rationality of action (as intentionalist semantics assumes). This communicative rationality is expressed in the unifying force of speech oriented towards reaching understanding, which secures for the participating speakers an intersubjectively shared lifeworld, thereby securing at the same time the horizon within which everyone can refer to one and the same objective world. (Habermas 1998: 315)

Habermas’s conceptualisation of communicative rationality as an inherent characteristic of the communicative use of language appears to be problematic as the purpose of all linguistic expression is communication independently of motivation. Furthermore, he seems to privilege the unifying elements of speech, as opposed to polyphony, or else, to favour a movement towards monological rather than dialogical structures. It almost seems that a dialogical model of thought/communication is to be tolerated only as long as it eventually leads to a restored, supposedly natural, intersubjective and objective resolution/world view. Consequently, one may claim that Habermas’s conceptualisation of tolerance is pseudo-dialogical and that he does not succeed in ridding the concept of its hierarchical connotations. He once again appears to overlook the role of emotions, subjectivity and personal world views in everyday communication and to favour allegedly disinterested mental processes and the idealised notion of a commonly shared world that will somehow inevitably lead to unanimous decisions. Finally, as it has been pointed out by Alan Ryan in relation to Habermas’s theories about truth and rationality, ‘how far such an argument can take us is mysterious. Almost nobody admits to taking truth, justice and reason anything less than seriously and where theorists insist that something other than truth, justice and reason must be the basis of a common culture or provide the ingredients of social solidarity they think they have reasons for saying so’ (Ryan 2003: 46).
	Ian McEwan’s  Saturday written in 2005, seems to exemplify some of the pitfalls stemming from the Habermasian concepts of communicative rationality and tolerance. The novel is set in London in the aftermath of 9/11 and a few months before the invasion of Iraq. The main character, Henry Perowne, is a successful neurosurgeon who leads an apparently uneventful life in an affluent neighbourhood. The story takes place in a single day, Saturday, which is a classical modernist device that serves to show how Henry’s everyday life has been unsettled, presumably because of the demonstration against the war in Iraq that takes place that day. The novel opens with Henry watching from his window the peculiar descent of a plane at Heathrow airport which triggers memories of 9/11 and an all pervasive feeling of fear is established from the very beginning. Later that day, and in a scene conspicuously reminiscent of  DeLillo’s Cosmopolis  that we will examine later, Henry is driving through the demonstration and stopped by a gang of youths of unspecified race and colour who threaten to rob and hit him. He uses his medical knowledge to avert the attack by diagnosing the group’s leader Baxter with a terminal, degenerative illness and by promising to help him with his treatment. In the same evening Baxter invades Perowne’s house and holds him and his family hostage while he instructs his  daughter Daisy, who is a poet, to take her clothes of  and read him one of her poems. Daisy misleads Baxter by reading ‘Dover Beach’ instead, which has a calming effect on him and gives Henry the opportunity to attack and disarm him. Ideally both attacks could have been prevented if Henry and Daisy did not have to resort to trickery and managed to establish substantial communication with Baxter. The reader, however, is called to sympathise with their predicament as the story is narrated from Henry’s point of view, namely, that of a privileged, white male narrator while Baxter remains a mysteriously unapproachable character as we know nothing of his background and reasons for the attack. Baxter remains a threat and an outsider who is simply tolerated by the middle class professional, just as he tolerates the presence of demonstrators in the streets. He cynically perceives of them as obstacles on his way to the tennis court and their protest as ‘a feel good consumers demonstration and intimation of revolutionary joy’ (McEwan 2006: 73). Perowne’s encounters with Baxter then could be read as exemplifying the difficulties not only of separating communicative and strategic action (avert the attacks/Henry- get money, ensure treatment/ Baxter) but also of establishing communicative action even among subjects who share the same culture when rationality is not accompanied by empathy.
Indeed, Henry Perowne seems to represent the typical Habermasian modernist rationalist. He looks down on religion and in particular Islam because he thinks that it has contributed nothing to human progress. He believes that faith is to blame for fanaticism while he only trusts science and genetics as genes, according to him, predetermine our fate. Perowne wants the world explained not reinvented and consequently he favours stability, security and repetition even in his sex life. It comes as no surprise then that, as a result of his obsession with reason and fixity, he declares his admiration for Enlightenment thinkers and supports the war in Iraq, while he dismisses Daisy’s anti-war views, as irresponsible, relativist nonsense. He seems to be more preoccupied with having a civil dinner than with the reasons behind and the possible outcomes of the invasion of Iraq. ‘The hidden weapons, whether they exist or not, they’re irrelevant. The invasion’s going to happen, and militarily it’s bound to succeed. It’ll be the end of Saddam and one of the most odious regimes ever known, and I’ll be glad . . .  He feels a sudden sadness, and a longing for the dispute to come to an end. He preferred it ten minutes ago, when she told him she loved him’ (McEwan 2006:191). Daisy’s protest against Henry’s perverse logic that the West should rid of Saddam, no matter what the cost for the Iraqi people is, and that it is folly to allow sympathy for one’s attackers, sounds artificial and one cannot help wondering whether she has adopted half heartedly a pseudo-liberal discourse only to contradict her father. Henry and Daisy’s argument seem to reflect the spectacular failure of communicative action between Tony Blair and the British public opinion with regards to the invasion of Iraq and its catastrophic consequences. However, this is not explored further in the novel and the whole episode is forgotten amidst the clutter of the preparations for the champagne fuelled family dinner. Henry’s and Daisy’s voices sound inauthentic and the tension between them remains unresolved and operates like a white background noise in the novel as it is not of central importance to the way the sequence of events unfold. 
The novel’s ending remains just as problematic since Daisy’s supposedly subversive voice turns out to be fake as the poem she reads to Baxter is not written by her and, as a result, she refuses to engage in any substantial communication with the Other. The young poet betrays her art and ideals in the interest of self-preservation, as does Henry in two instances. Firstly, when he uses his knowledge and status to prevent Baxter from attacking him and then once again after he has performed an operation on him that will extend his life temporarily. Henry admits that he does not know whether he would have performed the surgery and dropped the charges against Baxter if he were to live for a long time. So, an act that initially seems to be one of  kindness and forgiveness may in fact be an act of revenge, as it will extend Baxter’s painful life, or even an act that will reaffirm Henry’s supposedly superior middle class  morality and assuage any guilt he may have. This assumption is reinforced by the novel’s final scene too where Henry returns home from the operating theatre tired and falls asleep peacefully next to his wife in the warmth of his affluent and now safe flat, having relieved himself from any disquieting thoughts about terrorism and home invasions. The novel ends with a feeling of relief for the middle class reader too; a feeling that Henry did his best in an awful situation and that he now deserves to rest since both terrorist attacks and home invasions are problems bigger than oneself that cannot be resolved. There is no sense of regret on his or the narrator’s part that things might have, or at least should have, evolved in a different way. Henry does not seem traumatised either by 9/11 or Baxter and there is just a sense of a superficial wound that has already healed and of a comfortable slumbering of consciousness that is also obvious from the matter of fact, sluggish tone of the novel that reflects Henry’s self-assured, bland character. 
He closes his eyes. This time there’ll be no trouble falling toward oblivion, there’s nothing that can stop him now. Sleep’s no longer a concept, it’s a material thing, an ancient means of transport, a soft moving belt, conveying him into Sunday. He fits himself around her, her silk pyjamas, her scent, her warmth, her beloved form, and draws closer to her. Blindly, he kisses her nape. There’s always this, is one of his remaining thoughts. And then: there’s only this. And at last, faintly, falling: this day’s over. (McEwan 2006: 279)

So, McEwan’s assertion about the novel  that ‘in contemplating life, the exercise of the imagination enables . . . the extension of our sympathies . . . the nature of empathy is to see one self as another- and the basis for compassion and empathy is imagination’( McEwan cited in Childs 2005: 276), seems at odds with the characters’ and the narrator’s inability to identify with the Other. It also seems incompatible  with the author’s designation of the terrorists as ‘holy fools’ (McEwan 2001) in an article in The Guardian soon after 9/11. The only time such an effort is made, is when the narrator attempts to reconstruct unsuccessfully the last moments of the victims on the plane with images that could have been taken from a Hollywood blockbuster and prose compact with clichés and sensationalisms that indicate his lack of imagination and empathy. This lack seems also to be one of the reasons why communicative action is not established among the characters of the novel and why they remain disaffected and ultimately, unengaging.
For Derrida on the other hand, rationality, irrespectively of the form it takes, is not the only ingredient for successful politics. He disagrees with Habermas’s explanation of the 9/11 attacks simply as a failure of communicative action and he does not see tolerance as the solution. On the contrary, he believes that tolerance is a concept still invested with power and negative religious connotations and that his concept of unconditional forgiveness and/or hospitality is a preferable measure against terrorism. According to Derrida, 9/11 and its aftermath was the result not only of previous political injustices on the part of the US towards Middle Eastern countries but also of the failure of both the West and the East to accept and/or forgive unconditionally the Other, as it is illustrated from his notion of hospitality. 

But tolerance remains a scrutinised hospitality, always under surveillance, parsimonious and protective of its sovereignty. In the best cases, it’s what I would call a conditional hospitality, the one that is most commonly practiced by individuals, families, cities, or states. We offer hospitality only on the condition that the other follow our rules, our way of life, even our language, our culture, our political system and, so on. That is hospitality as it is commonly understood and practiced, a hospitality that gives rise, with certain conditions, to regulated practices, laws and conventions on a national and international- indeed, as Kant says in a famous text a “cosmopolitical”- scale. But pure or unconditional hospitality does not consist in such an invitation . . . Pure and unconditional hospitality, hospitality itself, opens or is in advance open to someone who is neither expected or invited, to whomever arrives as an absolutely foreign visitor, as a new arrival, nonidentifiable and unforeseeable, in short, wholly other. I would call this a hospitality of visitation rather that invitation. The visit might actually be very dangerous, and we must not ignore this fact, but would a hospitality without risk, a hospitality backed by certain assurances, a hospitality protected by an immune system against the wholly other be true hospitality? (Borradori 2003:128)

Derrida’s concept of unconditional hospitality seems at first reading to be not only dangerous and conceptually flawed, but politically impractical as well. Would not a hospitality that is blind to the particularity of the Other, to the Other’s otherness and unique condition, a hospitality without restrictions, be ultimately a monolithic kind of hospitality, a hospitality for the sake of hospitality? Derrida, however, seems to avoid these traps by admitting himself that 

An unconditional hospitality is, to be sure, practically impossible to live; one cannot in any case, and by definition, organise it . . . No state can write it into its laws. But without at least the thought of this pure and unconditional hospitality, of hospitality itself, we would have no concept of hospitality in general and would not even be able to determine any rules for conditional hospitality . . . I cannot expose myself to the coming of the other and offer him or her anything whatsoever without making this hospitality effective, without, in some concrete way giving something determinate. This determination will thus have to re-inscribe the unconditional into certain conditions. Otherwise, it gives nothing . . . Political, juridical and ethical responsibilities have their place, if they take place, only in this transaction- which is each time unique, like an event- between these two hospitalities, the unconditional and the conditional. (Borradori 2003:129,130)

With this double movement Derrida avoids accusations of relentless theorising, political irresponsibility and relativism that he has unfairly been subjected to in the past. By identifying the limitations and possible shortcomings of his concept of unconditional hospitality, Derrida’s theory displays a flexibility that Habermas’s lacks since he insists on the practicability of his idealising presuppositions for communicative action, mainly due to his belief in the powers of a universalising rationality. Derrida on the other hand, ingeniously suspends rationality but only momentarily in favour of an uninhibited receptiveness of the Other that defies pure intellectual processes and may be said to belong to the realms of reason, instinct and emotion simultaneously and to display a kind of deeper humanism. He then proceeds to re-inscribe his theory to the domain of the political with caution, humility and consideration towards both the self and Other, which is what makes unconditional hospitality a truly dialogic concept as opposed to Habermas’s concept of tolerance. We will later on investigate this notion of unconditional hospitality and forgiveness in relation to some of Michel Houellebecq’s, Paul Auster’s and Jonathan Coe’s fiction.
Furthermore, Derrida re-inscribes 9/11 to the realm of the political, contrary to common held views perpetuated by the media and Habermas as well. He believes that 9/11 does not constitute a singular event through and through. This is because 

it was not impossible to foresee an attack on American soil by those called ‘terrorists’, against a highly sensitive, spectacular, extremely symbolic building or institution . . . there had already been a bombing attack against the Twin Towers a few years back and the fallout from this attack remains very much a current affair . . . And there have been so many other attacks of the same kind outside American national territory but against American interests. ( Borradori 2003: 91)

Derrida does not deny 9/11 the status of an event beyond all simulacra and he does condemn it unconditionally, but by denying it the status of a unique event he undermines the American overreaction to the attacks and exposes it as a method of self-justification and self-victimisation. In other words, he denies 9/11 the mythical status it has been given by the media and the subsequent demonisation of the terrorist, both of which serve to perpetuate the trauma and the threat of supposedly unavoidable future attacks. It is this threat that Western politicians have appropriated in order to justify the invasion of Iraq and its terrible aftermath and which does not allow the process of mourning and healing to begin, nor does it allow unconditional forgiveness and hospitality to be inscribed to the realm of the political. Subsequently, it seems that for Derrida 9/11 as a spectacular act does not seem to have escaped the logic of capitalism and to have constituted a truly revolutionary act that can subvert the American monopoly of power. Instead it was an act that was very easily assimilated by the media and paradoxically exploited by western superpowers in order to promote their interests in the middle East. The only truly revolutionary acts are for Derrida unconditional forgiveness and unconditional hospitality because they escape the logic of exchange and thus disrupt capitalism. An example of the subversive nature of such acts is given On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness where Derrida declares that ‘the only truly act of terrorism is unconditional hospitality, to help foreigners whose papers are not in order get accepted in French soil’(Derrida 2001: 16). Derrida then, may be said to deny the terrorists of 9/11 the status of true terrorists who can disrupt the state and the law, or else, their atrocious actions do not constitute an authentic revolution. Instead, the endless violence they generated ultimately has served Western power as it is obvious from the current state of Iraq.
 Michel Houellebecq’s novel Platform may be read as a rather stark and dark investigation of terrorism and the Habermas / Derrida debate as it dramatises how communicative action and rationality can easily be translated into a self-serving discourse of human rights by Westerners who fail to embrace the Other unconditionally. The novel’s narrator, Michel, is very tellingly a civil servant at the Ministry of Culture. He is portrayed as a promiscuous rationalist since for him art is just a trade and a trend, a sophisticated pastime of Westerners who have stopped enjoying the pleasures of life, including sex, while he maintains that Asian people, and in particular Thai people, do not need art since they derive pleasure from a life close to nature and uninhibited sex as well.  The Other’s perceived affinity to nature is both the source of misplaced admiration/idolisation and animalisation/exploitation and one of the reasons that he visits Thailand where he meets his later girlfriend Valerie, who works at a travel agency organising package tours. Before, Michel met Valerie, he had led a passionless life, a life devoid of human contact and emotion and full of racial hatred for Muslims, Chinese and everyone non-European in general. Being a disinterested, cynical and ultra-rational  narrator he sees sex tourism as one of the few things that can offer him and other Westerners pleasure as they constantly invent excuses for their lack of morality. So, Michel claims that there is nothing wrong with sex tourism as long as Westerners derive pleasure and local economies are promoted since it is very often the only source of income for the destitute women and their families, without giving much thought to the reasons they have had to resort to prostitution in the first place. Michel perceives his personal sexual gratification as a right and when he is back in Paris he helps Valerie and her boss organise and distribute sex packages in Third World countries. These packages are very worryingly extremely popular with all Europeans as they collectively become perpetrators of  a distorted form of westernised communicative rationality, namely that of the right to pleasure/happiness. His pragmatism is so extreme that he feels no guilt dividing the world into platforms according to profit margins and specialised services that cater for different needs and tastes as it seems that each European nation has distinct sexual preferences. ‘Because pleasure is a right. Since the NATO intervention in Kosovo the notion of rights had become very persuasive . . . Every recent campaign based on the idea of rights had been a success. The right to innovation, the right to excellence . . . The right to pleasure, was a new one’ (Houellebecq 2003: 256). Consequently, it would appear that the discourse of human rights/communicative rationality needs to be re-inscribed within the domain of unconditional hospitality if it is not to collapse into public forms of self-deception.
 It becomes inevitable then that Michel eventually comes to consider sex not as an expression of love, humanity and solidarity but as just another highly valuable commodity. Once again he is portrayed as the proponent of  capitalist logic, or else, a western model of communicative rationality/action based on the consensus that capitalism is the best economic system and that everything can be translated into money, including human traits and abilities. So, Michel favours Marshall’s model where ‘the buyer is a rational individual seeking to maximise his satisfaction while taking price into consideration’ (Houellebecq 2003:14). Furthermore, he scorns Baudrillard’s model that posits that ‘a purchase necessarily implies a series of signals’ (Houellebecq 2003: 14), or else, that there is no real correspondence between the price and the needs that a product claims to fulfil but only manipulative marketing tactics and misleading signs. Michel declares that
If sex was really to come into the category of tradable commodities, the best solution was probably to involve money, that universal mediator which already made it possible to assure an exact equivalence between intelligence, talent and technical competence; which had already made it possible to assure a perfect standardisation of opinions, tastes and lifestyles. (Houellebecq 2003: 298)

One cannot help wonder at the ease with which consensus and reasoned arguments and consequently communicative action (capitalism, human rights, democratisation, the EU project) can slip into instrumental rationality and fallacy and whether communicative rationality can be accomplished at all, without recourse to unconditional hospitality. However, Michel’s capitalist, hyper-rational plans to restore the dormant western sexuality and Third World economy simultaneously go wrong at the end of the novel when during a terrorist attack at an exotic resort Valerie is killed and so are many other tourists and employees. It is then that he acknowledges that 
As a wealthy European, I could obtain food and the services of women more cheaply in other countries; as a decadent European, conscious of my approaching death, and given entirely to selfishness, I could see no reason to deprive  myself of such things. I was aware, however, that such a situation was barely tenable, that people like me were incapable of ensuring the survival of a society, perhaps more simply we were unworthy of life. (Houellebecq 2003: 299) 

This is because, as he occasionally senses, there is always something that escapes rationality and that he has failed to take into account.
Valerie, on the other hand, seems to get carried away by his plans and to personify an unconditional giving of the self to the other and a deeper kind of humanism that exceeds reason. When she and Michel visit a sadomasochist club in Paris and witness some extreme sex acts she revolts. So, when Geraldine another member of the club says that she sees no problem with extreme S&M practices, as long as both members consent and uses the discourse of democracy and the right to pleasure as justification, Valerie declares: ‘I don’t believe that you can freely consent to humiliation and suffering. And even if you can, I don’t think it’s reason enough’(Houellebecq 2003: 187). Geraldine’s arguments about the right to pleasure and the intimate nature of sexuality as supposedly related to instincts of domination and servility seem disgusting to both Michel and Valerie. Michel opts out of this conversation, which he sees as pointless and shrugs his shoulders as if to suggest that the subject is beyond him. Valerie, however, insists on condemning such a fascile interpretation of human rights that only pays face tribute to the Other.
It’s beyond me that a human being could come to prefer pain to pleasure. I don’t know - they need to be re-educated, to be loved, to be taught what pleasure is . . . There’s the sexuality of those who love each other, and the sexuality of those who don’t love each other. When there’s no longer any possibility of identifying with the other the only thing left is suffering - and cruelty. (Houellebecq 2003:190)

Michel thinks that Valerie’s attitude is childish and that her unselfishness and innocence make her hide from reality. However, it is this innocence and her ability to offer herself unconditionally to the other that he loves about her and can counterbalance his extreme rationalism. When they have oral sex he finds it extraordinary that she enjoys giving pleasure. ‘Offering your body as an object of pleasure, giving pleasure unselfishly: that’s what westerners don’t know how to do any more. They’ve completely lost the sense of giving . . . We have become cold, rational, acutely conscious of our individual existence and our rights’ (Houellebecq 2003: 243). Valerie derives pleasure and satisfaction from giving to the Other but this proves to be  dangerous for both her mental health and emotional stability. Ironically, at the end of the novel it is her almost otherworldly giving nature that is erased during the terrorist attack, while Michel survives but only to sink even deeper in a world of hatred and self-destructiveness without her. It seems then that for Houellebecq both (communicative) rationality and an unconditional acceptance of the other are necessary requirements for leading a fulfilling life.
	In light of this, the accusations made against Houellebecq that he ‘does not condemn Western immorality but wallows in it’ (Beck 2003: 15) appear to be unfair to an extent. Michel’s inability to see beyond rationalisations and to identify with the Other is implicitly criticised as there is always a distance between his and the narrator’s point of view. The terrorists are also portrayed as being guilty of a similar crime as they are unable to imagine the pain they inflict in pursuit of their own goals. This is the reason communicative action between the two sides cannot be established in this case. Furthermore, Michel’s philosophical, self-indulgent musings and self-pity seem unimportant when compared to the terrible consequences of the terrorist attack and so are the terrorists’ aims and justification of violence. Houellebecq ensures that both parts are attributed equal responsibility for the atrocity by painting a very vivid and harsh picture of the aftermath of the attack as Michel holds Valerie’s still warm body in his hands. 
In front of the entrance to the bar a dancer crawled along the ground, still wearing her white bikini, her arms severed at the elbows. Nearby a German tourist sitting in the midst of the rubble held his intestines as they spilled from his belly; his wife lay near him, her chest gasping, her breasts half torn off . . .  the ground was slippery, covered with blood seeping from human bodies and mutilated organs . . . Bolts and nails had gouged out eyes, ripped off hands, torn faces to shreds (Houellebecq 2003: 332,333).

 Because of the unimaginable pain that is caused, Western newspapers’ rationalised justification of the crime as  a well deserved punishment for the European sex tourists seems utterly hypocritical. Western journalists may be a bit too understanding, as Žižek may have put it, towards the terrorists’ motives, an indication of how pure reason and fundamentalism can become ultimately indistinguishable. Furthermore, these horrific descriptions and the desexualisation of the human body they induce seem to constitute an implicit self-critique of the author himself as they contrast with the graphic sex scenes that dominate both Atomised and Platform and which are absent from his next two novels that we will be examining later. So, one then may draw the conclusion, especially since the novel was published in French more than two months before 9/11 and long before the Bali bombings, that Michel’s traumatised psyche is not the result of  terrorist acts but originates in Western attitudes towards life and the Other which are undermined throughout the novel. Houellebecq may wallow in Western immorality, as it has been said, but this is what enables him to dissect it ingeniously without becoming didactic and, just like his narrator, he is always painfully aware that there is a price to pay. This is also one of the reasons Houellebecq deals with terrorism and its causes insightfully long before it became a major issue for everyone else.
	Paul Auster, on the other hand, in The Book of Illusions and The Brooklyn Follies, that were published in 2002 and 2006 respectively, refrains from dealing with terrorism and its impact directly. This seems strange, at first, given the fact that his novel Leviathan dealt extensively and intuitively with such issues in the 90’s but it may have been a deliberate move in order to demythologise 9/11 as a monumental event and capture its true impact on the American psyche by dealing with the everyday and the particular. This becomes more obvious from one of  the novelist’s interviews when asked about the artist’s responsibility after 9/11. 
He (the artist) must continue to do his work . . . And I remember saying then, and I still feel it very keenly now: Making up stories, fictions, whether films or novels or narrative poems, it’s all about the sanctity of the individual, which is what our democracies are supposedly all about, upholding the rights of the individual. And if we don’t have people chronicling the lives of the individuals out there, then we become monolithic states. So, therefore, the job of the writer is to think small, pay attention and communicate what’s out there, what people are doing. On the other hand, the second thing is that writers have political opinions and writers are often in positions to speak out in ways that other people are not in positions to speak out. So when the moments have come, I’ve spoken out. I’ve said my piece. I tried to do my little bit to fight for the things I believe in. (Auster 2012)
So, Auster chooses to deal with terrorism peripherally as The Book of Illusions is set in the 1980’s and the novel’s hero is a professor who withdraws in a life of isolation and desperation after his wife and children are killed in a plane crash. As a result, he embarks on a quest for discovering the rare, silent films of the comedian Hector Mann, who has disappeared mysteriously. During his search he is drawn even deeper in the actor’s dark world as he gets to meet him at his reclusive farm in New Mexico. It turns out that Mann has been a prolific director all this time but does not want his films to be seen by anyone although Professor David Zimmer and Alma, the daughter of  Mann’s leading lady and chronicler of  his life, attempt to convince him otherwise. The mood of the novel is dark and mournful while the dialogue is sparse reflecting the characters’ inability to communicate and the anguish of finding one’s self through dealing with traumatic events. The structure, just like the characters, is fragmented and interspersed with long accounts of films, books and Alma’s last letter that fills in the gaps of the story about her death at the farm while trying to prevent Mann’s wife Frieda from destroying her book and Hector’s work. Alma’s and David’s brief relationship is the only respite from suffering in the novel as both communicative action (their futile plan to escape the farm and save Mann’s work) and unconditional friendship (their selfless love for each other) are temporarily established. Furthermore, their brief affair is contrasted heavily with Frieda’s fanaticism and isolationist, destructive tendencies after Hector appears to have had a change of heart about destroying his films that threatens their life together. ‘Alma and I went into bed, and once we fell asleep, Frieda tiptoed down the hall, went into Hector’s room and smothered him with a pillow. I’m convinced that she did it out of love. There was no anger in her, no sense of betrayal or revenge- simply a fanatic’s devotion to a just and holy cause’ (Auster 2002: 319). The narrator’s understanding of Frieda’s motives and his admission of guilt that his presence in New Mexico may have triggered the events that led to Alma’s and Frieda’s death, could be read as the beginning of restoration of  the unconditional forgiveness of the Other. They could also be read as an attempt to restore communicative rationality with the reader since they are part of the book that the narrator publishes about the events years later and which is the book that we are reading as we find out in the end. Thus the novel ends in a more optimistic tone about the regenerative powers of works of art, including Hector’s films, copies of which may have been secretly salvaged by Alma and may turn up some day, as well as, of the restorative powers of  the novel itself. 
The Brooklyn Follies also takes place just before 9/11 and the World Trade Centre attacks are not mentioned until the very last paragraph of the novel. Instead the novel deals with the narrator’s, Nathan’s, personal adventures and private dramas but in a humorous tone and the author seems to foreground issues of language and the nature of communication. Nathan has just recovered from lung cancer and decides to move back to Brooklyn. New York, just before 9/11, features as a protagonist in the story and seems to be already an ancient kingdom of solitude and despair apart from sporadic instances of solidarity and human contact. Nathan, who has lost every contact with his family, incidentally runs into his lonely nephew, Tom, who works at a bookshop after giving up his ambition to complete his PhD. Tom, Nathan and the owner of the bookshop spend their time indulging in luxurious meals and philosophical conversations about the state of things and politics. These conversations are conducted in a distinctively pseudo-sophisticated and playful fashion and lead to no definitive conclusions. Instead they seem to be arbitrary meditations on the meaning of life and the everyday, or else, ‘verbal flubs’ (Auster 2005: 85), as Nathan calls them, designed to keep them occupied and entertained while they avoid life. Their habits are disrupted when a little girl, Tom’s niece from his estranged sister, appears suddenly on their doorstep. Lucy refuses to speak and to give out any information about the whereabouts of her mother and how she got there, so they decide to drive her to Tom’s elder sister to spend the summer. On their way there they stop at a hotel where Tom meets Honey Chowder, the hotel owner’s daughter and during dinner they engage in a conversation about the upcoming election. Their conversation seems to be less of an attempt to communicate truths in a Habermasian manner and more of a frenetic attempt to come to grips with the schizophrenic nature of American politics. However, they do not reach an agreement about who they should vote for in order to avoid Bush’s election or establish any substantial communication. It is only towards the end of the evening and through a more playful use of language, when Honey tells a joke, that paradoxically some of the most essential truths about the current state of politics are established. ‘ “Do you know what happened the last time a nation listened to a bush?” Honey asks. No one says a word. “Its people wandered in the desert for forty years.” ’(Auster 2005: 176). The puns on the words desert and bush allude prophetically to Bush’s religious fanaticism and the author’s exasperation with the way the election was won. It is also here, at this remote from the New York commotion hotel and in this quintessentially American, rural landscape, that Lucy decides to speak. However, she does not reveal any substantial information about how she got to New York and this makes Nathan ponder on the problematic nature of language as a means of communication.
I am expecting answers and revelations, the unwrapping of manifold mysteries, a great beam of light shining into the darkness. I should have known better than to count on language as a more efficient form of communication than nods and shakes of the head. Lucy has resisted our attempts to pry something out of her for three solid days and once she allows herself to talk, her words are scarcely more helpful to us than her silence was. (Auster 2006:183)

It may be said that Auster challenges Habermas’s view that communicative rationality is inherent in language and that language can be freed of idiomatic use and subjective elements throughout the novel. This becomes more evident when we find out later that Lucy is extremely intelligent but takes language too literally. As a result, when her mother Aurora sent her off to her uncle in order to protect her from her religious fanatic husband, she advised her to tell Tom that she was ‘just fine’ (Auster 2005:132). Lucy, however, took her words literally and stopped talking altogether after that. It is the too literal and rational use of language in this instance that obstructs communication. If one overlooks the arbitrary, referential nature of language, one is left with an ultimately incomprehensible system of signs. 
Aurora’s husband, whose mental health deteriorated after he served at the desert storm, also takes words too literally. He symbolically becomes a reformed Christian and a devout member of The Temple of the Holy Word where the Bible and Reverend Bob’s rules are to be followed to the letter and the pastor’s words must be revered. So, he is unable to comprehend and respond to Nathan’s playful use of language when they first meet and accuses him of making fun of his beliefs. He also appropriates religious discourse in order to disguise his sadism and abuse his family, while Aurora condemns his obscene fidelity to the Word that distorts and obstructs communication as schizophrenic.
You can talk to your god and hope he listens to you but unless your brain is tuned to the twenty-four hour Schizophrenia network, he isn’t going to talkback. Pray all you want, but you won’t hear a pip from dad. You can study his words in the bible but the bible is just a book and books don’t talk, do they? (Auster 2006: 262)

Auster then seems to favour a more self-reflexive use of language that is aware of its own limitations as a means of transmitting truths and which is less tied to Habermas’s notion of communicative rationality and more concerned with the dialogic nature of creating meaning and conveying experience. Furthermore, his playful use of language reflects contemporary sensibilities as it exposes the angst and confusion of his characters who struggle to establish communication and find their place in the world right before 9/11. Interestingly, the inherent ambiguity of language becomes even more prominent by the fact that The Brooklyn Follies is one of Auster’s most realist novels in terms of plot, characterisation, linear narrative and tidy denouement.
  The novel ends forty-six minutes before the attacks at the World Trade Centre with Nathan walking out of the hospital healthy and happy again  and capable of enjoying the sunshine and looking forward to a new life with his friends and family. So, the reader supposes that Nathan survived the attacks and that he did set up a business, Bios Unlimited, writing autobiographies of supposedly unimportant, regular people, some of which are part of the book that we have read. Tom as well stops avoiding life and marries Honey and Aurora leaves her abusive husband. Nathan then just like Auster, chose not to deal with 9/11 directly but to construct his and his family’s petite narrative  as a reaffirmation of the power of love and life ‘in a world that is governed by lunatics’ (Auster  2006: 242). It seems then that this is Nathan’s and Auster’s contribution to the process of healing the traumas of 9/11. Auster’s fiction refuses to get caught up in an endless public lamentation about 9/11 and to be traumatised irrevocably by it.
Coe’s treatment of 9/11 and its aftermath in The Closed Circle, published in 2005, is similar to Auster’s although 9/11 features a bit more prominently in the lives of his heroes and heroines. The youths of  The Rotters’ Club have grown up and are caught in the whirlpool of history. However, they are not as passive or powerless in the face of historical events as Coe’s characters in What A Carve Up!, the exemplary postmodern, political novel, were. Furthermore, The Closed Circle, despite some incredible coincidences in the story line, is a more realist, less self-referential novel and the narrative is less fragmented as well, compared to Coe’s previous fiction. So, Benjamin has quit his job in order to write a very original and innovative novel that mixes music with speech and personal affairs with the political but after years of effort he exclaims that it is impossible:
Am I kidding myself that I’m doing something important? Am I not just raking over the embers of my little life and trying to blow it up into something significant by sticking a whole lot of politics in there as well? And what about September the eleventh? How do I find room for that kind of stuff in there? I didn’t write a word for months after it happened, or after the Americans went into Afghanistan. Suddenly everything I was doing seemed even smaller and less important. And now it looks like we’ll be going into Iraq soon. (Coe  2005: 259)

Benjamin’s disillusionment and indignation reflects Coe’s and stresses the difficulties the contemporary novelist faces in rendering the impact of 9/11. Nevertheless, Benjamin does complete his novel and so does Coe who treats 9/11 in the same way he treated Thatcherism and to the best of his abilities; that is with a degree of humour and sarcasm that serves to depict the irrationality of Western politicians and to give a glimpse of hope about the future, without deflating the seriousness of the situation.
So, Paul, Benjamin’s brother and an MP is portrayed as the mouthpiece of  a generation of politicians who lack passion and vision and always resort to lukewarm responses to socio-political matters in order to disguise their indecisiveness or their mistakes. They are the proponents of the Third Way, although neither they nor Paul are sure what this means. When Paul is asked by Doug about his political convictions his response is far from clear. 
‘Well, look here, Doug, you’re asking me to reduce a very broad, very complex set of beliefs to some easy formula, and it just can’t’- . . . ‘The “third way”. You’re always banging on about it. What is it?’ . . . ‘Well, ok.’ He wriggled a little more, then sat up straight, then drummed his fingers on the table. ‘Well, it’s an alternative. An alternative to the sterile, worn-out dichotomy between left and right.’ He looked to Doug for some sort or reaction, but saw nothing. ‘That’s a good thing, isn’t it?’ ‘It sounds like a very good thing. It sounds like something we’ve all been trying to find for years. And you guys managed to come up with it in a weekend, as far as I can see. What are you going to turn up next? The philosopher’s stone? The Ark of Covenant? What else has Tony got hidden down the back of a sofa at Chequers?’.  (Coe 2005: 61,62)

 Paul’s quest for  an illusive “third way” in both his political career and his personal life is criticised as he refuses to choose between his wife and mistress while his ignorance and irresponsibility as an MP are parodied extensively in the novel. Furthermore, Coe seems to dismiss a Habermasian notion of tolerance propagated by contemporary politicians as a panacea of race issues in British society, as a symptom of the third-way politics and its pseudo-liberal multiculturalism. The relentless promotion of  both tolerance and multiculturalism are signs of misplaced racism and  of the failure of communicative action and rationality when it is divorced from an unconditional acceptance of the Other. When Steve Richards writes to Philip, a journalist, to help him investigate a case of racial abuse Steve admits in pain. ‘Sure we live in a successful multicultural society. A tolerant society. (Though what have I ever done that people have to “tolerate” me?) But these people are still out there. I know they are a minority’ (Coe 2005:195). Coe’s intense preoccupation with political discourse is a reminder of the need to constantly revise and re-inscribe the political into politics and alerts us against the fascile acceptance of concepts that are used today by media and politicians alike to manipulate public opinion.
	Moreover, although it has been claimed about Coe’s fiction that ‘the heroes’ relation to history and to genre leaves no room for working through or human agency’ (Tew 2006: 36), The Closed Circle constitutes an exception. In a hilarious twist of the motto that the personal is political, Coe illustrates how the personal can affect the political and how supposedly serious political decisions are based on the whims of politicians. So, despite the fact that Paul is not convinced by Tony Blair’s arguments that Britain should invade Iraq and against public opinion, he votes for the war. This is because the only place in London where he and his mistress can have some privacy is Mark’s flat. Mark is a war correspondent currently abroad but bound to return home soon and Paul decides to vote for the war in Iraq in the hope that Mark will be sent there and that he and Malvina can keep using the flat. In this way, Coe dramatises how, if politics influence personal lives, then the relationship can only be reciprocal and that the personal can influence the political as well, albeit in a negative manner in this case. There is some hope then that we may not be as powerless as we think in the face of  history. This reserved optimism is reinforced at the end of the novel where in the midst of despair, divorces, reunifications, terrorist attacks and dubious political agendas, Sophie and Patrick fall in love and want the chance to make their own mistakes in life. Furthermore, Ben reinvents himself and Paul finally decides to leave his wife for Malvina while all the characters appear to have suddenly learned how to take charge of their lives. So, Coe, just like Auster in The Brooklyn Follies,  seems to be exploring the subversive potential of  petite narratives against the backdrop of the grand narrative of 9/11. He also chooses to step back, reaffirm life and implicitly deny to perpetuate trauma and death with an overdose of humour and acute sociological observation. In this way, he is able to evaluate the true dimensions of the events and take a more sober look at their real causes. Coe seems to perceive of  Blair’s policies towards Iraq as the result of a deeply embedded racism in society and as another instance of racist violence that engenders more violence due to an inability to identify with the Other.  ‘Examples of this are endless: Lockberie. September the 11th. Bali. . .  Mombasa. Riyandh . . . Casablanca . . .  Jakarta . . .  Istanbul . . . It never stops’ (Coe 2005: 430). However, despite the haunting effects of terrorism  one has no other choice but to ‘go on’ (Coe 2005: 432) as Lois, who lost her fiancé at an IRA attack, says.
	Philip Roth’s treatment of terrorism, on the other hand, in his novel The Plot Against America, published in 2005, is very problematic as the novel seems to be governed by the principle of tolerance at many levels. The novel has been said to be about the Bush administration in a peripheral way and offers an alternative history of  the US where Lindbergh, the famous American aviator who was a proponent of non interventionist politics during World War II, wins the 1940 presidential elections and Roosevelt looses. This has disastrous consequences for the Jewish population of the US, including Philip’s family in Newark, as they are being apparently persecuted by the government through schemes and organisations  such as  The American Office of Absorption. The  American Office of Absorption aims not at promoting social integration as it claims, thus echoing Derrida’s definition of tolerance as scrutinised hospitality under surveillance, but at isolating and potentially eliminating the Jewish population. Furthermore, the real life Lindbergh is depicted as a proponent of tolerance as we can see at the end of the novel where Roth provides us with documentation from a speech that was delivered at the rally of  America’s First Committee on September 11, 1941. ‘Tolerance is a virtue that depends upon peace and strength. History shows that it cannot survive war and devastation. A few far sighted Jewish people realise this and stand opposed to intervention. But the majority still do not’(Roth 2005: 387). There is no space in Lindbergh’s fictional government or real life convictions for unconditional friendship, the moment where self-interest is suspended in order to identify with the Other and offer a helping hand at a moment of crisis. Unfortunately, it is not only Lindbergh’s policies that expose the shortcomings of the principle of tolerance in the novel but also the narrator’s representation of the Jewish population as well. Philip’s father, as well as, most of the members of the Newark community are portrayed as paranoid and ignorant to a degree. They cannot integrate in the modern, capitalist world and they remain a foreign body in it while their outdated principles have to be tolerated by the rest, supposedly more civilised, American citizens. The narrator’s portrayal of the more progressive Jewish characters, such as his aunt Evelyn and her husband, is just as ruthless. They are presented as traitors and opportunists who despite their best efforts, they will never fit in the upper circles of society. The narrator oscillates between these two conflicting forces as evidenced by his father’s and Evelyn’s argument when Sandy is invited to visit the White House and his father refuses to let him accompany her.
 ‘I am not impressed by the White House!’ my father cried, hammering on the table to shut her up after she’d said ‘the White House’ for the fifteenth time. ‘I am only impressed by who lives there. And the person who lives there is a Nazi.’ ‘He is not!’ Evelyn insisted . . . In response, she called my father a frightened, provincial, uncultivated, narrow-minded . . . and he called her an unthinking,  guillible, social-climbing . . .  and the quarrel raged across the table, each hotly spitting out indictments to increase the fury of the other. (Roth 2005: 86,87)

The narrator’s inability to sympathise with any of  these two characters throughout the novel confirms the above indictments as at least partially true for him. This is also the  why communicative rationality fails both at a fictional level between the two characters,  who never manage to work out their differences, but also between Philip and the reader, as one remains sceptical towards the narrator’s motives and the accuracy of his representations of the Jewish population. There are only occasional glimpses of the narrator’s identification with the characters but in most instances he simply appears to tolerate them and to mock either their supposed backwardness or their illusions of grandeur. As a result, he appears to reaffirm his own superiority as an educated, well integrated, chronicler of the times. So, Philip, the novelist’s alter ego, seems to both resent and at the same time take advantage of his Jewish identity while his harsh rationalisations about the characters, as well as, his distanced, wise tone render him unconvincing and complicit with the forces he seeks to criticise. 
	The end of the novel is equally problematic if we identify the Bush administration with Lindbergh’s government, as it has been proposed and as it seems almost inevitable in the aftermath of 9/11. Lindbergh appears to have collaborated with the Nazis because they had kidnapped his infant child leaving him, allegedly with no other choice under the circumstances. Paradoxically, this is what Bush claimed as well before and during the invasion of Iraq, appealing to emotion in order to manipulate public opinion world wide. Furthermore, Lindbergh is criticised for not intervening in Europe during World War II while he should have, which would imply that Bush’s intervention in Iraq was justified. Finally, the narrator’s lack of empathy with his characters not only parallels that of Lindeberg’s with the American Jewish population and the European plight during World War II, but also echoes Bush’s zero tolerance policy during the  war in Iraq and Afghanistan. Consequently, Roth’s treatment of history, characters and conspiracy theories in The Plot Against America is not only deeply problematic but also potentially disturbing when taking into account current political affairs. The novel’s implicit parallelism of 9/11 and its aftermath with World War II seems incongruous and does not shed much light on contemporary politics despite the wide praise it has gathered for its convincing rendering of an era.
	We have so far examined some of  McEwan’s, Houellebebecq’s, Roth’s and Coe’s fiction in terms of the Derrida/Habermas debate in the aftermath of 9/11 and have established that most of these novels tend to reconcile the concepts of communicative rationality/action/tolerance and unconditional hospitality/friendship in their attempts to find effective ways of  dealing with the trauma caused by both the attacks and the war against terror. When this is not the case, and in particular,  in Saturday and The Plot Against America where communicative rationality/tolerance is privileged over hospitality, the treatment of terrorism remains deeply disconcerting. It is now perhaps worth introducing Baudrillard’s and Žižek’s reactions to 9/11 in the hope that they will shed some light on Don DeLillo’s and JG Ballard’s fiction that we will be examining for the rest of this chapter. Jean Baudrillard appears at first to disagree with Derrida who claims that 9/11 was not a true event as we have previously seen. In The Spirit of Terrorism he maintains that ‘Throughout the stagnation of the 1990s, events were “on strike”. Well, the strike is over now. Events are not on strike anymore. With the attacks on the World Trade Centre in New York, we might even be said to have before us the absolute event, the “mother” of all events, the pure event uniting within itself all the events that have never taken place’ (Baudrillard 2003: 4). On a closer reading, however, he does not consider 9/11 an event because of its unpredictability or the extent of material damage and life loss it has caused but because of its impact on the realm of the imagination and the symbolic. ‘Here, then, it is all about death, not only about the violent irruption of death in real time-live so to speak but the irruption of a death which is far more than real: a death which is symbolic and sacrificial - that is to say the absolute irrevocable event. This is the spirit of terrorism’ (Baudrillard 2003: 17). So, he sees 9/11 as a disruptive event because of its symbolic rather than actual impact. Furthermore, just like Derrida, he considers 9/11 to be the result of a violence that is inherent in the capitalist system. ‘The whole derisory nature of the situation, together with the violence mobilised by the system, turns around against it, for terrorist acts are both the exorbitant mirror of its own violence and the model of a symbolic violence forbidden to it, the only violence it cannot exert-that of its own death (Baudrillard 2003:18). Western capitalism unavoidably brings about its own death due to the injustices it imposes and the sacrificial character of the 9/11 attacks mirrors the self-cannibalising nature of capitalism itself. It is this sacrificial character of both 9/11 and late capitalism that defies any absolute logic since it belongs to the realm of the symbolic. This becomes more obvious when Baudrillard cannot account for the success of the operation rationally either, as half of it can be attributed to a symbolic pact and its collective, sacrificial character and not to individual heroism. ‘With us such efficiency would assume a maximum of calculation and rationality that we find hard to imagine in others. And, even in this case, as in any rational organisation or secret service there would always have been leaks or slip ups. So, the secret of success lies elsewhere’ (Baudrillard 2003: 22).
For Baudrillard  then 9/11 cannot be explained away by western notions of rationality or, as Habermas would prefer, as the failure of communicative rationality/action only. Subsequently, one may infer that Derrida was right in perceiving 9/11 as the result of the inability to offer unconditional hospitality/love/friendship/forgiveness to the Other which belongs to the realm of the symbolic as it requires an impossible leap of faith. We have seen since then where Bush’s rationalist simplifications, his “for or against us” policies, as well as, his monomania as the sole protector of democracy, which has become indistinguishable from fundamentalism, have led. The endorsement of these rationalisations by most of the powerful European countries is proof of how easily communicative rationality/action can transform into strategic action or even more dangerously, into a wide-spread form of self-deception without identification with the Other. Images of the local population welcoming the American troops in Iraq, of Saddam’s televised execution, the first democratic elections in Iraq and the new government have been consistently used as proof of the  supposed success of the invasion thus once again blurring the boundaries between the real and the unreal. They have served to distract the public from the cruel realities of the war, its huge economic cost, the high death toll on both sides, the continuation of everyday bombings and deaths and a whole set of new problems in the area. In other words, they served to distract the public from the irrationality of  a war on terror that parades as communicative action although this became increasingly difficult after the first few years and impossible today with the emergence of ISIS.  
Furthermore, the supposedly successful democratisation of Iraq, this “holy” but also paradoxically rationalist western campaign, also distracts us from the deeper psychological impact of 9/11 which belongs to the realm of the symbolic, a realm which western mentality finds it difficult to deal with but the terrorists can fully master according to Baudrillard. 
We no longer have any idea what a symbolic calculation is. As in poker or potlatch: with minimum stakes, but the maximum result. And the maximum result was precisely what the terrorists obtained in the Manhattan attack, which might be presented as quite a good illustration of chaos theory: an initial impact causing incalculable consequences; whereas the Americans’ massive deployment (‘Desert Storm’) achieved only derisory effects- the hurricane ending, so to speak, in the beating of a butterfly’s wing. (Baudrillard 2003: 22,23)

 Even if some time has passed since the last terrorist attacks in London and Madrid and their affects have started to wane in the symbolic imagination, it is still this half healed trauma that both western politicians exploit flagrantly today and terrorists seek to reignite as we can see from the recent, meaningless violence in Syria and Kenya, as well as, from the televised beheadings of hostages perpetrated by ISIS. So, the symbolic leap of faith/ unconditional hospitality re-inscribed in the domain of the political/communicative action seems to be the only remedy for both the western traumatised psyche and politics today.
Despite Žižek’s derision of postmodernists as relativists, he seems to be more in agreement with Derrida and Baudrillard about the nature of 9/11 than with Habermas. In Welcome to the Desert of the Real he denies 9/11 the status of an event as Derrida has done and asks in exasperation:
Why should the World Trade Centre catastrophe be in any way privileged over, say the mass slaughter of /Hutus by Tutsis in Rwanda in 1994? Or the mass bombing and gas poisoning of Kurds in the north of Iraq in the early 1990s? Or the Indonesian forces’ mass killings in East Timor? Or . . .  the list of countries where the mass suffering was and is incomparably greater than the suffering in New York, but which do not have the luck to be elevated by the media into the sublime victim of Absolute Evil, is long. (Žižek 2002:137)

Furthermore, he moves beyond Baudrillard’s theorisation of 9/11 as a symbolic act and considers the attack to be both a  manifestation of the Real, the trauma that resists all symbolisation, and a rational/operational act. However, he chooses to emphasise the second aspect as it reveals the ethical insanity that a rational act may display and ultimately undermines the fascile, western dismissal of the attacks as fundamentalist madness. 
The spectacular explosion of the WTC towers was not simply a symbolic act (in the sense of an act whose aim is to ‘deliver a message’): it was primarily an explosion of lethal jouissance, a perverse act of making oneself an instrument of the big Other’s jouissance. Yes, the culture of the attackers is a morbid culture of death, the attitude which finds the climactic fulfilment of one’s own life in violent death. The problem is not what the “insane fanatics” are doing, but what the “rational strategists” behind them are doing. (Žižek 2002: 141)

The sacrificial nature of the terrorist attacks then mirrors the self-cannibalising nature of capitalism that Baudrillard has pointed out, or else, both terrorism and capitalism ultimately promote lethal self-destruction. Furthermore, Žižek seems to be cautioning us against Habermas’s concept of communicative action that is oriented toward understanding/rationality and to be calling for truly radical political action, as he claims that the solution is ‘not to understand’ (Žižek 2002: 147) and judge individual acts. In other words, he may be cautioning us against rationalising/legitimising terrorist acts but does not elaborate on what would constitute an authentic political act. Consequently, one may assume that he is talking about the madness of  a decision that defies rationality and disrupts the system echoing Derrida. Finally, although Žižek condemns 9/11, he does see in Islam the potential for resistance to capitalism, the excesses of individualism and social disintegration and consequently re-inscribes it to the domain of the political. 
Precisely because Islam harbours the worst potentials of the fascist answer to our present predicament, it could also turn out to be the site for the best. There is, then, an “Arab question” in almost the same way as there was a “Jewish question”: is not the Arab-Jewish tension the ultimate proof of the continuing class struggle in a displaced, mystified, “post- political” form of the conflict between Jewish cosmopolitanism and the Muslim rejection of modernity? In other words, what if the recurrence of anti-Semitism in today’s globalised world provides the ultimate truth of the old Marxist insight that the only true solution to this question is Socialism? (Žižek 2002:134)

Žižek’s association of Islam with socialism is bewildering and highly problematic as it does not take into account cultural differences and historical parameters and reduces all tensions to class struggle, but it does bring into attention issues of economic dominance and harks back to the days of the Cold War when Bin Laden received back up from the US to fight against Russia. Noam Chomsky elaborates on the matter more insightfully as he believes that 9/11 was neither the result of  religious fanaticism only nor was it an attack on concepts such as freedom, prosperity and globalisation as the West would like very conveniently to believe. On the contrary, it was a reaction to specific corrupt  regimes that were backed up by the US. 
As for the Bin Laden network, they have as little concern for globalisation and cultural hegemony as they do for the poor and oppressed people of the Middle East who they have been severely harming for years. They tell us what their concerns are loud and clear: they are fighting a Holy War against the corrupt, repressive, and un-Islamist regimes of their region, and their supporters, just as they fought a Holy War against the Russians in the 1980’s. Bin Laden himself has probably never even heard of “globalisation”. Those who have interviewed him in depth like Robert Fisk, report that he knows virtually nothing of the world and doesn’t care to. (Chomsky 2006: 30,31)

Echoing both Baurdillard and Žižek, Don DeLillo’s  novel Cosmopolis is a meditation not only on the impact of 9/11 on contemporary consciousness and the symbolic but also on the implosion of the Real which can be caused either by capitalism or terrorism. Although DeLillo’s fiction in the 90s and in particular Mao II has dealt extensively and almost prophetically with terrorism and the connection between the terrorist and the novelist as outsiders, Cosmopolis that was published in 2003 paradoxically deals with such matters in a more subtle and almost evasive manner enacting the haunting effects of 9/11 on the contemporary psyche. DeLillo’s poetic, surreal language enables him to find a new voice that counteracts the harsh, self-assured terrorist discourse effectively without resorting to recycled slogans and pure sentimentalism as best selling novels, such as Jonathan Safran Foer’s Extremely Loud and Incredibly Clear occasionally do. So, Cosmopolis is set in 2000 and describes a day in the life of Eric Packer, a multi-billionaire as he is driven in his limousine through the post-apocalyptic New York streets. Eric can afford a forty-eight room flat, a decommissioned nuclear bomber, prestigious works of art, a mistress, physicals by his private doctor in his limousine and even a private theorist with whom he talks about philosophy and life. As the streets of Manhattan become more and more chaotic because of the President’s visit, a rapper’s funeral and an anti-global demonstration, during which one of the demonstrators sets himself on fire, Eric goes back to his old neighbourhood, the only place that can still evoke some feelings to him, as opposed to the all pervasive nihilism that permeates his life. Despite his power and wealth, Eric’s life is in danger from one of his previous employees who hunts him down to kill him. Eric then could be seen as a representative of the western, exploitative, ruthless capitalist while his employer as Eric’s terrorist counterpart that can fulfil his lethal jouissance/cathartic release. This interpretation is reinforced by DeLillo’s article ‘In the ruins of the future’ where he claims that ‘9/11 does not belong to the realm of Baudrillard’s televised hyperreal but to that of Žižek’s Real’ (DeLillo 2001), or else, the Real that is too traumatic to accept. In Cosmopolis then, Eric experiences life as the nightmarish implosion of the Real into the realm of the everyday but what is particularly interesting in Cosmopolis, as well as, in the pre- 9/11 novel Mao II (1991) is that both Eric and the novelist in Mao II provoke and almost invite as a cathartic release, from the Real and the hyperreal respectively, their own death. Eric knows what is going to happen to him but he still kills his bodyguard and encounters his murderer without fear, while the novelist in Mao II deliberately defies the dangers of visiting Lebanon and Beirut only to be killed. Their deaths could be read as a metaphor for the inherently suicidal nature of both Western capitalism and the postmodern novel, as it steadily and progressively moves away from the domain of the hyperreal. The decline of late capitalism ,which coincides as we have seen with that of the postmodern novel, signifies the end of an era. Moreover, in Cosmopolis DeLillo seems to draw some parallels between the capitalist’s ascetic desire for diminished existence through violent cleansing and the solitary figures of the terrorist and the suicide bomber suggesting that ultimately they may be two sides of the same coin, namely fundamentalism. Fundamentalism, whether related to religion or the relentless pursuit of profit, ultimately leads to self-sacrifice in the name of the big Other’s jouissance.
Furthermore, in terms of the Habermas/Derrida debate, DeLillo seems to dramatise brilliantly the difficulties of establishing communicative action (anti-globalisation strategies) when Eric and his theorist Kinsky argue about the impact that the immolation of the demonstrator has on capitalism and western sensibility. Kinsky insists that such terrorist acts are assimilated by the market, while Eric prefers to believe that they defy logic and disrupt the system. He invites Kinsky to put aside logic for a moment and identify with the demonstrator, acknowledge his pain and smell the stench of his burning body as his glasses melt into his eye sockets. 
‘It’s not original’, she said finally. 
‘Hey. What’s original? He did it, didn’t he?  . . . To say something. To make people think’.
 ‘It’s not original’, she said.
 ‘He did a serious thing. He took his life. Isn’t this what you have to do to show them you are   serious?’(DeLillo 2004:100)

Their debate remains unresolved but Kinsky’s narrow-mindedness and appropriation of popular philosophical arguments about originality and the invincibility of the system are parodied as the demonstrators urinate on the limousine and rock it from side to side as she speaks, while at the same time the stench of the burning body invades the limousine. Kinsky is unable to suspend rationality momentarily, identify with the Other at a deeper level and evaluate the consequences of his actions. On the other hand, the question of whether the effect of the demonstrator’s act has been neutralised by its spectacular nature and the voyeuristic complicity of the audience, as Baudrillard believes was the case with the collapse of  WTC, remains. It seems that the truth lies in between as the demonstrator’s self-immolation does not affect the limousine’s route or the sequence of events in the novel, or else, it does not constitute an Event. Nevertheless, this horrific act leaves its imprint on Eric’s consciousness and the symbolic/ collective imagination thus becoming potentially subversive.
	DeLillo,  also seems to problematise Habermas’s notion of communicative rationality as an inherent characteristic of language throughout the novel with his evasive, uncanny diction. His characters also seem to have forgotten how to communicate in a world where even ‘a quarter second of a shared glance was a violation’ (DeLillo 2004: 25) among the passerby in the streets of  New York. This is obvious by Eric’s dialogues with Kinsky, his physician, his lover and the barber of his childhood neighbourhood, as well as, his exchange with his wife. ‘ ‘This is good’ he says to his young wife. ‘We’re like people talking. Isn’t this how they talk?’ ‘How would I know?’ ’ (DeLillo 2004 38). The characters in Cosmopolis struggle to achieve communication just as the reader struggles to interpret their cryptic dialogues. This enhances one’s understanding of language as a tool for constantly negotiating meanings and of communication as a truly dialogic process where meaning is determined collectively in unexpected ways, without following the rules of a supposedly universal/ inherent rationality. Finally, it is worth noting that DeLillo’s eerily poetic descriptions of New York differ significantly from the colourful, vibrant, hallucinatory descriptions of Athens, Beirut and the American landscape in his previous novels such as White Noise, Mao II and The Names. Subsequently, they reflect a general shift towards a more pensive mood and a less self-referential style which can also be detected in his next novel Falling Man.
	 Falling man seems to be a meditation not only on 9/11, which DeLillo consistently refrains from naming 9/11 in an effort perhaps to distance himself from common attempts to neutralise its traumatic effect, but also on themes the author has explored in his previous fiction. The novel’s main character is Keith, a survivor of the terrorist attacks who worked at the WCT and is subsequently estranged from his wife Lianne. It opens with a powerful, transfixing description of the site and the people’s reactions immediately after the collapse of the towers through Keith’s eyes. 
It was not a street anymore but a world, a time and space of falling ash and near night . . . They run and fell some of them, confused and ungainly, with debris coming around them . . . The roar was still in the air. This was the world now. Smoke and ash came rolling down streets and turning corners, seismic tides of smoke, with office paper flashing past, standard sheets with cutting edge, skimming, whipping pat, otherworldly things in the morning pall. (DeLillo 2007: 3)

DeLillo’s eerily poetic and highly evocative description of the ravaged cityscape is determinately different from the hyperreal representations of landscape in his postmodern novels such as White Noise. It also seems to operate as an antidote to the numbing sensation of the spectacular collapse of the Towers and its endless televised repetitions. The tone is paradoxically emotive but distant reflecting Keith’s confusion  and allowing the reader to remain objective towards the events that are about to take place. This is also the reason that some of the chapters in the novel are narrated from the viewpoint of one of the terrorists that were on the plane, thus undermining popular assumptions about the terrorists’ supposed madness or inhumanity. We get glimpses of Hammad’s life in the US and his training at a camp in Afghanistan where emphasis is placed on extreme discipline and obedience to both God and the camp’s leader, Amir, who favours  an instrumental kind of logic/strategic action. 
He knew his weight in pounds but did not announce to the others or glorify it to himself. He converted meters to feet, multiplying by 3.28 . . .  In the camp on the windy plain they were shaped into men. They fired weapons and set off explosives . . . Everyday, five times, he prayed sometimes less, sometimes not at all  . . . Amir had stopped talking about Jews and Crusaders. It was all tactical now, plane schedules and fuel loads and getting men from one location to another, on time, in place. (DeLillo 2007:172)

The scenes of the harsh life at the camp are interspersed with peaceful scenes from the all-American life: shopping at supermarkets and malls, attending college, driving through busy streets and watering lawns. The western way of life seems vacant and futile to Hammad but at certain moments he craves acknowledgement and human contact as when he says something to a supermarket cashier that makes her smile. There are also moments when he questions the suicide mission he is about to undertake but only to immediately return to a strict, rigorous exercise regime that prevents him from thinking or to be chastised by Amir. 
Amir thought clearly, in straight lines, direct and systematic. Amir spoke on his fact . . . What about the others, those who will die? Amir was impatient. He said they’d talked about such matters in principle when they were in Hamburg, in the mosque and in the flat. What about the others?
Amir said simply that there are no others. The others exist only to the degree that they fill the role we have designed for them. This is their function as others. Those who will die have no claim to their lives outside the useful fact of their dying. Hammad was impressed by this. It sounded like philosophy. (DeLillo 2007 :74)

Hammad is then prevented from identifying with the Other, as well as, from participating in communicative action  in order to be able to fulfil what he has been taught is his duty. The only way he can erase any traces of self-doubt is by adhering to Amir’s instrumental rationality that offers him the false consolation of a structure and a greater plan.
	There are some parallels between Hammad’s desire for structure and Keith’s desire to take charge of his life after 9/11 and the failure of his marriage with Lianne, who makes a final effort to save their relationship by accepting him back  to their apartment. However, Keith starts an affair with an African American woman when he visits her to return the briefcase she lost during the WTC attacks. Their affair seems to be more the result of a wish for bonding and consolation rather than sexual desire but by the end of the novel Keith stops inexplicably seeing her, while he only occasionally visits Lianne and their son and becomes a professional poker player. Keith’s love for gambling seems to be a desperate attempt to control life’s unpredictability through logic since it is only when he gambles that he can discern patterns and structures that provide him with the illusion of stability and free choice . 
He showed his money in the poker room. The cards fell randomly, no assignable cause, but he remained the agent of free choice. Luck, chance no one knew what these things were. These things were assumed to affect events. He had memory, judgment, the ability to decide what is true, what is alleged, when to strike, when to fade. He had a measure of calm, of calculated isolation, and there was a certain logic he might draw on . . . But the game had structure, guiding principle . . . (DeLillo 2007: 112)

Lianne on the other hand, is the only character in the novel who strives for substantial communication and becomes progressively more open to the Other, as it is indicated by her voluntary work at the community centre. She loves Keith unconditionally and attempts to understand his addiction to gambling although in the end she does not manage to save their marriage. Lianne is also exasperated by her mother’s outdated sense of liberalism that prevents her from forming any substantial bond with the people around her, including her lover of twenty years, Martin, who may have been involved in terrorist attacks in his youth and may have also withheld his real name from them. Furthermore, by the end of the novel Lianne manages to overcome her dislike and anger for her Muslim neighbour, who plays loud music, and to open up to the possibility of  a non-dogmatic form faith. ‘This mind and soul, hers and everyone’s, keep dreaming toward something unreachable. Does this mean there’s something there, at the limits of matter and energy, a force responsible in some way for the very nature, the vibrancy of our lives from the mind out, the mind in little pigeon blinks that extend the plane of being, out beyond logic and intuition’ (DeLillo 2007: 232). So, Lianne repeatedly visits the local Catholic church in search of a sense of belonging despite the fact that she finds it hard to fit in. Eventually, it is this openness to the Other that allows the process of healing for Lianne to begin while Keith becomes engulfed in his addiction to gambling and suffers terribly as a result of his increased isolationism.
With Lianne DeLillo has created a powerful character that overcomes the trauma of 9/11, unlike Eric in Cosmopolis. There also seems to be a significant change in his outlook about the power of art in the age of terrorism. The Falling Man, a character that sporadically appears in the novel, is a performance artist who suspends himself from various sites in the city such as bridges and skyscrapers, endangering his life. His bold techniques shock the passer bys and Lianne who comes across him in various instances in the novel. Although the Falling Man’s art is criticised by some for mocking the victims of 9/11 and the artist dies in the end, DeLillo makes it clear this time that his performances are not incorporated into the system because the media are unable to digest his unconventional techniques and come to terms with their peculiar morality. His performances seem to have a liberating, cathartic effect on the collective imagination and the symbolic through repetition. As a result, the artist may be said to have prevailed over the terrorist and the same might be claimed about the novelist. With Falling Man DeLillo has penned a truly polyphonic, political novel that illuminates both the Western and the terrorist psyche, as we have seen with Hammad’s representation, indicating perhaps the way that communicative action may be re-established through identification with the Other. This is the reason why Mishra’s and Randall’s claims in 9/11 and the Literature of Terror that ‘Falling Man is strangely incurious about Hammad’s past and . . .  ends up relying on received notions about Muslim rage’ (Mishra cited in Randall 2012:136), as well as, that Falling Man ‘can be seen as a disappointing novel in comparison with his earlier Underworld because it is trapped in tropes of melancholy, trauma, respectfulness and bewilderment’ (Randall 2012:135) are unjustified. Firstly, because we do not get much information about Keith’s and Lianne’s life before 9/11 either. It would be unfair to expect an author to give us a detailed account of the characters’ past and the usefulness of such accounts is always debatable, especially with DeLillo’s highly nuanced writing. DeLillo seems to have always preferred to let the reader infer the characters’ motivation and participate in the creation of meaning and of the characters themselves. Secondly, Hammad’s representation is very ambiguous as we have seen and he is never reduced to the stereotype of fundamentalist. Instead he oscillates between his desire for human contact and what he has been indoctrinated into believing is his duty. He also questions the morality of the attack and the human life loss on several occasions in the novel. Consequently, DeLillo has succeeded in creating a sympathetic character, inviting the reader to identify with him. Finally, Lianne’s representation offers a glimpse of optimism about the process of healing as we have seen, while Keith’s treatment as a victim of 9/11 is not overly respectful as he is attributed responsibility for his gambling addiction, his failure to save his marriage and isolationism. For all these reasons it would be unfair to claim that DeLillo’s fiction ‘has retreated towards the subjective, the domestic and the local’ (Mishra cited in Randall 2012: 133), as Mishra claims that American writers responding to 9/11 have done. DeLillo renegotiates the boundaries between the private and the political, the domestic and the foreign, the subjective and the objective in most of his fiction thus opening up the possibility of dialogue and communicative action. After all, one can only wonder whether it would be possible at all for the novel not to deal with the subjective and the domestic, especially in times of crisis. 
	J.G. Ballard, just like Don DeLillo, could be said to be the only British writer whose fiction prophetically engages with millennial issues, in particular, acts of  domestic terrorism long before 9/11, as it is obvious from the apocalyptic dystopias in what has been characterised as his tetralogy, Cocaine Nights, Super-Cannes, Millennium People and Kingdom Come. To begin with, Cocaine Nights, first published in 1996, reflects Ballard’s intense preoccupation with what we may call states of exception. Ballard visualises a community, a holiday resort for the affluent European, especially British, retirees in Spain. This society, which is half-fictional but in some ways very real as well, since it reminds us intensely of the enclosed holiday apartment complexes that are advertised in holiday brochures, is a paradise for the upper and middle classes. It is a world of squash-courts, jacuzzis, plunge pools and infinite leisure that aims at the abolition of time, ageing and selfhood. The resort designed to numb the senses and the intellect as evidenced from its white, cannibalising architecture and its pretentious arts community. 
I sensed that the Costa del Sol, like the retirement coasts  of Florida, the Caribbean and the Hawaiian islands, had nothing to do with travel or recreation, but formed  a special kind of willed limbo . . . I noted the features of this silent world; the memory erasing architecture; the enforced leisure that fossilized the nervous system; the almost Africanised aspect, but a North Africa invented by someone who had never visited Maghre . . . Nothing could ever happen in this affectless realm, where entropic drift calmed the surfaces of a thousand swimming pools. (Ballard 1996: 35)

 However, infinite leisure leads to infinite boredom and, as a result, its inhabitants resort to prostitution, drugs and porn film production to combat the emptiness of their lives. All of these activities have been sanctified by the inhabitants of the resort as acceptable means to fight boredom since they would like to think of themselves as less puritanical and more receptive than the rest of the world. It may be claimed then that the novel dramatises how easily Habermas’s concepts of tolerance and communicative rationality can slip into deviance and pseudo-liberalism without identification with the Other.
Their world almost falls apart when a fire that causes the death of five people breaks out during a party and the main character’s brother confesses to being responsible for it. So, the narrator, a self-confessed professional tourist who is a fan of ‘the great undying illusion of air travel . . . the sense of having a real destination’ (Ballard 1996: 9), and for whom jet lag is the new philosophy of life, arrives at Estrella de Mar to investigate the incident. Once there, he is drawn deeper and deeper into Crawford’s, the tennis instructor’s and community leader’s perverse logic. Crawford  organises violent crimes in order to keep the spirit of the community alive and safe guard it from boredom since he thinks that drug use, sexual deviation and theft will free the residents from conformity, especially as the resort has become too bourgeoisie with the invasion of middle class retired couples. Charles, under the pretence of discovering the truth about his brother, accepts a job there and actively helps Crawford out. He is so mesmerised by Crawford’s personality that he cannot apprehend the consequences of this blind logic, its absurdity and its capacity to generate more and more extreme acts of violence if the residents of Estrella de Mar are to be kept satisfied. By the end of the novel, he has completely internalised Crawford’s cynical view of life  as we can see from one of his exchanges with Paula, one of the residents of there. 

‘Charles, you’re the last person to have any control over him.’
‘Not true. Besides, I don’t want to control him-he’s done an amazing job. He’s brought the Residencia Costasol back to life.’
‘He’s dangerous.’
‘Only at first sight. Some of the things he does are a little wild but they’re necessary to wake people up.’(Ballard 1996: 279)

 So, when Crawford is killed at the end of the novel, Charles wants to take responsibility for the murder, just as his brother took responsibility for an arson that he did not commit, in order for the community to survive. Furthermore, the narrator at the end of the novel implies that Crawford knew that he will be killed, so both his willingness to sacrifice himself and Charles’s willingness to accept  responsibility for his death can be interpreted in terms of Žižek’s concept of lethal jouissance, the perverse act of making oneself the instrument of the big Other’s death drive. The same could be said about the residents’ self-destructive, violent tendencies while the fire that destroys some of the buildings is a manifestation of the self-cannibalising nature of corrupt socio-political systems. Crawford is a psychopath who has managed through the power of persuasion and logical argumentation to lead a whole community to deviant behaviour and conspiracy, as the residents do not report crimes to the police because they believe that different social conventions apply at the resort and guilt is used as a means of binding them together. One could then infer that psychopathology, whether individual or collective, does not necessarily imply madness but could, according to Ballard, spring from extreme forms of rationality thus collapsing the boundaries between sanity and insanity. Hence, Crawford’s appeal to the affluent retirees and ability to convince the narrator of the righteousness of his world view. So, Estrella del Mar could be viewed as a microcosm where communicative action has gone wrong because it has failed to embrace the Other unconditionally as its residents and Charles are not simply manipulated by Crawford but have made the conscious decision to endorse his perverse logic, a victim of which is he himself as well. Nazi Germany also seems to fall into this category and unfortunately, the same seems to be increasingly the case with the European Union and its persistence to save the European project and the euro at any cost. Ballard’s cautionary tale then serves as a warning of what may happen in a completely rational but devoid of humanity world.
	Ballard reiterates this view in Super-Cannes, published in 2000.  Paul, the novel’s main character, follows his younger wife Jane, who is a doctor, at Eden Olympia, a high-tech business complex dedicated to productivity and profit, ‘an intelligent city full of mental disorder’ (Ballard 2000: 28). The glass buildings  and minimalist architecture of the complex are also designed to enhance efficiency. ‘. . . after a bombastic overture the architecture that followed was late modernist in the most minimal and self-effacing way, a machine above all for thinking in (Ballard 2000:191). Under the pretence of productivity and creativity the highly educated occupants are forced to work at exhausting rhythms abiding to the new philosophy that leisure is overrated and all that one needs in order to feel fulfilled is work. This work ethic has produced a community of civility, polity and tolerance that lacks true intimacy and neighbourliness. Jane arrives at Eden Olympia to replace David Greenwood, a doctor who had allegedly run amok and shot a lot of people before finally killing himself. During his wife’s long working hours, Paul is free to investigate the doctor’s death and meets Dr Wilder Penrose, a charismatic psychiatrist who organises beatings of members of minority groups and rapes in parking lots in order to revive the community by finding outlets for their frustration and thus help maintain productivity levels. Violence and rape are perceived as ‘a useful marriage aid’ (Ballard 2000: 86) and beating ups as an acceptable form of evening workout by  the residents of the complex and by Dr Penrose, who even rationalises the sexual abuse of  ill, hospitalised children as one of the few pleasures they have left. So, the problem with the residents of Eden Olympia is not that they are mad but that they are ‘too sane’ (Ballard 2000: 97) as they strive to  achieve maximum efficiency at a professional level. Ballard makes sure that we do not miss this point by pointing out that the multinational executives saw affinities between ‘Alice’s in wonderland hyper-logical mind’ (Ballard 2000: 78) and their own rationale, which is why a Lewis Carroll society was created and the library held numerous copies of Alice in Wonderland.  For Ballard then terrorist acts and collective psychopathology can be a form of rationality, or else, hyper-rationality. Consequently, terrorist acts differ from Habermas’s concept of strategic action in that the subject(s) have internalised a perverse logic and have not simply suspended truthfulness, or else, psychopathology/terrorism moves beyond the utilitarian model of purposive rational action. So, terrorism cannot be accounted for as the prevalence of strategic action over communicative action or as the failure of communicative action/rationality only. Ballard’s dystopias problematise any preconceived notions of rationality and the difficulties of defining its limits collectively, or else, they problematise Habermas’s notion of communicative rationality: who decides what is rational? At what point does communicative rationality become instrumental rationality or strategic action? At what point does (communicative) rationality collapse into (collective) psychopathology?
	This is also the reason why Ballard’s psychopaths are so convincing and alluring. Paul is irrevocably drawn into Dr Penrose’s world and so is the reader. After some more “recreational” killings, however, and after he sees the effect that Eden Olympia has had on his wife Jane, who has resorted to drugs in order to cope with her highly structured life and the continuous violence, Paul starts distancing himself from Dr Penrose. Despite the fact he still admires the hold that the charismatic psychiatrist has on him, he decides that they should move away. But before that, Paul is determined to act alone in order to bring him down and buys a shotgun. Although his initial plan seems to be to abduct the culprits and take them to the TV centre in order for them to confess their crimes publicly, at the end of the novel he meticulously plans to shoot everyone and hopes that by making his case in the international news and presenting witnesses, he will eventually be granted a Presidential pardon.
I loaded the shotgun, and then stowed it under the rear seat. By the time I reached Eden-Olympia my targets would still be asleep. I would start with Alain and Simone Delage, drowsy after their late night in the Rue Valentine. Jane has told me that Simone kept a small chromium pistol in her bedside table, so she would be the first. I would kill her while she slept, using Halder’s handgun, and avoid having to stare back into her accusing eyes. Then I would kill Alain as he sat up, drenched in his wife’s blood, moustache bristling , while he reached for his glasses, unable to comprehend the administrative blunder that had led to his own death. The Delages slept with their air conditioning on, and no one would hear the shots through the sealed windows. Wilder Penrose would be next . . . I would shoot him down  in front of the shattered mirror, one more door to the Alice world now closed forever. Destivelle and Kalman would follow, and the last would be Dmitri Golyadkin, asleep in his bunk in the security building. I would reach the TV centre in time for a newsflash on the early afternoon news, but whatever happened I knew that Eden Olympia would lead the bulletins. (Ballard 2000: 391)

The reader’s initial relief that justice and rationality will prevail with Paul acting as a lone avenger of terrorist violence subsides quickly at the callousness of his description of the killings. Not only has he not managed to see through Dr Penrose’s distorted logic but he seems to have internalised it and to attempt to set himself free through horrific acts of violence. One, however, could see his reaction as justified under the circumstances. How else is he supposed to make the culprits pay for their crimes after he has been failed by the justice system and offer some comfort to the families of the victims? Once again the boundaries between rationality and psychopathology are hard to define. Nevertheless, the fact that he wishfully stages the murders in his mind to achieve maximum effect on TV point towards the second explanation of the killings as a murderous spree of lethal jouissance. Perhaps then the only way one can counteract the psychopathology of the terrorist is by inscribing Derrida’s concept of unconditional forgiveness/hospitality into Habermas’s concept of communicative rationality/ action.
	Ballard continues his exploration of terrorism in Millennium People but paradoxically this time with a strong dose of humour as the terrorists are middle class Londoners. The novel was first published in 2003 but according to the author, he was half way through writing it when 9/11 happened and, as a result, we can never be sure about the exact impact that the attacks had on the novel. The main character of Millennium People is also a psychologist, David Markham, who infiltrates a terrorist group that was responsible for a bomb explosion at Heathrow airport that killed his ex wife in the hope of finding their leader. The middle class terrorist attacks and revolution are treated with parody most of the time as they are instigated by usually well-behaved professionals who revolt against their own conventional lives. However, a closer look indicates that this time it is more than boredom that initiates the riots. The middle classes revolt against high fees, council taxes, mortgages and the consumer products/tribal insignia that they need to purchase in order to be defined as a tribe. Their subscription to capitalist values never delivered its promise of a good life. Instead the London middle classes have found themselves restrained by an extremely high cost of living and, as a result, they think of themselves as the new proletariat reduced to suffering. Although, there is some truth in this conviction, it is hard for the reader to identify completely with them and to believe that Surrey’s affluent suburbs are the new heart of darkness due to Ballard’s ironic double perspective. So, as disillusioned academics and reformed priests revolt and set their designer clothes, suburban houses, boats and Volvos on fire but make sure they have cleaned the streets afterwards,  it seems that lethal jouissance has been downgraded to harmless symbolic acts in Millennium People. However, given the current economic climate the novel acquires a more sinister tone and one cannot help wondering whether Ballard anticipated the next source of terrorism, namely the financial crisis that exposes the self-cannibalising nature of capitalism. One also cannot help wondering whether the middle class pseudo-revolt will turn into a real revolution in the near future.
	As it is the case with Super-Cannes and Cocaine Nights there is a sinister figure behind the middle class revolt as well. Richard Gould, is another charismatic and manipulative doctor responsible for organising the Heathrow bombing and other violent and bloody terrorist attacks. He uses the benign middle class operations to distract the authorities and occasionally makes them complicit to his crimes without their knowledge. David is temporarily seduced by Gould’s power of speech until he witnesses the atrocities and the cruelty his theories lead to. Gould is looking for a unifying principle and meaning in the contemporary chaotic world. His extreme, devoid of  humanity rationalisations lead him to believe that meaningless violence is the only thing that makes sense and constitutes a truly revolutionary act in such a world, as it is something that no one can predict, explain or combat.  Gould is unable to see the contradiction that is inherent in his thought and mirrors the self-cannibalising nature of terrorism, since meaningless violence ceases to be meaningless the moment it is conceived or deployed as such. By the end of the novel violence escalates and the tone becomes more sinister as Gould shows complete disregard for human life, including that of his followers. As a result, David realises that violence can never be meaningless because there is always somebody who suffers because of it and unlike Ballard’s previous characters he contributes to Gould’s extermination and the end of his transfixing ideology. However, at the same time he mourns the loss of a dream. ‘I was thinking of another time, a brief period when Chelsea Marina was a place of real promise, when a young paediatrician persuaded the residents to create a unique republic, a city without signs, laws without penalties, events without significance, a sun without shadows’ (Ballard 2003: 294). The middle classes are criticised for their complicity with power and so are Gould’s methods but not his anti-capitalist dream. With this double perspective Ballard offers an insight into the mind of the terrorist/the Other and opens up the possibility of communicative action, as the novel ends in a more optimistic tone than the previous two. Millennium People then, is an example of a democratic, polyphonic novel that resists both terrorist and capitalist ideologies. It also proves that Ballard’s treatment of acts of terrorism and violence has not changed significantly because of 9/11 as he continues to explore the same territory that he did in his previous fiction, namely the psychopathology of the (western subject as a) terrorist. This may be the reason why his novel received mixed reviews at the time and the author has been accused of ‘treating terrorism with humour and smug aphorisms that never reach the brain’ (Mars-Jones 2003). However, it is this bitter-sweet humour that makes Ballard’s fiction subversive as it resists preconceived notions of terrorism as absurd, religious fundamentalism and refuses to perpetuate the trauma, fear and melancholy it generates.
However, the tone in Ballard’s last novel Kingdom Come, published in 2006, is more sober and self-reflective. The novel is set in Brooklands, another dystopia near Heathrow, which closely resembles Heathrow suburbs such as Hillington, Staines, Uxbridge and Ashford that regularly feature in Ballard’s fiction and are designated as no places; they are almost identical and devoid of charm middle/working-class residential areas, full of shopping malls, office blocks and social services institutions with little evidence of cultural life. Life in Brooklands is dominated by a huge, luxurious, hallucinogenic, postmodern shopping mall run by the few affluent who instigate racist attacks against minority groups under the pretence of hooliganism. Sangster, Cruise and Dr Maxted have managed to create a fascist state that is based on consumerism and uses violence against minority groups who do not participate in the capitalist system. This time the perpetrators appear to belong to the working class. They need an outlet for their boredom and their frustration with being unable to afford enough consumerist products and it seems that psychopathology in Ballard’s dystopias can afflict any class. Richard, a Londoner and recently dismissed advertising man, moves in Brooklands to investigate the death of his father, who seems to have been a member of this fascist group, at a shooting in the mall. Once again the hero is attracted to Sangster’s and Dr Maxted’s concept of elective insanity which is used as a cure for conventionality. Dr Maxted visualises a future society as a vast system of competing psychopathologies and considers elective insanity to be a throwback to primitive instincts to which successful advertising campaigns and racist attacks appeal. As a result, the boundaries between fascism and capitalism are ingeniously blurred and the same is the case with the  boundaries between freedom (the right to pleasure/consumption) and fascism (no sense of civic duty/ identification with the Other). Furthermore, the boundaries between rationality and insanity are also blurred as it would be impossible to define what constitutes calculated madness, a self-contradictory concept. Ballard dramatises how extreme opposites become ultimately indistinguishable, thus alerting the reader against the danger of psychopathology/hyper-rationality and pointing towards the need to redefine such categories constantly and collectively (communicative rationality) by embracing the Other unconditionally, just as Richard does at the end of the novel by attempting to help the community responsible for his father’s death.
However, although these ideas sound familiar, the narrator’s voice sounds less authoritative and more self-critical compared to the novels we have examined so far. Kingdom Come begins with Richard’s comment on an idea explored repeatedly by Ballard:
THE SUBURBS DREAM of violence. Asleep in their drowsy villas, sheltered by benevolent shopping malls, they wait patiently for the nightmares that will take them into a more passionate world . . .

Wishful thinking, I told myself as Heathrow airport shrank into the rear-view mirror, and more than a little foolish, an advertising man’s ingrained habit of tasting the wrapper rather than the biscuit. But they were thoughts that were difficult to push aside. (Ballard 2007: 6)

 This meta-narrational, comment prevents the reader from accepting uncritically the author’s views about the potential of the suburbs for violent, terrorist acts. Moreover, Richard, seems to display a greater mistrust towards any kind of ideology than Ballard’s previous narrators and this prevents him from endorsing Dr Maxted’s distorted logic throughout the novel. Towards the end of novel death and violence increase, in yet another implosion of the Real, and the Metro-Centre is burnt to the ground by its own creators in an uncanny description reminiscent of the burning images of the Twin Towers. So, western presumptions that terrorism is simply the result of hatred against the western ideals of reason and democracy are once again destabilised. This is because Ballard has ingeniously dramatised how capitalism can generate fundamentalism within the west, or else, how ‘consumerism creates an appetite that can only be satisfied with fascism’ (Ballard 2007:168) in the heart of England. Finally, unlike all three previous narrators in Ballard’s fiction that we have examined, there is no sense of nostalgia for a misguided revolt on Richard’s part. Instead the novel ends with his call for the sane to wake up and rally themselves in order to prevent the rise of an even fiercer republic; thus the narrator takes a more definitive stance against the alluring discourse of terrorism. All in all then, it seems that Ballard’s last dystopia does not differ dramatically from the ones found in his pre-9/11 fiction. Furthermore, Ballard’s treatment of terrorism and his views about its origins and consequences in Kingdom Come constitute an elaboration and expansion of  ideas found in the novels he wrote during the second half of the ’90s and right before 9/11. 
	To sum up our findings about the Derrida/Habermas debate in relation to 9/11 and contemporary fiction, it seems that most novels point towards a reconciliation of communicative action and unconditional hospitality as a remedy for the plague of terrorism. We have established that these two concepts are not irredeemably opposed and how Derrida’s concept of unconditional acceptance of the Other may be the first step towards successful instances of communicative action. The resolution of the Habermas (rationality-ontology)/Derrida (post-structuralism-postmodernism) debate is of central importance for this thesis as it will help us outline some of the characteristics of contemporary fiction, as opposed to postmodern fiction and we will explore various aspects of it in the next chapters. Furthermore, the impact of 9/11 on contemporary theory and fiction does not seem to be as dramatic, as it has usually been claimed to be. Habermas, Derrida, Baudrillard and Žižek examine 9/11 in relation to concepts that had already been developed in the 70s, 80s and 90s and consider the eruption of terrorism in the West as a reaffirmation of their theories. So, Habermas examines 9/11 in terms of communicative action, Derrida in relation to unconditional hospitality, Baudrillard in terms of the Symbolic and Žižek in relation to the Real as we have seen. Nevertheless, contemporary fiction seems to be less playful, less self-referential and fragmented, more tied to the real and the political and more optimistic about the future of the novel than postmodern fiction was. However, these tendencies can be traced towards the end of the 90s already and may be said to have perhaps only accelerated after 9/11. Consequently, it would be inaccurate to talk about the emergence of a new aesthetic, namely the traumatological, in the aftermath of 9/11 at least in the fiction we have examined, especially as trauma is a constant feature in the course of history. Contemporary fiction is characterised as we have seen by a resistance to trauma and a refusal to be permanently stigmatised by 9/11 or to give terrorism precedence over other issues such as love, human relations, class, consumerism, violence, subjectivity, morality. This should not be perceived as a turn towards the subjective and the domestic and away from the political, as it has been claimed by Mishra and Randall, but as an effort to demythologise 9/11 and contribute towards the healing of trauma and melancholy. Trauma in contemporary society is not exclusively the result of terrorism, which has been perceived by most of the novelists we have examined as the by-product of late capitalism. Trauma, as evidenced from Ballard’s, DeLillo’s, Coe’s, Auster’s and Houellebecq’s fiction that was produced from the late 90s onwards, is also the result of the relentless expansion of capitalism and the attitudes towards life it promotes. This realisation became more obvious in the aftermath of 9/11 and of the 2007 financial crisis as we will see in the next chapters.  Consequently, the evidence that contemporary fiction has survived the alleged death of the novel, as both as an art form and a means of social critique that can counteract terrorist and  late capitalist discourses effectively, seem irrefutable.
 	



Micro-realisms

The battle between realism and anti-realism has been of extreme importance throughout postmodernity, as well as, in both contemporary theory and fiction. This is because our perception of reality and truth and our beliefs about what constitutes reality are inextricably linked with socio-political matters. Baudrillard’s concept of hyperreality, Rorty’s pragmatic theory of truth, Derrida’s linguistic apprehension of truth and reality, Žižek’s notion of the Real and Badiou’s  appropriation of set theory constitute proof that postmodernity has been a prolific period that has irreversibly changed the way we think and talk about reality. All the aforementioned theorists, however, have been constantly challenged by proponents of realism/rationality such as Habermas, Pols and Norris, who have often viewed these newly found notions of reality as dangerous and politically irresponsible. Nevertheless, they have been widely endorsed in literature throughout postmodernity and in particular in Ballard’s, Coe’s, DeLillo’s, Vonnegut’s, Pynchon’s and Auster’s works, to mention just a few of them, who seemed to have privileged what McHale defined as the ‘ontological dominant’(McHale 1987: 103). In other words, they favoured a playful perception of the world as consisting of alternative universes and multiple realities that reflected the way the postmodern subject’s perception of reality has changed due to the media and scientific/technological developments, as well as, the rise of constructivist notions of truth. It is the aim of this chapter then to explore how postmodern utopias and notions of truth may be said to differ from the ones found in contemporary fiction in light of Habermas’s, Pols’s and Rorty’s theory and a re-consideration of Derrida’s and Baudrillard’s writings mainly. This will hopefully enable us to trace certain differences between postmodern and contemporary representations of reality and to examine whether the realist/ anti-realist debate has been resolved. It will also be investigated whether the aforementioned theorists and novelists could be held accountable for relativism and political irresponsibility. 
To begin with, Derrida’s main preoccupation in some of his earlier work such as ‘Plato’s Pharmacy’ is not to undermine truth and reality and render them as outdated concepts but to simply dissociate them from notions of originary presence and essence they have been haunted by throughout the history of philosophy. In order to achieve this, he introduces the concepts of supplementarity and repetition that he believes are the necessary conditions for the manifestation of truth. 
What is not what it is, identical and identical to itself, unique, unless it adds to itself the possibility of being repeated as such. And its identity is hollowed out by that addition, withdraws itself in the supplement that presents it . . . And there is no repetition possible without the graphics of supplementarity, which supplies, for the lack of a full unity, another unit that comes to relieve it, being enough the same and enough other so that it can replace by addition. Thus on the one hand, repetition is that without which there would be no truth: the truth of being in the intelligible form of ideality discovers in the eidos that which can be repeated, being the same, the clear, the stable, the identifiable in its equality with itself  . . . But on the other hand, repetition is the very movement of non-truth: the presence of what is gets lost, disperses itself, multiplies itself  through mimes, icons, phantasms, simulacra etc. (Derrida 2004: 166)

In other words, Derrida seems to perceive of the truth in terms of both presence and absence, eidos and simulacra, lack and excess that is and is not at the same time since it depends on repetition as a means of validation. As a result, he steers away from static and universal notions of truth that can promote self-assurance and a numbness of the mind and morality, while at the same time he refuses to reduce truth to a language game or an effect of simulation as it has been usually claimed. His highly rhetorical use of language contributes to the readers’ understanding of truth as an in-between state of affairs, always on the verge of becoming perceptible only to transform itself again. Consequently, truth is always worth investigating and pursuing since it is never completely present and self-evident as the media present it to be, especially with live and allegedly unadulterated transmissions. Televised events contribute to the illusion of the viewer’s presence at the scene and enhance Baudrillard’s notion of hyperreality and Derrida’s notion of ‘artifactuality and actuvirtuality’ (Derrida 2002: 86) as defined in Negotiations. 
The ‘reality’ (to which actuality refers)- however, singular, irreducible, stubborn, painful, or tragic it may be- reaches us through fictional constructions [facture]. The only way to analyse it is through a work of resistance, of vigilant counter interpretation, etc . . . whenever a journalist or a politician appears to be addressing us directly, in our homes and looking  us straight in the eye, he (or she) is actually reading on the screen at the dictation of a ‘prompter’ and reading a text  that was produced  elsewhere at another moment, possibly by other people or even by a whole network of anonymous writers. (Derrida 2002: 86)

 So, deconstructive practices do not shy away from notions of extra-linguistic truths, reality, authenticity and political responsibility but simply call for a greater awareness of how a more flexible understanding of truth as a concept that is inextricably tied to language and repetition can ultimately help us become more critical of what is presented to us as true and/or real. Derrida’s highly critical stance towards American and Israeli policies throughout his career proves this point while his commitment to truth is also evident by the following statement: ‘If I didn’t say this I would be considered someone who is opposed to truth or simply doesn’t believe in truth. No, I am attached to truth, but I simply recall that for the truth to be true and for the meaning to be meaningful, the possibility of a misunderstanding or lie or something else must remain, structurally, always open’ (Derrida 2004: 44). An acceptance of the linguistic dimensions of truth and its inherent openness to revision does not necessarily mean, at least for Derrida, an evasion of politics. On the contrary, one may say that it is the precondition for a more accurate analysis of reality and rigorous politics although the intense preoccupation of deconstruction with language may at times obscure this fact.
Slavoj Žižek also seems to aim at stripping the concept of truth from its metaphysical connotations and in Interrogating the Real praises Derrida’s delicate stance that there is a gap within reality  as avoiding ‘the twin pitfalls of naïve realism and direct philosophical foundationalism’ (Žižek 2002: 100). Žižek attempts to conceptualise this gap and claims that our perception of reality thus far has been restrictive and tied to an ideal of ontological completeness. 
We are not aiming here at illegitimate short-circuits in the style of ‘ontological undecidability of the quantum fluctuation grounds human freedom’, but at a much more radical pre-ontological openness/gap, a ‘bar’ of impossibility in he midst of ‘reality’ itself. What if there is no universe in the sense of an ontologically fully constituted cosmos? . . . there is reality only insofar as there is an ontological gap, a crack in its very heart. (Žižek 2005: 104,105)

For Žižek this gap is also the site of the Real, the abject, traumatic kernel of human existence that escapes representation and symbolisation. As a result, it has the potential for both destruction and  resistance to the symbolic order, or else, it has both destructive and liberating qualities as it becomes more obvious during postmodernity. ‘The postmodernist reversal shows the Thing itself as incarnated, positivised emptiness, by representing the Thing itself directly and then denouncing  its frightening effect as a simple effect of its place within the structure’ (Žižek 2005: 135). In other words, the endless simulations, semblances of the Real during postmodernity manage to exorcise our fear of it through repetition but they can also present it as a mere effect, an illusion. So, in Welcome to the Desert of the Real where Žižek contrasts postmodern with psychoanalytic theory by taking as an example the collapse of the Twin Towers as a televised event, he claims that the lesson of psychoanalytic theory today is ‘that we should not mistake reality for fiction’ (Žižek 2002: 19), as opposed to postmodern simulations where the boundaries between reality and fiction collapse. The eruption of the Real in contemporary society has enhanced our sense of reality but not as a totality/ fiction that can be contained within the symbolic order. Consequently, one could claim that the gap that affirms reality is between the Real/abject living experience and language as it strives to contain it.
	It may be worth then to investigate the importance of repetition as a means of both affirming and problematising notions of truth, as well as, of the Real in Ballard’s Cocaine Nights, Super-Cannes, Millennium People and Kingdom Come. As we have previously seen, all of the above novels share certain characteristics. They are all dystopian novels where supposedly ideal communities led by charismatic, psychopathic leaders resort to violence in order to ensure their survival. The repetition of such a scenario with variations may be said to enhance the plausibility/truth of  Ballard’s vision of a future of competing psychopathologies and of the impossibility of real revolutions but at the same time it  exposes its fallacy/the moment of non-truth, as these dystopias are always destroyed at the end of the novels which raises the question of the possibility of a revolution after all. Similarly, the non- truth of the leaders’ ideologies is revealed in each instance but then their truth/subversive potential is partly restored by a nostalgic narrator at the end of the novel. Thus Ballard is steering away from universal and static notions of truth and points towards a need for constantly negotiating its limits. Furthermore, Ballard’s treatment of space and locale may be said to display an increasingly anti-postmodern feel despite the appropriation of postmodern tropes. In Cocaine Nights, as we have previously seen, Ballard has conceived of  the ultimate postmodern space, a complex of white, memory and time erasing buildings devoted to leisure on the Spanish coast, while in Super-Cannes he has created a glass kingdom of maximum efficiency and productivity in the south of France. In terms of Žižek’s theory these complexes could be characterised as blank spaces where the residents can fulfil their most intimate desires, or else, where the Real can be accommodated and incarnated as a positivised emptiness since violence, drug addiction and sexual deviance are merely viewed as forms of recreation. As violence escalates and the Real erupts, the revolutionary potential of these places is destroyed and they inadvertently turn into contemporary wastelands of human desire. So, Ballard’s dystopias are not colourful, playful postmodern spaces but sites where the horror of the Real is truly revealed or as Gasiorek has put it ‘physical landscapes with symbolic, mythic and psychological connotations’ (Gasiorek 2005: 92). Ballard’s next apocalyptic dystopia in Millennium People is even more uncanny as the Real erupts in the heart of England and the danger becomes more eminent as a reflection perhaps of 9/11. Despite the postmodern cynicism and humorous attitude towards the middle class’ bloodless revolution the darkness persists as the terrorist acts of violence instigated by the charismatic doctor claim multiple victims. 
            In Kingdom Come which may be said to be the last part of the tetralogy, Ballard conceptualises a more claustrophobic dystopia as the novel is set in a less privileged and confined Heathrow suburb. Brookland’s residents are mainly working class and carry out racist attacks under the guise of hooliganism as we have seen in the previous chapter. The complete absence of humour and sarcasm make the tone of the novel even more ominous, as cynicism is replaced by an intensely reflective mood about the possibility of revolution in the suburbs from the very first few lines. The narrator undermines the author’s previous assumptions that the Heathrow suburbs are no-places that efface time, space and identity which sound so familiar to Ballard’s readers. This self-reflexivity and the meticulousness with which the landscape is rendered, enhance the reader’s perception of the Heathrow suburbs not as hallucinatory, exhilarating, new spaces but as occupiable, more Real/real places. The contemporary subject has appropriated these spaces and made them her own and the suburbs seem to have eventually blended into the landscape for good, demanding to be taken seriously and not as postmodern wastelands. What has previously been seen as a transient airport culture has now become a real way of life. The only postmodern building in the novel, which is described in terms of a vortex, a black hole that attempts to erase this newly found identity of Brooklands, is the Metro-Centre with its endless shops, hotels, hyperreal/virtual beaches and the circular routes that always lead back to it.
Unknown to its busy executives and sales staff, the Metro-Centre had become the headquarters of a virtual political party, financed by its’ supporters’ clubs and gold-card memberships. It issued no manifesto, made no promises and outlined no programme. It represented nothing. But several St George’s candidates, standing on no platform other than their loyalty to a shopping mall and its sports teams, had won seats on local councils. Their chosen part political broadcasts were the thirty second commercials I had devised for David Cruise. (Ballard 2007: 155)

This is why it has to be completely burned down and destroyed later on in the novel symbolising the end of an era. 
David Cruise, Brookland’s charismatic leader, who is also represented as the ultimate postmodern figure as he is a cable presenter devoted to a kind of virtual politics, is literally and symbolically killed along with his co-conspirators. This is because the crowds become increasingly hungry for reality and express this need through violence. Despite the fact that at times they treat the Real as fiction, as Žižek  may have put it, the consequences of their actions remain very real. 
They had waited for David Cruise to tell them and lead them forward. They would follow him, but they were just as ready to jeer and deride him. They needed violence, and realised that David Cruise was too unreal, too much an electronic illusion, a confection of afternoon television at its blandest and sweetest. They hungered for reality, a rare event in their lives, a product that Cruise could never endorse or supply. (Ballard 2007: 123)

The novel ends in a dark tone but retains some hope for a new future where sanity will prevail and the crowds will find alternative ways of expressing their newly found desire for reality. Consequently, one might claim that the potential of the Real for both destruction and regeneration is fully exposed. The same could be said about the author’s hunger for reality in all the above novels since the plot is linear and the boundaries between reality and fiction are never blurred as it is the case with some of his previous works such as Crash and the Atrocity Exhibition. Furthermore, Ballard’s last four novels mark a turn towards the political and as Jeannette Baxter has pointed out  they invite an ‘invariably disquieting process of self-reflection: to what extent are we, the readers, implicated in, or complicit with, the criminal horrors of contemporary history’ (Baxter 2009:173)?
	Contrary to Derrida’s and Žižek’s flexible notions of reality and truth that seem to be reaffirmed by Ballard’s fiction, Jurgen Habermas’s stance towards truth seems to be more dogmatic. So, in Truth and Justification Habermas makes a distinction between justification, which he views solely as a discursive practice, and truth which is ‘a justification – transcendent concept that cannot be made to coincide even with the concept of ideal warranted assertibility. Rather it refers to the truth conditions that must, as it were, be met by reality itself’ (Habermas 2003: 248). Furthermore, he maintains that 
while our practices of justification change in accordance with prevailing standards, we associate “truth” with a claim that transcends  all potentially available evidence. This realist thorn prevents us from falling into a linguistic idealism that reduces “truth” to warranted assertibility . . . The moment of unconditionality that we intuitively associate with truth claims is here interpreted in the sense of a transcendence of local contexts. A proposition that is justified according to our standards differs from a true proposition in the way that a warranted proposition in a given context differs from one for which warrants could be provided in any possible context. (Habermas 2003:251)

It seems then that Habermas refrains from giving a very specific definition of truth and opts instead to talk about truth conditions that correspond to an objective, real, experiential, universal world. So, he finds a discursive notion of truth insufficient in terms of explaining how truth operates in the every day world and how it affects the everyday process of decision making, although one could claim that it is this utilitarian notion of truth that partly makes its linguistic dimension more visible. Furthermore, in Truth and Justification Habermas maintains that there is an objective world that is not subject to language and mental processes and consists of things and facts and not norms. In other words, he associates truth with facts and things and justification, moral and ethical norms with discursive practices, or else, one may say with a kind of second rate truths. This privileging of a transcendental notion of truth discards the fact that even if moral and ethical norms are discursive their impact on our every day lives is immense and very real as they affect not only behavioural patterns but the juridical and political systems as well. Undermining the importance of discursive practices as having no correspondence to facts/reality can prove to be a dangerous habit, especially in conjunction with Habermas’s absolutist view of an objective world that supposedly we all experience in the same way. Habermas may have avoided ontologising moral imperatives and ‘assimilating rightness to truth’ (Habermas 2003: 272), as he claims was his intention, but he does seem to be in danger of reducing morality to a language game. He also ultimately fails to reconcile the assumption that there is ‘an independently existing world with the linguistic insight that we cannot have unmediated access to brute reality’ (Habermas 2003: ix). In other words, he fails to reconcile a linguistic with an objective and/or experiential notion truth, as he favours the second one over the first and leaves no room for different ways of experiencing the world and thus truth. As a result, he leaves open the question of how and who should decide what experiences exactly may be said to be universal and why they should be privileged over more subjective notions of truth. Such monolithic notions of truth may obstruct communicative rationality/action with disastrous consequences as we have seen in McEwan’s novel Saturday, where the characters fail to identify with the Other and acknowledge each other’s truths, thus perpetuating class stereotypes and popular misapprehensions about terrorist acts of violence.
             The notion of the true as ‘whatever proves itself to be good in the way of belief, and good, too, for definite assignable reasons’ (Rorty 1999: 32) has lead to the accusation that pragmatists confuse truth with justification, which is something that Habermas has tried to avoid. Richard Rorty claims that ‘there is little to be said about truth, and that philosophers should explicitly and self-consciously confine themselves to justification, to what Dewy called warranted assertibility’ (Rorty 1999:32). Furthermore, in Philosophy and Social Hope  he turns against the relentless pursuit of philosophers to distinguish between truth and justification, a distinction that he believes is impossible and that has nothing to offer in terms of bettering society. He views the idealisation of truth as harmful to contemporary society because it prevents us from thinking of ways of bettering our living conditions. Instead of embarking on an impossible philosophical quest, Rorty calls for a more imaginative use of our mental capacities that will enable us to improve our lives at both a personal and a communal level. ‘To say that one should replace knowledge by hope is to say much the same thing: that one should stop worrying about whether what one believes is well grounded and start worrying about whether one has been imaginative enough to think up interesting alternatives to one’s present beliefs’ (Rorty 1999:34). Rorty, however, does not totally dismiss the concept of truth as useless but warns against its essentialist and metaphysical connotations that offer the illusion and consolation of transcendence and may encourage escapism from present affairs. 
To sum up, my reply to the claim that pragmatists confuse truth and justification is to turn this charge against those who make it. They are the ones who are confused, because they think of truth as something towards which we are moving, something we get closer to the more justification we have. By contrast, pragmatists think that there are a lot of detailed things to be said about justification to any given audience, but nothing to be said about justification in general . . . the only point in contrasting the true with the merely justified is to contrast a possible future with the actual present. (Rorty 1999: 37,39)

 Unlike Habermas, Rorty does not see language as an impediment to our perception of reality but only because he seems to favour an idealised notion of  language as having direct correspondence to the elements of the life world. 
A truth theory for a natural language is nothing more or less than an empirical explanation of the causal relations which hold between features of the environment and the holding true of sentences, seems to me all the guarantee we need that we are, always and everywhere, ‘in touch with the world’. If we have such a guarantee, then we have all the insurance we need against ‘relativism’ and ‘arbitrariness’. (Rorty 1999: 33)

 Rorty’s assertion that one can never be more arbitrary than the environment and/or circumstances allow them seems a little naïve and problematic, as it presupposes everyone’s sincerity and devotion to promoting common interests and does not take into account the arbitrariness of language either. Much as one may sympathise with Rorty’s frustration with the endless and fruitless theorising about the nature of truth, as well as, with his belief that ‘if we do things the pragmatist way, we will no longer think of ourselves as having responsibility toward non-human entities such as truth or reality’ (Rorty 1999: 34), it is hard to imagine how one could promote the virtues of sincerity, trust and solidarity with recourse to justification only. Houellebecq’s narrator in Platform, as we have seen in the previous chapter, is a pragmatist/rationalist who justifies sex tourism to himself and fellow European men as the right to pleasure without feeling the need to validate his views. Furthermore, ‘the belief that one is true is identical with truth itself’ (Rorty 1999: 42) can be dangerous as it promotes fundamentalism and/or relativism as it is the case with the terrorists and Michel in the same novel. So, dispensing with the concept of truth altogether will not necessarily lead to a better future. Finally, Rorty’s insistence on human betterment is not completely devoid of ontological and metaphysical connotations either, while his utilitarian model of truth favours the notion of an independently existing world and undermines the importance of language in our perception of the world.
	Edward Pols in Radical Realism has also attempted to resolve the realist-antirealist debate with his concept of rational awareness that attempts to fuse conceptual and experiential modes of knowledge. 
Knowing is, before all other things, an activity, function, state, or condition of the knower that completes itself in the independently real. All knowing has both a rational and an empirical, or experiential, pole; but in direct knowing- that is rational awareness- the two poles are inseparably fused and in mutual support, even though each is distinguishable and partly characterisable . . . But, in any event, the term ‘awareness’ is not meant to call attention to a mode of experience that functions at a subrational level, nor is the term ‘rational’ meant to call attention to some purely conceptual or propositional way of functioning. Rational awareness is reason experiencing rather than reason responding to experience. (Pols 1992: 155)

Pols’s careful conceptualisation of rational awareness seems at first to manage to successfully reconcile the two  supposedly opposing sides. However, one might argue that rational awareness is still tied to language and its arbitrariness on which the processing and transmission of all knowledge depend. Furthermore, the mode of direct knowing seems to be privileged over indirect knowing, which is associated with theory, overlooking the fact that theory does not simply explicate reality but can give birth to socio-political practices and promote  techno-scientific developments that ultimately affect and alter reality and our understanding of the world. Pols’s disdain for theory and language becomes more visible when he dismisses the importance of theory in sciences perceiving it merely as a temporary impediment that needs to be overcome, rather than as the driving force of technological and scientific progress. He also goes on to dismiss what he refers to as linguistic communities, including philosophers. ‘But it is truly a mere conceptual interpretation that the linguistic consensus offers us.  Fascinated by this propositional structure, philosophers attend to it, even though all around it and around themselves there stirs, unaltered and always available if they but turned their attention towards it, a world they have not made’ (Pols 1992: 121). Consequently, despite his initial claims, Pols, just like Rorty and Habermas, seems to privilege experiential notions of reality and truth and to overlook or underplay, to an extent, their linguistic dimensions and/or the mental processes that contribute to their formation. 
	Don DeLillo’s novel Point Omega, published in 2010, seems to fuse more effectively, albeit not so harmoniously, both the above aspects of reality. The narrator, Jim Finley, visits a retired scholar, Richard Elster, at his decaying home in the Californian desert with the aim of making a film about his time as a government war planner. Elster was asked to conceptualise the efforts and form an intellectual framework for the troop deployments, counterinsurgency and orders of rendition of the US government during the war at Iraq, in the hope that this will enhance their chances of establishing their power in the area. As the two men indulge in philosophical conversations about matters as diverse as the war, art, perception and language, Elster is proved to be a relentless theoretician who cuts himself off from the realities of life despite his claims that he is on a quest for space and time. In other words, the more he tries to acquire a better sense of the world the more he reduces it to a hallucinatory universe of self-meditation and language into a self-referential system of signs, as it is obvious from his study of the word rendition. The study begins with a straightforward declaration that a government is a criminal enterprise, moves on to explicate the history and different interpretations of the word and ends with a highly ambiguous passage where imprisonment and physical torture are described in a poetic language. Finley perceives this as an attempt to ‘find mystery  and romance  in a word that was being used as an instrument of state security, a word redesigned to be synthetic, concealing the shameful subject it embraced’ (DeLillo 2010: 35) but does not voice his objections to Elster. One may claim that this is because Elster has already pre-emptied the answer to this question since in his study he points out that words are not necessary to one’s experience of true life and therefore, his attempts to romanticise rendition are inconsequential and morally neuter. Finley on the other hand, seems to think that words are inescapably tied to our perception of the world although he cannot account completely for this experience. ‘I keep seeing the words. Heat, space stillness, distance. They’ve become visual states of mind. I’m not sure what that means. I keep seeing figures in isolation, I see past physical dimension into the feelings that these words engender, feelings that deepen over time. That’s the other word, time’ (DeLillo 2010: 19). Furthermore, language, as a means of communication, has also got the potential of returning Elster into the real world. When at the end of the novel his daughter disappears inexplicably in the desert and he is left distraught, his self-indulgent meditations turn into an animalistic croak while Finley, literally and symbolically, drives him to the airport, forcing him out of his voluntary isolation and exposing him to the ritual of communication. ‘I drove and talked, telling him about our  flight, reporting our flight number, pointing out that we were wait-listed, reciting time of departure, time of arrival. Blank facts. In the sound of my words I thought I heard a flimsy strategy for returning him to the world’ (DeLillo 2010: 97). So, it seems that for DeLillo our conceptual and experiential knowledge of the world are inextricably linked and at times can become indistinguishable. The novelist does not seem to favour one mode of knowledge over the other as it is the case with Pols, Habermas and Rorty. Moreover, he warns us against a purely linguistic/conceptual apprehension of reality that was privileged during postmodernity and whose proponent is a self-deluded Elster. DeLillo’s emphasis on the referential uses of language and its ability to promote communication marks a difference from the cynical, relentless language games to which his characters in earlier novels such as White Noise indulged.
 A philosopher who may be said to attempt to bridge the gap between the ontological and linguistic dimensions of truth more effectively than Pols and Habermas is Alain Badiou who has developed a notion of the event based on mathematics and in particular, set theory. In very simple terms, Badiou conceives of a set as a unified multiplicity that contains elements that belong to it. These elements have no distinguishing quality apart from the fact that they belong to the particular set. When something new, an event, happens it has nothing to do with the appearance a totally new element, presence or essence but with the realignment of these elements in different subsets within a given set or within a different set entirely. So, the truth is always there, eternal, but in order for it to appear as such a rupture/Event needs to take place.
A truth is first of all, something new. What transmits, what repeats, we shall call knowledge. Distinguishing truth from knowledge is essential . . . If a truth is something new, what is the essential philosophical problem concerning truth? It is the problem of its appearance and its becoming. A truth must be submitted to thought, not as a judgement, but as a process in the real . .  . For the process of truth to begin, something must happen . . . what there already is-the situation of knowledge as such- generates nothing other than repetition. For a truth to affirm its newness, there must be a supplement. The supplement is committed to change. It is unpredictable and incalculable. It is beyond what is. I call it an event. A truth thus appears in its newness, because an evental supplement interrupts repetition . . .  An event is linked to the notion of the undecidable. Take the statement ‘this event belongs to the situation’. If it is possible to decide, using the rules of established knowledge, whether this statement is true or false then the so-called event is not an event. Its occurrence would be calculable within the situation. Nothing would permit us to say: here begins a truth. On the basis of undecidability of an event’s belonging to a situation a wager has to be made. This is why a truth begins with an axiom of truth. It begins with a groundless decision-the decision to say that the event has taken place. (Badiou 2005: 45,46)

Badiou then goes on to claim that the subject is formed only when he/she is able to recognise an event, a truth, as such and utter that 
‘this event has taken place, it is something which I can neither evaluate, nor demonstrate, but to which I shall be faithful.’ To begin with a subject is what fixes an undecidable event, because he or she takes the chance  of deciding upon it. This decision opens up the procedure of verification of the true. This procedure is the examination within a situation, of the consequences of the axiom that decided upon the event . . . nothing regulates its course, since the axiom that supports it has arbitrated outside of any rule of established knowledge. The procedure thus follows a chance-driven course, a course without a concept. (Badiou 2005: 47) 

What is of crucial importance is that truth for Badiou has an ontological/experiential dimension, as it is a process that reveals a completely new situation, or else, a new multiple. However, Badiou simultaneously undercuts this strictly ontological dimension of truth by emphasising the importance of utterance, language and subjectivity for the recognition of a new event/truth as such. Only utterance can initiate the process of  an event’s validation and evaluation of its consequences, so that communicative action can be established as well. Otherwise, there is the danger that true events may go unrecognised as such and thus have less impact on our lives than they should have, while non-events may be elevated to the status of events with dramatic repercussions. 
This idea may be said to be dramatised in Ballard’s dystopias that we have examined so far and perhaps more obviously in Millennium People, where the middle classes identify themselves as the new proletariat and view the upsurge of violent acts in terms of the Marxist revolution. Their inability to define themselves and their actions within a different discourse constitutes proof that only a pseudo-revolution and no rupture/event has taken place; hence the author’s ironic treatment of them. The narrator at the end of the novel dreams of a revolution but is unable to utter what form it may take since if he could account for it in terms of established knowledge, it would not constitute an authentic revolution. On the other hand, in DeLillo’s novel Point Omega Elster is unable to utter the truth of what had really happened in Iraq and his job seems to have been to devise a discourse that would hide the crude realities of the invasion from both the perpetrators themselves and the world, so that the Event would go unrecognised as such. The same is the case with his daughter’s disappearance and possible murder which he refuses to articulate. Instead he speaks in fragments until his words are eventually reduced to a croak, as we have seen, while his refusal to show fidelity to the Event contributes towards his shunning of reality altogether by the end of the novel. In Coe’s The Closed Circle as well, Paul Trotter, the Labour MP who supported the war in Iraq for selfish reasons, can only embark on a new life after he has written a letter to Tony Blair resigning from his post, admitting that the war is impossible to justify and even regretting his previous attempts to cover up the indiscretions in his private life. In doing so, he joins the voices of the anti-war protesters that he had previously given very little thought of and they collectively declare their fidelity to the Event: the fact that the reasons behind the invasion were purely financial is established thus opening up the possibility of resistance to capitalist expansion. It seems then that the novels we have examined so far move away from constructivist notions of truth and reality that were prevalent during postmodernity and towards a reconciliation of the ontological/experiential and constructivist/conceptual aspects of truth and that further research is required to determine the parameters of  this movement in both contemporary theory and fiction. For the aims of this chapter, however, we will concentrate on Baudrillard’s concept of hyperreality that defined postmodern theory and fiction and the extent of its impact on contemporary fiction.
	Baudrillard’s concept of hyperreality, which has been the epitome of postmodern thought, has at times been celebrated and at times been seen as the anathema of postmodernism that supposedly collapses into mere relativism and moral/political irresponsibility. Baudrillard’s exuberant arguments about the loss of the real and the prevalence of hyperreality as an excess of reality due to endless simulations, as well as, his infamous pronouncements that the Gulf War did not happen and that the horror of the violent death of the 9/11 victims is inseparable from that of having to work at the atrocious WCT office spaces, have made him an easy target for his allegedly politically correct critics. Despite this negative criticism, however, hardly anyone can apprehend and analyse contemporary life and politics as intuitively and rigorously as Baudrillard did throughout his career. Baudrillard’s insights into capitalism, virtual spaces, 9/11, the media, cloning and new technologies prove not only that he is not cut off from the realities of contemporary western life, but completely aware of and immersed in them. Thus one could claim that these insights themselves contradict consciously his playful, to an extent, declaration about the loss of the real. It only seems logical that since the fabric of reality was altered during postmodernity, the postmodern subject would need to devise a new vocabulary and language in order to reflect on these changes. Hence Baudrillard’s distinctive, hyperbolic, seductive, ‘superficial’ style simply seems to enact our sense and apprehension of reality as mediated by new technologies, exposing the liberating potential and the dangers this entails simultaneously. In other words, hyperreality is simply another kind of reality; it is reality as experienced by the subject during postmodernity even if  he/she is considered to be a privileged subject. Baudrillard at times celebrates the loss of the real and indulges in the new freedoms hyperreality offers as opposed to previous static, mundane notions of  reality. However, at times he is very apprehensive of the negative impact of this loss on every day life, as it is obvious from his theses on cloning, freedom, economy and art where his inflated style betrays both an exhilaration/fascination and at times fear for the future of the real.
We are confronted with the insurpassable nature of the universe that has absorbed its own transcendence, its own image . . . It’s a world in which things are stuck together, the world of the short circuit between anything and its representation- an immersion in the visual. And indeed every image is absorbed by he world’s becoming image. This is perhaps the gravest danger. There’s a kind of diabolical metabolism of the system that has integrated every critical, ironic or contradictory dimension, fractalising everything. Everything’s on-line, and there’s no opposing an on-line event. (Baudrillard 2004: 46)

One cannot tell if his hyperbolic style is a celebration or a critique, or perhaps both, of postmodern culture and points towards a need for a re-evaluation of Baudrillard’s work as he has unjustifiably been accused of escapism and relativism. It seems that Baudrillard is trying to rid reality and philosophy of metaphysical connotations and uses playfulness as a weapon against outdated notions of reality and truth thus being self-consciously politically (in)correct.  
We can live and survive with the real world, with the reality principle. That’s what we do in a way, but it’s much more amusing to wager that reality does not exist! If you make the assumption that reality doesn’t exist, then everything changes which is fantastic . . . It’s the opposite but it’s also the same form: that of a challenge to reality instead of a contract with reality . . . You have to gamble, you have to put up the stakes. You have of course to, to think out the terms of the wager, and not get them wrong, but you have to choose between the contract and the wager (or challenge). The one or the other! (Baudrillard 2004: 85)

So, Baudrillard’s writings do not constitute a passive submission to late capitalist ideology but a subversion from within, as it is the case with postmodern fiction that simultaneously endorses hyperreality and language games and exposes their dangers. Postmodern novels very often return to political and humanist concerns, as it is obvious from Vonnegut’s, Coe’s, DeLillo’s, Auster’s and Coupland’s fiction that deals with a multitude of issues, such as World War II, Thatcherism, the Cold War, terrorism, faith and love. Their fiction examines mid to late twentieth century concerns under a different light and outside totalisation because of, not in spite of, postmodernism. Paul Smeuthurst very rightly points out that ‘the postmodern novel has in many cases stayed ahead of its own language games, stepping outside the self-reflection that threatens to severe the link between the text and its referents in the worlds of human activity’ (Smethurst 2000: 24). This is also the case with Baudrillard’s work: Baudrillard, ever self-conscious about his writings, has occasionally asked for them to be read as fiction rather than philosophical works in the strict sense of the word. It would be useful then to examine for the remaining of this chapter to what extent notions of hyperreality resurface in contemporary fiction and how they are re-appropriated.
	To begin with, Jonathan Coe’s novel The Closed Circle could be said to be more tied to the real compared to What A Carve Up! which was a novel where the real and the fictional, films and real life, the hallucinatory subjective world of the hero and the objective world, the personal and the political would interact and fuse in unpredictable and schizophrenic ways. In other words, What a Carve Up! could be said to be a postmodern novel where hyperreality dominates the characters’ lives despite the fact that the narrator and implied author remain extremely critical of Thatcherism. In contrast, the historical context features prominently in The Closed Circle but remains distinct from personal worldviews and microcosms although it still deeply affects them, as it is evident by the author’s treatment of the war in Iraq. 
Furthermore, Coe implicitly criticises an ironic use of language that he sees as synonymous to relativism at times because it can prevent his characters from facing the crude realities of their lives. ‘Irony is very modern . . . Very now. You see – you don’t have to make it clear exactly what you mean anymore. In fact, you don’t even have to mean what you say really. That’s the beauty of it’ (Coe 2004: 53). So, Paul’s and Malvina’s frivolity and dishonesty are extensively parodied. This is also the case with Paul’s pretentious Third Way politics, as we have previously seen. Malvina later in the novel falls in love with Paul, who is married, and experiences first hand the unpleasant consequences of his relativist attitudes towards life and indecisiveness in relation not only to his career as a Labour MP but to their relationship as well. At the end of the novel Paul is forced to give up this pretentious ‘third way’ and evasive language and make decisions about both his personal and professional life. Political relativism is also implicitly criticised in the novel by mocking popular TV programs such as ‘Have I got news for you’ for their participants’ self-indulgent use of irony for the sake of irony. It seems that according to Coe ironic views of language and reality have lost their earlier potency as weapons against dominant ideologies and have been appropriated by the media for entertainment purposes. The effect of euphoria that hyperreality and language games generated in the 70’s, 80’s and early 90’s has waned and has given way to a disillusionment about the next subversive steps to be taken. Coe then appears to be calling for a reconciliation between blank irony/language and reality as his treatment of characters and political events in The Closed Circle is less cynical and more humane than in his previous novels. No matter how irresponsible and at times repulsive we find Paul’s and the British politicians’ behaviour, one still sympathises with their utterly confusing views about Third Way politics, their complete lack of orientation and their inability to stand up to the challenges that contemporary British society faces. Unfortunately, Coe’s call has been perceived in negative terms by some critics such as Steven Real who claims that the novel ‘has none of the great comic set pieces  for which Coe was justly celebrated in its predecessor or in what is still his best novel What a carve up !’(Real 2004). It could be argued, however, that Coe’s characters have become more rounded because of this shift in tone which seems to have sprung from a notion that an era has ended, as it is also indicated by the title of novel, as well as, from a need to invent new ways of  writing in order to relate contemporary realities.
            This notion that we have witnessed the end of an era and the waking of a new one is further reinforced at the end of the novel as Patrick and Sophie walk hand in hand in Berlin in 2003 after having shared their stories and truths about their past in the revolving, postmodern restaurant. With their feet firmly on the ground, metaphorically and literally, and completely aware of their current situation they carve their own route in the surrounding cityscape as opposed to the ending of What a Carve Up! where the main character never regains the slightest sense of  space and reality. ‘And they watched in silence as Patrick and Sophie walked beneath the great arch of Brandenburg Gate, hand in hand; the two of them wanting nothing more from life, at that moment, than the chance to repeat the mistakes their parents had made, in a world which was still trying to decide whether to allow them even that luxury’(Coe 2004: 428). Even Benjamin, one might say Coe’s alter ego, is forced to admit that he may never finish his postmodern, thousand of pages long novel and face the realities of his life which no matter how harsh they are, they are still preferable to escapism. Finally, the structure of the novel is less chaotic and fragmented compared to What a Carve Up! but still retains a few postmodern formal characteristics as the chapters are numbered in reverse order bringing us to 1, a new starting point. This also seems to reflect Coe’s desire for a reconciliation with reality which becomes more obvious in his next two novels that we will be examining in more detail in the next few chapters.  The Rain Before it Falls, steps back from the turmoil of contemporary politics and is concerned with matters of history and truth in post war London. It displays no spatial or temporal displacements while the only spatial displacement experienced by the narrator in  The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim is in the last chapter and the result of a near death experience  as Maxwell is unable to integrate in contemporary society.
	 Julian Barnes’ novel Arthur & George, published in 2005, also seems to constitute a departure from notions of hyperreality, alternative universes and the randomness of history as exemplified in A History of the World in 10 ½ Chapters and England England where England is portrayed in terms of a European Disneyland. In Arthur & George, Barnes sets out to reconstruct imaginatively the life of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle and his relationship with George Edalji, who was falsely imprisoned for allegedly killing animals and writing threatening letters and whose innocence and name Sir Arthur Conan Doyle helped restore in real life. Sir Arthur Conan Doyle is portrayed in the novel as a man of vivid imagination whose morality and quest for truth remain, nevertheless, uncompromised. He is able to combine apparently opposing beliefs and world views such as Christianity and spiritualism, real life and the paranormal and has his own unique views about what exactly the real world is.
How easily everyone understood what was real and what was not. The world in which a benighted young solicitor was sentenced to penal servitude in Portland . . . the world in which Holmes unravelled another mystery beyond the powers of Lestrade and his colleagues . . . or the world beyond, the world behind the closed door, through which Touie had effortlessly slipped. Some people believed in only one of these worlds, some in two, a few in all three. Why did people imagine that progress consisted of believing in less, rather than believing in more, in opening yourself to more of the universe? (Barnes 2005: 265)

So, Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s ability to fuse opposing sides  does not resemble the postmodern playfulness of alternative universes but is the product of careful consideration and reflects the multiplicity of the real world itself.
	George on the other hand, is a man who lacks imagination. He does not socialise or talk a lot and he leads an extremely lonely life, while studying railway law is the only recreational activity he engages in. He has also been raised to be extremely practical and to set a good example for his siblings. His feet are so firmly planted on the ground, that he half- accepts the injustices he suffers as unavoidable, which is one of the reasons he fails to take immediate action against his enemies. However, towards the end of the novel and after having endured so much due to his being falsely imprisoned and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle has helped him regain his freedom,  George begins to see life under a different light, especially when he reads Sir Arthur Conan Doyle’s articles about him in the Telegraph. ‘It was most disconcerting to see oneself described not by some provincial penny-a-liner but by the most famous writer of the day. It made him feel like several overlapping people at the same time: a victim seeking redress; a solicitor facing the highest tribunal in the country; and a character in a novel’ (Barnes 2005: 297). It is paradoxically through a fictionalised version of  himself  that he acquires a better sense of the self and finds the strength to get his life back. 
	Furthermore, the novel displays a formal clarity compared to the author’s previous works. The plot is linear and the novel is divided in three distinct parts narrated by a single narrator but alternating between Arthur’s and George’s point of view in separate shorter chapters. Barnes brilliantly reconstructs the details of the characters’ lives and the feel of the period making his characters identifiable and believable. However, the novel retains a degree of  postmodern self-reflexivity and could not be as classified as either a historical novel or as mystery fiction since as it has been very rightly pointed out ‘we are still aware that the novel’s characters are fictional’ (Anon 2005). In other words, despite the attention to detail in reconstructing an era and the real life characters Barnes does not make any claims of authenticity or insist on the plausibility of his version of events and ‘as also intimated by the duality of the title, this is an anti-Holmes novel that stresses different viewpoints but also undecidability, irresolution and loose ends’ (Childs 2011: 155). Nevertheless, the novel does not collapse into mere relativism by presenting schizophrenic versions of the same story and it is this interplay between relativity and truth, the objective and the subjective that marks a turn from the postmodern novel and towards a more sober but flexible realism that reflects contemporary sensibilities more accurately.
	DeLillo’s  novel Falling Man can also be said to constitute a departure from the  distinctively postmodern utopias and dystopias  found in White Noise, The Names and Mao II  that indulge in playful notions of reality. As McHale might have put it, it seems that the ontological dominant in DeLillo’s last three novels has been progressively underplayed. So, in The Body Artist the mysterious little man is reduced to a figment of the heroine’s imagination, while in Cosmopolis temporal and spatial  displacements are sparse and tend to happen only when the hero symbolically looks at his watch as a form of a escapism from the painful realities of his life and his suicidal tendencies. In contrast, there are no such displacements in the Falling man  where the wrist watch is playfully and symbolically reduced to an everyday item and any displacements that Curtis B, a member of the group for Alzheimer’s patients that Lianne teaches, experiences are the result of his disease. Furthermore, Lianne’s mother Nina is associated with relativism as she does not seem to be concerned with names and facts. She does not know the real name of her partner of twenty years or much about his past, although she suspects that he may have been involved with a terrorist group in his youth, and claims to an exasperated Lianne that such knowledge is unnecessary. Her ignorance and indifference is implicitly criticised as it parallels the terrorists’ apathy about the lives they sacrificed on 9/11. Lianne on the other hand, insists on the importance of  knowing the people around her and facts and she often extends a helping hand to the members of her family and the community. She also very often experiences a tension between logic and soul which is unique among DeLillo’s characters, who usually indulge in solipsistic interior monologues that contribute towards their withdrawal from reality.
She had normal morphology. She loved that word. But what’s inside the form and structure? This mind and soul, hers and everyone’s, keep dreaming toward something unreachable. Does this mean there’s something out there, at the limits of matter and energy, a force responsible in some way for the very nature, the vibrancy of our lives from the mind out, the mind in little pigeon blinks that extend the plane of being, out beyond logic and intuition. ( DeLillo 2007: 132)

These old fashioned metaphysical questions resurface for both Lianne and the contemporary subject and are treated without a trace of irony, unlike DeLillo’s previous characters in White Noise and The Names who treat such questions with playfulness and cynicism and Eric in Cosmopolis who resorts to a self-effacing nihilism. So, Lianne unlike Nina and her ex husband and survivor of 9/11, Keith, craves a greater sense of reality while at the same time she is not afraid to look beyond the mundane and the every day. This is perhaps the reason Nina dies at the end of the novel, symbolising the end of an era, while Keith, unable to deal with the trauma of 9/11, restore his relationship with his family and integrate into the world, is lost into the highly addictive world of gambling. Even the postmodern artist, the Falling Man, who has made an art out of abolishing space boundaries and inscribing himself in the cityscape and who may be seen as the author’s, postmodern alter ego dies of his injuries at the end of the novel, indicating perhaps the need for a more stable notion of reality that moves beyond simulations of the traumatic Real in both art and real life. The sober tone of the novel also marks a difference from the ‘trenchant satire of American consumerism and fear of death’(O’Donell 2010: 132) in DeLillo’s postmodernist fiction which also tended to emphasise the fictionality of history. Paradoxically a certain degree of optimism about the future is retained in the novel as Lianne learns to navigate through the problems that the contemporary subject is faced with.
	 This is not the case, however, in Paul Auster’s novel The Book of Illusions that tells the story of a professor, David Zimmer, who has lost his family in a plane crash. David finds consolation in trying to retrieve the works of a silent film director, Hector Mann, who has ordered his wife Frieda to destroy all his work when he dies as a form of self-punishment for the death of one of his lovers. Hector’s films in which David loses himself are very sparse, minimalist and surreal and the same seems to be the case with the novel itself as well. Nevertheless, the descriptions of the films remain distinct from the rest of the novel and they never invade David’s world as it is usually the case with postmodern novels. David’s immersion in the visual is implicitly criticised as escapism and the same is the case with August Brill, the main character of  Man in the Dark, published in 2008. August also attempts unsuccessfully to get over of his wife’s death and the horrific murder of his granddaughter’s boyfriend by  watching films addictively and consequently, both novels seem to move away from notions of hyperreality. So, David does not occupy playful postmodern utopias but leads a lonely, tortured life and he is only able to engage with the outside world during his brief relationship with Alma, who he falls in love with. After Hector’s films are destroyed in a fire and Alma dies, he once again isolates himself in order to write the novel we are reading and hopes to restore the truth about Alma’s death and Hector’s works. However, we get the sense that restoring the complete truth is an impossible task and that what is actually published is David’s interpretation of the events at the night of the fire. His false hope that Hector’s works have survived to be discovered at a later date is the only thing that can provide him with some consolation about Alma’s meaningless death . 
I have no facts to offer, no concrete evidence that would hold up in a court of law, but after playing out the events of that night again and again for the past eleven years I am almost certain that Hector did not a die a natural death. He was weak when I saw him, yes, weak and no doubt within days of dying, but his thoughts were lucid . . . If that was the case, then Hector’s films haven’t been lost. They’re only missing, and sooner or later a person will come along who accidentally opens the door of the room where Alma hid them, and the story will start all over again. I live with that hope. (Auster 2002: 319)

David Zimmer’s conspiracy theories about Hector’s fate and work, as well as, his wish for his fictional account to be proved true in the future, give the novel a postmodern twist. However, both the narrator and the reader are aware that this may be just an illusion, hence the title of the book, and the narrator is implicitly criticised for his inability to face reality.
	 Auster’s next novel Travels in the Scriptorium, which was also the title of one of Hector’s films is also a meditation on the consequences of avoiding reality. It displays a very modernist feel as the main character is an old man, presumably Auster’s alter ego, who is kept captive by the characters of his previous novels in a sparsely furnished room where he is asked to participate in the writing of a script that is left on the desk. This Beckettian character has no memory and no awareness of space and time  or even a sense of his own body. The heavy atmosphere is interrupted by Mr Blank’s hopeless efforts to control his bodily functions that are darkly comic and ironic. Auster by fictionalising himself and his intense, almost obsessive preoccupation with his characters and his writer’s block, portrays a claustrophobic and schizophrenic world that is dominated by the return of the Real and differs from the colourful postmodern utopias of The New York Trilogy. The novel ends as it started but not quite, as the narrator who is one of Mr Blank’s characters from his previous novels and is unhappy about the way he was treated by the author, takes control of the situation and makes Mr Blank himself a fictional character in the script as a form of retribution and cathartic release simultaneously. 
It will never end for Mr Blank is one of us now, and struggle though he might to understand his predicament, he will always be lost. I believe I speak for all his charges when I say he is getting what he deserves- no more no less. Not as a form of punishment, but as an act of supreme justice and compassion . . .  In a short while a woman will enter the room and feed him his dinner. I haven’t yet decided who that woman will be. (Auster 2007: 130)

 The novel’s intense self-referentiality seems to be a critique of the author’s inclination to take himself too seriously as Mr Blank claims that he does. So, Mr Blank’s and the implied author’s tortured existence differ from the playful notions of the death of the author in postmodernist fiction. Nevertheless, Travels in the Scriptorium constitutes an exception in Auster’s oeuvre as  his next novel Man in the Dark, which we will examine closely later,  deals with the impact of the war in Iraq, as well as, with the impact of loss and chance on the lives of a family thus returning to the real and the warm humanism of  The Brooklyn Follies.
	Douglas Coupland’s Hey Nostradamus! also seems to be a departure from the writers’ previous works such as Girlfriend in a Comma and All families are Psychotic that explore different perceptions of reality and whose characters occupy multiple, colourful, playful and psychedelic universes. Hey Nostradamus!, unlike any of  Coupland’s novels, is based on real events and in specific, the tragic Columbine massacre. It the opens with Cheryl’s youthful, sensitive and touching voice that also sets the poignant but simultaneously hopeful tone of the novel. Cheryl is one of the victims of the massacre and the almost elegiac tone in the beginning of the novel contrasts with the cynicism of Coupland’s previous works. Cheryl seems to be occupying an in-between space before her final transition to an unknown world. However, the space she occupies is not a playful, postmodern, vibrant utopia but a calm place dominated by silence, stillness and uncertainty. She thinks and hopes that she is closer to God now but then again she is not even sure what God is and whether she believes in him at all. The stillness of this in-between, mundane world is contrasted with Cheryl’s memories of the past and Coupland’s brilliant, colourful descriptions of the world she left behind and intensify the pain for the sudden, meaningless loss of life. They also seem to serve as a reminder that one need not seek the exhilaration of alternative universes since the real world is even more wondrous if only one can stop and observe it closely. ‘It was a glorious morning. The sun burned a girly pink over the mountain ranges to the west, and the city had yet to generate its daily smog blanket’(Coupland 2004: 3). So, Cheryl seems to miss mostly the supposedly insignificant things in life, the small every day details of the world that made her happy. 
As I am never going to be old, I’m glad that I never lost my sense of wonder about the world, although I have a hunch it would have happened pretty soon. I loved the world, its beauty and bigness as well as its smallness: the first thirty seconds of the Beatles’ “Lovely Rita”; pigeons sitting a fist apart on the light posts entering Stanley Park; huckleberries both bright orange and dusty blue the first week of June; powdered snow down to the middle gondola tower of Grouse Mountain by the third week of every October; grilled cheese sandwiches and the sound of lovesick crows on the electrical lines each May. (Coupland 2004:10) 

The detailed descriptions of the cityscape and the very particular things that she misses make her voice more realistic but at the same time give us a sense of the infinity of the world and, consequently, the multitude of ways one may perceive of and experience the world. In other words, hyperreality may not just be the result of visual simulations but could already be embedded in the vastness of the universe itself.
	The second part of the novel is narrated by Jason, Cheryl’s boyfriend’s at the time, eleven years after the shooting. Jason never got over Cheryl’s death and, as a result, he is unable to commit to his current girlfriend Heather. So, he suddenly disappears abandoning her but leaves a letter for his sons to read on their birthday. The tremendous pain he is still suffering from is evident in his voice and so is his poignant yearning for something real to hold on to, something that may provide a sense of  stability and relief in a threatening but still glorious world.  ‘Look at us. We’re all born lost, aren’t we? We’ re all born separated from God –over and over life makes sure to inform us of this- and yet we’re all real: we have names, we have lives. We mean something. We must’ (Coupland 2004:146). This pain and longing for a sense of reality is very far from Coupland’s celebration of hyperreality and fragmentation in his previous novels and the reader cannot help but sympathise with Jason. However, Jason’s obsessive desire for a totalising reality and meaning is also implicitly criticised as he never adapts to the new realities of his life with disastrous consequences for himself and those around him. Towards the end of the novel and devastated by Jason’s disappearance, Heather also tries to reconcile the way the world works, or else, the randomness of history and life itself, with her own realities although it seems that this may prove to be an impossible task. ‘I am not a stupid woman. I am aware that there is a world out there that functions without regard to me. There are wars and budgets and bombings and vast dimensions of wealth and greed and ambition and corruption. And yet I don’t feel part of that world . . . I don’t know how the world works, only that it seems to do so, and I leave it at that’ (Coupland 2004: 177). Cheryl, Jason and Heather all seem to dare to ask questions about the world, the meaning of life and God that may have been deemed old fashioned during postmodernity. No one of them can offer any definitive answers to these questions but it is important that they do ask them and that the novel seems to be moving towards a reconciliation between reality and unreality/hyperreality, objective and subjective perceptions of  the world, the metaphysical and the secular.
	 In J-pod, the rewriting of Generation X for the millennial people, Coupland returns to his trademark outrageous, fascinating and entertaining plots and a highly fragmented form that do not however include the possibility of alternative universes or in-between spaces as the madness of this world seems to provide the writer with enough material. The main character is Ethan, a video programmer, who with the help of his team tries to design a turtle character for a video game as instructed by their boss Steve, who later becomes a heroine addict and disappears. Andrew Tate has pointed out that although J-Pod shares the Vancouver setting of his two previous novels Hey Nostradamus! and Eleanor Rigby that is ‘frequently a signifier of a more solemn, contemplative mode than the chaotic comedy of Coupland’s US fictions- its atmosphere is boisterous, irreverent and cheerfully lawless’ (Tate 2007: 136).  Coupland returns to irony and explores its potential both for playfulness and as a means of criticism for his characters’ lack of morality. This is the case with Ethan’s mother who grows pot in her basement and commits murder to protect her trade and Steve, who cannot tell the difference between irony and reality. With this double movement Coupland seems to refute accusations of his supposedly postmodern relativism, especially as he also fictionalises himself in order to receive the same ironic treatment that his characters do. Furthermore, despite such instances of self- reflexivity and a plurality of world views in the novel, the high-tech gadget loving J-Podders seem to display a nostalgia for the real  as they symbolically believe that there has been a saturation in the market with software (virtual reality) and that what consumers are asking for now is hardware (reality) again. Coupland’s attempts to reconcile irony with morality and self-reflexivity with realism seem to signify his struggle to find a new voice that will reflect contemporary sensibilities more accurately. This voice should not be ‘too 1996’ (Coupland 2006: 277), as Ethan puts it when he meets the novelist on a flight to China, or else, it should not be too postmodern and outdated. Coupland explicitly and hilariously reflects on his reputation as writer when one of  his characters, exasperated with the outrageous situations they have to put up with, declares him ‘an asshole’ (Coupland 2006:18) and wonders, ‘Who does he think he is’ (Coupland 2006: 18) ? So, J-Pod becomes an ironic tribute to the novelist’s 90’s fiction pointing towards a need for a change in tone and an alternative voice as it is obvious from his next novel The Gum Thief, which we will be examining in the next chapters and where the boundaries between reality and fiction are blurred but remain distinct and self-reflexivity blends harmoniously with deeper humanist concerns. 
	The same could be said about Houellebecq’s novel The Possibility of an Island that tells the story of  a contemporary comedian, Daniel, and his clone 2000 years after the human race has almost eclipsed. The earth’s surface has been completely transformed and populated mainly by the neo-humans, an improved version of the members of a religious sect that have been cloned. The neo-humans are not merely copies of their ancestors but as technology improves with every generation memories and personal traits of their ancestors are transmitted to them, although they are incapable of experiencing pleasure, pain, love, hate and socialisation. The novel is written in the form of a diary with some of the entries made by Daniel and some by his clone Daniel25. As it is usually the case with Houellebecq’s characters, Daniel is an egoistical, middle aged westerner obsessed with art and sex. However, this time the distance between the narrator’s and the author’s point of view is bigger and more obvious compared to Atomised and Platform.  The narrator is the ultimate ironist who uses the discourse of artistic freedom to disguise his misanthropy, self-loathing and cruelty, which is something that Houellebecq himself has often been accused of. However, Daniel25 openly criticises Daniel and the individualism of  the human race that has ultimately led to its destruction. Houellebecq’s dystopia, unrealistic as it may sound, is still closely related to contemporary concerns about climate change and cloning, as well as, to Raelian and Christian beliefs and, as Fredric Jameson may have put it, it cannot help but be always already grounded to reality/history and ideology.
. . .  we are also generally inclined to think today that there is nothing in our possible representations which was not somehow already in our historical experience. The latter necessarily clothes all our imaginings, it furnishes the content for the expression and figuration of the most abstract thoughts, the most disembodied longings or premonitions. Indeed, the content is itself already ideological in the sense outlined above, it is always situated and drawn from the contextually concrete, even where (especially where) we attempt to project a vision absolutely independent of ourselves and a form of otherness as alien to our own background as possible. (Jameson 2005: 170)

 This is also another reason that the reader feels strangely affiliated with the characters of the novel. Even when Houebellecq tries very hard to convince us that the human race deserved extinction by exaggerating the obnoxiousness of his main character, we can still sympathise with Daniel’s plight. Thus the novel moves away from a cynical treatment of  characters that was prevalent during posmodernity.
Furthermore, although Daniel25 believes that he does not need to socialise with other neo-humans and humans and that he is devoid of feelings, he escapes in the outside world in search of an island where other neo-humans, who have also escaped, live. This happens after Marie, another neo-human he has had contact with, escapes after reading Daniel’s poem about love before he committed suicide. It is in this outside harsh world that Daniel25 seems to experience a feeling that resembles pain after the loss of his dog Fox. It is also after his exposure at the elements of nature that he experiences physical pain but also the small the pleasures of lying in the sun and swimming which make him feel alive. He even follows up the steps of his ancestor and visits the places where Daniel lived in an effort to reconnect with history. The novel finishes in a more optimistic tone as opposed to Atomised and Platform whose narrators refuse to accept the harsh realities of their lives and display suicidal tendencies. Daniel25 is literally and symbolically immersed into the real world.       
I bathed for a long time under the sun and the starlight, and I felt nothing other than a slightly obscure and nutritive sensation . . .  My body belonged to me for only a brief lapse of time; I would never reach the goal I had been set. The future was empty; it was the mountain. My dreams were populated with emotional presences. I was, I was no longer. Life was real. (Houellebecq 2005:345)

The question of whether Daniel25 reaches this idyllic island to join the community of neo-humans remains open. However, it is worth noting that Houellebecq does not give this place a fictional name or situate it an alternative universe. Instead we find out that the island is Lanzarote, a tourist destination that promotes oblivion for westerners but at the same time a place with an old history; a real place but, as a volcanic island, prone to transformation as well.
	To sum up, it is evident that contemporary fiction is more tied to the real compared to postmodernist fiction, or else, it places equal emphasis on both the experiential and constructivist notions of  truth and reality as it attempts to overcome the impasses of the realist/anti-realist debate. Richard Bradford also claims that the battle between realism and postmodernism is now effectively over and that ‘neither side is victorious but the middle ground of fiction is shared by hybridised versions of both’ (Bradford 2007: 33). This reconciliation is not unproblematic and it seems that further research is needed to define the exact parameters of this new kind of realism or hyperrealism in both contemporary theory and fiction. However, this shift is manifested in the novels we have examined by a less fragmented form, the reduction of spatial and temporal displacements, as well as, a reduction of metafictional elements, irony, schizophrenia and language games and a turn towards more stable notions of subjectivity and  the political. It is also worth pointing out that this does not mean that the works that were produced by novelists and theorists during postmodernity are relativist and politically irresponsible, as it has been usually claimed. Rather, their treatment of matters of reality and truth reflected the postmodern subject’s wish and need for a radical break from restrictive notions of universality and the tyranny of totalising conceptualisations of truth and this would have probably not been achieved with the adoption of  a more moderate language and position. As a result, it would be perhaps more productive and accurate to see hyperreality and constructivist notions of reality as a product of their time, or else, as reflecting the way the postmodern subject experiences reality due to a plethora of visual simulations, as well as, the impact of scientific developments (quantum physics, genetics) and globalisation on every day life that contributed to the proliferation of world views. In this sense, the opposition between postmodernism and realism would be rendered meaningless, as would the accusation of relativism. As the confusion and euphoria of the contemporary subject subsides, the need for more stable notions of reality and truth emerges in parallel with a new kind of realism in contemporary fiction. This kind of flexible realism unavoidably adopts realist and postmodern  tropes and characteristics in different degrees and variations according to the authors’ preferences and priorities as we have seen. Consequently, it defies categorisation and one may talk of the emergence of multiple realisms, or else, micro-realisms in contemporary fiction.





























The Micro-subject

	The following chapter is a discussion of notions of subjectivity in selected contemporary fiction in the light of theories propagated by Habermas, Derrida, Badiou, Agamben and Žižek. These are primarily concerned with how recent developments in biotechnology and socio-political issues have impacted on our perceptions of the subject, the relationship between man’s animal and human/political nature in terms of liminality and a reconsideration of the deconstructionist notion of the Void. The aim of the chapter is to establish the extent and the ways in which perceptions of the subject have evolved since postmodernity in order to reflect contemporary sensibilities, as well as, how these perceptions may be said to elucidate    representations of subjectivity in DeLillo’s, Auster’s, Coupland’s, Roth’s, Coe’s and Houellebecq’s fiction. It has been widely accepted in the literary field that the postmodern subject is characterised by intense fragmentation, schizophrenia, superficiality, playful changes of identity, apoliticality, undecidability, individualism, an intense preoccupation with language and language games and a rejection of  totalising discourses. In other words, the postmodern subject has allegedly declared the death of the Subject, although one might claim that postmodernist fiction at its best constitutes both a celebration and a critique of the subject’s newly found freedom. It will be argued that contemporary theory and fiction alike are characterised by an intensification of this critique but without reverting to totalising/universalising conceptualisations of subjectivity.
To begin with, in The Future of Human Nature, Habermas examines how recent developments in biotechnology have altered our understanding of the subject as an agent of free will and the ethical questions that are raised in contemporary society. He maintains that human gene intervention ‘obliterates the boundary between persons and things’ (Habermas 2003:13) and that the programmer/technician is in complete control of a human being’s birth and subsequent development, thus, denying him/her the right to be the author of her/his life. He believes that liberal eugenics disrupt communicative action since they interfere with one’s self-determination and the relations between equal human beings. So, according to Habermas, only therapeutic intervention should be allowed because it does not disrupt communicative action as we 
can anticipate the future person’s consent however virtual . . . The presumption of informed consent transforms egocentric action into communicative action . . . A preventively healed patient may later, as a person, assume a different attitude toward this type of prenatal intervention than someone who learns that his genetic makeup was programmed without his virtual consent, so to speak, according to the sole preferences of a third person. Only in the later case does genetic intervention take on the form of an instrumentalisation of human nature. (Habermas 2003: 52)

 One could, however, argue that at times the boundaries between what could qualify as therapeutic intervention and liberal eugenics can be easily blurred and that the future person’s consent can similarly be assumed in other cases that may help enhance his/her quality of life as well. In other words, presuming one’s virtual consent to genetic intervention opens up the possibility of justification for unlimited genetic intervention under the guise of human betterment and/or the common good. This is the case in both Houellebecq’s Atomised and The possibility of an Island that we will examine later in greater detail.
Furthermore, Habermas seems to favour nature as opposed to what he perceives as genetic manipulation without giving a sufficient explanation why random natural processes contribute more towards our well being and enhance communicative action and why ‘postfactum knowledge that someone has been genetically programmed may intervene in the self relation of a person, the relation to her bodily or mental existence’ (Habermas 2003: 53). One may claim that the same is the case with hereditary traits and accidental mutations, or that a person may not even be able to perceive of these changes as unnatural or undesirable since they are already part of their genetic makeup. Habermas seems to idealise the role of nature in the creation of life and its subsequent influence on the formation of the individual/subject, forgetting perhaps that nature can often be cruel and debilitating. He further discusses our need to know that there are certain things that ‘elude human disposal’ (Habermas 2003: 58), assuming that the programmer has absolute control over the new life that he contributes towards creating and that all human agency is automatically erased.  Habermas appears to overlook the fact that we can never wholly be the authors of  undivided lives due to limitations imposed by heredity, the environment and at times our social background. Thus, favouring chance over choice does not necessarily promote the subject’s autonomy or communicative action. Nevertheless, communicative action would help regulate genetic engineering and reduce the dangers in entails for the subject.
In the first instance, Habermas does not reduce the subject to the process of socialisation as indicated when he poses the question of pre-personal life or one may add life that for various reasons is unable to participate in this ideal of communicative action. He claims that ´the questions raised, in contrast, by our attitude toward pre personal human life are of an altogether different calibre. They do not touch on this or that difference in the great variety of cultural forms of life, but on those intuitive self-descriptions that guide our own identification as human beings - that is, our self-understanding as members of the species’(Habermas 2003: 39). Habermas’s argument then appears to be problematic since it presupposes a universal consensus about what constitutes the human but at the same time it seems to tie man to the animal via intuition. Moreover, Habermas’s definition of subjectivity oscillates between metaphysical/religious undertones and the political, physicality/animality and socialisation, pointing out the difficulties of defining the human subject. 
Subjectivity, being what makes the human body a soul-possessing receptacle of the spirit, is itself constituted through intersubjective relations to others. The individual self will only emerge through the course of social externalisation, and can only be stabilised within the network of undamaged relations of mutual recognition . . . Only within this network of legitimately regulated relations of mutual recognition can human being develop and - together with their physical integrity-maintain a personal identity . . . Individuation by DNA sequences is revealed as incomplete as soon as the process of social individuation sets in. Individuation, as a part of life history, is an outcome of socialisation. For the organism to become, with birth, a person in the full sense of this term, an act of social individuation is required, that is, integration in the public text of interaction of an intresubjectively shared lifeworld. (Habermas 2003: 34)

 So, Habermas, seems to perceive of the subject as the end result of socialisation mainly and to leave intact the categories of the human and the animal, unlike Agamben and Derrida, as we will see later, and despite his initial mention of intuition and the spirit. This raises the question of whether a person who does not or, one may add, cannot conform to certain standards of  individuation, as well as, participate in communicative action as envisaged by Habermas is denied the status of a complete subject, a view which is disturbing and potentially dangerous.
 Michel Houellebecq cleverly and playfully dramatises some of these ideas in The Possibility of an Island which we have previously examined but it would still be useful to take a closer look at the novel’s representations of subjectivity. The narrator, Daniel, is a typical postmodern cynicist and a successful comedian devoid of true emotions and steeped in self-interest. He flagrantly admits his misanthropy, which is also reflected in his jokes and expresses his surprise at the success of his career. His main preoccupation in his first major relationship with a woman is sexual gratification and even later, during his mid-life crisis, when he meets a younger girl with whom he desperately falls in love with, he seems more preoccupied with her body than true companionship/socialisation. Disillusioned with his own frivolity and unable to find redemption through sex, Daniel, the postmodern subject who has failed to find fulfilment in his superficial attitude towards life and the Other, becomes a follower of the cult of Elohim, although he does not believe in their teachings and is more tempted by their promises of eternal life through the process of cloning. This promise, however, takes centuries to fulfil and the narration resumes with Daniel25, the original narrator’s 25th clone who belongs to the new, supposedly improved species of neohumans, whose body has literally and symbolically no digestive and excremental system, or else, the neohumans cannot experience pleasure and desire, the basic of human/animal functions. The neohumans lead sheltered and protected lives according to the teachings of the Supreme Sister who ‘privileges pure knowledge and detached mental activity freed from all everyday concerns’  (Houellebecq 2005: 371) and are thus condemned to a life of boredom that is devoid of instinctual drives. Consequently, communicative action/individuation, as well as, any form of physical human contact has eclipsed, apart from occasional emails with other clones and the neohumans voluntarily commit suicide when past a certain young age, in order for the next generation to take over their place. Houellebecq’s dystopia then brilliantly demonstrates the dangers of genetic engineering in the name of human betterment and the subject seems to be perceived as the locus of both instinctual drives and socialisation without privileging one over the other. Neither Daniel nor the neohumans are denied the status of the subject as there seems to be a part of their humanity that eludes definition. This is obvious from Daniel’s tortured existence, as well as, his clone’s resistance to the teachings of the Supreme Sister when she attempts to exercise absolute control over the neohumans with indoctrination as well. The Supreme Sister encourages the study of the biographies of the neohumans’ predecessors in order to point out their supposed inferiority and promises them an even better future with the coming of the future clones.
Nevertheless, despite all expectations, both Daniel25 and Marie23, who he communicates with regularly unbeknownst to the Supreme sister, are fascinated by their ancestors’ lives. They feel an inexplicable nostalgia for the instinctual drives they have never experienced and when they escape they try to retrace their ancestors’ footsteps.

I had felt no physical attraction to Marie 23-no more naturally than I hadn’t felt it for Esther31, who had, anyway, passed the age of arousing those kinds of manifestations. I was convinced that neither Marie23, despite her departure, nor Marie22, despite the strange episode preceding her end, related by my predecessor, had known desire either. On the other hand, what they had known, and in a singularly painful way, was nostalgia for desire, the wish to experience it again, to be irradiated like their distant ancestors with that force that seemed so powerful. (Houellebecq 2005: 371)

Moreover, although cloning techniques have been perfected and even memories that are according to Houellebecq the primary source of the formation of identity can be transferred, every clone seems to have some very distinct personality traits that are unique to him/her and they are still capable of engaging in communicative action as evidenced by their escape plan. So, despite both genetic intervention and relentless indoctrination, there is still room for human agency which is the reason why both Marie23 and Daniel25 decide to venture a journey in a post apocalyptic and full of dangers earth, aware of the prospect of physical pain and even death. It seems then that although Houellebecq is highly critical of genetic engineering and perceives it as the consequence of  man’s quest for eternal life, which is as old as the human species, he refrains from lamenting the total loss of subjectivity and communicative action, as well as, from idealising  nature as Habermas does at times. This is obvious from the descriptions of the savages, the humans who have not been eliminated and have reverted to primitive patterns of behaviour, not only because they had to survive the extremely harsh conditions on a ravaged earth, but also because of their lack of morality and consideration towards their fellow beings. So, for Houellebecq nature does not necessarily lead us to a better self-understanding as a species but has both restorative powers, since Daniel25 experiences for the first time physical pleasures and emotions during his long journey with his dog Fox, but at the same time it signifies danger and abandonment as he seems to merge into the landscape. 
Basically what I wanted to do was to continue to travel with Fox across the prairies and the mountains, to experience the awakenings, the baths in a freezing river, the minutes spent drying in the sun, the evenings spent around the fire in the starlight. I had attained innocence, in an absolute and non-conflictual state, I no longer had any plan, nor any objective, and my individuality dissolved into an indefinite series of days; I was happy. (Houellebecq 2005: 392)

 Consequently, nature’s restorative properties need to be balanced with individuation and morality, which for Houellebecq, like all other abstract ideas, emerge from nature and do not necessarily oppose it. It is in nature that Daniel25 empathises for the first time with his dog, as well as, with his predecessor and the humans that have survived. The subject then may be the conjuncture of nature and politicisation but the boundaries between the two are not as clear cut as Habermas seems to imply, which is why Houellebecq does not seem to favour one over the other. Furthermore, the novel’s ending could be read as an allegory of the contemporary subject’s quest for a more stable notion of reality and the self, despite the narrator’s alluded, premature death as we have seen in the previous chapter. It is also this awareness of the inevitability of decay and eventual death that unites humans and neohumans, penetrates the formation of subjectivity and constitutes the core of human existence, disrupting the illusion of complete control over life that genetics and technology give us. So, one could claim that Houellebecq’s notions of subjectivity resist any rigid definitions and display a deeper kind of humanism that remains both elusive and allusive. As a result, the accusation that The possibility of an Island ‘offers mostly pointless health and filth’ (Tait 2006: 9) seems to be unfair and to result once again from conflating the narrator’s views with the writer’s, which Houellebecq does encourage to a great extent in order to provoke and make his point. However, he always ingeniously retains a critical distance from his narrators, as it is the case with Daniel, whose self absorption and nihilist world views are implicitly criticised.
	According to Giorgio Agamben as well, in The Open: Man and Animal, the subject oscillates between humanity and animality, nature and politicisation. However, the subject is not perceived as the harmonious synthesis of these two opposing forces but as an open, indeterminable category that if we try to define too rigidly, an essential part of our humanity is somehow lost. Subjectivity remains then inexplicable, and not only does it defy straightforward categorisation, but it is this very undecidability that defines the subject. Furthermore, Agamben claims that these two categories that constitute the subject need to remain separate to some degree and that if the differences between them were to collapse, the consequences would be catastrophic. So, if complete control is exercised over the animality of man with genetics then we end up with a disconcerting type of politics, namely biopolitics, where the boundaries between bios and zoe fuse. 
The only task that seems to retain some seriousness is the assumption of the burden- and the ‘total management’ of biological life, that is, of the very animality of man. Genome, global economy, and humanitarian ideology are the three united faces of this process in which posthistorical humanity seems to take on its own physiology as its last, impolitical mandate. (Agamben 2004: 77)

This mode of existence is dangerous because it is essentially apolitical as it transforms all life into bare life, or else, ‘a life that is neither human nor animal but only a life that is separated and excluded from itself’ (Agamben 2004: 38), thus promoting its instrumentalisation as we have seen in Houellebecq’s novel. It is also worth pointing out that Agamben does not consider only biotechnology as the enemy of subjectivity but global economy and the relentlessness of late capitalism as well, because they also promote the instrumentalisation of human life and contribute towards its transformation into bare life. McEwan’s novels Saturday and Solar can be read as exemplifying such instances; in Saturday, as we have previously seen, the status quo is reinforced with Baxter’s, the working class intruder’s, eventual slow and painful death after Henry Perowne has operated on him. Also in Solar, which we will examine in greater detail in the next chapter, Michael Beard, a Nobel Prize-winning physicist, researcher and compulsive womaniser uses working class women to satisfy his sexual urges. When his fifth wife learns about his infidelity she embarks on two affairs, firstly with his PhD student Aldous and a secondly with a builder, Tarpin. Beard displays the utmost contempt for Tarpin as McEwan’s upper-middle class characters usually do for the working class. Beard eventually kills Aldous accidentally and subsequently steals his research and frames Tarpin for his murder thus managing to take credit for his student’s work while Tarpin is jailed. As the story is narrated from Beard’s point of view, however, the reader is invited to empathise with the perpetrator rather than the victims. Thus the novel seems to be condoning to a great extent the transformation of life into bare life by global economy as represented by Beard, who is responsible for the allocation of governmental funding in order to tackle global warming and who, because of his reputation, can command enormous fees for making speeches and for lending his name to world famous scientific institutions.
Furthermore, according to Agamben, one of the main causes that contributes towards the depoliticisation of the subject is the endless and unavoidably fruitless theorisation and debating about what constitutes human nature. This leads to the discourse of the vague category of human rights instead of the particular and the political, as the discourse of human rights relies heavily on debatable and restrictive definitions of humanity. So, Agamben suggests that the subject should be reconceptualised not as an all encompassing entity but as the result of incessant   dichotomies.
If the caesura between the human and the animal passes first of all within man, then it is the very question of man –and of ‘humanism’ that must be posed in a new way. In our culture, man has always been thought of as the articulation and conjunction of a body and a soul, of a living thing and a logos, of a natural (or animal) element and a supernatural or social or divine element. We must learn to think of man as what results from the incongruity of these two elements, and investigate not the metaphysical mystery of conjunction but rather the practical and political mystery of this separation. What is man, if he is always the place, and at the same time, the result –of ceaseless divisions and caesurae? It is more urgent to work on these divisions, to ask in what way-within man-has man been separated from the non-man, and the animal from the human, than it is to take positions on the great issues, on so-called human rights and values. (Agamben 2004:16)

 In other words, instead of endlessly theorising and attempting to reconcile man’s human and animal nature at a metaphysical level, it is more important today to accept that man is the always mutable and, ultimately, inexplicable result of divisions between body and logos, nature and the political, head and soul. Man is always in a process of being, never reaching a final, rigid identity and this is what constitutes his humanity. However, at the same time it is imperative to consider the implications of this at a political and social level without indulging in neither constantly playful, superficial changes of identity nor a metaphysical sense of wholeness but embrace all aspects of subjectivity and its liminality. It may be that this indeterminacy of the subject can pave the way for a more flexible and constructive politics. Indeed, Houellebecq’s fiction as we have seen points towards this need to reconceptualise the subject not as the locus of reconciliation of opposing forces but as the battleground of man’s humanity and animality. This battle cannot lead to any easy resolutions as it is also obvious from Auster’s more recent fiction and in, particular, Invisible and Man in the Dark, where the characters oscillate between instinctual drives and individuation as we will see later.
In Homo Sacer: Sovereign Power and Bare Life  Agamben calls again for a radical reconsideration of the concepts of pure Being and its ways of being, metaphysics and politics, that have preoccupied Western thought for centuries and have led to contemporary Western (bio)politics. Pure Being and bare life are vague categories that have inadvertently defined our existence and it is imperative that we re-think them in relation to the political. 
For bare life is certainly as indeterminate and impenetrable as haplos Being, and one could say that reason cannot think bare life except as it thinks pure Being, in stupor and in astonishment. Yet precisely these two empty and indeterminate concepts seem to safeguard the keys to the historico-political destiny of the West. And it may be that only if we are able to decipher the political meaning of pure Being will we be able to master the bare life that expresses our subjection to political power, just as it may be, inversely, that only if we understand the theoretical implications of bare life will we be able to solve the enigma of ontology. Brought to the limit of pure Being, metaphysics, passes over into politics, just as on the threshold of bare life, politics steps beyond itself into theory. (Agamben 1998:182)

 In Homo Sacer then Agamben seems to advocate the reconciliation of ontology and the political. It is only in this way that we will perhaps stop perceiving of the subject in stupor and re-inscribe it to the domain of the political, as well as, avoid the danger of bio-politics. The dangers of perceiving of the subject in stupor may be said to be dramatised in both Auster’s Travels in the Scriptorium and DeLillo’s Point Omega. Auster’s novel, as we have seen in the previous chapter, is an intensely self-referential novel that can be read as an allegory about the fate of a self-absorbed writer, who ponders endlessly on the meaning of authorship and his existence and who is ironically named Mr Blank. It comes as no surprise then that he has lost all sense of space and time and relies on the characters of his previous novels to help him carry out every day activities, while in the end he is held hostage by them in the sparsely furnished room for eternity. In other words, Mr Blank is punished for his solipsism and his indifference towards the real and the political. The same seems to be the case with DeLillo’s scholar, Richard Elster, who collaborated with the US government in forming an intellectual framework for the invasion of Iraq and who has subsequently isolated himself in the Californian desert to continue his philosophical quests. His increasing detachment from the political also culminates in a complete loss of selfhood, even before his daughter’s disappearance, and despite, or perhaps, because of his incessant efforts to define the self, ‘the true life…the essential being’ (DeLillo 2010: 63) which, unsurprisingly, prove to be futile.
Like Agamben, Derrida in The Animal that Therefore I am also blurs the boundaries between the human and the animal but never completely abandons this distinction. So, for him the separation of man as a thinking animal and every other animal as a general singular thing is simply a man-made distinction, an anthropomorphic projection of what is proper to man as opposed to the animal. This distinction seems to have risen from a fundamental lack in man, namely his lack of control over the harsh natural elements since man, unlike animals, did not have the physical strength (fur, claws etc) to survive in nature. Consequently, man had to resort to the intellect and invent ways to overcome these difficulties, as opposed to the animal that is supposedly guided only by instinct and intuition. The problem, however, with this distinction is, according to Derrida, that this limit of cogito that separates man and animal is not unique and absolute as it has been perceived so far.  
Philosophers have always judged and all philosophers have judged that limit to be single and indivisible, considering that on the other side of that limit there is an immense group, a single and fundamentally homogenous set that one has the right, the theoretical and philosophical right, to distinguish and mark as opposite, namely, the set of the Animal in general, the Animal spoken of in the general singular . . . It applies to the whole animal kingdom with the exception of the human. Philosophical right thus presents itself as that of ‘common sense’. This agreement concerning philosophical sense and common sense that allows one to speak blithely of the Animal in the general singular is perhaps one of the greatest and most symptomatic asinanities of those who call themselves humans. (Derrida 2008: 40,41)

 Derrida on the other hand, questions the validity of these distinctions and perceives of the limits that separate man from animal as permeable, multiple, heterogenous  and porous. At the same time he refuses to efface these limits since the animalisation of man or the anthropomorphisation of the animal dangerously promote the homogenisation of all species and constitute another asinanity. So, for Derrida, man seems to exist at the interstices between the human and the animal and consequently  defies any strict categorisation.
This view is paradoxically reaffirmed by what has been considered to be man’s unique capacity to communicate with language: man seems to have used language and invented the category of the human subject, who is capable of thought and of mastering the symbolic order, in order to disguise his lack of control over nature and assert his supposed superiority over the animal. However, Derrida claims that the human subject is defined by a lack of control over the symbolic order and that the emergence of the self through language reveals man’s indecipherability, mutability and animality, as the human is redoubled and brought back to the realm of the unconscious and instinctual drives. 
That seems to confirm that the becoming-subject of the ego passes by way of the signifier, Speech, Truth etc., that is to say, by losing its immediate transparency, consciousness as consciousness of the self identical to itself. Which ends only in an apparent paradox: the subject is confirmed in the eminence of its power by being subverted and brought back to its own lack, meaning that animality is on the side of the conscious ego, whereas the humanity of the human subject is on the side of the unconscious, the law of the signifier, Speech, the pretended pretence, etc.(Derrida 2008:137,138)

 Once again with language, the boundaries between consciousness and instinctual drives, humanity and animality are blurred  and it is this undecidability that defines the human subject. Furthermore, Derrida does not reduce the subject to a linguistic construct, as he has been usually accused of , but simply turns against metaphysical notions of the self by placing emphasis on its liminality. In this sense his theory of the subject appears to resemble Agamben’s, albeit without the overtly political undertones.
In Philip Roth’s novel Everyman, this battle between animality, which is synonymous with desire and sexuality, and interpersonal/social relations may be said to be dramatised extensively. The main character of the novel, who remains unnamed in order to represent  man, is a retiree of commercial advertising. He displays from a very early age and throughout his life an intense preoccupation with the physicality of his body, its deterioration and mortality. He has a hernia operation at the age of nine that leaves him traumatised, a life threatening burst appendix and peritonitis in his thirties and multiple heart operations from the age of fifty. This obsession with his body and chronic dissatisfaction with life, leads him to philandering and subsequently, he divorces his first wife and abandons his two sons, who he never reconciles with, in order to marry Phoebe, his mistress, with whom he has a daughter Nancy. In a relentless pursuit of sexual gratification that he believes will restore his ailing body and combat his fear of death, he later cheats on Phoebe with a Danish model, who he also marries and subsequently divorces when she proves incapable of nursing him following his heart operation. So, the women in his life, including his daughter, seem to be there to either nurse him or  satisfy his sexual urges as he never manages to establish any meaningful relationships with them.  In other words, instead of seeking consolation in companionship he has resigned himself to instinctual drives. After his partial recovery and having alienated both an inconsolable Phoebe and his older, caring brother Howie, who he resents for his good health and stable family, he moves into a retirement village where he takes up painting and embarks on a fruitless pursuit of younger women. Both of these supposedly therapeutic activities, however, fail to alleviate the physical pain and the mental torment of observing the deterioration of his body since he stubbornly persists on the body’s supposed absolute control over life and the righteousness of  doing as he pleases with no repercussions. 
No hocus-pocus about death and God or obsolete fantasies of heaven for him. There was only our bodies, born to live and die on terms decided by the bodies that had lived and died before us. If he could be said to have located a philosophical niche for himself, that was it-he’d come upon it early and intuitively, and however elemental, that was the whole of it. Should he ever write an autobiography, he’d call it The Life and Death of a Male Body. But after retiring he tried becoming a painter, not a writer, and so he gave that title to a series of his abstractions. (Roth 2006: 43)

Unlike Everyman in the medieval play who has to account for his deeds at the time of his death, Roth’s character  cannot find hope and redemption in religion (another form of sociability) either. The only person who seems to understand him and display some sympathy for him is his daughter Nancy, who is characterised by her father as ‘pure life’ (Roth 2006: 146). ‘She had been permeated by the quality of her mother’s kindness, by the inability to remain aloof from another’s need, by the day-to-day earthborn soulfulness that he had disastrously undervalued and thrown away - thrown away without beginning to realise all he would subsequently live without’(Roth 2006:104). However, it is her complete selflessness and forgiving nature that make her overlook her father’s, as well as, her ex-husband’s vices and lead to her victimisation by both. Nancy is portrayed as a submissive and unobtrusive woman who is devoid of both sexuality and the instinct of self-preservation, or else, she is the exact opposite of her father, who even at the end of his life, does not repent of the pain he has inflicted on his wives and children. ‘You wicked bastards! You sulky fuckers! You condemning little shits! Would everything be different, he asked himself, if I’d been different and done things differently? Would it all be less lonely than it is now? Of course it would! But this is what I did! I am seventy-one. This is the man I have made. This is what I did to get here, and there’s nothing more to be said’ (Roth 2006: 97)! Neither Nancy’s pure sociability then, nor her father’s uncontrollable animality seem to offer a satisfactory way of  living and a combination the two may be more preferable.
 Furthermore, although towards the end of the novel and his life at a hospital bed, he appears to have had a change of heart, he still considers his selfish behaviour to be inevitable and the result of limitations imposed by nature, while his outburst seems to reflect his fear of dying alone rather than genuine remorse.  
At  the humiliating realisation that not only physically had he now diminished into someone he did not want to be, he began striking his chest with his fist, striking in cadence with his self-admonition, and missing by mere inches his defibrillator. At that moment, he knew far better than Randy or Lonny ever could where he was insufficient. This ordinarily even-tempered man struck furiously at his heart like some fanatic at prayer, and, assailed by remorse not just for this mistake but for all his mistakes, all the ineradicable, stupid, inescapable mistakes- swept away by the misery of his limitations yet acting as if life’s every incomprehensible contingency were of his making- he said aloud, ‘Without even  Howie! To wind up like this, without even him!’.(Roth 2006:158)

 It is because of his inability to ask for his family’s forgiveness, his almost indulgent self-destructiveness and privileged suffering at an upper class retirement village with private medical care that Roth’s character ultimately remains unsympathetic and unconvincing as Everyman, as he is incapable of joining the domain of the social and the political. It comes as no surprise then that when he dies on the operating table he reverts to his childhood and the sensuous, annihilating experiences of merging with nature  as  it is the case with Houellebecq’s character. 
Nothing could extinguish the vitality of that boy whose slender little torpedo of an unscathed body once rode the big Atlantic waves from a hundred yards out in the wild ocean all the way in to shore. Oh, the abandon of it, and the smell of the salt water and the scorching sun! Daylight, he thought, penetrating everywhere, day after summer day of that daylight blazing off a living sea, an optical treasure so vast and valuable that he could have been peering through the jeweller’s loupe engraved with his father’s initials at the perfect, priceless planet itself- at his home, the billion-, the trillion-, the quadrillion-carat planet Earth! He went under feeling far from felled, anything but doomed, eager yet again to be fulfilled, but nonetheless, he never woke up. Cardiac arrest. He was no more, freed from being, entering into nowhere without even knowing it. Just as he’d feared from the start. (Roth 2006:182)

 Since the novel begins with the main character’s funeral and ends with his death in the operating theatre, the structure reaffirms his worldview of life as a vicious circle that centres around the body and refutes the consolation of sociability. This limited perception of the subject as a body driven by instincts is also reflected in the language of the novel. ‘Everyman has none of the propulsive linguistic exuberance’ (Spice 2006: 2) of Roth’s previous fiction as the story is told in retrospect and ‘the novel’s governing tense is the pluperfect, the past tense of the past tense, the tense that declares everything to be unchangeable and finished with’ (Spice 2006: 5). This has the effect of reinforcing the main character’s deterministic view of subjectivity, or else, that man is born with certain propensities which he cannot combat despite the narrator’s occasional, implicit criticism of such views. So, as Derrida may have put it in Everyman the animality of the human subject is on the side of the conscious ego, the manifest meaning of the text, whereas the humanity of the human subject is on the side of the unconscious, the subtext.
Contrary to Agamben and Derrida who conceptualise the subject at the interstices of humanity and animality, Badiou  reduces the subject to the process of politicisation in both Being and Event and his more recent book Logics of Worlds, since the subject is defined in terms of his fidelity to the Truth-Event, as we have seen in the previous chapter. So, as Žižek very rigorously points out in The Ticklish Subject, for Badiou the subject is 
the agent who, on behalf of the Truth–Event, intervenes in the historical multiple of the situation and discerns/identifies in it signs-effects of the Event. What defines the subject is his fidelity to the Event: the subject comes after the Event and persists in discerning its traces within his situation. The subject is thus for Badiou, a finite contingent emergence: not only is Truth not ‘subjective’ in the sense of being subordinated to his whims, but the subject himself ‘serves the Truth’ that transcends him; he is never fully adequate to the infinite order of Truth, since the subject always has to operate within a finite multiple of a situation in which he discerns the signs of Truth. (Žižek 2000: 130)

Badiou’s theses that were developed during postmodernity as a reaction perhaps to the supposed apoliticality and frivolity of the postmodern subject, seem to have enjoyed a regeneration today as they re inscribe the subject to the domain of the political without resorting to metaphysics. In the Logics of Worlds even the body is perceived strictly in terms of its relation to the trace. 
We need to keep in mind that in the absence of a complete theory of bodies the only thing that we are assuming about the subject is its pure act: to endow an efficacious body with an appropriate formalism . . . we need not know from the outset what a body is, nor even that it exists; nor do we need to know, with the requisite rigour the nature of events. It is enough for us to suppose that a real rupture has taken place in the world, a rupture which we will call an event, together with a trace of this rupture, E, and finally a body C, correlated to E (only existing as a body under the condition of the evental trace). The formal theory of the subject is then, under the condition of E and C (trace and body), a theory of operations (figures) and destinations (acts). (Badiou 2000: 49,50)

 It seems then that although Badiou’s formal theory of the subject, does not reduce the subject to neither a metaphysical concept nor a linguistic construct, disregards the physicality/animality of the body and favours a conceptualisation of the subject as a purely mental, temporal process of creation that is governed by his/her constant interaction with the trace. Furthermore, as the subject seems to come to presence only through this decision making and action taking process that constantly display his fidelity to truth-events, there seems to be no space left for individuality, as any deviation from the Truth –Event is not only perceived as undesirable, but cancels out the formation of the subject altogether. 
In this sense, a subject exists, as the localisation of truth, to the extent it affirms that it holds a certain number of points. That is why the treatment of points is the becoming-true of the subject, at the same time as it serves to filter the aptitudes of bodies . . . Besides the conjunction of the body and the trace, the subject is a relation to the present, which is effective to the extent that the body possesses the subjective aptitudes of this relation, that is once it disposes of or is able to impose some organs of the present . . . the body here is subjectivated to the extent that it subordinates itself to the novelty of the possible . . . This amounts to a subordination of the body to the trace, but solely in view of an incorporation into the present . . . Such a subject realises itself in the production of consequences, which is why it can be called faithful- faithful to E and thus to that vanished event of which E is the trace. The product of this fidelity is the new present which welcomes, point by point, the new truth. We could also say that it is the subject in the present. The subject is faithful to the trace, and thus to the event, since the division of its body falls under the bar, so that the present may finally come to be in which it will rise up in its own light.(Badiou 2000: 53,54)

Badiou not only subordinates the body and the subject to the trace but he also defines them in terms of their efficacy in serving the trace at the present moment, or else, it seems that for him the subject only comes to existence only if he remains faithful to the new truths that constantly emerge, which renders  his conceptualisation of the subject ultimately indistinguishable from that of the new present. Once again, although this approach to the subject is useful in that it re inscribes it into the domain of the new present and the political and thus avoids any static, metaphysical notions of subjectivity, as well as, any postmodern playful notions of identity, the question remains of whether the individual who does not display this idealistic fidelity can still be called a subject and if that is not the case, what his status would be in society. 
	Another aim that Badiou seems to seek to achieve is to combat notions of subjectivity as merely a matter of unlimited diversity and uninhibited individuality that were celebrated at the expense perhaps of politicisation during postmodernity. As Žižek points out,  Badiou seems to 
implicitly condemn deconstructionism itself as the latest version of this common-sense motif of infinite complexity. Among the advocates of ‘anti-essentialist’ postmodern identity politics, for example, one often encounters the insistence that there is no ‘woman in general’, there are only white middle-class women, black single mothers, lesbians, and so on. One should reject such ‘insights’ as banalities unworthy of being objects of thought. The problem of philosophical thought lies precisely in how the universality of ‘woman’ (or the subject) emerges out of this endless multitude . . . Perhaps the gap separating Badiou from the standard postmodern deconstructionist political theorists is ultimately created by the fact that the latter remain within the confines of the pessimistic wisdom of the failed encounter: is not the ultimate deconstructionist lesson that every enthusiastic encounter with the Real Thing,( or the Subject), every pathetic identification of a positive empirical Event with it (subjectivisation/identity), is a delusive semblance sustained by the short circuit between a contingent positive element and the preceding universal Void? In it, we momentarily succumb to the illusion that the promise of impossible Fullness is actually realised . . . from this deconstructionists draw the conclusion that the principal ethico-political duty is to maintain the gap between the Void of the central impossibility  and every positive content giving body to it . . . However, things are more complex: Badiou’s position is that although the universal Order (or Man) has the status of a semblance, from time to time, in a contingent and unpredictable way, a ‘miracle’ can happen in the guise of a Truth-Event that deservedly shames a postmodern sceptic. (Žižek 2000:133,134)

 In the case of  subjectivity then the miracle may be said to consist in the act of its eventual emergence through its fidelity to the Truth-Event that seems to lead towards more stable notions of identity. Žižek’s commentary on Badiou’s theory warns us against the dangers of playful changes of identity that may not necessarily display any fidelity to Truth Events, or else, against the postmodern subject’s alleged superficiality. However, insightful as Žižek’s observations might be, it would be unfair to condemn postmodernists and deconstructionists in general of political irresponsibility and frivolity as a plethora of theorists and novelists have misleadingly claimed to be or been classified as postmodernists and/or deconstructionists. It would be more productive instead to examine particular texts in order to avoid generalisations and inaccuracies. Furthermore, Badiou’s theories of the Truth-Event as explicated in this extract by Žižek, seem to have been developed as a reaction to deconstructionism and consequently, one might claim that they are indebted to it. Finally, Badiou’s conceptualisation of the subject does not appear to be unproblematic since, unlike Agamben’s and Derrida’s, it is not concerned with either individuality or the finite biological life (man’s animality) and its impact on the formation of subjectivity and is, in this sense, less tied to the real.  As we will see in the fiction that we will be examining shortly, Auster’s, DeLillo’s, Coe’s, Barne’s and Coupland’s characters do display fidelity to Truth-Events and are, as a result, more tied to the political and less prone to schizophrenic adoption of identities. In most of these novels, nevertheless, the subject is not reduced merely to the process of socialisation/subjectivisation but moves towards a more comprehensive and flexible mode of existence in the interstices of politicisation and physicality, individuality and solidarity, Being and beings. We may name this new subject Micro-subject due to its liminal status but before examining its literary representations, we need to examine how the dichotomy between universality and particularity is simultaneously overcome and re established by Žižek.
 Žižek has pointed out, that deconstructionists and Badiou alike conflate the process of subjectivisation/ relation of the self to the Other, or else, the filling of the Void (the ontological gap that precedes the gesture of socialisation), with the concept of the subject itself in order to avoid any notions of universal subjectivity. Žižek, however, ingeniously attempts to distinguish between the subject and its politicisation by offering an alternative view of the Void and the subject that fuses postmodern and Lacanian theory. According to him, 
one should avoid the fatal trap of conceiving the subject as the act, the gesture, which intervenes afterwards in order to fill in the ontological gap, and insist on the irreducible cycle of subjectivity; ‘the wound is healed only by the spear which smote it’, that is, the subject ‘is’ the very gap filled in by the gesture of subjectivisation . . .  In short, the Lacanian answer to the question asked (and answered in a negative way) by such different philosophers as Althusser, Derrida and Badiou -‘Can the gap, the opening, the void which precedes the gesture of subjectivisation, still be called “subject”?’ -is an emphatic ‘Yes!’- the subject is both at the same time, the ontological gap (the ‘night of the world’, the madness of radical self-withdrawal) as well as, the gesture of subjectivisation which, by means of a short circuit between the Universal and the Particular, heals the wound of this gap . . . In other words, the subject’s very endeavour to fill in the gap retroactively sustains and generates this gap . . . Lacan’s point is not that the subject is inscribed into the very ontological structure of the universe as its constitutive void, but that ‘subject’ designates the contingency of an Act that sustains the very ontological order of being. ‘Subject’ does not open up a hole in the full order of Being: ‘subject’ is the contingent-excessive gesture that constitutes the very universal order of Being. The opposition between the subject qua ontological foundation of the order of Being and subject qua contingent particular emergence is therefore false: the subject is the contingence emergence/act that sustains the very universal order of Being. The subject is not simply the excessive hubris through which a particular element disturbs the global order of Being by positing itself -a particular element- as its centre; the subject is, rather, the paradox of a particular element that sustains the very universal frame. (Žižek 2000: 159,160)

 So, since the subject is the constant cycle of production that generates both Being/Universality and being/particularity, the subject is both the Void and the process of subjectivisation, which is why one might claim that it always retains a certain degree of autonomy and presence independently of  its fidelity to the Truth-Event. In other words, Žižek, unlike Badiou, does not reduce the subject to the process of  its politicisation and it is for this reason that the contemporary subject is both universal and particular and displays tendencies towards both stability and change. 
 Žižek’s insight that the subject ‘is’ also the Void/the universal order of Being may be said to be reflected in contemporary fiction’s treatment of death, which differs from that of postmodernist fiction. In particular, death ( the gap in the universal order of Being) is treated in postmodernist fiction with a certain degree of  stoicism, detachment and playfulness since the Void is not the subject and can be filled in by another gesture of subjectivisation. Some notable instances of such treatment of death may be found in DeLillo’s White Noise and Mao II , Coe’s What A Carve Up!, Bret Easton Ellis’ Less than Zero, Coupland’s Generation X, Auster’s Moon Palace and Roth’s The Ghost Writer. So, for example, it has been claimed about the death of the novelist Bill Gray in Mao II  that ‘Gray’s dispersal leaves only a vacuum that others rush to fill, without giving a second thought to the “message” intended by his disappearance . . . to what extent is Gray’s pre emptive vanishing a death not only of potential victimhood, but also of personal identity, of responsibility, and thus of self’ (Allen 2000: 130). This is not the case, however, with Jessie’s disappearance in Point Omega where the gap remains open as ‘she’s passing into air’ (DeLillo 2010: 81) irrevocably, leaving Elster inconsolable and leading to his disintegration as well. The same is the case with Cheryl’s death in Coupland’s Hey Nostradamus! that leaves her boyfriend permanently scarred, Adrian’s suicide in Barne’s Sense of an Ending which also symbolises the death of youthful optimism and potential, as well as, Titus’ violent death in Iraq in Auster’s Man in the Dark. In other words, death in contemporary fiction becomes more real and final since the (micro) subject has acquired an ontological dimension (it ‘is’ the ontological gap that precedes the gesture of subjectivisation). This may also be the reason the contemporary subject is denied the consolation of alternative universes and playful changes of identity and engages instead in a more serious effort of self-generation.
	It may be useful then to look in more detail how Agamben’s, Derrida’s, Badiou’s and Žižek’s notions of subjectivity may be said to be dramatised in some contemporary novels.  In Paul Auster’s Man in the Dark the narrator is seventy-two year old August Brill, who lives is his daughter’s house while he is recovering from a car crash and suffers from insomnia. August misses his dead wife and both him and his granddaughter, Katya, are haunted by images of her boyfriend’s decapitation in Iraq that are posted on the web. As a result, his granddaughter Katya, has abandoned her studies and resorted to watching films throughout the night in order to erase from her consciousness Titus’ image. August, who is a writer, also resorts to another form of escapism, that of telling himself stories during the long sleepless nights. In these stories he has created an alternative version of America where the Twin Towers still exist and the war in Iraq has not taken place but there is instead a civil war during George W. Bush’s presidency. The hero in his stories is Corporal Owen Brick, a reference perhaps to Tennessee Williams’ quintessential fantasist in Sweet Bird of Youth. Owen Brick is constantly persecuted and ordered to kill August in order for the bloody civil war to end and his life to return to normal. Because he is also August’s alter ego, who feels that his life has spiralled out of control, Owen’s task to kill the writer of the story could be read as an indication of August’s wish to end his own life. However, although these alternative universes and versions of the self that August invents bare some resemblance to the reality of the novel, they ultimately remain distinct from it. In the end, Owen makes the decision not to kill the writer and August himself seems to realise, and at times admit, that his tendency to avoid current politics, as well as, family and personal issues by creating alternative versions of reality and the self, provides him only with temporary relief and perhaps some perspective on life. So, despite the text’s meta fictional elements, Auster does not perceive of the subject merely ‘as an effect of its inscription into discourse’ (Herzogenrath 1999: 5) as it has usually been claimed. August does not display the intensified fragmentation of the postmodern, schizophrenic subject or indulge in constant, playful changes of identity and language games. Instead, he is tormented by the past and what saves him from his current predicament are the long talks with both his daughter and his granddaughter or, to put it in Habermas’ terms, communicative action. At the end of the novel he and his family literally and symbolically decide to rejoin the outside world and regain a sense of the real by embarking on a road trip.  Katya also agrees to resume her studies after she has accepted  Titus’ tragic death as a horrendous consequence of the war in Iraq, or else, her sense of self is restored by showing fidelity to the Truth-Event. 
Despite the fact however, that both Habermas’s and Badiou’s notions of  the subject as the process of socialisation/politicisation are reaffirmed in the novel, Auster also explores another dimension of  subjectivisation. Interpersonal and social relations among the characters are established not only with communicative action and by displaying fidelity to the Truth-Event but also by sharing everyday routines, touch and sex. August’s escapism and musings are frequently interrupted by strong coughs and physical pain, while the vivid descriptions of his bodily functions and sex scenes with his wife serve as a reminder that there is more to the human subject than the intellect and bring attention to his/her physicality/animality Nevertheless, there is a stark contrast between August’s and Roth’s treatment of desire. We find out that August had deeply regretted his infidelity and subsequent divorce, worked hard to gain back his wife’s trust and eventually their relationship was restored although they never married again. In other words, the novel ends on a more optimistic tone because August refuses to completely surrender to his instinctual drives and wallow in self-pity about the supposed inevitability of human mistakes. August learns from his mistakes and longs for a more stable sense of the self  which is established through human relations and this is ‘the breakthrough which saves him from extinction’ (Varvogli 2001: 92), as it is the case with many of Auster’s characters. During their long conversations August admits to Katya: 
I’m somewhat better now, I think, the problem seemed to diminish as I grew older, but back then, at thirty-five, thirty-eight, forty, I walked around with a feeling that my life had never truly belonged to me, that I had never been real. And because I wasn’t real, I didn’t understand the effect I had on others, the damage I could cause, the hurt I could inflict on the people who loved me. Sonia was my ground, my one solid connection to the world. Being with her made me better than I actually was – healthier, stronger, saner. (Auster 2008: 153)  

After his reconciliation with his wife, his desire for her becomes stronger and their sexual encounters become more intense fuelled by both physical attraction and companionship. Companionship in Man in the Dark ultimately reinforces and does not stifle desire and vice versa. In other words, in Auster’s novel animality and humanity are not seen as opposing forces but complement each other and it is their inharmonious fusion that constitutes subjectivity and makes August a more sympathetic and credible character, as opposed to both Roth’s character in Everyman, as well as, Auster’s self-obsessed alter ego in Travels in the Scriptorium.
This yearning for a more stable notion of the self that is tied to the socio-political is also obvious in Jonathan Coe’s novel The Rain before it Falls which constitutes a departure in both style and content from his previous novels where satire was prevalent and characters confronted history with a certain degree of stoicism and irony. The Rain before it Falls is intensely preoccupied with the formation of subjectivity and its inextricable relation to history and heredity. The narrator is elderly Rosamond, who before committing suicide as her health deteriorated, makes her niece Gill the executor of her will. Gill needs to locate Imogen, the blind daughter of Rosamond’s niece Thea, for whom she has left some tapes describing twenty photographs from her life and which she hopes will help Imogen understand the family’s history and how she was accidentally blinded by her neglectful mother. Thea herself was Beatrix’s daughter. Beatrix was Rosamond’s cousin and first love interest and was also neglected by her own mother. This seems to account partially for her selfish and cruel character as she abandons and abuses her daughter Thea and mistreats everyone around her, including her first husband and Rosamond. As abusive behaviour escalates with every generation of dysfunctional mothers, Imogen’s blindness appears to have been almost inevitable. However, Coe ensures that neither Beatrix, nor her daughter Thea are absolved of responsibility on account of  heredity or the presumptuous belief that ‘cruelty begets cruelty’ (Soar 2007: 32). Rosamond is a nuanced story teller, sharp and understanding, truthful and wavering simultaneously and can see through Beatrix who she perceives as both inconsistent and vulnerable. So, in Badiou’s terms, Beatrix could be described as someone who displays no fidelity to the Truth-Event and who throughout her life indulges in playful changes of identity that serve her needs. Rosamond’s childhood temptress becomes the housewife and abusive mother, the devious mistress, the vulnerable, lonely woman and towards the end of her life, the all-American, charitable housewife. Her chameleon-like qualities are also reflected in her use of language as when she moves on the other side of the Atlantic and reinvents herself,  she changes her accent, tone, vocabulary and even her name. Her obsession with controlling her image and language, however, has the opposite effect as she ends up being controlled by language games. Nevertheless, despite her being blind to her own faults and inability to show fidelity to the Truth-Event, Beatrix is not denied the status of a subject, or else, she is never portrayed by Rosamond as someone devoid of humanity (not a participant in the universal order of Being) and incapable of change/individuation. Consequently, Žižek’s view that the Void that precedes subjectivisation ‘is’ still the subject is reaffirmed in the novel.  
One of the reasons that Rosamond forgives Beatrix for her cruelty and inconsistency is that she eventually realises that a whole, undivided self is unattainable .
Sometimes, it is possible - even necessary-to entertain contradictory ideas; to accept the truth of two things that flatly contradict each other. I was only beginning to acknowledge this: only just beginning to acknowledge that this is one of the fundamental conditions of our existence. How old was I? I was thirty-three. So, yes: you could say that I was just starting to grow up.(Coe 2007: 201)

So, the unified subject is as unreal as Thea’s visualisation of the rain before it falls  during the happiest period of her childhood when she lived with Rosamond. Nevertheless, the possibility of a more stable notion of the self, towards which Rosamond has strived, is not dismissed as it is obvious from her evolvement throughout her narration. Towards the end of the novel, Gill also acquires a better sense of the self since she becomes familiar with her family’s history and her relationship with her daughters is restored, as they collectively become captivated by Rosamond’s story. In the beginning of the novel Gill admitted that at times her own life and children appeared alien to her. ‘These occasional moments of detachment alarmed her- they felt like panic attacks- but they were fleeting and hallucinatory; all it took for the sensation to slip away was a gesture of closeness from one of her daughters; as now, when Elizabeth suddenly quickened her pace to catch up with her mother, and seized her by the arm’(Coe 2007: 5). This reconciliation with the self that comes through communication and solidarity is something that Coe’s earlier, postmodern novels such as What a Carve Up!  lack and comes as a relief. It also goes hand in hand with a strong sense of the locale and the intuitive, masterful descriptions of the countryside and London itself, as well as, with the novel’s tidy denouement and unassuming, mellow tone.
	Coupland’s notions of subjectivity in The Gum Thief seem to differ from Coe’s in The Rain before it Falls in the first instance. The novel’s main characters are Roger, a divorced, middle aged alcoholic, who works as a sales assistant at a superstore of office supplies, and his co-worker Bethany a goth in her early twenties, both of whom struggle with depression. Roger has recently given up hope of ever completing his novel ‘Glove Pond’ and has taken up writing a fictionalised account of Bethany’s life and thoughts. When Bethany happens to see it, she gets frustrated at first but then convinces him to start corresponding with details from their everyday lives in order to combat the unfathomable boredom of their jobs and disillusionment with human relations. The novel includes extracts of this correspondence, as well as, extracts from the fictionalised accounts of each other’s life, commentary from Bethany’s mother and Roger’s ex-wife and long extracts from Roger’s novel, where the main events and characters bare an uncanny resemblance to those of his real life. However, although Coupland indulges in representations of schizophrenic subjectivity which is also reflected by the riotous structure of the novel, he simultaneously undermines them with tremendous virtuosity by keeping the real Roger’s and Bethany’s voices distinct from the ones in the fictionalised accounts of each other’s thoughts and the from the voices in ‘Glove Pond’ as well. 
Furthermore, through their exchanges Roger and Bethany eventually manage to establish a true friendship, reconcile with the harsh realities of life, restore their relationships with estranged members of their families and combat their personal demons to an extent. They both break away from the safety net of a depersonalising and sterile job and Roger finishes his novel, while Bethany literally and symbolically, comes back from the dead and re-engages with the world by leaving behind her goth phase and embarking on a trip to Europe and a relationship with a fellow traveller. Steadily and progressively they both adopt a less cynical attitude towards life and acquire a better sense of self. So, although Roger cannot put his finger on what exactly makes us human and admits that we have ‘a fuzzy sense of our being’(Coupland 2007: 59), he still believes in the existence of  soul and that self-knowledge is possible to a degree. ‘I don’t deserve a soul, yet I still have one. I know because it hurts . . . Nobody knows who they are when they’re young-nobody! You’re not a full person yet! You’re liquid! You’re lava! . . . I mean, it’s not like it gets much better as you get older, but when you get older- and you will- you’ll at least figure out who you are a little bit. Not much, but some’( Coupland 2007: 256). In other words, Coupland’s fragmented characters also display an unexpected, old-fashioned kind of  humanism and perceive of themselves as participants in the universal order of Being (they all have a soul), thus reaffirming Žižek’s view that the Void ‘is’ the subject. A tendency towards humanism is also evident by Bethany’s worldviews who, as she matures, refuses to accept the oversimplified, pessimistic claim that we are simply the accumulation of DNA data and cells and treats such ideas with sarcasm in order to expose their irrationality. 
If the only thing that is truly us is cells containing our DNA what about dental fillings, breast implants, hair weaves, false eyelashes, porcelain veneers, makeup, contact lenses, nail polish, artificial hips, donated kidneys, artificial hearts, pacemakers, cologne, heart stents- and if you think about it even further, all the non-DNA stuff from inside the body: undigested food, bacteria, viruses, prions, snot, earwax, piss and drugs. And then the last thing of all would be the water that keeps everything going-gallons of water, because water doesn’t have any DNA in it. Saliva would be left behind too, except for shed skin cells from within the mouth . . . Know what? Bones don’t contain DNA, but marrow does . . . Hair, it turns out contains no DNA either-only the roots[…]And don’t forget the teeth, minus the pulp inside them. In fact, what we think of as our bodies is only partially ‘us’. Coupland 2007: 231, 232) 

Bethany ridicules this reductive perception of the subject and just like Roger, embarks on a successful quest to know and transform herself. Furthermore, the above extract is only one of the many examples in Coupland’s fiction where he undertakes the ‘deconstruction of vacuous late capitalist existence’ (Tate 2007: 165) by taking fragmentation to an extreme, as it is also obvious from the structure of the novel.
	This desire for a more stable notion of the self goes hand in hand with the contemporary subject’s restored sense of space and reality in both Don DeLillo’s Falling Man and Ballard’s Kingdom Come as we have previously seen. So, Ballard’s main character acquires a better sense of the self through his relationship with Julia and after the truth about his father’s life and murder is revealed. Moreover, the main proponents of consumerist culture and instigators of violence, who display caricature like qualities, are killed at the end of the novel, while the hallucinogenic Metro-centre, which is the ultimate emblem of the annihilation of space and subjectivity and  promotes conformism and the de-politicisation of the subject, is burned to the ground. It is also perhaps worth pointing out that Ballard perceives of the subject’s violent outbursts and uninhibited consumption as a reaffirmation of  his animalistic instincts, which have survived throughout the ages and constantly strive to find new outlets. This throwback in the realm of unconscious drives that permeates Ballard’s contemporary dystopias, can only be contained through the gradual socialisation and re-politicisation of the subject that the novelist ingeniously dramatises in Super-Cannes, Cocaine Nights, Millennium People and Kingdome Come. Likewise, DeLillo’s Falling Man appears to constitute a critique of the late capitalist, hallucinatory mode of existence as the Falling Man, the body artist who blends in the cityscape, is literally and symbolically killed off at the end of the novel. Keith is also implicitly criticised for his inability to stand by his wife and son after 9/11 and for his decision to become a professional poker player, or else, the ultimate, playful, postmodern subject who makes no attempt to regain a better sense of self and engage with the Other. This self-abandonment transforms him into an almost immaterial, deeply unhappy, unfulfilled misanthrope who endlessly roams casinos in a desperate attempt to give his life structure. 
He was not lost or bored or crazy. Thursday tournament started at three, sign-ups at noon. Friday tournament started at noon, sign-ups at nine. He was becoming the air he breathed. He moved in a tide of noise and talk made to his shape. The look under the thumb at ace-queen. Along the aisles, roulette wheels clicking . . . There were no days or times except for tournament schedule. He wasn’t making enough money to justify this life on a practical basis. But there was no such need. There should have been but wasn’t and that was the point. The point was one of invalidation. Nothing else pertained. Only this had binding force. He folded six more hands, then went all-in. Make them bleed. Make them spill their precious losers’ blood. These were the days after and now the years, a thousand heaving dreams, the trapped man, the fixed limbs, the dream of paralysis, the gasping man, the dream of asphyxiation, the dream of helplessness. A fresh deck rose to the tabletop. (DeLillo  2007: 230,231) 

The spatial and temporal displacements Keith experiences have ‘a decidedly postmodern edge’ (Donovan 2005: 165) and are similar to the ones that DeLillo’s characters in his earlier fiction experience, while they contrast with Lianne’s day to day efforts to raise their son alone and help her patients. At the end of the novel she has an uncanny experience that changes both her own self-understanding and one may claim the reader’s as well.
She had normal morphology. Then one late night, undressing, she yanked a clean T-shirt over her head and it wasn’t sweat she smelled or maybe just a faint trace but not the sour reek of the morning run. It was just her, the body through and through. It was the body and everything it carried, inside and out, identity and memory and human heat. It wasn’t even something she smelled so much as knew. It was something she’d always known. The child was in it, the girl who wanted to be other people, and obscure things she could not name. It was a small moment, already passing, the kind of moment that is always only seconds from forgetting. She was ready to be alone, in reliable calm, she and the kid, the way they were before the planes appeared that day, silver crossing blue. (DeLillo 2007: 236)

DeLillo’s raw poeticism brilliantly encapsulates socialisation as a physical experience, as human scent blends with identity and bodily heat with memory, thus illustrating Agamben’s conceptualisation of the subject as the locus of the ceaseless divisions between the natural and the social element, animality and humanity. 
	To sum up, it seems that contemporary theory and fiction has moved away from playful, schizophrenic notions and representations of subjectivity and of the subject as a linguistic construct and towards more stable notions of the subject that are tied to the socio-political. Habermas and Badiou seem to privilege the process of socialisation/politicisation while both Agamben’s and Derrida’s thought has more affinities with Aristotle’s definition of  Man as zoon politikon (political animal). However, they do not seek to reconcile these two aspects of man but place emphasis instead on the subject’s liminality and indeterminacy while Agamben stresses the need to decipher the political meaning of this separation. Furthermore, Žižek sides with Badiou in conceptualising the subject as the process of subjectivisation/ socialisation. Nevertheless, he ingeniously overcomes the problems in Badiou’s and Derrida’s thought by re-establishing the dichotomy of the Universal (Being) and the Particular (being) and subsequently, adding an ontological dimension to the subject which precedes subjectivisation. Thus the Micro-subject in contemporary theory is conceptualised as existing at the interstices of animality and humanity, body and logos, universality and particularity, individuality and solidarity, stability and diversification. This shift is reflected in the fiction we have examined as well, since the characters display less signs of fragmentation, a desire for a more stable notion of the self through socialisation, an intense preoccupation with the physicality of the body and its role in the process of subjectivisation, as opposed to postmodern language games, and a tendency to reconsider humanist ideals, as opposed to the total rejection of meta narratives. It would, however, be inaccurate to condemn postmodern notions and representations of subjectivity as superficial and apolitical and more productive to see them, as was the case in the previous chapter, as a product of their time and the result of the postmodern subject’s and novelist’s admirable efforts to overcome stagnant, totalising and outdated perceptions of the subject. A consideration of the political in the next chapter may help shed some light on the matter. 
	































The return of  democratic (micro) politics

The aim of this chapter is to investigate some notions of the political and politics in theory and fiction during postmodernity and up to the present day. Following the disillusionment of the subject during postmodernity with failed political ideologies and systems, including more recently the Third Way that has been held in derision by a plethora of theorists and novelists alike due to its lack of orientation,  we will explore the extent to which this supposed superficiality can be perceived as apolitical. Furthermore, it will be established how this supposed superficiality that was perceived by many as a dangerous inertia, contributed to the birth of a new kind of politics, which I will be referring to for the aims of this chapter as democratic micro-politics. It will be argued that democratic micro-politics can be traced throughout Derrida’s theories of friendship, Habermas’s conceptualisation of the European Union as a potential paradigm of new forms of governance, Žižek’s politics of minimal differences and Agamben’s notion of means without ends, irrespectively of differences in their thought, as well as, throughout contemporary fiction. We will further explore the possibility of revolution and resistance against the global forces of capitalism today with reference to Auster’s Invisible and Sunset Park, Coupland’s, Generation A, Barnes’s Sense of an Ending, McEwan’s Solar, Fanzen’s Freedom and DeLillo’s  Point Omega.
It seems appropriate that our exploration of the political in contemporary theory and fiction should start with an examination of Derrida’s The Politics of Friendship. This is because Derrida’s theory of unconditional hospitality/friendship that we have previously examined, as well as, his conceptualisation of a democracy to come have often been viewed as prime examples of postmodernist irresponsibility and relativism that allegedly suspend indefinitely the moment of decisive political action. Written in 1994 towards the end of postmodernity, The Politics of Friendship is an attempt to rethink notions of the political and friendship from Aristotle to Schmitt, Nietzsche and Levinas but for the aims of this chapter we will investigate Aristotle’s theorisation of friendship and its relation to democracy, as presented in the particular text. Derrida begins by pointing out that in Aristotle’s writings ‘the properly political act or operation amounts to creating (to producing, to making etc.) the most friendship possible’ (Derrida 2005: 8). Derrida then questions the meaning and nature of friendship as understood in Western culture and points out the aporias that spring from Aristotle’s theorisation of friendship. ‘How is this the most possible to be understood? How many? Can that be calculated? How can you interpret the possibility of this maximum or this optimum in friendship? How is it to be understood politically? Must the most friendship still belong to the political’ (Derrida 2005: 10)? For Aristotle philia (friendship) is based on pistis (trust and faith) and as a result, it needs to be tested in time. For Derrida, however, as we have seen in the first chapter and as he asserts in The Politics of Friendship, philia, the act of loving someone, or at least the possibility of it, presupposes a suspension of disbelief. Furthermore, it has no ulterior motive, need not be reciprocal and may be said to survive the beloved/friend and defy time as ‘it opens the experience of time . . . dominating time by eluding it, taking and giving time in contretemps’(Derrida 2005:12). It is not surprising then that Derrida questions the relationship between philia and the political as theorised by Aristotle. For Derrida philia ‘lives at the extreme limit of its possibility’ (Derrida 2005:13), or else,  it requires the suspension of pistis/trust, and one might add that the same is the case with the political and democracy.
	Ian McEwan’s novel Solar may be said to dramatise how the absence of  friendship goes hand in hand with the demise of politics, as to paraphrase Derrida ‘the truth of friendship, if there is one, is found there, in darkness/its unconditionality, and with it the truth of the political’ (Derrida 2005:16). Michael Beard, the novel’s main character, is a Nobel – prize winning physicist who, unfortunately, has not managed to put into good use the Beard-Einstein Conflation he has developed and which has won him the prestigious award. Plagued by the vices of gluttony and womanising, Beard is the National Centre’s for Renewable Energy first head, although he displays little or no zeal for any initiative taken to tackle global warming and most of the work is carried out by research students and senior civil servants. As his fifth marriage collapses when his wife catches him cheating again and she starts an affair with Tarpin, a builder, Beard becomes disillusioned and obsessed with the fact that she would prefer someone that he considers his inferior intellectually and physically. Tarpin owns a mock–Tudor house ‘renovated and tudorised by his own hand, with a boat on a trailer under a Victorian –style lamp post on the concreted front driveway and space on which to erect a decommissioned red phone box’ (McEwan 2010: 13). Furthermore, he displays animal like characteristics that make his face a curiosity and although he has no piercings and tattoos as Beard expected, he has a repulsive growth on his shoulder and crude manners. Tarpin’s supposed physical and intellectual inferiority is emphasised throughout the novel. The same is the case with Darlene, Beard’s American working class girlfriend towards the end of the novel, as well as, with another working class character who Beard has a chance encounter with on a train and whose bag of crisps he consumes defiantly believing that it belongs to him. McEwan’s unflattering portrayal of working class characters is reminiscent of  Baxter’s portrayal in Saturday and despite the cynical, comic tone of the novel and reader is called to identify with the middle-class main character’s preconceptions. So, although Beard is an arrogant, manipulative and uncaring character who purposely sends Tarpin to prison for the accidental death of one of his visionary research students with whom his wife also had an affair and subsequently steals his work, the reader is called to sympathise with Beard’s predictably humorous adventures and misfortunes  since the story is told from his point of view only. 
However, Michael Beard is not only unable to form any kind of relationship with the working class people he looks down on, but also with the artists and intellectuals he travels with in the Arctic in order to promote his image as an environmentalist. He also dismisses them cynically as an ignorant, idealist tribe of exotics who believe they can stop climate change with art and activism. The same is the case with his colleagues, whose ideas Beard either exploits to his own ends or dismisses as postmodern constructivism since he finds it hard to care about climate change and equality at the workplace. Furthermore, he deliberately and consistently avoids forming any bonds and showing affection towards the women in his life, who he also uses at his convenience. The daughter he acquires unexpectedly and unwillingly late in life and who displays nothing but adoration for him, is no exception either. Even when Melissa, the mother of his child, forgives him and loves him unconditionally, he only puts on sporadic, simulated acts of tenderness with no depth of feeling and he is always ready to flee from her. In the end, Melissa realises the futility of her efforts, pointing perhaps at the fact that unconditional love/friendship cannot transform people and circumstances and that it is perhaps an unviable solution at both a personal and a political level, even if it is a necessary stage in the formation of substantial relationships. In other words, the suspension of disbelief in the formation of friendships cannot be indefinite and a degree of pistis needs to be eventually established.
	Michael Beard’s unwillingness to form any friendships and deal with the realities of his life, in the name of freedom and self-interest, is compatible with his downright rejection, indifference and contempt for politics. For him climate change is not a major concern, as he cynically believes that the worst apocalyptic scenarios will occur after his death and that the new species that will emerge will be able to survive in the new conditions. So, he considers the British government’s obsession with green issues as mere populism and Obama’s environmental policies as an opportunity to get more funding from the tax payer for yet another failed project. Furthemore, the war against Iraq and its repercussions is just background noise to his ambitions and the fixation with his ex wife since for him ‘the United States was the fascinating entity that owned three quarters of the world’s science. The rest was froth . . . He disliked the overheated non-arguments, the efforts each side made to misunderstand and misrepresent the other, the amnesia that spooled behind each ‘issue’ as it arose’ (McEwan 2010: 39). When his project in the US fails spectacularly mainly because of his inadequacies and he is exposed as a thief and a liar, he immediately accepts another job by a consortium of  power companies. His new role will involve ‘bringing his wide experience of green technologies to the task of steering public policy in the direction of carbon free nuclear energy’ (McEwan 2010: 276). He unscrupulously starts plotting how he can promote yet another improbable and deplorable, supposedly green solution to the scientific community and the public, brushing under the carpet any evidence of the hazards of nuclear power. However, McEwan’s treatment of environmental issues,  scientific responsibility, ethics, and global politics appears to be just as superficial  as that of his main character. It has been rightly claimed that Solar is ‘schematically structured, with occasionally lurching plot development, while the main themes are loudly hammered home’ (Jones 2010: 34) and that it dramatises ‘grippingly, if not especially subtly, the insurmountable obstacles to anything ever being done to solve the problems of climate change’ (Jones 2010:33). Consequently, Beard’s refusal to engage in any meaningful way with either another character or politics and his tendency to indulge in endless self-pitying, solipsistic, interior monologues are represented as justified to an extent. The only redemptive moment of the novel may be said to be its ending. As Michael plans to disappear in Brazil in order to avoid the consequences of his actions both in his personal and professional life, he experiences a strange sensation for his daughter that resembles love. However, this does not prevent him from fleeing and refusing treatment for the growing melanoma on his hand, deluding himself that it will take care of itself. In other words, Michael literally and symbolically  becomes a cancerous cell that needs to be aborted from the society he has never been an active and useful member of.
Coupland’s Generation A, however, may be said to constitute a more perceptive and in depth exploration of the relationship between friendship and the political/democracy as we will see later. But firstly it is necessary to return to Derrida’s The Politics of Friendship and examine the aforementioned relationship in more detail. Derrida points out that the ancient Greek concept of democracy is not as inclusive and idealistic as we would like to think today because the right to vote was based on isogonia (equality by birth). In other words, in ancient Greece democracy, a community of friends, was tied to the notions of inherent virtue, fraternisation and essentially Hellenism which excluded certain categories of residents, such as the slaves and the metoikoi (resident aliens who were hardly ever bestowed the gift of citizenship in ancient Athens) who could not vote.  This community of friends also excluded the  barbarians, anyone who was not Greek and of the same stature, as they were considered to be uncivilised. However, despite the evident drawbacks and aporias that spring from the conceptualisation of some democratic principles and their application in ancient Athenian society, Derrida does not seem to advocate a stubbornly indiscriminate, all inclusive friendship that is blind to real socio-political differences, as it is often the case today in the name of pseudo-liberalism. Instead, he points out that in the absence of a principal enemy, for example Chinese communism as opposed to Western capitalism, (ancient Greeks against barbarians) conflicts or  minor wars would multiply uncontrollably in a frantic search for ‘new reconstitutive enemies’ (Derrida 2005: 77), as the political subject is defined partly by his/her enemies and allegiances.  This could in turn lead to the death of the political itself. 
Losing the enemy would not necessarily be progress, reconciliation or the opening of an era of peace and human fraternity. It would be worse: an unheard of violence, the evil of malice knowing neither measure nor ground, an unleashing incommensurable in its unprecedented –therefore monstrous–forms . . . The figure of the enemy would then be helpful-precisely- as a figure- because of the features which allow it to be identified as such, still identical to what has always been determined under this name. An identifiable enemy-that is, one who is reliable to the point of treachery, and thereby familiar. One’s fellow man, in sum, who could almost be loved as oneself. (Derrida 2005: 83)

It becomes clear then that although Derrida blurs the boundaries between love and hate, friend and enemy, he does not completely abandon these distinctions as this would lead to random and uncontrollable acts of violence, as well as, the end of any identifiable political system and consequently politics itself.  Furthermore, as we have seen in the first chapter, Derrida advocates the inscription of unconditional friendship/hospitality into the domain of the political in order to avoid political irresponsibility.
Some of these ideas could be said to be dramatised in Douglas Coupland’s novel Generation A, a novel that could be read as an allegory about the effects of globalisation, the disappearance of familiar forms of politics and the beginning of a new era, as indicated not only by the title but also by the epigraph of the novel which is borrowed from Kurt Vonnegut. 
Now you young twerps want a new name for your generation? Probably not, you just want jobs, right? Well, the media do us all such tremendous favors when they call you Generation X, right? Two clicks from the very end of the alphabet. I hereby declare you Generation A, as much at the beginning of a series of astonishing triumphs and failures as Adam and Eve were so long ago. (Vonnegut cited in Coupland 2009: ii)

In other words, the novel seems to mark the end of apolitical existence for the western, supposedly privileged and over indulgent Generation X and the inevitable beginning of a collective resistance towards, what have been up to now been considered, the indestructible forces of globalisation. Just as it is the case with Generation X, in Generation A the story is narrated by alternating first person points of view. However, the five main characters come from different parts of the world and lead very different kinds of life, unlike the characters of Generation X who came from an all-American, upper/middle class background. Although the characters’ portrayal draws on their ethnicity and they display very distinct voices, they all express a growing dissatisfaction with the pervasive forces of globalisation, as well as, a wish to fight back. So, Harj is a Sri Lankan customer service phone operator in charge of the Abercombie & Fitch American–Canadian Central Time Zone Call Division. He has survived a catastrophic tsunami  and aspires to take over ‘the highly glamorous, Maine- containing New England division, located over by the guava bins at the far end of the warehouse’(Coupland 2009:7). In his free time he sells hours of household silence from rooms belonging to a range of celebrities on his website, while lying that he is a based in Germany; this proves his devilish entrepreneurial skills and further mocks the irrationality of consumerist culture and the racial stereotypes in reinforces. Zack is a farmer of genetically modified corn in Iowa or, as he refers to it, ‘a bloated, foot long, buttery carb dildo’ (Coupland 2009:3), which assaults the food chain and makes Americans morbidly obese. Lonely, deeply frustrated and cynical about the state of the US economy and the GM industry, he spends his time driving his harvester naked and chopping out of the cornstalks obscene  images such as  ‘a ten acre cock and balls to send as a long overdue thank-you note to God for having him born into the cultural equivalent of one of those machines they use to shake paint in hardware stores’ (Coupland 2009: 7). Samantha, a twenty-six year old personal trainer from new Zealand has a sketchy belief system and enjoys making earth sandwiches, a form of art that reflects that contemporary subject’s need for bonding.  
It’s when you use online maps  to locate the exact opposite place on the planet from you, and then hook up with someone close to that place. Then, after you mathematically figure out the exact opposite GPS coordinates to within a thumbnail’s radius , you put a slice of bread on that spot, then connect via cell phone and simultaneously snap photos :two slices  of bread with a planet between them. (Coupland 2009: 9)

 Julien is a French student who is addicted to video games. His aggressiveness and depression make it almost impossible for him to relate to other people and he hates humans so much that he wants to mutate. However, this changes when he meets the other members of the group. Finally, Diana is a thirty-four year old woman from Ontario, who has almost accepted that she will be alone all her life and only religion can provide her with some comfort. Since she suffers from Tourette’s, she constantly swears and is incapable of hiding her thoughts with tragicomic consequences, although her honesty is refreshing in a homogenising world. 
They live in an almost post apocalyptic world in the near future where bees, a symbol of solidarity/team work, have disappeared with catastrophic consequences for the environment and food production. This is because of the manufacturing process of an extremely popular drug Solon, which suppresses anxiety but also has the side effect of eliminating the users’ need for companionship. It also alters their perception of time, numbs their senses and makes them lead zombie like lives. Harj, Zack, Samantha, Julien and Diana unexpectedly get stung by bees which means that their immune system is resistant to Solon and can help the same pharmaceutical company that produces the drug create an antidote to it and double their profit. So, they are all firstly transferred to an isolation unit, where they are subjected to sensory deprivation and other experiments and then lead to a remote area in Canada by Serge Duclos, a scientist with dubious motives. There they are encouraged to engage in story telling, a process that will help their brains produce a Solon starter molecule. These stories constitute the second half of the novel and although in the beginning they seem unrelated to the characters’ lives and to one another as instructed by Serge, as the story telling progresses they begin vaguely and increasingly to invoke similar themes and emotions and to emit a sense of collectiveness that is missing from the story telling process in Generation X. At the end of  the novel, they discover that Serge was after the ultimate Solon experience, namely to consume their brains, and all five characters manage to fight him off, restrain him and successfully put an end to the production of Solon. There are also hints that the bees (solidarity) may return and that the previously lonely and individualist characters remain tied to each other for life and have formed a collective consciousness, as a result of having consumed each other’s brain matter and their shared experiences. So, unlike Generation X where the characters retreat into the wilderness of the desert, the novel ends in a more optimistic note about the future of friendship and the possibility of resistance/politics. Coupland then seems to move beyond ‘a moral-ironic approach to troubling, potentially overwhelming, political questions’ (Tate 2007:166) that was prevalent in his early fiction.
Furthermore, Coupland, unlike McEwan, does not represent globalisation as an insurmountable obstruct for collective action/politics since his characters both exploit the opportunities it offers and fight to destabilise it from within as we have seen. In other words, globalisation is represented as the familiar enemy/friend. Thus Derrida’s assumption that the enemy is also a friend of democracy, as well as, his call for a more inclusive, unconditional friendship are reaffirmed in the novel. In the same manner, Derrida advocates that democracy is indispensable for deconstruction (its alleged enemy) and vice versa and that consequently, they are both inseparable from politics. 
This is not to wage war on them (ancient Greek democratic politics of a national naturalness)  and to see evil therein, but to think and live a politics, a friendship, a justice which begin by breaking with their naturalness  or their homogeneity . . . Hence, which begin  by marking an ‘originary’ heterogeneity that has already come and that alone can come in the future . . . Saying that to keep this Greek name, democracy, is an affair of context, of rhetoric or of strategy, even of polemics . . . is not necessarily giving in to the opportunism or cynicism of the anti democrat who is not showing his cards. Completely to the contrary: one keeps indefinite right to the question, to criticism, to deconstruction (guaranteed rights, in principle, in any democracy: no deconstrcuction without democracy, no democracy without deconstruction). (Derrida 2005: 105)

Derrida, contrary to popular accusations does not dismiss democracy but perceives it as a concept that can mutate, accommodate a plethora of positions and needs throughout time and even change its name if it is to remain true to its spirit, just like deconstruction.
Likewise, Jurgen Habermas does not refute the relevance of democratic principles in contemporary politics in both Time of Transitions which was first published in 2001 and Europe the Faltering Project, published in 2008. Instead he advocates the importance of both democracy and communicative action in the public sphere envisioning, one might say, how Derrida’s principles of unconditional, inclusive friendship/hospitality may be applied practically in contemporary politics. To begin with, in Time of Transitions Habermas brilliantly exposes the schizophrenic nature of contemporary political jargon and politics itself as they try to catch up with the allegedly untameable economic forces that rule the global market. In particular, Habermas criticises the advocates of Third Way politics  for their collusion with neo liberals who favour the deregulation of markets. He blames Third Way politicians for  ‘falling into line with a form of liberalism that regards social equality solely from the standpoint of input, reducing it merely to equal opportunity’ (Habermas 2006: 82). The catastrophic consequences of this moral borrowing, which is attuned to the needs of  the global market, at both a national and an international level are exacerbated by the failure of the nation states to take precautionary and legal measures to ensure that the majority of the citizens are protected against the brutalities of laissez-faire and the privileged few. This is also indicated by the current state of the European Union that does not adhere to the egalitarian, democratic principles of  equality of its members as it purports because EU policies are dictated by the most economically powerful nations and brutally enforced upon the weaker, financially unstable ones. So, the nation state and to a greater extent the European Union, which has left behind any pretensions of democratic elections and referendums, have failed to protect their citizens from the vagrancies of the global market at both a national and an international level. 
More decisive is the fact that states which are becoming increasingly entangled in the interdependencies of a global economy and global society are forfeiting their capacity for autonomous action, and with it their democratic substance . . . Deficits in democratic legitimation arise whenever the set of those involved in making democratic decisions fails to coincide with the set of those affected by them. (Habermas 2006: 77)

Habermas proposes as a remedy to this problem ‘the cooperation of nation states in the construction of transnational and supranational political institutions and fostering the cultural resources for a transnational public sphere through which the decisions and policies of these institutions could acquire political legitimacy’ (Habermas 2006: 15). It is, according to Habermas, only in this way that  solidarity between nations can be reinforced and that the power of decision making will return to the people. We will examine these ideas later in more detail but it may be more useful in the first instance to look at how the battle between the schizophrenic politics of postmodernity/ Third Way and solidarity/ friendship may be said to be dramatised in Paul Auster’s novel Invisible .
The enigmatic Rudolph Born is one of the main characters of the novel. He is a dishevelled political scientist of French descent, who grew up in Guatemala and teaches at Columbia, when he meets Adam Walker an aspiring poet and student at a party in 1967. Adam finds himself drawn to this mysterious figure and Born proposes to him to be the editor of a literary magazine he will be financing. Adam accepts this proposal especially as he is attracted to Born’s girlfriend at the time, Margot and subsequently gets involved in a murder Born commits. A huge part of Born’s allure for Adam seem to be his unpredictability, eccentricity and wittiness which are also reflected in his contradictory political views that he, nevertheless, supports with equal fervour and explosiveness. ‘Born had strong opinions about everything, often wild, unorthodox opinions, and because he couched his words in a half-mocking, slyly condescending tone, I couldn’t tell if he was serious or not. At certain moments, he sounded like a hawkish right-winger; at other moments, he advanced ideas that made him sound like a bomb-throwing anarchist’ (Auster 2009: 10). Born could then be seen as representing the Third Way due to his schizophrenic attempts to fuse opposing ideologies and his lack of political affiliations. Furthermore, as he is both knowledgeable and well off,  he seems at times to take on the role of the ‘father figure, an elemental, masculine force’ (Clancy 2009) who protects those around him, while at others he becomes condescending and aggressive and considers war to be an innate part of human nature. Consequently, he could also represent the more powerful European nations that impose their will on others by adopting the role of the saviour. However, on several occasions in the novel he becomes less self-assured and his speech is reduced to incomprehensible ramblings, as he seems to suffer from mental breakdowns and rely heavily on Margot’s help. Thus he symbolises the disintegration of the European Union and the Third Way in the absence of friendship/democracy. His slurs and random outbursts of violence contrast with the succinct and refined prose of the novel, as well as, with its polyphonic structure as we get multiple narrative perspectives from both the major and the minor characters. Despite the plethora of narrators in the second part, the novel remains tightly structured thus conveying the author’s desire for clarity in chaos unlike his earlier fiction where ‘the narrative pattern is invariably deconstructed’ (Shiloh 2002: 11). Born’s rants and uncontrollable behaviour are also contrasted with Adam’s meek personality, his ability to develop strong friendships that last throughout his lifetime and his determination to defend the poor against the indifference of society by becoming a legal aid worker.
Adam then seems to represent the principle of unconditional friendship/ hospitality as he is prepared to give Born the benefit of the doubt, even when he suspects him of murder and of being a member of the French or American intelligence. Born, however, is proved to be a much more sinister figure than Adam imagined, frames him for drug possession and has him deported from France when his secrets are in danger of being revealed. At the end of the novel, which spans from 1967 when Adam meets Born until 2007 and after Adam’s death, hence covering the spectrum of postmodernism and its demise, we find out that Born lives in the remote Caribbean island of Quilla in a secluded, primitive household. Surprisingly, the story is relayed by Cecile, a minor character and the daughter of a wealthy widow that Born had attempted to marry in France, and with whom Adam had a brief love affair. Cecile, who has become a successful academic and author, accepts his invitation to visit him there and write a book about his life, only to find out that not only old age has not ameliorated his ways but that his behaviour has exacerbated. He treats his servants badly and rules his estate by force, or else, his paternalism and ambiguous politics have imploded into dictatorship, dramatising the descent of the EU and the Third Way into totalitarianism in the absence of unconditional friendship. When Cecile turns down his outrageous marriage proposal and his behaviour becomes even more menacing, she flees the island leaving him to die a bitter, senile and solitary old man whose biggest punishment is that he will remain invisible forever, just as he chose to be to the ones around him during his lifetime.
 Jonathan Coe in The Closed Circle also seems to criticise extensively Third Way politics albeit with the use of parody, as we have previously seen. Like all Labour MPs during Blair’s administration, as well as, Tony Blair himself, Paul, one of the main characters in the novel, is an ardent and enthusiastic proponent of the Third Way. The problem, however, is that no one can either define precisely what it is or  outline the main policies regarding financial issues and foreign relations. So, for example Paul and the Labour MPs, just like Margaret Thatcher, support privitisation and they also facilitate the war in Iraq colluding with George Bush, although Paul seems to lack conviction about both matters. It seems, as the narrator points out, that  as the left has moved to the right and the right has moved to the left, British politics have come full circle and there is no participation of the people in public policy just a general apathy, indifference and disillusionment. As a result, even the anti war and anti capitalist protests lack fervour and conviction and are more like simulations of the demonstrations during the 70’s and the 80’s. Moreover, Paul and the Labour government consider the democratic ideal too elitist and outdated, compared to the supposed sophistication and complexity of the Third Way. It comes as no surprise then that they support both the war in Iraq, as well as, the neoliberal lessaiz faire with catastrophic consequences for the British people. Consequently, Third Way politics appear to be not a politics at all but merely empty rhetoric and a simulation of politics that serves the few privileged under the guise of  a vague liberalism. The superficiality and lack of morality and conviction of contemporary British politics is also brilliantly dramatised and reflected in Paul’s personal life throughout the novel.  Paul, like Born in Auster’s Invisible, is not only unable to form any true friendships but he is also an adulterer who cannot commit to either his wife or his mistress. It is only towards the end of the novel when he decides to resign from his post, confess the truth to his wife  and restore his relationship with those around him, that one might say, the impossibility of a third way in both the personal and political is revealed, as well as, the importance of  friendship for the political.
So, Habermas’s dislike and distrust of Third Way politics appears to be justified in light of the failure of its proponents to implement any consistent policies that will safeguard the interests of citizens from the ruthless expansion of global capitalism. As a result, Habermas calls for a return of democratic principles. Taking as an example the European Union and its tremendous influence on global politics, Habermas advocates a pan –European democracy that will set the example for the expansion of democracy world wide, although he is very aware of the multiple shortcomings of the project so far, as we have previously seen. In Europe the Faltering Project, he considers the European project to be not just an issue of economic cooperation but an exercise in legislative and judicial administration as well. He rejects the idea of a pan- European government or a world government that would undermine the authority of nation states and instead proposes a global political order that will operate in three levels: the national, the supranational level of ‘a world organisation tasked with enforcing human rights throughout the world’ (Habermas 2009: 33), which could resort to the use violence if required but only in order to prevent violations of human rights, and the transnational level ‘concerned with regulating matters of collective concern such as global economic crises and climate change, and based on inclusive negotiations and fair compromises among all concerned (including governments and regional and international organisations)’ (Habermas 2009: 34). No military power would be used at the transnational level but only communicative action both formal, in the form of deliberation within constitutional institutions and informal, in the form of debates in society and public opinion polls, which would also be necessary at the national and transnational level before recourse to war. The problem remains though how communicative action would operate in the absence of a pan-European public sphere and one might add a global public sphere. Habermas offers a possible solution when he addresses the problem of the multilingual character of the European–wide media public sphere but one might claim that this solution could be applied to issues of communicative action in general. 
The solution does not consist in constructing a supranational public sphere, but in trans nationalising the existing national public spheres. For the latter could become more responsive to one another without any need for drastic changes in the existing infrastracture. At the same time, the boundaries of the national public spheres would become portals for mutual translations. (Habermas 2009:183)

In the same manner, the solution to issues of democratic governance at a pan-European or global level does not lie in the creation of a European-wide or a worldwide government but in an opening up of the nation states towards a politics of communicative action and ultimately unconditional friendship, which will encourage a constant negotiation of human rights and matters of sovereignty and economy on equal terms. Idealistic such a notion as it may be, it does not appear to be completely unfeasible or opposed to the spirit of already existing international institutions and laws. Habermas simply proposes a rethinking and a radical reform of these laws and institutions, so that they become more efficient in an increasingly globalised world, while simultaneously the sovereignty of the nation state is safeguarded. It is worth examining then how issues of  friendship and democratic governance may be said to be  addressed in Paul Auster’s  novel Sunset Park.
The main character of the novel is Miles Heller, a twenty eight year old, upper-middle class New York native, who is tormented by guilt for the accidental death of his step brother and has given up his studies, cut off all contact with his family and moved to Florida for the past seven years. He supports himself by photographing the possessions that the occupants of foreclosed houses have left behind in a state of confusion, shame and disbelief during the recession. When he is forced to leave Florida due to his relationship with an underage girl and move back to New York, he decides to move in an abandoned property that his friend, Bing Nathan, has repaired and occupies illegally with three other residents. Bing is the only person Miles has kept in contact with during his absence and who has kept Miles’ parents informed about their son’s whereabouts unbeknownst to him. The other two occupants of the house are Alice Bergstrom, a twenty nine year old PhD student, who is ironically finishing her dissertation on William Wyler’s 1947 movie The Best Years of our Lives and cannot afford a new flat and Ellen Brice, a twenty eight year old painter of the human body, whose art  has come to a standstill as she suffers from depression, following an affair she had with a sixteen year old boy and an abortion eight years ago. Bing Nathan runs The Hospital for Broken Things which is a 
hole-in-the –wall storefront enterprise  devoted to repairing objects from an era that has all but vanished from the face of the earth: manual typewriters, fountain pens, mechanical watches , vacuum-tube radios, record players, wind-up toys, gunball machines, and rotary telephones. Little matter that ninety per cent of the money he earns comes from framing pictures. His shop provides a unique  and inestimable service and every time he works on another battered artefact from the antique industries of half a century ago, he goes about it with the wilfulness and passion of a general fighting a war. (Auster 2010: 73)

Bing’s passion for an anachronistic profession seems to go hand in hand with his fervour for anachronistic politics as he views Sunset Park as a squatters’ republic that can escape the force of law and capitalism. This is true but only to an extent, as we discover later in the novel. The residents of Sunset Park have managed to put aside their ideological, artistic and personal differences, negotiate the way the household is run and contribute equally towards the expenses, as they are bound together by a notion of solidarity and friendship due to the financial crisis. Despite their initial doubts about moving into the  abandoned property, they feel proud of their project and empowered by their friendship. However, Bing believes that there is a need for authority and takes it upon himself to become the leader of the group, as he is the only one who has some plumbing, electric wiring and carpentry skills and the one who chose the members of the group. As a result of his boisterous, clumsy and at times aggressive behaviour, Miles, Ellen and Alice occasionally become frustrated and feel oppressed while Bing seems to be more of  a ‘tolerated than a beloved leader’ (Auster 2010: 77). His attitude puts their friendship and the whole project in danger, especially when he decides to ignore the eviction notices they are served with. Alice and Ellen voice their objection to his plans and suggest looking for alternative accommodation as it has become dangerous to live there, only to be ignored. As a result of his stubbornness, when the police invade the property to forcibly evict them at the end of the novel, everyone’s life is put in danger. Bing is arrested, Miles is forced to defend Alice by breaking a police officer’s jaw and subsequently go on the run and ruin his prospects of returning to university and Alice ends up in hospital without having the time to rescue her dissertation from the property. So, the novel could be read as a warning  against the dangers a form of  supranational governance (Bing) can pose for the nation state and democracy, as well as, of the impossibility of true resistance to the rampant forces of capitalism without communicative action and friendship. This assumption can be said to be reaffirmed by the structure of the novel since each chapter is narrated from the point of view of one of the main characters and while Alice and Ellen share one of the final chapters, symbolising the strength of their friendship, the novel concludes with a chapter named Miles Heller symbolising his voluntary isolationism and defeatist attitude towards life.
	Furthermore, Auster also seems to problematise the role of art in an era of unrest and fiscal policies as the novel is set in the fall of 2008 and right before President Obama’s election. All of the novel’s characters are engaged in artistic pursuits as we have seen, including Miles’s parents. His mother is an actress and his father a celebrated publisher whose reserved optimism about the future of  his business appears to be undermined, just as Bing’s outdated business model is. Miles’s artistic integrity is also compromised as he colludes with the ruthless forces of capitalism when he takes photos of foreclosed homes and finds beauty in desolation. The ambiguous morality of this practice mirrors that of his relationship with an underage, underprivileged girl while his inability to form substantial relationships with his parents and co workers is also implicitly criticised. ‘The other members of the crew make fun of him for his obsessive picture taking, but he pays them no heed. They are of little account in his opinion, and he despises them all’ (Auster 2010:14). Ellen and Alice, on the other hand, consciously decide to re enter the world and help each other take the necessary steps to accomplish that. Ellen finds a full time job and rekindles her relationship with the now twenty-five year old man from her past and Alice decides to put her PhD to good use by working for PEN, the international organisation that promotes literature and freedom of expression. So, it could be claimed that the characters in Sunset Park, unlike the ones in Auster’s earlier fiction, are not in ‘quest of signs’ (O’Donell 2010: 83) but in quest of the political. Moreover, in Sunset Park friendship and communicative action seem to be inextricably linked with democratic practices, including the democratisation and politicisation of art as evidenced by Ellen’s and Alice’s egalitarian artistic pursuits after their departure from Sunset Park.
Before continuing with our analysis of fiction, it would be useful to examine at this point Giorgio Agamben’s thoughts on the European Union and contemporary politics, in order to overcome some of the aporias in Habermas’s thought. In particular, Habermas’s call for a pan-European democracy that will contribute to the expansion of democracy in other parts of the world, does not only presuppose the democratic nature of the nation state but also its indispensability for a new global order. Furthermore, this rhetoric does not escape the dangers of dogmatism and can have dangerous consequences, as we have seen with the war in Iraq and the project of its supposed democratisation. Giorgio Agamben could be said to avoid some of these pitfalls in Means without End: Notes on Politics. 
We could conceive of Europe not as an impossible “Europe of Nations” whose catastrophe one could already foresee in the short run, but rather as an aterritorial or extraterritorial space in which all the (citizen and non citizen) residents of the European state would be in a position of exodus or refugee; the status of European would then mean the being-in exodus of the citizen (a condition that obviously could also be one of immobility). European space would thus mark an irreducible difference between birth and nation in which the old contempt of people (which, as is well known, is always a minority) could again find a political meaning thus decidedly opposing itself to the concept of nation (which has so far unduly usurped it). (Agamben 2000: 22,23)

 Agamben’s conceptualisation of Europe as an aterritorial space based on the figure of the refugee, who abolishes the bond between the human (zoe) and the citizen (bios) exposes the limitations of the nation state with regards to contemporary global politics. The figure of the refugee is of central importance for Agamben’s formulation of a new politics of means without end that we will explore in more detail further on, not only because it destabilises the sovereignty of the nation-state, but also because his/her fluid identity and refusal to be easily assimilated represents the contemporary cosmopolitan citizen. Furthermore, the disillusion of  the vast majority of citizens with the corrosion of democratic politics and their lack of participation in critical decision making can be said to have made them identifiable with the figure of the refugee. The refugee then does not only escape marginality to become a central figure in politics, but this marginalisation proves to be ultimately empowering and potentially subversive. Hence Agamben’s call for everyone to perceive of themselves as a refugee, a position that is volatile and liberating simultaneously.
Some of Don DeLillo’s characters can be said to have the status of the refugee due to their alienating existence and their tendency to occupy aterritorial spaces. In particular, DeLillo’s latest novel, Point Omega opens with the image of an unnamed man who obsessively watches a video installation in a dark and cold gallery for the fifth day in a row. The video is Alfred Hitchcock’s film Psycho slowed to a running time of twenty-four hours without any sound and, as a result, mental and physical fatigue take their toll on the narrator.  ‘It takes close attention to see what is happening in front of you. It takes work, pious effort, to see what you are looking at’ (DeLillo 2010: 13). He leaves the room in an almost trance-like state and disoriented and we find out later in the novel that the gallery he refers to, is the Museum of Modern Art in New York, although this does not seem of importance as it could be any gallery in  any big city. We also can suppose that the unnamed man is Jim Finley a thirty something filmmaker but it could be any other young man. In the second part of the novel Finley travels to another non-place, ‘somewhere south of nowhere’ (DeLillo 2010: 19) in the Californian desert in order to meet Richard Elster, a seventy-three year old intellectual, who was hired by the Bush administration to help plan the war in Iraq. Finley intends to make a film about Elster’s days at the Pentagon, however, he refuses to cooperate and his answers about his role in the war remain evasive and cryptic and reflect the intense sense of dislocation and perception of the self as an outsider Elster experiences. 
It was all background noise, he said, waving a hand. He liked to wave a hand in dismissal. There were the risk assessments and policy papers, the interagency working groups. He was the outsider, a scholar with an approval rating but no experience in government. He sat at a table in a secure conference room with the strategic planners and military analysts. He was there to conceptualise, his word, in quotes, to apply overarching ideas  and principles to such matters as troop deployment and counter-insurgency. He was cleared to read classified cables and restricted transcripts, he said, and he listened to the chatter of resident experts, the metaphysicians in the intelligence agencies, the fantasists of the Pentagon. (DeLillo 2010: 28)

The conference room described in the above passage, just like the gallery and the desert, could also be anywhere else in the world thus undermining notions of American territoriality. The American landscape and cityscape then is represented, in Agamben’s terms, as ‘a perforated and topologically deformed space’ (Agamben 2000: 25).
Elster’s retreat in the desert, however, is not an attempt to reconcile with the past but an attempt to reach the omega point, a zen like state after human consciousness has been exhausted according to Teilhard. In other words, his status is not that of the refugee, the being-in exodus of the citizen but that of pure Being, the complete withdrawal from the political. Finley, on the other hand, may be said to have the status of the refugee (the subject engaged a in perpetual quest of national identity/citizenship) as he travels in the desert in order to get away from the claustrophobic, self- annihilating space of the gallery and in search of the truth about Elster’s role in the invasion of Iraq. He also seems to become increasingly exasperated with Elster’s relentless philosophising about life and consciousness which is interrupted when his daughter Jessie, who comes to visit for a few days and who like her father has an exceptional mind but is an almost immaterial, disconnected being, mysteriously vanishes. It becomes obvious then that DeLillo does not deny ‘the desirability of cooperation, interaction and communication’ ( Donovan 2005: 49) as it has been claimed. After Elster’s breakdown, Finley decides literary and symbolically to leave the desert (a non place) and return to New York, as he sees through the futility of  Elster’s quest of  pure Being.
 I thought of his remarks about matter and being, those long nights on the deck, half smashed, he and I, transcendence, paroxysm, the end of human consciousness. It seemed so much  dead echo now. Point omega. A million years away. The omega point has narrowed, here and now, to the point of a knife as it enters a body. All the man’s grand themes funneled down to local grief, one body, out there somewhere, or not. (DeLillo 2010: 98)

The city of New York and his life there become suddenly a bit more real for Finley and the novel ends in a more optimistic tone about the prospects of his socialisation/politicisation, as he meets a woman who encourages him to follow her outside the projection room and into the diverse crowd of the lobby where he suggests taking her out at a real film. Although DeLillo’s disoriented and at times self-absorbed characters seem to want to escape the painful consequences of the war in Iraq and the political in general, they are inevitably drawn back to them becoming refugees in the ever changing socio-political American landscape. Similarly, the reader is always drawn back to the larger political themes that underlie the novel despite DeLillo’s intensely philosophical, hypnotic prose, or perhaps, because of it, as one  learns to occupy multiple spaces and levels of consciousness simultaneously, just like the refugee.
Building up on his concept of the refugee in Notes on Politics, Agamben proceeds to formulate a new kind of politics of pure means or gesture that is free from any relation to ends. Furthermore, contrary to Habermas, he warns against a kind of politics that reveres communication and considers it as its ultimate goal and instead seems to favour the experience of communicability itself as something that everyone can experience. 
What is at stake in this experiment is not at all communication intended as destiny and specific goal of human beings or as the logical-transcendental condition of politics (as is the case in the pseudophilosophies of communication); what is really  at stake, rather, is the only possible material experience of being generic (that is experience of ‘comparance’ as Jean –Luc Nancy suggests-or, in Marxian terms, experience of the General Intellect). That is why the first consequence deriving from this experiment is the subverting of the false alternative between ends and means that paralyses any ethics and any politics. A finality without means (the good and the beautiful as end into themselves), in fact, is just as alienating as a mediality that makes sense  only with respect to an end. What is in question  in political experience is not a higher end but being-into-language itself as pure mediality, being into a mean as an irreducible condition of human beings. Politics is the exhibition of a mediality: it is the act of making a means visible as such. Politics is the sphere neither of an end in itself nor of means subordinated to an end; rather, it is the sphere of a pure mediality without end intended as the field of human action and of human thought. (Agamben 2000: 116,117 )

It is admittedly extremely hard to visualise a politics without an end partly because it is a coming politics, not thoroughly formulated and thought of yet but that is also what makes it so subversive. It seems rather as an attempt to think of politics beyond the given categories of the citizen, the nation-state, the people, democracy. It is ultimately a politics without a dogmatic, supposedly justified end that does not take into consideration the means that are appropriated to reach it; for example, the ‘democratisation’ of Iraq, Iran and Syria or the ‘Europeanisation’ of Greece at any cost. This does not diminish the possibility of action but endlessly multiplies it by making it a more flexible kind of politics that is attuned to specific needs and to Agamben’s notion of mediality which lacks a strict, confining agenda. Furthermore, the politics of means without end are attuned to both the particular and the general (the experience of being-generic) simultaneously, without privileging either the local or the universal. For the aims of this chapter we will name this kind of yet un-thought of politics Micro-politics.
One can detect traces of the birth of Micro-politics throughout the novels we have examined so far. In Auster’s Sunset Park we find out that Bing Nathan ‘belongs to no movement or party, has never once spoken out in public, and has no desire to lead angry hordes into the streets to burn down buildings and topple governments’ (Auster 2010: 71). Ellen’s, Alice’s and Miles’s decision to occupy Sunset Park as squatters was not made out of political conviction or with any particular agenda in mind either. They simply moved there out of necessity, as we have previously seen, thus becoming refugees in the centre of New York City. Despite their lack of  political affiliations and the unavoidable failure of their project, their actions could be considered subversive temporarily as they establish a paradigm of a new kind of disruptive politics for the future. The same is the case with Ballard’s middle-class vandals in Millennium People, who take to the streets without a cause and despite the fact that they know in advance that their actions will have little or no effect on governmental policies about the inflated cost of living. This is what makes the eruption of violence more incomprehensible, unpredictable and potentially dangerous for the status quo, as we are reminded that economic policies cannot be enforced without our complicity. In DeLillo’s Point Omega as well, there is no obvious reason  Finley wants to make a film about the participation of an intellectual in the war in Iraq. He does not seem to aspire to make a revelatory documentary that will awaken and inspire its prospective viewers or an original work of  art that will bring him fame, as he seems disaffected with politics and life in general as well. This is also the case with  Jed Martin, Houellebecq’s main character in The Map and the Territory which we will explore in greater detail later, who has painted influential figures such as Damien Hirst, Steven Jobs and Angela Merkel. Although, he gives his paintings a great deal of thought, labours incessantly over them and becomes famous he does not aim at changing the world with his art. Thus the disillusionment of these characters with politics may be said to reflect that of the contemporary subject, while their sudden and sporadic involvement with the political may be said to reflect the very beginnings of Agamben’s politics of means without end that provides hope for the future.
It is worth examining whether this kind of politics/Micro-politics is incompatible with the democratic principles that both Derrida and Habermas  support  or if  it can be said that they complement each other. According to Agamben, the term people in most European languages has the negative connotation of common, ordinary people. However, it is used to designate all citizens as a unitary political body and consequently moves between two extremes. There is then a fundamental split as 
in the concept of people we can easily recognise the conceptual pair identified earlier as the defining category of the original political structure: naked life (people) and political existence (People), exclusion and inclusion, zoe and bios. The concept of people always already contains within itself the fundamental biopolitical structure. It is what cannot be included in the whole of which it is a part, as well as, what cannot belong to the whole in which it is already included . . . It is what always already is, as well as what has yet to be realised; it is the pure source of identity and yet it has to redefine itself  continuously according to exclusion, language, blood and territory. It is what has in its opposite pole the very essence that it itself lacks; its realisation therefore coincides with its own abolition; it must negate itself though its opposite in order to be. (Agamben 2000: 30,31) 

One might make a similar claim about democracy since the word demos designates the people in ancient Greek. So, if the concept of the people already blurs the boundaries between naked life/ordinary people and People/political power (kratos), as it is also obvious from Aristotle’s definition of man as zoon politikon (political animal), there can be no politics without the people, there can be no kratos/political power without the demos. Democracy then as opposed to aristocracy, oligarchy and dictatorship is the purest form of politics and is inextricably linked with the concept of the political itself. There is no politics without democracy and any undemocratic form of governance is apolitical and as such it can only belong to the realm of bare life. This may account for the violent outbursts of the otherwise well-behaved upper-middle class in Ballard’s fiction. When they are denied the right to participate in decisions that affect their lives, London and luxurious tourist resorts alike turn into animal kingdoms. Houellebecq takes this idea to its logical conclusion in Atomised and The Possibility of an Island where, as we have previously seen, the only way authoritarian regimes can establish their power permanently is with the extinction of the human race/demos with genetic engineering. To sum up so far, Agamben’s politics of means without end do not appear to be incompatible with democracy, a kind of democracy that has not yet been completely formulated or, as Derrida may have put it, a kind of democracy that may need to change its name. Afterall, democracy was conceived long before the formation of the nation-state and could survive its death that Agamben predicts.
Slavoj Žižek on the other hand, does not propagate an adherence to democratic politics and sees communism as the only remedy for capitalism in both  In Defense for Lost Causes and in Living in the End Times published in 2008 and 2010 respectively. In particular, he calls for ‘the dictatorship of the proletariat’ (Žižek 2008:412) to be established as a form of governance in contemporary society. He seems to embrace Lenin’s designation of liberal democracy as a form of bourgeois dictatorship and elaborates on his conceptualisation of the dictatorship of the proletariat by claiming that 
democracy is also a form of dictatorship, that is, a purely formal determination. One should thus use the term “dictatorship”  in the precise sense in which is often pointed out that self- questioning is constitutive of democracy, that democracy always allows, solicits even, constant self-interrogation of its features. However, this self-referentiality has to stop at some point: even the most “free elections cannot put in question the legal procedures that legitimise and organize them, the state apparatuses that guarantee (by force, if necessary) the electoral process, and so on. (Žižek 2008: 413)

 Furthermore, he appears to disagree with Agamben’s conceptualisation of the people. ‘The people is inclusive, the proletariat is exclusive; the people fights intruders, parasites, those who obstruct its full self-assertion, the proletariat fights a struggle which divides the people in its very core. The people wants to assert itself, the proletariat wants to abolish itself’ (Žižek 2008: 415). In this way, he tries to avoid what he perceives as the pitfalls of institutionalised democracy,  or else, the hegemony of the people as for Žižek what qualifies the proletariat of occupying a place of hegemony/dictatorship is ‘ultimately a negative feature: all other classes are (potentially) capable of reaching the status of the “ruling class”, while the proletariat cannot achieve this without abolishing itself as a class’(Žižek 2008: 416). It is this notion of  the people as an inclusive, self -assertive category and of democracy as an accommodating politics that leads Žižek to believe that it eventually neutralises not only minor gestures of revolt but also stifles the hope that these will lead to true transformation. So, in Living in the End Times he proclaims that ‘political struggles in a democracy never reach the level of radical antagonism, all antagonisms are transposed into agonisms regulated by the democratic form’ (Žižek 2010: 392). This view, however, does not take into consideration Agamben’s perception of the people as a category that is self-exclusive and whose function is to constantly interrogate and destabilise existing forms of governance and politics itself that we have examined earlier. It also does not take into consideration that democracy as a self-effacing politics of the people/People can accommodate the politics of minimal differences that Žižek himself  favours for its ability to subvert the system from within.
What may appear  as a ‘radical critical stance’ or as subversive activity can in fact function as the system’s ‘inherent transgression’, so that, often, a minor legal reform which aims at bringing the system in accordance with its professed ideological goals can be more subversive than open questioning of the system’s basic presuppositions . . . this minimal measure while in no way disturbing the system’s explicit mode of functioning, effectively ‘moves underground,’ introduces a crack in its foundations. (Žižek 2008: 390, 391) 

One cannot help but wonder then whether the politics of minimal differences, which conceptually seem to be very closely related to Agamben’s politics of means without end, would be a more effective weapon against capitalism than the supposedly revolutionary politics of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In other words, Žižek’s politics of minimal differences seem to contradict  his radical call for a dictatorship of the proletariat. Furthermore, one cannot help wondering whether the dictatorship of the proletariat could be perceived simply as another manifestation of democracy. This assumption is reinforced  as for Žižek, 
any form of power, including democracy itself can be perceived as dictatorship. ‘Dictatorship’ does not mean the opposite of democracy, but democracy’s own underlying mode of functioning- from the very beginning, the thesis on the ‘dictatorship of the proletariat’ involved the presupposition that it is the opposite of other form(s) of dictatorship, since the entire field of state power is that of dictatorship. (Žižek 2010: 412)

Consequently, as the boundaries between democracy and dictatorship are blurred in Žižek’s theory, it would be impossible to distinguish the differences between a dictatorship and a democracy of the proletariat. Finally, one can only question  the usefulness of the term proletariat in contemporary political philosophy and fiction alike. Hardly anyone today would identify themselves as belonging to the proletariat.
As we have previously seen, in Ballard’s fiction and in particular Millennium People the notion that the middle classes with their expensive houses, cars and clothing , as well as, their private education and luxurious holiday breaks are the new proletariat is extensively parodied and the same is the case with their well behaved revolution. In Kingdom Come the culprits of hooliganism and race riots do not identify themselves with a particular class and the only thing that binds them together is their desire to consume and the feelings of frustration and boredom that ensue as a result of  their addiction to shopping. Even the vandalism of the Asian shopkeepers’ property seems to have simply sprung up out of boredom and not racism and the only reason they target the particular shopkeepers is because of their refusal to embrace consumerism. In other words, their revolt is more of a ‘street theatre’ (Ballard 2006: 178) that provides them with diversion while they comically struggle to identify who the enemy is and who they themselves are. ‘David Cruise casually referred to the “enemy”, a term kept deliberately vague that embraced Asians and east Europeans, blacks, Turks, non-consumers and anyone not interested in sport’ (Ballard 2006:189). The fact that they identify themselves mainly in terms of their ability to consume and not in terms of class echoes the 2011 London riots when the main targets were shops, restaurants and pubs and  social media were used to organise lootings. 
This sense of lack of affiliation with any political group or class is prevalent in numerous contemporary novels including Julian Barnes’s The Sense of an Ending, Jonathan Coe’s The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim and Jonathan Franzen’s Freedom. So, Tony the main character in The Sense of an Ending has resigned himself to a life of mediocrity  and ordinariness at both a personal and a political level despite the fact that he is highly literate and inquisitive during his adolescence. ‘In those days, we imagined ourselves as being kept in some kind of holding pen, waiting to be released into our lives . . . In the meantime, we were book-hungry, sex-hungry, meritocratic, anarchistic. All political and social systems appeared to us corrupt, yet we declined to consider an alternative other than hedonistic chaos’ (Barnes 2011: 9). His paralysing fear of loss renders him unable to form any deep emotional bonds with the people around him or to become a fully politicised member of society. The novel is an insightful meditation on the ‘processes of construction and reconstruction in shaping the past, whether individual or collective’ (Childs 2011: 7), as well as, on the quintessential English qualities of fortitude and self-restraint that Tony cherishes but his close friend Adrian Finn despises and which are also reflected in the terse prose of the novel. Adrian’s intellectual prowess as a student sets him apart from the rest of the group as he becomes a leader they look up to and a true rebel. His suicide leaves the group and especially Tony traumatised for life and they idealistically interpret it as a sign of his nonconformity, only to find out much later in life that the reason behind his tragic death was his fear of becoming a father by Veronica’s mother. Veronica was Adrian’s girlfriend at the time of his death but she had also dated Tony before him, which caused a rift between them. In other words, what appeared to be a radical act of defiance against the status quo, was nothing more than a tragic manifestation of Adrian’s inability to cope with the adversities of life and parental responsibilities at a tender age. The true heroine of the novel appears to be Veronica who not only safeguards her mother’s secret but helps raise her disabled brother too. She only reveals the truth to Tony, who had been unjustifiably cruel to both her and Adrian, unwillingly after her mother’s death, leaving him to deal with his feelings of quilt. In other words, Veronica seems to stand for Žižek’s politics of minimal differences that can subvert the system from within which is also reaffirmed by her refusal to conform to the demands of the sexual revolution of the 60’s during her youth.
 In Coe’s novel The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim the impossibility of the contemporary subject’s affiliation with any particular class or political party is also dramatised. Maxwell Sim, an after- sales customer liaison at a department store who lives at the suburban wasteland of Watford, also seems to have resigned to an unfulfilling, ordinary life. After his wife divorces him and takes their daughter with her, he becomes depressed and decides to take up a career as a sales representative, competing to deliver sustainable toothbrushes to the British Isles in an effort to escape his prosaic life. As he drives through Britain he witnesses the disintegration of the provincial landscape which is dominated by identical motorways, shopping malls and abandoned industrial sites, as well as, the descent of  the workforce into consumerist zombies that wonder poignantly from store to store or, at best, are trapped in meaningless, corrosive service jobs. Just like them he seeks solace in these Cathedrals of capitalism with their familiar brand names that provide him with a false sense of belonging, while his imaginary conversations with another consumerist product, his Sat Nav,  provide  him with the illusion of communication. 
I felt a surge of well-being at the thought  that I was part of something again: part of a community- the business community- that was doing its bit, day in and day out, to keep Britain ticking over. We all had a part to play. Everybody here was involved in selling something, or buying something, or servicing, or checking  or costing or quantifying something. I felt connected again: back in the mainstream. The services themselves were a perfect microcosm of how well-functioning Western society should operate . All the basic human needs were catered for here: the need to communicate (there was a shop selling mobile phones and accessories) and the need to amuse yourself (there was a gaming area full of slot machines) . . . And the choice of food! There was Burger King, of course, and KFC, but if you were a bit more health –conscious than that ‘I Heart Healthy Food’. (Coe 2010:147)

 One can easily identify with this sense of elation that a mall provides due to the illusion of solidarity and fulfilment it imparts, provided that one can pay the price, but Coe’s brilliantly subtle cynicism also allows the reader to keep a distance from the narrator whose mental state rapidly deteriorates. So, although the reader sympathises with the plight of the alienated, apolitical subject, his inability to become a fully functional member of  society is implicitly criticised.  Maxwell not only descends into madness as result of his terrible privacy but he is also literally and symbolically erased with a meta-fictional twist at the end of the novel where presumably the author informs him that the story is finished.
Jonathan Franzen’s characters in Freedom, a novel about the demise of the American liberal society and its microcosm, the family unit, seem to be loudspeakers of out of date political ideologies rather than display loyalty to them. The Berglunds are a typical middle-class family who still believe in the American dream of freedom and would like to think of themselves as progressive individuals. However, Patty looks down on their allegedly uneducated next door neighbours and is judgemental and harsh about their way of life and ‘crude’ manners. She also seems to be too preoccupied with her family and has no interest in participating in the local community in any meaningful manner, apart from exchanging pleasantries with her neighbours suppressing her true feelings about them. She is always, nevertheless, politically correct and tactful by designating anyone she does not like merely as weird. Her husband Walter becomes disillusioned with their family life and depressed when Patty cheats on him with one of their friends, rock musician Katz. As a result, he embarks obsessively on an environmental project to save an obscure species of warbler from extinction. In the process, however, he colludes with the opponents, the energy companies, and does not hesitate to uproot a whole community of underprivileged people in order to achieve his aims. Furthermore, his call for everyone to stop reproducing seems to have more to do with his deteriorating mental health and disappointment with his family and Patty’s betrayal, rather than with the uncontrollable increase of human population and its repercussions for the environment. Their son Joey, who belongs to the new generation of spoilt and self–deserving youths, becomes a Republican just to spite them and ends up selling defective equipment to the US armed forces in Iraq. Finally, Katz, a musician who considers himself to be a free spirit and an anarchist, uses his beliefs to seduce impressionable, young girls rather than bring about social change. It becomes obvious then that in a consumerist world of supposedly infinite freedom and exhausted political systems, it is almost impossible for the contemporary subjects to affiliate themselves with any particular ideology or develop class consciousness. Hence Žižek’s call for a dictatorship of the proletariat sounds oddly implausible and anachronistic. 
However, there are traces in Freedom as well of Žižek’s politics of minimal differences that resemble Agamben’s politics of means without ends as a kind of non-authoritarian, non-prescriptive, anti-hegemonic politics. They take the form of  personal and small scale resistance to late capitalist forces and consequently, provide us with glimpse of hope for the future. So, by the end of the novel Joey regrets his decision to sell defective army equipment and finds a way to make amends with his father’s help. Also, Walter and Patty reconcile and become devoted conservationists. They also become more involved in the new community they move into and develop meaningful relationships with their neighbours. The novel’s resolution is one of the reasons that it has been characterised ‘as tonally more even, but also more subdued than The Corrections’ (Lever 2010:19). However, it could be claimed that Franzen’s insights into the American psyche and politics remain as valuable and engrossing as ever and that the even tone of the novel can be attributed partly to the re-politicisation of the subject, as opposed to his/her supposedly superficial treatment of socio-political issues during postmodernity. The Berglunds, as represntatives of the baby boom generation, may have enjoyed the allegedly unlimited freedoms of late capitalism, such as social mobility and a comfortable standard of living, but this came at a price, namely the disintegration of familial/social ties, the environment and the self. Consequently, Franzen seems to doubt whether these freedoms were ever really unlimited and even if they were, the question remains: what does one do with (unlimited) freedom?
To sum up, it is worth noting that the emphasis on singular instances of politics that are not affiliated with an ideology and have no prescriptive agenda can be traced throughout contemporary political theory and fiction despite the differences in the thought of the theorists we have examined. Derrida conceptualises this kind of politics as  politics of friendship, Agamben as means without ends, Habermas as occurrences of communicative action, Žižek as politics of minimal differences and Badiou as metapolitics. As Badiou brilliantly theorises ‘what counts is never the plurality of opinions regulated by a common norm, but the plurality of instances of politics which have no common norm, since the subjects they induce are different . . . There are only plural instances of politics, irreducible to one another, and which do not comprise any homogenous history’ (Badiou 2006: 23). As a result, democratic micro-politics have the potential to transform the contemporary political scene although they can never be completely formulated in the traditional sense. It would be hard to visualise how they could be implemented nationally or internationally at a practical level but this may not be necessary as they are based on the singular and the particular without, however, losing sight of the global scene and becoming insular. We find  traces of democratic micro-politics throughout Auster’s, Barnes’s, DeLillo’s, Coupland’s and Coe’s fiction in the form of personal and small scale resistance to globalisation and the Third Way and the implicit criticism of the disaffected subject. It seems that the playful ‘superficiality’ of the subject during postmodernity was a necessary passage in order for him/her to distance himself/herself from failed political systems and ideologies and to re-emerge as a micro-political subject. Finally, it is worth pointing out that micro-politics is irrevocably linked to democracy but a kind of democracy that is freed from the constraints of its history and the limitations of parliamentary representation, an ultimate, universal kind of democracy that has yet to be fully formulated but whose spectre has  haunted any politics worthy of  the name since its birth in ancient Greece. As both Badiou and Derrida point out democracy can adjust and even change its name and this is where its strength lies in the arena of global politics, as it seems to be hopefully transforming itself into democratic micro-politics.





The micro-desecration / micro-politicalisation of religion

 	It is an indisputable fact that many major political crises today converge with religious issues and in particular, issues of faith despite the supposed separation of religion and politics. This is especially true in the case of Middle Eastern and US rather than European politics, a matter to which we will be returning later on. So, for example Islam has often been accused of being a dogmatic religion that fails to distinguish itself from the political, resulting in terrorist attacks in the name of faith.  Some recent examples would be the attack of the US embassy in Bengahzi Libya that was initially wrongly perceived as a reaction to the anti-Islamic film Innocence of Muslims, as well as, the violent demonstrations that were triggered almost worldwide  because of the same film. The decapitations of innocent civilians by ISIS in the past few months are another example of the irrationality of war crimes perpetrated in the name of religion. However, one could claim that Christianity is also vulnerable to the same accusation, especially after George W Bush’s constant evocations to his faith in God before and during the war in Iraq, as well as, his conviction that America is  a blessed nation destined to restore democracy and justice worldwide. The chilling, messianic undertones of these assertions with which he implicitly appointed himself as representative, not only of a supposedly undivided on the matter of the war in Iraq nation, but of God himself, will haunt contemporary politics for generations to come along with 9/11. Even the current US president Barack Obama was forced to reassure repeatedly American citizens of his Christian faith and devotion to God during his re-election campaign, although he has always been reluctant to discuss his religious beliefs unlike Bush. It seems then that the ‘death’ of meta-narratives during postmodernity may not have been that final after all and that religious matters seem to resurface, with vengeance at times, today. Consequently, it may be helpful to examine how issues of faith and religion are treated in contemporary theory and fiction in order to determine the extent to which faith may be said to cultivate dogmatism in both East and the West, whether it can be considered to be the prerogative of religion only, as well as, its interaction with the political. 
To begin with,  in Islam and the West, Derrida makes an impressive attempt to dissociate faith from dogmatism, religion and what has been perceived as the mystery of human life. Contrary to traditional notions of faith as uncritical acceptance of religious dogmas, Derrida perceives of faith as a secular phenomenon that is indispensable for the formation of any social bond and social exchange. So, according to Derrida, 
I cannot address the other, whoever he or she might be, regardless, of his or her religion, language, culture, without asking that other to believe me and to trust me. One’s relationship to the other, addressing the other, presupposes faith . . . Consequently, when someone is speaking to us, he or she is asking to be believed. And that belief assures both the exchange of words and financial credit, social credit, and all the forms of credit and legitimacy in society. This faith is the condition of the social bond itself. There is no social bond without faith. Now, I believe that one can radicalise the secularisation of the political while maintaining this necessity for faith in the general sense that I have just defined and then, on the foundation of this universal faith . . . one can and one must respect strictly defined religious affiliations[…]there is no contradiction between political secularisation and a relationship to what you call the Mystery of life, the fact of living together in faith. The act of faith is not a miraculous thing; it is the air we breathe. (Derrida 2008: 57,58)

Derrida’s notion of faith then does not translate into a blind belief in religion or the Other, but seems to be closely related to his concept of unconditional forgiveness/hospitality that we examined in detail in the first chapter. In other words, his perception of faith is more of an opening up to the Other, a never ending  suspension of disbelief that is indispensable in the opening up of dialogue and substantial communication in all domains of life. So, it could be said that faith is related not only to religious matters but also to scientific progress, as well as, to the social and the political, blurring their supposedly well defined boundaries and opening up the possibility of exchange among them. Faith then, as the common attribute of secular humanism, politics, science and religion, problematises their separation into mutually exclusive, strict categories and points out to the fact that their boundaries may not be,  and  indeed, cannot and need not be, so strictly defined, as the impossibility of this task can trigger societal friction and obstruct the productive interaction of these fields/domains. It is under the condition of this kind of faith that the political can infiltrate the religious and vice versa, each domain complementing but also interrupting the other, thus reasserting the need for respect and ceaseless negotiation among religious beliefs, political affiliations and worldviews. Daunting as this task may appear in today’s endlessly  prolific social fabric, faith provides the only hope as  facilitator of resolutions.
Some of these issues can be said to be dramatised throughout Douglas Coupland’s fiction and in particular in Girlfriend in a Comma, Hey Nostradamus! and Player One. These novels display a playful, but simultaneously painful, nostalgia for  faith in today’s secular society mainly by having some of the narrators occupying an in-between life and death space. Thus, the possibility of after life that has been parodied and scorned throughout postmodernity  is reaffirmed in Coupland, albeit not in a necessarily strictly religious manner. The notions of God, heaven and hell are still prevalent in these novels but are highly personalised as some of the characters in the novels, as well as the readers, are invited to suspend their disbelief and contribute to the interpretation of these in-between states and their aftermath. In other words, spirituality and the possibility of redemption are of central importance in Coupland’s fiction.
In his collection of short stories Life after God and in particular “In the desert” there is also a sense of regret for the loss of religious faith that goes hand in hand with the loss of faith in the Other, loneliness and a debilitating  feeling of emptiness for the main character. The narrator is driving through the Mojave desert carrying stolen syringes and ampules of anabolic steroids in a parody of contemporary pilgrimage where the voice of God is replaced by radio waves full of advertisements and the voices of pseudohealers and exploitative preachers. He admits that he considers ‘radio stations from all over the West – those fragments of cultural memory and information that compose an invisible information structure’ (Coupland 2002:136), as a virtual community and his real home, while later on he is worried that the fact that he no longer finds loneliness frightening but considers it as just a part of life has something to do with his inability to experience any feelings. ‘But I realised a capacity for not feeling lonely carried a very real price, which was the threat of  feeling nothing at all. Perhaps the nothingness outside was trying to seep into the car in whatever way it could’ (Coupland 2002: 138). As his journey into the desert progresses he becomes increasingly disillusioned with his loss of feelings and his lack of  sense of belonging, which he partly contributes to the lack of believing in anything, including religion, as he was raised clean of any ideology. He is afraid he is regressing into a reptile but at the same time, he finds the endless radio talks about Jesus too contrived and unconvincing and has trouble relating to overly jealous Christians. Nevertheless, he acknowledges the comfort and rapport that faith promotes thus taking a stance in- between blind belief and the total rejection of religion. 
The mood becomes darker when his car breaks down deep into the desert where he has driven in order to bury the syringes and avoid getting arrested. The story reads less than a parody and more as a contemporary parable of homecoming as he is forced to walk for hours hungry, thirsty, dishevelled and with no sense of direction. As it becomes dark and his despair grows, he realises that he is followed by someone and although he is terrified at first, he is soon grateful to find out that the man who follows him is a mentally unstable but harmless drifter who travels in the desert every night. The drifter talks incessantly but without making any sense and the two men never manage to bond despite the narrator’s embarrassing efforts. The drifter, however, offers him stolen ready meals and gives him instructions about how to get back onto the main road without expecting anything in return. At the end of the story, we find out that the narrator is now an old family man who has seen more of the world and that the memory of the drifter has paradoxically stayed with him all his life, despite the fact that they never established communication. This is because the drifter’s seemingly small act of kindness saved his life in the desert and restored his faith in people and possibly God. ‘I now see the drifter’s wind burned face when I now consider my world- his face that reminds me that there is still something left to believe in after there is nothing left to believe in. A face for people like me- who are pushed to the edge of loneliness and who maybe fell off and who when we climbed back on, our world never looked the same’ (Coupland 2002:145). Faith then is restored in Coupland’s short story and takes the form of the old Christian notion of seeing God in the face of the other, or else, Derrida’s notion of faith in the Other. As  Tate also points out, ‘Coupland’s awkward seekers recover a sense of the divine through their ability to question and to celebrate ordinary human connection’ (Tate 2007: 24).
In Acts of Religion Derrida explicates further and reasserts the point that  it would be impossible and naïve to attempt to separate completely the religious from the political and even techno-science  when he talks about the war of religions. 
To determine a war of religion as such, one would have to be certain that one can delimit the religious. One  would have to be certain that one can distinguish all the predicates of the religious . . . One would have to dissociate the essential traits of the religious as such from those that establish , for example, the concepts of ethics, of the juridical, of the political or of the economic. And yet, nothing is more problematic than such a dissociation. The fundamental concepts that often permit us to isolate or to pretend to isolate the political . . . remain religious or in any case theologico-political. (Derrida 2002: 63)

This is obvious from George Bush’s rhetoric about the urgent need to democratise Iraq as we have previously seen, as well as, from Obama’s declaration that God has a plan and we are all instruments of his will and his frequent “God Bless you” or “God bless America” invocations with which he concludes his political speeches. In the European political scene, Tony Blair has also not been shy of stating that his belief in God gave him the courage to launch war on Iraq and that God will judge whether he was right, while German Chancellor Angela Merkel, who is a pastor’s daughter, frequently declares that her belief in God and religion is her constant companion. Furthermore, she has rather worryingly stated that ‘the structure of the world relating to belief is a framework for my life that I consider very important . . . we as Christians should above all not be afraid of standing up for our beliefs’ (Merkel 2012) So, she perceives of the EU as a Christian grouping of states, albeit still not equal depending on their economic power. What all these political leaders seem to have in common with the exception of Obama, although his rhetoric about God’s greater plan can be proved dangerous in the future, is a rather dogmatic view of religious faith that lacks an unconditional openness to the Other, as evidenced by their disastrous rhetoric and political decisions that are often no different from what they deride as fundamentalism. In other words, they are unable to successfully reconcile the political and the religious due to their lack of  faith, or else, due to the absence of the miracle of belief, as designated by Derrida and without which ‘there would neither be social bond nor address of the other, nor any performativity in general: neither convention, nor institution, nor constitution, nor sovereign state, nor law’ (Derrida 2002: 80). It seems then that this lack of faith in the Other is responsible for the schizophrenic oscillation between the theological and the political that plagues contemporary western politics. 
               Coupland’s fiction, on the other hand, constantly renegotiates the boundaries between the religious and the political mapping a truly original theologico-political notion of faith. This is also exemplified in his short story “1,000 years (Life after God)” where the narrator is a broken and disillusioned individual who dislikes his office job and halfway relationships. He belongs to a generation of privileged, suburban kids who stumble through life in stupor having abandoned socialisation and faith in favour of  unrestricted freedom. 
Ours was a life lived in paradise and thus rendered any discussion of transcendental ideas pointless. Politics, we supposed, existed elsewhere in a televised non-paradise; death was something similar to recycling. Life was charmed but without politics or religion. It was the life of children of the children of the pioneers- life after god- a life of earthly salvation on the edge of heaven. Perhaps this is the finest thing to which we may aspire, the life of peace, the blurring between dream life and real life . . . think the price we paid for our golden life was an inability to fully believe in love; instead we gained an irony that scorched everything it touched. And I wonder if this irony is the price we paid for the loss of God. (Coupland 2002: 220,221)

Life in this newly found, capitalist ‘paradise’ is far from idyllic as the narrator and his friends struggle with depression, insomnia, alcohol and drug addiction and are afflicted by an inability to relate to the Other in any meaningful way. Thus, they start doubting their choices and question their lives but without  recourse to faith in God and/or the Other. During a business trip in the US, the narrator spontaneously and inexplicably decides to travel to Washington to watch the inauguration of the new president and also stops taking his anti-depressants. He symbolically, finds himself in a roaring sea of people celebrating and clapping ecstatically with a sense of renewed hope and that is when he starts feeling like himself again. In other words, it is only through politicisation/faith in the Other that one acquires a better sense of the self, although he still remains unaware of this.  So, later on in the story, after having given up his job and unbeknownst to his best friend Kristy, he misleadingly decides to camp into the wilderness in search of himself and ends up stripping off his clothes and walking into a freezing and roaring stream until he is completely immersed. The reason for this seems to be that the roaring stream replicates the one time comforting  roar and clapping of the sea of people at the inauguration. What would have been an allegory of baptism and rebirth through the political/faith in the Other turns into a lonely, suicidal act of confusion, possibly the result of his having stopped taking his medication as well. Just before he is completely submerged he reveals poignantly the secret that has plagued him and which he failed to admit to anyone else. 
I tell it to you with an openness of heart that I doubt I shall ever achieve again, so I pray that you are in a quiet room as you hear theses words. My secret is that I need God- that I am sick and can no longer make it alone. I need God to help me give, because I no longer seem to be capable of giving; to help me be kind, as I no longer seem capable of kindness; to help me love, as I seem beyond being able to love. (Coupland 2002:289)

 This moving admission points to some worldviews that Coupland has been subtly but brilliantly trying to illustrate throughout his fiction; that there is no single notion of God and faith; that such monolithic notions deserve to be parodied and deconstructed but, on the other hand, the complete annihilation of God and religious faith can lead to the annihilation of  faith in the Other and the political and subsequently, the self. The fact that the loss of faith, as designated by Derrida, goes hand in hand with an indifference to the political is evidenced by the contemporary subject’s  inability to participate and act as a responsible member of a community at a local and global level.
              Habermas  in Dialectics of Secularisation On Reason and Religion, as well as in Religion and Rationality, also acknowledges the existence of  an indispensable bond among Christian faith, reason, philosophy and consequently politics. In particular, in Dialectics of Secularisation he acknowledges the importance of religious belief and discourse in today’s secular society and talks about a need for both to take each other seriously in public debates. He calls for non believers to re-examine the limitations of reason and the relationship between faith and knowledge and to accept that ‘religious convictions have an epistemological status that is not purely and simply irrational’ (Habermas 2006: 51). This is because in today’s liberal world ‘naturalistic world views, which owe their genesis to a speculative assimilation of scientific information’(Habermas 2006: 52) have played as much part to the ‘ethical self-understanding of the citizens’ (Habermas 2006: 52) as religious world views have. Consequently, neither believers nor non-believers have a monopoly on absolute truth or on providing a comprehensive model for structuring contemporary society. Both sides need to deal in a self reflecting manner with the limitations of their worldviews and discourse and both need to be able to contribute equally in public debates protected by the neutrality of the democratic state. What Habermas seems to suggest here is that believers and non-believers alike need to engage in communicative action, while he is perfectly aware of its limitations as well since it is the product of western reason. Furthermore, Habermas advocates that a liberal society  can expect ‘the secularised citizens to play their part in the endeavours to translate relevant contributions from the religious language into a language that is accessible to the whole’ (Habermas 2006: 53). This is because religious traditions have infiltrated and enriched philosophical discourse throughout the millennia and vice versa through a process that Habermas refers to as the Hellenisation of Christianity and have subsequently, contributed irrevocably to the self-understanding of the contemporary subject as an ethical and political being. 
This work of assimilation has left its mark in normative conceptual clusters with a heavy weight of meaning, such as responsibility, autonomy, and justification; or history and remembering, new beginning, innovation, and return; or emancipation and fulfilment; or expropriation, internalisation, and embodiment, individuality and fellowship. Philosophy has indeed transformed the original meaning of these terms, but without emptying them through a process of deflation and exhaustion. One such translation that salvages the substance of a term is the translation of the concept of “man in the image of God” into that of the identical dignity of all men that deserves unconditional respect. This goes beyond the borders of one particular religious fellowship and makes the substance of biblical concepts accessible to a general public that also includes those who have other faiths and those who have none. (Habermas 2006: 44,45)

We will later examine the ways in which the concept of Christian love may be said to have affected contemporary political theory in relation to both Derrida and Habermas, but for the purposes of this chapter it may be worth looking first at how this Hellenisation of Christianity, as well as, issues of  faith can be said to be reflected in Jeffrey Eugenides’s latest novel  The Marriage Plot.
            The Marriage Plot marks a return to realism for Eugenides as the story is relayed by an omniscient narrator and each chapter is narrated from the point of view of one of ‘the three main characters who are all ordinary’(Beha 2011: 19), unlike the exuberant, hermaphrodite narrator of Middlesex. Mitchell is a theology student at Brown in the 80’s who is of Greek descent and hopelessly in love with a fellow student of literature Madeleine. Madeleine is interested in exploring marriage and love in Jane Austen’s novels and her attitude towards Mitchell is ambiguous as she is locked in a self-destructive relationship with Leonard, a science student who suffers from clinical depression and an increasingly disintegrating mind. During the apogee of postmodernity where traditional notions of marriage and religion have not only been discredited, but also subjected to rigorous attacks in both academia and society in general, it seems that Mitchell and Madeleine have chosen to grapple with these issues in a more moderate, level headed manner and reassert their significance in today’s world. Although Mitchell was not himself a particularly religious person and was very aware of the current anti-religious sentiment in both philosophy and everyday life, he felt that no one had provided any adequate alternatives. 
No one had an answer for the riddle of existence. It was like that Talking Heads song. “And you may ask yourself ‘How did I get here?’ . . . And you may tell yourself, ‘This is not my beautiful house. And you may tell yourself,  ‘This is not my beautiful wife.’” As he responded to the essay questions, Mitchell kept bending his answers toward their practical application. He wanted to know why he was here, and how to live. It was the perfect way to end your college career. Education had finally led Mitchell out into life. (Eugenides 2011: 43)

 Unable to find a satisfactory career path and any answers to the above questions with his studies in theology, Mitchell becomes a contemporary, cosmopolitan pilgrim determined to open up himself to the possibility of God. He travels in Europe and India, in an effort to acquaint himself with local religious traditions and hoping that they will restore his faith. ‘In stiff-backed pews, smelling wax, he closed his eyes and sat as still as possible, opening himself up to whatever was there that might be interested in him. Maybe there was nothing. But how would you ever know if you didn’t send out a signal? That’s what Mitchell was doing: he was sending out a signal to the home office’ (Eugenides 2011: 202). As it is obvious from the subtle irony of the above passage, the reader is unsure of how seriously Mitchell’s efforts should be taken. The same is the case with his decision to wear a cross and his attempt to speak in tongues in Athens, overwhelmed by the imposing beauty of the Parthenon and the Acropolis. Mitchell’s sincerity and agony contrast with the narrator’s slightly mocking tone thus reflecting the contemporary subject’s ambiguous stance towards religion. There is, however, a sense that his bathetic attempts to find God also result from his sadness about losing Madeleine to Leonard and an all consuming feeling of loneliness since during his prayer he pleads with both Madeleine and an unknown force: ‘kiss me I’m dying’ (Eugenides 2011:206). Thus his desire for both physical and emotional/spiritual intimacy is revealed. Madeleine’s illicit sublimation (to see God in the face of the Other), as well as, his attempt to speak in tongues (to communicate with the Other) under the ancient Greek site of the Parthenon could be read as a reflection of his desire to open up to the possibility of faith in God, independently of what form he may take (Madeleine/ Man/ the Other). The Acropolis is after all, the place where the Hellenisation of Christianity, the fruitful exchange between philosophy and religion, began with St Paul’s visit.
               Mitchell’s agonising and simultaneously comic attempts to find faith continue during his visit in India where he becomes a volunteer for one of Mother Teresa’s orders. In Calcutta he does his best to become an exemplary Christian: he makes an effort not to dislike certain shady volunteers and to conform to St Matthew’s and Mother Teresa’s preachings to see Christ and divinity in the sick and the poor he cared for. His hilarious musings on the impossibility of  the task are in stark contrast with the sober environment of the Home and because of his feelings of guilt and inadequacy, he decides to push himself even harder and volunteer to bathe the sick as well. This, however, only makes matter worse and in the end he secretly abandons the Home to continue his journey in a state of panic and self loathing. Mitchell’s failure to become a saintly figure has a paradoxically cathartic and liberating effect for both himself and the reader, as well. His experiences in Calcutta help him acquire a new understanding of Christian teachings as adaptable, interpersonal guides for life, not to be taken literally. Furthermore, while wandering in the streets of Calcutta he begins to translate, as Habermas may have put it, contributions from  religious language and experience in a language that is more accessible to everyone. 
Outside in the streets, he tried, and often succeeded, in disappearing to himself in order to be, paradoxically more present. There was no good way to describe any of this. Even Thomas Merton could only say things like “I have got into the habit of walking up and down under the trees or along the wall of the cemetery in the presence of God.” The thing was, Mitchell now knew what Merton meant, or thought he did. As he took in the marvellous sights, the dusty Polo Grounds, the holy cows with their painted horns, he had got in the habit of walking around Calcutta in the presence of God. Furthermore, it seemed to Mitchell that this didn’t have to be a difficult thing. It was something every child knew how to do, maintain a direct and full connection with the world. Somehow you forgot about it as you grew up, and had to learn it again. (Eugenides 2011:314)

It seems then that to be in the presence of God becomes synonymous to immersing yourself  in the world, or else, becoming a fully integrated member of society by being receptive to a variety of world views and different approaches to faith. This becomes more obvious when he returns to the US and becomes enthralled by the social achievements and spirit of inclusiveness of the Quaker Society of Friends, whose weekly meetings he starts attending. Ultimately, his quasi religious experiences in Athens, Calcutta and the US enable him to find ways of translating/integrating the principles of faith, love and charity  in his everyday life. Consequently, he overcomes his obsession with religion and infatuation with Madeleine, setting her free to pursue her interests in academia. He also embarks on a new career path and shows genuine compassion for his adversary Leonard. On the other hand, Leonard, who had always considered religious people as weak and faith as irrational, remains unable to truly love Madeleine and become receptive to faith and world views that are outside the fashionably familiar zone of nihilist philosophy. His intense preoccupation with the self and his at times self indulgent bouts of depression, which he misguidedly perceives of  as signs of his superiority and intelligence, exacerbate his symptoms and lead to his voluntary exile to a remote place in the countryside.
              It is perhaps now worth drawing some parallels between Habermas’s and Derrida’s views on religion and faith and examine how they can also be said to be reflected in contemporary fiction. To begin with, in Religion and Rationality Habermas, just like Derrida, perceives of faith today not as dogmatic but as reflexive due to its interaction with the scholastic form of philosophy. As a result, it has the potential of  bringing together peoples of various religions and cultural backgrounds and of combating exclusivity, violence and fundamentalism. Secondly, Habermas admits that his theory of communicative action, which we have previously examined, has itself religious roots. 
I would not object to the claim that my conception of language and of communicative action oriented toward mutual understanding nourishes itself from the legacy of Christianity. The ‘telos of reaching understanding’- the concept of discursively directed agreement which measures itself against the standard of intersubjective recognition, that is, the double negation of criticisable validity claims- may well nourish itself from the heritage of  a logos understood as Christian, one that is indeed embodied(and not just with the Quakers)in the communicative practice of the religious congregation. (Habermas 2002: 34)

One could claim that Derrida’s concepts of unconditional love and unconditional forgiveness are also heavily indebted to Christian teachings and ethics. Habermas also claims that ‘Universalist egalitarianism, from which sprang the ideals of freedom and a collective life in solidarity, the autonomous conduct of life and emancipation, the individual morality of conscience, human rights and democracy, is the direct legacy of the Judaic ethic of justice and the Christian ethic of love’ (Habermas 2002: 149). The difference between Derrida’s and Habermas’s thought, as previously examined, is that Habermas promotes tolerance and reciprocity while Derrida favours unconditionality, which is more in line with the Christian notion of self-sacrifice. Nevertheless, one could claim that the notion of love always presupposes a moment of  madness and self abandonment, as Habermas also concedes in his interview with Eduardo Mendieta that his theory of communicative rationality does not simply dissolve religion into discourse ethics.  
Indispensable potentials for meaning are preserved in religious language, potentials that philosophy has not yet fully exhausted . . . the basic concepts of philosophical ethics, as they have developed up to this point, also fail to capture all the intuitions that have already found a more nuanced expression in the language of the Bible, and which we have only come to know by means of a halfway religious socialisation. (Habermas 2002: 163)

 Habermas  seems to suggest that the feelings of love and solidarity that have been intuitively explored in religious language have not been yet, and perhaps cannot be, adequately translated by philosophy. Consequently, he points out to the possible inadequacies of his conceptualisation of love and solidarity as purely rational and reciprocal.
              One could, however, claim that these religious intuitions that escape ethics are subtly preserved in contemporary fiction, as we can see from the dramatisation of notions of faith and love in J G Ballard’s and Douglas Coupland’s fiction. In particular, Ballard’s apocalyptic novel Kingdom Come explores the phenomena of consumerism and terroristic violence as the consequence of the loss of faith and religion. So, the religious instinct does not disappear in contemporary society but is simply misplaced on psychopathic leaders and shopping malls, as the subject continues his/her inescapable search for meaning and guidance in life. When David Cruise, the psychopatchic leader of Brooklands, is killed, there is an altar made of expensive kitchenware next to his photo while his followers do not think twice about praying to stuffed teddy bears and offering them jars of honey, hoping that the merchandise will bring him back to life. The tragicomic irrationality of their actions does not only deflate religious rites and language, but paradoxically, also points out to a need for their radical reinterpretation and reinstatement in a yet undefined form, an idea that we will look into more detail later with the help of Agamben’s Profanations. As religion is replaced by consumption the need for an alternative sense of religiousness becomes  more prevalent in the novel, while the characters’ reductive views of religion are implicitly criticised as inadequate and dangerous. 
They’re prayer sites, Richard. Altars to the household gods who rule our lives. The lares and penates of the ceramic hob and the appliance island. The Metro-Centre is a cathedral, a place of worship. Consumerism may seem pagan, but in fact it’s the last refuge  of the religious instinct. Within a few days you’ll see a congregation worshipping its washing machines. The baptismal font that immerses the Monday-morning housewife in the benediction of the wool-wash cycle. (Ballard 2006: 253 )

Furthermore, the use of  religious imagery throughout the novel intensifies the sense of  the contemporary subject’s yearning for faith, while in the end there is a glimpse of hope amidst the apocalyptic destruction of the Metro-Centre as Richard inexplicably forgives the people responsible for his father’s murder. He also risks his own life to save Julia, who had unwittingly contributed to his father’s death, and their new-found love also provides some optimism for the future. So, religious intuitions could restore a sense of civic duty especially since ‘the struggle for freedom takes the form of celebrating criminality and psychopathology’(Gasiorek 2005: 175) in Ballard’s fiction. The Christian principles of solidarity, love, forgiveness, self-sacrifice and redemption are deeply embedded in the main characters’ consciousness in Coupland’s Player One and Hey Nostradamus!,  as well, as they find comfort in each other and a vague sense of faith in something larger than themselves, after a chemical attack and a school shooting respectively. To paraphrase Habermas then, it may be the case that, just like religious tradition, contemporary fiction’s use of religious language and imagery contains ‘encoded semantic potentialities that could provide inspiration’ (Habermas 2008: 6) in today’s secularised world.
             Similarly, in Profanations Agamben does not dismiss religious traditions and language as irrelevant today but  sees the possibility of their being returned to common use as a political task. He describes this process as profanation since according to him ‘religion can be defined as that which removes things, places, animals, or people from common use and transfers them to a separate sphere’ (Agamben 2007: 75), namely that of the sacred. Furthermore, according to him the passage from the sacred to the profane can come about by ‘an entirely inappropriate use (or, rather, reuse) of the sacred: namely, play’(Agamben 2007: 75). He points out the close relationship between the sacred, which can be defined through ‘the consubstantial unity of myth and rite’ (Agamben 2007: 76), and play throughout the centuries as he explains that many popular games today derive from religious rituals. He then proceeds to analyse Emile Benveniste’s views that play does not only derive from the sacred but can also reinvent it since it breaks up the unity of the myth that tells a story and the rite that reproduces it. ‘As ludus, or physical play, it drops the myth and preserves the rite; as iocus, or wordplay, it effaces the rite and allows the myth to survive’(Agamben 2007: 78). Consequently, according to Agamben, play does not simply abolish the sacred but opens up the possibility of new use that does not coincide with utilitarian consumption, as it frees humanity from absolutist notions of the sacred. So, religion that is not observed but whose powers are deactivated through play, or else profanation, is conceived by Agamben as the opposite of secularisation, which simply reinforces power as it  displaces theological concepts into the domain of the political. ‘Profanation, however, neutralises what it profanes. Once profaned, that which was unavailable and separate loses its aura and is returned to use’ (Agamben 2007: 77). Agamben laments the distinct absence of play as a means of profanation in all aspects of life today and sees the contemporary subject’s quest for the sacred, even in areas that are traditionally reserved for play, for example, parties, TV shows and shopping malls, as inane and dangerous because it promotes secularisation and utilitarian consumption, which we will examine later in more detail as the side effect of the lack of play between the sacred and the profane.
             It would be useful to examine first then, how some of these ideas may be said to be reflected in Coupland’s and Ballard’s fiction. So, Kingdom Come  seems to illustrate perfectly the consequences of what Agamben refers to, as secularisation as a form of repression in contemporary society. So, as we have previously seen, in the Ballardian suburbs of London the Kingdom of God is displaced into an earthly monarchy, governed by a psychopathic leader with the help of his equally mentally unstable disciples. The Metro- Centre is described  both as a cathedral of consumption but it also stands for an earthly paradise complete with a room filled with fake palm trees and an artificial sun and beach. Shrines are replaced by pyramids of expensive kitchen utensils, while  the prayers to saints are replaced by prayers to teddy bears. At the end of the novel the Metro-Centre becomes the earthly version of hell as ‘freezer cabinets as hot as ovens would suddenly burst from their hinges, each one a vent of hell exhaling a miasma that drifted over the display counters’ (Ballard 2006: 267). As Agamben would have put it then, in Ballard’s dystopia ‘an absolute profanation without remainder now coincides with an equally vacuous and total consecration’ (Agamben 2007: 81). This is because capitalism pushes to its extreme the tendency of separation, and one might say play, between the sacred and the profane that defines religion, as illustrated by the sacrifice of Christ who passed from the sphere of the profane/human to that of the sacred/divine, enabling man to do the same. In the sphere of consumption, however, there is ‘a single, multiform, ceaseless process of separation that assails every thing, every place, every human activity in order to divide it from itself. This process is entirely indifferent to the caesura between the sacred and the profane, between divine and human’ (Agamben 2007: 81). There is, however, as we have previously seen, in Kingdome Come an ironic distance between the point of  view of the main character and that of the masses. This enables the narrator and the reader to maintain a distinction between the profane and the sacred and also to perceive the process of their interaction/play as dangerous but potentially liberating if the ‘sane wake and rally themselves’ (Ballard 2006: 280), or else, if they find new ways to channel their need for belief. 
             The same is the case with Coupland’s novel Player One which is set in the lounge of an airport bar, where the main characters are trapped after a toxic fall out and a crisis that sees the price of petrol skyrocketing, bringing everything to a standstill. Karen is forty year-old woman who has flown there to meet for the first time a man from an on line website, Luke is a pastor who has lost his faith and run away after stealing the parish funds, Rick is the bartender who expects to meet a self- help guru Leslie Freemond, after promising to give him all his savings and Rachel is a spectacularly pretty, autistic woman who suffers from prosopagnosia and an inability to understand humour, metaphors, irony and societal conventions. She is there to find a man to father a child with, in order to prove to her parents that she is normal. During their ordeal they discuss issues of faith and the afterlife and they manage to capture the shooter who has killed Karen’s date and Leslie Freemond and who turns out to be Freemond’s estranged,  religious fanatic son. Coupland’s outrageous, post millennial characters, however, refuse to relinquish faith altogether and instead engage in playful attempts to reinvent it, so that it reflects contemporary sensibilities. So, Luke comically considers the seven sins to be boring and in urgent need of an update to include the equating of shopping with creativity, vicarious living through celebrities and the willingness to tolerate information overload, among many other modern sins. He also evokes God occasionally and towards the end of the novel announces that he remains convinced that he possesses a soul. Rachel as well, who in the beginning of the novel admitted that religion was a puzzle for her and could not understand why people make it up, has a dramatic overturn after she has had sex with Rick and becomes pregnant with his child. It is only then that she finally manages to experience true emotions and admit her newly found belief in God to everyone’s surprise. When she is shot by the gunman, we find out that she is transferred, just as Coupland’s heroines in Girlfriend in a Coma and Hey Nostradamus! are, to a happy, in-between place that resembles paradise, albeit a personalised version of it, where she can finally also understand humour, metaphors and irony. In terms of Agamben then, it seems that her new-found faith coincides with her ability to put her over analytical tendencies on the side and open up to play and the profanation of religion, as it is also obvious from her attempts to reconcile creationism with evolution. Luke, Karen and Rick also display similar tendencies since despite their proclamations that they are not believers, they spontaneously find themselves praying in moments of great distress. Their ability to move from the sacred to the profane is in stark contrast with the shooter’s narrow- mindedness, as he claims that there is no middle ground and no mid-tones between belief and non-belief. The shooter tellingly suffers from a hyper faith syndrome, or an OCD of religious faith, the contemporary equivalent of dogmatism, after his wife abandons him for his father. Furthermore, the main characters’ efforts to help each other and the victims of the toxic fallout seem to  spring up  from their efforts to work out issues of faith and to find new uses for religious language, as it is obvious from Rachel’s highly emotive, optimistic final thoughts. 
Poor humanity! Poor everyone! My poor fellow citizens, children of the children of the pioneers who somehow became immune to God, citizens inhabiting a New Normal world of robotised collective minds that exist everywhere and nowhere . . . Here’s a toast to everyone on earth who’s ever been eager –no desperate- for even the smallest  sign that there exists something finer, larger, and more miraculous about our inner selves than we could ever have supposed. Here’s to all of us reaching out our hands to other people everywhere, reaching out to pull them from the icebergs on which they stand frozen, to pull them through the burning hoops of fire that frighten them, to help them climb over the brick walls that block their paths. Let us reach out to shock and captivate people into new ways of thinking. (Coupland 2010:213)

At the end of the novel these collective efforts for new ways of thinking that are compatible with Agamben’s call for a new use/profanation of religion, allow the characters to become more than the sum of themselves and survive in the aftermath of  apocalyptic disaster. Just as it is the case with most of Coupland’s fiction, ‘the novel does not end with a bleak warning of annihilation . . . they (the characters) are granted another chance and their world is subject to one further transformation . . . Their disillusion has changed to wonder and their worldly cynicism has become charity’(Tate 2007: 157). Rachel lives to give birth to a daughter and share her life with Rick while Karen and Luke also find comfort in each other. The power of solidarity/faith in the Other is also reflected in the structure of the novel since each chapter is divided into five parts, each  describing events from the perspective of one of the four main characters, as well as, from the perspective of an omniscient, objective narrator Player One. Tellingly, Player One is revealed to be Rachel, the contemporary, playful version of Man/Woman in the image of God, from the in–between place that she temporarily found herself in after being shot, her own version of paradise.
               In Profanations Agamben further elaborates on the notion of use as the opposite of consumption that he develops from the heritage of the Franciscan order  and John XXII. He considers consumption as inextricably linked with the notion of property as a right and as such, it precludes the possibility of use and new use or profanation that can be invented collectively. Thus we pass to the sphere of the museification of the world (the impossibility of using, dwelling, experiencing) and the spectacular, or else, that of the unprofanable. Agamben, however, believes that it is still possible to find ways of subverting that which presents itself as unprofanable. In other words, it is still possible to emancipate behaviours form consumption and ends and transfer them to the sphere of pure means, play, profanation and ultimately, new use by rendering inoperative an old use and deactivating the apparatuses of  capitalism. For example, language, which is according to Agamben the pure means par excellence, is captured and neutralised by the apparatuses of the media that ‘prevent it from disclosing the possibility for a new use, a new experience of the world . . . The nullification of pure means is most clear in the apparatus that, more than any other, appears to have realised the capitalist dream of producing the unprofanable: pornography’(Agamben 2007: 88). The porn stars, who have abandoned any efforts to create the illusion of reality and are looking directly into the camera, show brazenly today that they are more interested in the spectator rather than their partner or their own sexual gratification, or else, they are purely interested in exhibiting themselves as it is also obvious from their often inexpressive faces. ‘They show nothing but the showing itself (that is one’s own absolute mediality). Yet, precisely through this nullification of expressivity, eroticism penetrates where it could have no place: the human face, which does not know nudity, for it is always already bare. Shown as pure means beyond any concrete expressivity, it becomes available for a new use, a new form of erotic communication (Agamben 2007: 90). Agamben finds this potential liberating and condemns the fact that this possible new use is diverted by the apparatus of pornography and the solitary consumption of the pornographic image. For him recovering the possibility of new use from the grip of capitalism and consumption is an urgent political task today. ‘The unprofanable of pornography –everything that is unprofanable –is founded on the arrest and diversion of an authentically profanatory intention. For this reason, we must always wrest from the apparatuses- from all apparatuses- the possibility of use that they have captured. The profanation of the unprofanable is the political task of the coming generation’(Agamben 2007: 93).
              Imperial Bedrooms by Bret Easton Ellis may be said to illuminate some of these points with its haunting,  disturbing scenes of extreme sexual violence that take place in the ultimate land of the spectacular, LA. Published in 2010, Imperial Bedrooms is the sequel to the 1985 novel Less than Zero that has acquired cult status. Ellis revisits his earlier characters, who are now middle aged, and offers a damning portrayal of their inability not only to function as members of society, but of their total resignation at even attempting to do so, which is in stark contrast with Coupland’s  characters’ continuous quest to find faith and meaning in life. Clay, the main character and narrator, who witnessed the rape of a girl without attempting to intervene and simply appeared as a paralysed observer in Less than Zero, has evolved into a sinister, emotionless figure. He does not hesitate to exploit aspiring actors of both sexes in the most horrific manner with the promise of  giving them a role in the films he writes and produces. Rip, the drug dealer of his youth, has become a permanently disfigured by plastic surgery cartel leader, and Julian, the former, sympathetic male prostitute has become a high class pimp himself. Blair, his ex girlfriend, is married and seems occasionally to operate as his moral compass but in the end of the novel we find out that it is perhaps her who has him followed throughout his stay in LA while he is looking to cast for his new film. Ellis’ characters have not only refused to grow up but they have simply become more depraved versions of their younger selves as they circulate aimlessly from one drug and alcohol fuelled party to the next in their designer clothes and expensive cars, seeking the thrill of increasingly disturbing sexual transgressions. Clay seems incapable of falling in love with Rain, the girl he dates, and he simply perceives her as one of his high end possessions on a par with James Perse T-shirts and Michael Kors handbags, which is why he obsessively pursues her as his rightful property and eventually rapes her. Consumption has infiltrated every aspect of his life then, including his personal and sexual relations and he does not hesitate to lead Julian, who threatens to take away ‘his property’/Rain from him, to Rip to be brutally murdered, his body mangled beyond recognition, and to subsequently watch his torturous death on you tube as the indifferent viewer of a TV show. So, even the ultimate act of profanation is turned into consumption/the impossibility of new use as indicated also by Clay’s total lack of remorse. 
              Furthermore, towards the end of the novel Clay commits the most savage abuse of a young girl he has paid for sex and which is described in the most graphic, horrific detail. These transgressions, however, fail to offer him any pleasure and he remains expressionless and emotionless throughout  the novel much like the porn stars that Agamben has described. The flat, matter of fact, minimalist prose also reflects his vacuous character. Consequently, Ellis’s use of vile pornographic images does not serve in titillating the reader and undermines the apparatus of pornography, opening up the possibility of their new use, perhaps as ‘impossible’ morality tales about the impact of late capitalism/consumerism on the human psyche. Moreover, the absence of issues of faith, religion and the afterlife from the novel even at Julian’s funeral becomes conspicuous and unsurprising, as the characters carry themselves around as empty shells that can only consume and are incapable of even contemplating  the possibility of transcendence. The only, one might claim banal, reference to religious imagery which further illustrates the characters’ inability for new use/profanation, comes  towards the end of the novel when the young girl who has been so horrifically sexually abused by Clay becomes a ‘believer’ and starts to perceive of the Hollywood hills as the crossing place where the devil lives. The devil, whose figure also very tellingly and ominously dominates the front and back cover of the novel, is obviously identified partially with Clay, who fails to show any remorse for Julian or the girl, while hell seems to be equated with his empty, hedonistic lifestyle that is devoid of faith not only in a metaphysical sense but also in other people. Clay is condemned to a hell of eternal fear and solitude which is of his own making as evidenced from his startling confession that concludes the novel.
There are many things Blair doesn’t get about me . . . Had she ever made promises to a faithless reflection in the mirror? Had she ever cried because she hated someone so much? Had she ever craved betrayal to the point where she pushed the crudest fantasies into reality coming up with sequences that only she and nobody else could read, moving the game as you play it? Could she locate the moment she went dead inside? Does she remember the year it took to become that way? The fades, the dissolves, the rewritten scenes, all the things you wipe away- I now want to explain these things to her but I know I never will, the most important one being: I never liked anyone and I’m afraid of people. (Ellis 2010:178)

However, it is not only Blair who does not know the answers to these questions but the reader as well, since Ellis is a writer ‘who seems to be telling you everything when really he’s telling you nothing at all’(Lennon 2010: 21). There is no possibility of redemption for Ellis’s characters then and, unlike Coupland’s characters, they are not granted the chance to transform their world. As Ellis poignantly pointed out at the launch of the novel at the Southbank Centre, ‘the trick of living in LA is to just accept it’ (Ellis 2010).
            Žižek also seems to that think religion and politics are closely related in The Fragile Absolute or, Why is the Christian Legacy Worth Fighting for in which he condemns an alleged return of the religious in the guise of fundamentalisms and New Age spiritualisms in postmodernism and deconstructionism alike. He further refutes accusations that Marxism is simply a secularised form of religious dogmatism as they ignore the liberating kernel of both Christianity and Marxism and calls for Marxists to endorse the Christian heritage that has influenced their thought. ‘Yes, there is a direct lineage from Christianity to Marxism; yes, Christianity and Marxism should fight on the same side of the barricade against the onslaught of new spiritualisms- the authentic Christian legacy is much too precious to be left to the fundamentalist freaks’ (Žižek 2009: 3). Žižek has consistently throughout his writings, including The Puppet and the Dwarf and On belief, accused postmodernists and deconstructionists alike of relativism and political inaction and consequently, of complicity with capitalism. He considers their pseudo-liberalism towards various religions as dangerous and self-justifying while he favours the more rigorous, ‘dogmatic’ and  revolutionary aspects of Christianity, although he does not consider himself a believer. In The Fragile Absolute he offers a reconsideration of the Christian principles of love, sacrifice, sin and community, among many others, through a reinterpretation of the Pauline legacy with the help of psychoanalysis. For the purposes of this chapter we will begin by examining how, according to Žižek, Christianity may be said to seek to move beyond the vicious cycle of Law/prohibition and the desire to transgress it that characterises the late capitalist society and reinforces the status quo. So, according to Žižek, it is today’s apparently hedonistic, reflexive, liberal society which is paradoxically more and more ‘saturated by rules and regulations that allegedly promote our well being  (restrictions on smoking and eating, rules against sexual harassment etc) that takes the place of the totalitarian Master/ superego and reverses the traditional, permissive, authoritative ‘You may’ (Žižek 2009: 54)  into the prescriptive ‘You must’ (Žižek 2009: 54) with regards to desire. In other words, just as the totalitarian master claims that he knows better what one really wants and what is to one’s best interests, a late capitalist mentality, the shortcomings of which Žižek identifies perhaps unfairly as we will see later with posmodernism, collapses the distinction between duty and pleasure by compelling the subject to enjoy themselves, or else, work less and consume more. The vicious cycle of prohibition and transgression, where the two opposites ultimately become indistinguishable, appears to have transformed contemporary society into an endless playground. A Serb journalist’s account of the strange symbiosis between Milosevic and the Serbs also paints a vivid picture of what life is like in today’s compulsorily hyper-permissive world. 
In the time of his rule, Serbs abolished the time for working. No one does anything. You can appear on state TV and insult Blair, Clinton, or anyone else of the world dignitaries. Furthermore, he gave us the right to carry weapons . . . changed the daily life of the Serbs into one great holiday and enabled us all to feel like high-school pupils on a graduation trip- which means that nothing, but really nothing, of what you do can be punishable. (Anon cited in Žižek 2009: 124)

 The notion of western society as an endless playground, at least before the disenchantment with capitalism in the late 90’s that was intensified with the 2007 ongoing financial crisis, is implicitly criticised in contemporary fiction and in particular, Jonathan Coe’s The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim and Michel Houellebecq’s The Map and the Territory, both of which also display a nostalgia for the religious. Moreover, Žižek considers the Christian principles of love and sacrifice as exemplified in St Paul’s writings as the part of the remedy for the late capitalist society, an assumption that may be said to be reaffirmed in both the above novels.
              In The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim, as we have previously seen, there seems to be a sense of regret for the loss of the industrial past of England, or else, for the loss of participating in the creation of a product. England has been gradually transformed into a land of virtual capital, offices and shopping malls, where a large part of the population has been trapped into meaningless service jobs with the misleading promise of a better quality of life and more generous wages that will allow them to pursue the consumerist dream. However, the duty to enjoy an easy but unfulfilling job has led to Max’s increasing disillusionment with his career as an After-Sales Customer Liaison Officer for a department store in a London suburb. The same is the case with Poppy, a young history graduate from Oxford whom he meets at the airport while visiting his father. Poppy works for an agency that covers up adultery by recording airport noises and announcements which the clients can play back to their wives on the phone in order to cover their tracks. The prospect of long term unemployment seems to have dulled her sense of morality and she angrily declares to an older family member that she considers their generation responsible for the current state of the country. 
I’m sick of hearing about how my generation has no values. How materialist we are. How lacking in any political sense . . . you’re the ones who brought us up to be these consumerist zombies. You chucked all the other values out of the window, didn’t you? Christianity? Don’t need that. Collective responsibility? Where’s that ever got us? Making things? That’s for losers. Yeah, let’s get those losers over in the Far East to make everything  for us and we can just sit on our backsides in front of the TV, watching the world go to hell in a handcart-in windscreen and HD, of course. (Coe 2010: 37,38)

It is important to acknowledge that the loss of the religious goes hand in hand with the loss of solidarity, the political and productivity as well. Furthermore, although the narrator shares Poppy’s exasperation he does not fully endorse her pessimism and resignation to the realities of late capitalism. So, ‘Coe recuperates the role of the novel to critique and engage even in a postmodern environment’ (Tew 2007: 83). Later in the novel Max expresses his dislike for big corporations and resigns his job to become a sales representative for a small company that sells beautiful, wooden, handcrafted toothbrushes, so that he can finally do something that he is proud of. During his travels he meets a seventy-nine year old woman, who admires the craftsmanship of the toothbrush he presents her with, as one of the most wondrous objects she has ever seen. When Max sees her eyes sparkling he makes an instant decision to give the toothbrush away to her as a gift. 
‘Here you are, then. Here you are –take it’. Perhaps I am being fanciful now. Perhaps my memory is playing tricks on me. But as the exquisite toothbrush was passed back from my hand to hers, in the rapt silence of Miss Erith’s flat high above the city of Lichfield, with Dr Mumtaz Hameed looking on benignly, smilingly, I felt that what was taking place was almost a religious ceremony. That we were doing something –what is the word?- that we were doing something you might almost describe as-yes, I know . . . sacramental. (Coe 2010: 113)
     
It is not a coincidence that the religious sentiment resurfaces with the appearance of a beautiful object, a work of creation as opposed to a consumerist product that only generates profit. Furthermore, Max’s impetuous act of generosity not only restores the functionality/use value of the product but it also seems to be compatible with the Pauline notion of agape that Žižek defines in the Fragile Absolute as ‘the modest dispensing of spontaneous goodness’ (Žižek 2009: 92), which is opposed to ‘the self-suppressing duty to love neighbours and care for them, as hard work, as something to be accomplished through the strenuous effort of fighting and inhibiting one’s spontaneous pathological inclinations’ (Žižek 2009: 92). As a result, Max’s display of Pauline agape seems to break the vicious cycle of Law/capitalism/the generation of profit and its transgression/donation/charity towards the underprivileged which reinforces the status quo. Mrs Erith is not in urgent need of a handcrafted toothbrush  or charity and Max’s act is not a calculated act that will redeem him of any possible guilt he may have for the fortune of  the ‘dispossessed’ and restore his relationship with God/the Law. Furthermore, his inexplicable gift precedes his descent into madness, which was the result of  his increasing isolationism, and he does not expect anything in return form Mrs Erith, or else, he does not expect reciprocity. Thus the selfless, impulsive nature of his act, of  Pauline agape, seems to be very close to Derrida’s notion of unconditional love thus rendering the two concepts almost indistinguishable and Žižek’s accusations against deconstructionism unfair.
             Michel Houellebecq’s  The Map and the Territory also explores the religious and its relationship to capitalism. The main character, Jed Martin, is an artist who begins his career by photographing precision engineered hardware, then moves to photographing Michelin maps at a large scale and later in his career he paints portraits of famous people at work. Michel Houellebecq himself also becomes one of the main characters in the novel when Jed visits him firstly at his isolated cottage in Ireland and later in France and asks him to write a review about his latest exhibition of paintings. The narrator of the novel is an art historian from the future, who may or may not be human. He is fascinated by Jed’s work, especially his paintings which have not only survived in the distant future but have also acquired even more prestige and value than during Jed’s lifetime. Houellebecq writes an immensely favourable review of the exhibition and places special emphasis on a painting of Bill Gates and Steve jobs entitled ‘Bill Gates and Steve Jobs Discussing the Future of Information Technology’ with the subtitle ‘The Conversation at  Palo Alto’. In the painting Bill Gates is in very casual attire and seems happy and relaxed, while Jobs seems austere and permeated by an expression of sadness and disarray. Yet, in the canvas it was Jobs who gave the impression that he was the master of the game, as he was the brilliant innovator who had the power and the intuition to impose new norms in the market, while Gates flooded the market with low price copies of the same products. So, Jobs appears to be an ascetic, otherworldly, almost saintly figure.
In his eyes still burned that flame common not only to preachers and prophets but also to the inventors so often described by Jules Verne . . . Evening was falling, magnificently, in the explosion of a setting sun that Martin had wanted to be almost improbable in its orangey magnificence, on north California, and the evening was falling on the most advanced part of the world; it was that too, the indefinite sadness of farewells, which could be read in Job’s eyes. (Houellebecq 2011: 87)

This interconnection of innovation/creation and religious sentiment that we also find in The Terrible Privacy of Maxwell Sim as we have previously seen, is reaffirmed later in the novel as well when Jed’s father, an architect, laments the fact that people do not work ‘for the love of God’ (Houellebecq 2011: 183) anymore, or else, they do not work for the sake of producing and the pleasure of creating something new anymore but only in the name of profit. Jed’s art seems to lack this religious element of spontaneous creativity since he depicts the world as a detached, objective observer who borders on the limits of obsessive compulsive behaviour and manic depression. This is why although he wants to paint a priest he once met during a random visit to a cathedral, he never manages to complete the painting because he claims he does not understand the subject. As he acquires more and more fame and money from the valuable commodities that his paintings have become and he enjoys expensive restaurants and cars, he remains puzzled by the priests’ resignation to a life of  humility and miserable material conditions.
Almost all of Jed Martin’s paintings, art historians would later note, represent men and women practicing their profession in a spirit of goodwill, but what was expressed there was a sensible goodwill, where submission to professional imperatives guaranteed in return, in variable proportions a mixture of financial satisfaction and the gratification of self –esteem. (Houellebecq 2011: 62)

 Jed himself as well only displays a limited, calculated goodwill, or in Žižek’s terms, a sense of love as duty, at both a professional and personal level. Although he claims he is in love with Olga, his spectacularly beautiful and intelligent girlfriend, he never makes the effort to convince her to stay with him when she gets a promotion and has to move in Russia. Furthermore, he mainly visits his father at Christmas and when he decides to be euthanized because of his terminal cancer, Jed never makes the effort to accompany him at the clinic. He never makes the effort to visit or even contact Houellebecq either after he has written the review for his exhibition. Jed completes Houellebecq’s portrait, which will later become one of his most famous, and considers him to be the closest thing he has to a friend but this does not obstruct him from cutting him out of his life.  So, Jed is a disinterested observer of the people in his life and fails to display any signs of Pauline agape towards any of them. He falls prey to  ‘the logic of neo liberalism and a liberalised emotional economy’(Kunkel 2011: 19), just as his paintings become emblems of the liberal market economy with the exorbitant prices they commanded. His inability to break away from the vicious circle of Law/capitalism/personal gain/gratification and its transgression/indifference towards his wealth / modest apartment/ his superficial relationships is parodied throughout the novel. Whenever one of his overenthusiastic reviewers expresses his admiration about Jed’s supposedly God like qualities of observation and the transcendental value of his work, the narrator undermines these views as inaccurate with a subtle but methodical cynicism.
             On the other hand, the narrator subtly and methodically avoids making any kind of comments about Houellebecq’s novels which are only mentioned in passing. Houellebecq is simply the author of Atomised and Platform, a figure of dubious morality and talent, lack of personal hygiene, isolated, messy, uncommunicative, depressive and at times selfish and hilariously inconsistent. This picture is consistent with the author’s portrayal by the media and turns both Houellebecq, the fictional character, and the real Houellebecq into a cipher. At the end of the novel he is brutally murdered by a plastic surgeon who tears his flesh into pieces and covers the living room with them. One would assume that because of the goriness of the crime scene and the desecration of his body, he was murdered by one of his mentally unstable readers, however, this does not turn out to be the case. We find out that the plastic surgeon who committed the murder is also an art collector and was simply interested in stealing the portrait that Jed had donated to Houellebecq. The murderer was a fanatic fan of Jed’s work and not Houellebecq’s and this is the reason he tried to reproduce Jed’s earlier work of photographing Michelin maps using Houellebecq’s skin. Consequently, Houellebecq’s self-effacing gesture does not seem to have much relevance to Barthes’s notion of  the ‘death of the author’ (Barthes 1977: 25) as it has been claimed by most reviewers of The Map and the Territory. In other words, one might claim that it does not seem to constitute a playful reaffirmation of his skills as a writer, which is usually the case in postmodern novels, but seems to be closer to the notion of sacrifice that Žižek elaborates on in The Fragile Absolute. Žižek maintains that the traditional readings of Christ’s crucifixion that claim that by sacrificing his own son God saves humanity from its sins, beg the question of whether there is an authority higher than himself that he needs to sacrifice his son for, or whether God is a perverse subject who plays games with humanity and his son, or else, he creates suffering in order to redeem us later and reassert his authority. Žižek, on the other hand, believes that 
the Crucifixion, the death of the son of God, is a happy event -in it, the very structure of sacrifice, as it were, sublates itself, giving birth to a new subject no longer rooted in a particular substance, redeemed of all particular links (the Holy Spirit). From this supreme example, it should also be clear that the necessity of renunciation inherent to the notion of act in no way entails that every utopian imagination gets caught in the trap of inherent transgression: when we abandon the fantasmatic Otherness which makes life in constrained social reality bearable, we catch a glimpse of Another Space which can no longer be dismissed as a fantasmatic supplement to social reality. (Zizek 2009 148,149)

So, it seems that for Žižek the Crucifixion of Christ is a radical gesture that negates the notion of sacrifice itself and with it the transgression/redemption/heaven that generates the Law and keeps us locked in a vicious cycle. This radical gesture, the ‘sacrifice of sacrifice’(Girard 2008: 143), allows us to catch a glimpse of the possibility of an entirely new space/future, or as Agamben may have put it, the possibility of a new use of the Christian notion of sacrifice. Žižek sees as an example of this authentic political act Sethe’s monstrous deed of killing her children out of true love in Toni Morrison’s novel Beloved. He also gives another example of ‘striking at oneself’ (Žižek 2009: 140) in a scene from The Usual Suspects where the hero returns home to find that his wife and daughter are being held hostages and consequently shoots them both dead, which allows him to pursue the members of the gang mercilessly.
             Houellebecq seems to strike at himself in the same way, symbolically breaking away from the vicious cycle of the Law/the author and its transgression/the death of the author/playful self-assertion, thus opening up the possibility of a new voice. He treats his characters, including his fictional self, with more understanding and compassion this time while he can still be cynical and humorously critical of their flaws. Thus he displays a more rounded authorial voice that is not dominated by pure anger and indignation. The Map and the Territory seems to constitute a departure from the dark cynicism and relentless criticism of the 60’s revolution, his characters, technology and religion in his previous novels, giving birth to a more subtle voice and an even more perceptive commentator of contemporary culture. So, in this sense Houellebecq’s self-sacrifice corresponds to a happy event. This religious/ Žižekean aspect of  his death seems to be reaffirmed at a fictional level too by the surprising fact that he was christened before his murder and also by the fact that he gained nothing by the sacrificial nature of his death. In other words, one could claim that his death also corresponds to a monstrous act,  the sacrifice of sacrifice, since it did not absolve him of his sins or increased his fame as his novels never acquired the value and prestige of Jed’s work. However, it is this radical gesture of simultaneous self-negation and regeneration that marks a turning point in Houellebecq’s writing.
             To sum up, it seems that both the theory and the contemporary fiction we have examined point towards a need for the reconciliation of the political/secular and the religious/transcendental that does not privilege any of the two categories. This tendency seems to be against populist associations of religion and faith with dogmatism and fanaticism that are prevalent today. Quite the contrary, Derrida, Habermas, Agamben and Žižek acknowledge the hidden and, so far, unexhausted potential of religious writings and teachings as a source of a new kind of politicisation despite their obvious ideological differences. This mood is also prevalent in the novels we have examined and which seem to have moved away from a notion of religion as an outdated set of world views that they need to break away from with the extensive use of parody, as illustrated in novels such as Julian Barnes’s A History of the World in 10 ½ Chapters during postmodernity. Furthermore, the novelists and theorists we have examined are not afraid to acknowledge  the unavoidable influence of religion in their writings while they attempt to reinterpret its teachings with due (dis)respect. After all, Agamben has successfully argued, as we have seen, that the total profanation of religion is a dangerous practice that is indistinguishable from the act of consumption and as such, a symptom of late capitalism. Jonathan Coe, Michel Houllebecq, Douglas Coupland and J.G Ballard also seem to associate uncontrolled consumption, indifference towards the political and a lack of solidarity, productivity and creativity with the loss of religious sentiment in contemporary society. So, one may claim that their reinterpretations of religion, although at times radical, constitute only a partial profanation that we might call micro-desecration, as it retains and exposes the core teachings of religion. The ability to contribute towards this task and the ability to find new ways of utilising these endlessly proliferating meanings collectively at a personal and a political level, or else, the micro-politicalisation of religion (as opposed to the total identification of religion with the political) seems to be for both the theorists and the novelists we have examined one of the most important tasks of the contemporary subject. In other words, the micro- desecration/politicalisation of religion is an indispensable part of democratic micro-politics that we have identified in the previous chapter.


Conclusion

To sum up our findings about the relationship between contemporary theory and fiction, in the first chapter we examined the impact of terrorism on contemporary theory and established that both Habermas’s and Derrida’s response to the 9/11 attacks does not differ dramatically from their response to a number of  other political issues during postmodernity. Habermas perceives 9/11 as a failure of communicative action, a concept that he has developed throughout his career, while Derrida perceives it as the result of the inability to unconditionally accept the Other. However, our attempts to see how these two concepts are dramatised in fiction, proved that they are not mutually exclusive and that Derrida’s unconditional hospitality can be the first step towards successful instances of communicative action. Furthermore, both Baudrillard’s claims that the attacks were an event mainly because of their impact on the realm of the symbolic and Žižek’s  that they were an implosion of the Real, deny 9/11 the status of a unique event. Both theorists consider the attacks  as the end  result of the self-sacrificial nature of capitalism itself, a notion that is re-affirmed by DeLillo’s and Auster’s reflections on the nature capitalism and terrorism in their fiction as well. Thus both contemporary theory and fiction demythologise 9/11 and inscribe it to the domain of the political. We also established that although contemporary fiction seems to be less playful, less self-referential and fragmented and more tied to the real and the political than postmodern fiction,  these tendencies can already be traced towards the end of the 90’s because of the contemporary subject’s disenchantment with late capitalism and its cultural logic, namely, postmodernism. Consequently, the impact of 9/11 on fiction does not seem to be as devastating as initially supposed. The novelists’ refusal to give precedence to terrorism over other issues such as solidarity, love, consumerism, the current financial crisis and subjectivity , as well as, their refusal to be traumatised irrevocably by 9/11 constitutes proof that the novel, as a means of  social critique, can counteract terrorist and capitalist discourses effectively.
Contemporary fiction’s tendency to reconcile opposing view points and ideologies is also evident in the second chapter where we examined the realist/ anti-realist debate that was prevalent throughout postmodernity. We established that in contemporary fiction constructivist notions of  reality as exemplified in Derrida’s and Badiou’s theory, as well as, hyperreality are reconciled with the experiential. Thus the opposition between realism and postmodernism may have been a false one, as postmodernist notions of reality/hyperreality simply reflected the way the postmodern subject experienced reality due to the plethora of visual simulations, the impact of techno-scientific developments and globalisation. This reconciliation of postmodernism and realism is manifested in the novels we examined by a less fragmented form, the reduction of spatial and temporal displacements, as well as, a reduction of self-referentiality, irony, schizophrenia and language games and a turn towards more stable notions of subjectivity and  the political. We identified this flexible kind of realism in contemporary fiction that fuses postmodernist and realist tropes in a variety of manners according to the authors’ preferences and priorities  but without losing sight of  the general/universal as Micro-realism(s).
In the third chapter, we took a closer look at notions of subjectivity in contemporary fiction and established how they move away from playful, schizophrenic representations of the subject, as well as, of the subject as a linguistic construct that were prevalent in postmodernity. We examined how Habermas and Badiou perceive of the subject mainly as the process of subjectivisation/socialisation and examined how this is dramatised in contemporary fiction with a turn towards the political. Agamben favours a liminal perception of the subject which he conceptualises as existing at the interstices of bios/humanity and zoe/animality. This is also reflected in contemporary fiction’s, and in particular Auster’s and Houellebecq’s novels, intense preoccupation with the physicality of the body and its role in the process of socialisation, as opposed to postmodern fiction that foregrounds the importance of language in the formation of subjectivity. Žižek brilliantly overcomes the aporias in Badiou’s and Habermas’s thought by re-establishing the dichotomy of the universal (Being) and the particular (being) and announcing that the Void that precedes the gesture of subjectivisation is the subject. Thus he adds an ontological dimension to the subject, which is associated with a more stable notion of the self. This recuperated sense of stability is also reflected in perceptions of death in DeLillo’s, Coupland’s and Coe’s fiction, as well as, by less fragmented notions of identity in the novels we have examined. We defined the contemporary subject as conceptualised by the aforementioned theorists and novelists alike, and which seems to exist at the interstices of logos and body, zoe and bios, universality (Being) and particularity (being) as the Micro–subject.
Having identified the main characteristics of Micro-realism and the Micro-subject, it seems inevitable that the next chapter would be concerned with outlining the parameters of the political that has resurfaced in contemporary theory and fiction after the supposed apoliticality of postmodernism. So, in the fourth chapter we identified the emergence of democratic (micro)politics, a politics with no affiliation to a particular ideology or prescriptive agendas. We  traced democratic (micro)politics in Derrida’s politics of friendship, Habermas’s incessant occurrences of communicative action, Žižek’s politics of minimal differences, Agamben’s politics of means without ends and Badiou’s metapolitics. We also identified instances of democratic (micro)politics and their revolutionary potential in the form of personal and small scale resistance to globalisation and the Third Way, as well as, in the implicit criticism of the disaffected subject in Auster’s, DeLillo’s, Coe’s, Franzen’s, Barnes’s and Ballard’s fiction. However, despite this turn towards the political in contemporary fiction, it would be unfair to accuse postmodernist fiction of superficiality and solipsism. It seems that the apparent superficiality of the postmodern subject was a necessary step in the process of distancing himself/herself from failed political systems and outdated ideologies in order for this new kind of politics to emerge. Coe’s What A Carve Up!, DeLillo’s White Noise and Mao II, Auster’s Leviathan, Vonnegut’s Slaughter house- five, Pynchon’s The Crying of Lot 49 and David Foster Wallace’s The Broom of the System are only a few of the seminal postmodern novels, which despite their supposed celebratory superficiality, or perhaps, because of it, expose from within the anguish of apolitical existence and constitute an implicit critique of totalising systems, including globalisation.
In the final chapter we further explored the relationship between the political and the re-emergence of the religious in contemporary fiction after postmodernism’s ‘incredulity towards metanarratives’ (Lyotard 1986: 76). In particular, we explored how Derrida dissociated the notion of faith from religious dogmatism and re- interpreted it as faith in the Other. Habermas with his notion of the Hellenisation of Christianity also perceives faith as a reflexive concept due to its interaction with philosophy, while Agamben perceives the profanation of religion, in the form of collective efforts to find new meanings and uses of its teachings, as the ultimate political task of the subject today and the only remedy for consumption. Žižek does this by re-interpreting and re-inscribing Pauline love and Christian sacrifice into the political. These theories are reaffirmed in contemporary fiction as Coe, Ellis, Ballard, Coupland and Houellebecq, despite the fact that they have declared their atheism repeatedly, associate the loss of religious sentiment in contemporary society with a lack of productivity and creativity, relentless consumerism and the loss of solidarity. Thus the contemporary novel also seems to have embarked on an exploration of the unexhausted potential of religious teachings (micro-desecration), as opposed to the downright rejection of religion during postmodernity.
Finally, it is worth pointing out that this discussion does not purport to be an exhaustive account of the relationship between contemporary theory and fiction due to the heterogeneity and prolificacy of both fields. It simply traces some of the main differences between postmodernist and contemporary fiction and theory and delineates how philosophy and the novel elucidate aspects of one another and of  the current socio-political terrain. In other words, it investigates what happened to postmodernist novelists and theory after the disenchantment with late capitalism  in the second half of the 90’s and up to the present day. The exuberance and buoyancy of postmodernism has given way to an equally exhilarating tendency in both contemporary fiction and theory to reconcile opposing concepts, tropes and ideologies with unexpected and fascinating results that throw some much needed light on current affairs and ongoing debates. Thus the thesis points to a need for further research into the endlessly exciting field of contemporary theory and fiction and hopefully illustrates some of the ways that this fruitful relationship can be utilised and explored further in relation to history as it is happening now.
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