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SUMMARY

In current cultural criticism, a “mutant” text, one which
identifies its “center” with the pedagogically instituted Other and
so is “outside of itself,” is usually assumed to be better than a
“straight” text, which represses the unassimilable dark Other. The
Hongloumeng proclaims itself at the very beginning to be
“minor” literature, a message inscribed on a rejected stone and
brought by a daoist apprentice from the periphery of the cosmos
back to the center. In the context of Chinese culture,
colonization of minor discourses is historically instanced by the
Chinese transformation of Indian Buddhism and by the hy-
bridization of philosophical daoism with folk supernaturalism and
with Confucian elements. This same process of colonization is
clearly operative in the rise to canonicity of Hongloumeng, a
work which seems to have determined through its “mutant”
advocacy of alterity it own history of reception. It seems unlikely
that, as long as we are fixated on a will to canonicity which
measures a text's greatness by the fullness of its cultural content,
we can retrieve the original mutant position of an untainted
Buddhist discourse.
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Origin [ Ursprung ], although an entirely historical
category, has, nevertheless, nothing to do with genesis
[ Enstehung]. The term origin is not intended to
describe the process by which the existent came into
being, but rather to describe that which emerges from
the process of becoming and disappearance. (Benjamin,
Origin 45) '

From without, then, structure is that which dispos- -
sesses the work of its false interiority, its secret cause,
revealing that basic defect without which it would not
exist. (Macherey 155)

1. Mutant Texts and Straight Texts

In a recent attempt to “decolonize” European historicism,
Robert Young offers to dispel the suspicion that poststructur-
alism has a built-in tendency to abandon history and
degenerate into pure textualism. Taking on Marxists as a
major group of historicist villains, Young resorts to this
countercharge: “Marxism’s universalizing narrative of the
unfolding of a rational system of world history is simply a
negative form of the history of European imperialism” (2). The
underlying Lyotardian argument is too familiar to need
repeating. A distinction is made between a “flat” view of
_history in which time is unilinear, progressive, conforming to
Hegelian totalizations, and a “round” view of history in which
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time is constituted by multiple temporalities and irreducible
differences. By participating in the “flat” version, historically
a hallmark of imperialist appropriation and colonization of
alterity, Marxism is caught red-handed in the complicit
mimicking of its avowed enemies. By contrast, poststructural-
ism, in rejecting all totalizing views of history, becomes the
guardian angel of the uncanny temporalities inhabited by
suppressed, marginalized voices (cf. Derrida 56ff).

The irony is, of course, that Young does not seem to be
aware of his own “universalizing narrative” in which Marx-
ism, as poststructuralism’s other, is reduced, appropriated,
categorized by a binary scheme where good guys hold “round”
opinions and bad guys hold “flat” ones. Even Louis Althusser,
who receives a more or less favorable treatment in a later
chapter as a mutant Marxist once endorsed by Derrida (Young
63f), is interesting merely because he “demonstrates” the
impossibility of his own project, thus pointing to the fact that
“other strategies are required” (6). By flattening out the
history of Marxist theory into a prehistory of better times to
come, Young’s critique also mimics what Marxism is accused
of: “a same/other dialectic in which the other is first
constituted by the same through its negation as other before
being incorporated within it” (6). There is ample reason to
suspect that Benita Parry’s worries are not unjustified:
theories of colonial discourse may turn out to be productions
of a new, neocolonial phase in the imperialist game (Ashcroft
/ Griffiths / Tiffin 178ff). Further on in Young’s book, the
reader will not be surprised to find signs of Eurocentric
thinking. For example, although the critique of the structure
of colonialism “is concerned with the geographical peripheries
of metropolitan European culture, its long-term strategy is to
effect a radical restructuring of European thought and,
particularly, historigraphy” (119). Under the facade of a logic
of heteronomy, the old emphasis on autonomy emerges
unscathed: the redemption of Europe must be effected from
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within, carried out by its white, indeed quite white, masters.

This does not mean that mimicry as such is the root of the
problem with Young’s deconstructive proposal. Mimicry has
peen celebrated by Homi K. Bhabha as a way for the colonial
subject to return the colonizer’s gaze, constituting “at once
resemblance and menace,” even providing “signs of spec-
tacular resistance” (“Of Mimicry” 127; “Signs” 162); it has also
peen argued that mimicry “is an inseparable element of
deconstruction, one of the very conditions of finding its
foothold within the logic being deconstructed” (Gasché 180).
The real issue here lies in Young’s performative assertion that
Marxist mimicry should be distinguished from deconstructive
mimicry because it is, for some reason, bad.

In reply to Peter Dews’ characterization of poststructural-
ism in terms of a “logic of disintegration,” Young claims that
such a logic is “the unassimilable dark other” to Marxism (24).
This points to the unstated ground for discriminating against
Marxist mimicry. Such mimicry is bad because, in Young’s
picture of the world, it issues from the assimilated center of
light, not from the dark outposts of alterity. The Marxists, of
course, will contest the validity of such an allocation of space.
But what interests us here is not the correct way to draw up
pictures of the world, but the implied Gramscian “war of
position” which, as in colonial wars, serves to consolidate or
subvert victories won in the more visible (military) “war of
movement” (Gramsci 230-38). In other words, the prediscursive
territorial allocation of center and periphery constitutes a
strategy of hegemonic control, a sort of deconstructive
unconscious, which supplements open, discursive argumenta-
tion.

Thus deconstructive mimicry is considered good because.
the deconstructive self is thought to be positioned at the
periphery, siding with the colonized, the subaltern, the other.
This aspect of poststructuralism has been analyzed as a
“neovitalism,” a latter-day variation of Schopenhauer’s privi-
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leging of will over representation (Frank 319, 322f). To borrow
Bhabha’s Benjaminian graft, such a discourse endorses “a
contentious, performative space of the perplexity of the living
in the midst of the pedagogical representations of the fullness
of life” (“DissemiNation” 307; cf. Benjamin, “Storyteller” 87).
An implicit appeal is made to Heidegger’s “man as Dasein”,
Deleuze and Guattari’s schizophrenic subject, and Lipovetsky’s
zombielike “contemporary individual,” all examples of a split
self-become-other (Ferry / Renaut 225ff). In his sense the
deconstructive text is claiming to be a mutant text, one
positionally identifying its performative self, its center of
consciousness, with the pedagogically instituted other (the
“perplexity of the living”). By contrast, the Marxist text is
claiming, justifiably or not, to be a straight text, one
confirming the normal, everyday belief that “pedagogical
representations” do coincide with the real, the performative
self, thus repressing “the unassimilable dark other.”

In current cultural criticism, a mutant text is usually
assumed to be better, in the sense of more subversive or
liberating, than a straight text. Theories of post-coloniality
often characterize a mutant text as in' some sense a dirty text,
which is better than a clean one because it is pregnant with a
“hybridity” that “reverses the effects of colonialist disavowal,
so that other ‘denied’ knowledges enter upon the dominant
discourse and estrange the basis of its authority” (Bhabha,
“Signs” 156). In other words, a dirty text will be pushed by its
subaltern status “through a kind of mental barrier into a
position from which all experience could be viewed as
uncentred, pluralistic, and multifarious” (Ashcroft / Griffiths
/ Tiffin 12).

It must be pointed out that such valorizations reveal, to
use Bhabha’s favorite word, considerable “ambivalence.” As
Young’s critique of Marxism illustrates, when two subaltern
discourses are involved in a war of position ( for historiecal
« Marxism did stem from the subaltern classes ), it is entirely -
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possible for one of them to designate the other (at least
an-other other) as clean and straight, thus upsetting the
assumed correlation between alterity and subalternality.
Failure to recognize this floating nature of the other/same
positionality accounts for the tendency of certain theoretical
texts to alterize alterity, to turn the Lacanian “holey subject”
(sujet troué) into a holy one ( cf. Taylor xiiif, 92) . Similarly,
dirtiness in texts is a reversible merit. The French Marxist
Pierre Bourdieu, for example, has been criticized for the
“exclusion” of colonialism in Algeria from his Outline of a
Theory of Practice (Said 223), that is, for not being dirty
enough. On the other hand, historicism is taken to task
because it cannot leave otherness “outside its economy of
inclusion,” that is, for being too dirty (Young 4). The whole
procedure of designating something as inclusive or exclusive is
highly arbitrary. It is true that Fredric Jameson’s unisonant
category of “national allegories” is one instance of an
economy of inclusion which operates by excluding texts which
do not conform to the chosen pattern (Jameson; Ahmad;
Young 113ff). But consider a passage written by Bhabha in
support of dirty hybridity:

It is to the city that the migrants, the minorities, the
diasporic come to change the history of the nation

in the west, and increasingly elsewhere, it is the
city which provides the space in which emergent
identifications and new social movements of the people
are played out. It is there that, in our time, the
perplexity of the living is most acutely experienced.
(Bhabha, “DissemiNation” 320)

“In the west, and increasingly elsewhere”: Is there not a thinly
disguised homogenizing narrative, an underlying will to
inclusion which sees an increasingly familiar “elsewhere” but
ignores, for example, the struggle of the Tibetan people,
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against the diasporic invaders from China, for nationhood? “In
our time”: Will Young put the same question to Bhabha which
he puts to Jameson: “who is the ‘we’ here?” (115)? And what
can we say about the ambivalently inclusive identity, “the
people?” In general Bhabha is consistent in his nomadic
aloofness, and “dissemi-nation.”

But my intention here is not to contemplate the
redemption of western theory, nor to clean up (or dirty up) this
or that theoretical text. This brief “meditation” on mutancy
merely serves to open up a space for a rethinking of some
questions of minor literature and national narrative. Bhabha’s
conception that a “minority discourse” confronts pedagogical
representations by “insinuating itself into the terms of
reference of the dominant discourse” (“DessemiNation” 306) is
strikingly similar to Deleuze and Guattari’s assertion that “a
minor literature doesn’t come from a minor language; it is
rather that which a minority constructs within a major
language” (16). But the very idea that minorities can be
liberated only through a dialogic mingling of multiple
temporalities necessarily overdetermined by the dominant
discourse is itself a monologic injunction violating the
founding principle of these theories. As if spellbound by “the
return of a repressed desire for canonicity,” it sets up a “major
minor literature” = Kafka, Beckett, Joyce — which “leaves
in its wake a ‘minor’ minor literature” (Renza 34f).

At the same time, the privileging of the homogenizing
category of heterogeneity has become a handy instrument in
debunking nations as “imagined communities” constructed by
false identitarian thinking (Anderson; Bhabha, “DissemiNa-
tion” 308-11). But it is often forgotten that this debunking is
possible only when all varieties of nationalism are lumped
together under one single category, the nationalism of the
European nation state. This very blindness to non-European
form points to a highly imaginary master narrative of
Eurocentric diffusion (cf. Blaut 76-96). It is clear that the
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whole attack on national identity has been motivated by fear
and puzzlement over the global proliferation of mini-nation-
alist movements, which is threatening to nullify the project of
modernity and universal emancipation (Snyder; cf. Lyotard).
But the cause of national or mini-national solidarity will not
become void simply because some theoretical texts from the
dominant nations propose to privilege a particular kind of
minority narrative, to carry on “a meditation on the
disposition of space and time from which the narrative of the
nation must begin” (Bhabha, “DissemiNation” 306). Mini-
nationalist resistance is a response to internal colonization
within established nations, which may appear to be a
modernizing form of assimilation, but could actually be a more
primitive search for exploitable heterogeneity. Until all
coercive forms of such colonization are abolished, the rampant
growth of resistant nationalism will not be stopped.

What we need to construct, instead of or in addition to a
lofty vision of differential temporalities dancing together, is a
more practical typology of differential territorialities, of
complex-structured spatial configurations formed by these
singular temporalities. It is now commonly believed that
“difference can only be liberated through the intervention of
acategorical thought” (Foucault 186). But lifted out of
concrete, particular contexts, cliams such this become Oedipal
injunctions, symptoms of a universal logophobia. If hybridity
is a virtue, it must also be remembered that dominant
discourses in the real world can and will claim hybridity for
their own use. To deal with such counter-mimicry, mutant
theories need to acknowledge the other side of their discourse:
that they not only mimic but also stand in solidarity with
straight, categorical thought. It is proposed here that mutancy.
as a positional structure is neutral in ethical implications and
cannot be used to give premature valorizations to discursive
practices. The rest of this essay will look at one example of a
different kind of territorial configuration, a mutant text which



490 TAMKANG REVIEW, Vol. XXIII, Nos. 1,2,3,4

has not lived up to the great expectations of Deleuzian
deterritorialization.

2. Hongloumeng: Mutancy and Muteness

At the very beginning, Hongloumeng 2% proclaims
itself to be minor literature, a message inscribed on a rejected
stone and brought by a daoist apprentice, Vanitas, from the
periphery of the cosmos back to the center. The stone has been
given magical qualities by Niiwa Z#8, the cosmic Mother, but
then found unfit for use in her project of mending the sky (H.
1:1ff). The text inscribed on the stone, of which the present
novel is supposed to be a revised copy, describes the entire
story of the stone’s birth into the human world as a Baoyu ¥
E (literaly, “precious jade”), his happy life as a boy in the
prosperous Jia ¥ family, his thwarted love affair with a
cousin, Lin Daiyu #®X, and his final renunciation of worldly
life and return to the wilderness of the cosmos as a wiser
stone.

Two accounts are given to explain the stone’s initial
human incarnation (cf. Zhang 287, 295). The first account is
acted out by two religious figures, a Buddhist monk and a
daoist master, who find the stone lying in his mythic habitat
and mourning for his wretched uselessness. The monk
promises to write eye-catching words on the stone — these
will appear on the jade miraculously found in Baoyu’s mouth
when he is born — and takes it to

a nation of prosperity and progress,

a clan of culture and hobility,

a place of elegance and sophistication,
a life of pleasure and opulence. (1:2)

The stone is delighted at the propsect of a more interesting
life. According to this first account, the monk brings the stone
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into the human world for the purpose of religious enlighten-
ment: “delivery to the other shore” (1:2).

The second account is given by the monk during an
overheard conversation with his companion, the daoist master.
The stone, as the monk explains, wandered around the upper
world during his sojourn in mythic temporality, and took to
watering a certain herb named “Crimson Pear]” with celestial
dew. Thanks to this watering, this herb “was able to shed her
vegetable shape and assume [human form, though only
achieving] the form of a girl.” She then decided to repay the
stone with tears of a mortal life, which set the inexorable
machine of karmic reciprocity into motion and prompted the
goddess Disenchantment to get together “a group of amorous
young souls,” and “send them down into the world to take part
in the great illusion of human life” (1:4f; SS. 1:53). Among this
group of souls are the stone and the herb, to be born as Baoyu
and Daiyu.

Anthony C. Yu has compared Nuwa’s cosmically signifi-
cant project of mending the sky with the stone’s loving care
for Crimson Pear], and found the latter to be “a different kind
of productive labor,” mirroring the “life-giving” and “form[-]
endowing” activity of the goddess (9). But this interpretation
ignores the doubly-enunciated origin of the text as a mutant
origin, a Deleuzian “line of escape” (Deleuze / Guattari) from
the official story of the origin of cosmic order. When Crimson
Pearl “assumes the form of a girl,” she is not given life and
form but only changes her form of life, “though only” to the
form of a girl — in fact, in her new form she is referred to by
the monk not exactly as a “fairy,” as C. T. Hsia imagines (262),
but as a niegue EH, a guilt-laden phantom (H. 1:5). Fur
thermore, in contrast with the stone’s act of performative
production, figured as a descent into mortality, there is also an
implicit process of pedagogical discipline figured, in the first
account of the origin of the story, as an ascent to the fullness
of life. This first narrative is based on the Buddhist theme of
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enlightenment and follows a linear or spiral movement leading
from idle wretchedness to the state of an awakened being (“the
other shore”). The second narrative, by contrast, is based on
the daoist theme of zhexian F§{li and follows a circular
temporality where when every debt is paid, all suffering souls
will return to the upper world and resume their timeless
existence (cf. Miyakawa). This daoist scheme is very often
confused with the Indian belief in karmic rebirths, and it must
be pointed out that all the young women sent down by
Disenchantment are born only once and then returned to the
upper world, with or without good karma. This is very
different from the Indian conception. The text does make an
implicit reference to distinctively Buddhist theories of karma,
but mainly in connection with the need for Baoyu to renounce
the world, presumably to terminate the cycles of karmic
retribution. Intelligent critics should stop speaking of Buddh-
ism and daoism in one breath (see, e.g., Hsia 260).

The presence of the two religious figures in both
narratives — their overheard conversation takes places while
they are bringing the stone to Disenchantment to join the
batch of guilt-laden souls — indicates how much these two
narratives are interwoven. Nevertheless, the origin of the
story is clearly represented with an initial split between two
conceptions of positionality: the stone is a marginalized being
looking centripetally to the hub of human activity, but at the
same time the theme of descent into suffering points to a
centrifugal movement out of the celestial land presided over by
Disenchantment. This split points to a double enunciation of
mutancy. The daoist narrative issues from an affirmation of
the celestial state of clean being and a total rejection of
pedagogical representations in the world of retributive
causality (cf. Chengzhi 614f). The Buddhist narrative, on the
other hand, embraces the dirtiness of samsara as a necessary
phase leading through and out of worldly discipline. Presum- .
ably, the two narratives will be rejoined at the end of the
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journey, when all souls, having regained a debt-free purity
(Daiyu), or having acquired a dirty wisdom (Baoyu), will leave
the mundane world of calculations and be restored to their
original places (H. 2:1856, 1922f).

. But a mutant text, by definition, is addressed to its
pedagogical other and is bound to use the same identitarian
representations which are being questioned. So the whole
project is inevitably compromised by a certain muteness,
which eventually will prevent the reunion of the two mythic
narratives from taking place. There is no lack of textual
figures for this muteness. In the mythical land, there is no
need for the stone to exchange words with Crimson Pearl, but
in the creaturely world, muteness becomes a major source of
misunderstandings and tragic mishaps for Baoyu and Daiyu.
Although there are rare moments of tacit communication
(1:536f, 562f), the most celebrated “love duets” also contain
dramatizations of the discrepancy between utterance and
internal reflection (1:497ff) and of the inexorable alienation
from speech (1:445f, 489, 508, 538). At the climactic point, when
Baoyu is about to be duped into an arranged marriage with
Xue Baochai B#¥£Y and all other members of the family have
become accomplices of silence, one “silly” maid inadvertently
broached the news to Daiyu, who decided to pay a visit to
Baoyu, “to ask Baoyu something” (2:1598ff). When the two
meet,

There were no greetings exchanged, no courtesies, in
fact no words of any kind. They just sat there staring
into each other’s faces and smiling like a pair of
half-wits. (2:1600; SS. 4:338)

There immediately follows a koan-like exchange (“Why are you
sick?” “I'm sick because of Miss Lin”). Then they remain silent
until they part, which provokes one critic to exclaim: “Doom is
impending, and they are still playing with dumb riddles” (S.
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Chen 283). Clearly, muteness has become an inalienable part of
being, even, or especially, between lovers (cf. S. Chen 284;
Xiyuanzhuren 198f).

The same muteness accounts for the circuitous route of
transmission and reception recorded by the text iself. There is
no clear indication whether the story on the stone is written
by the monk or by the stone himself: Vanitas attributes it to
the stone (H. 1:2), but the monk implies that he will “record
the last installment” of the story (H. 2:1923; SS. 5:373). This
ambiguity might be attributed to the fact that the last 40
chapters are indeed a sequel written by a separate hand, but
the exteriority of writing, imposed almost pedagogically on the
body of the stone, also highlights the hermeneutic muteness
separating the body of the stone from the worldly code of the
text: “There are moments when it becomes really hard to
communicate with uninitiated readers” (Mengchixueren 223).
It is not surprising, then, that upon bringing the text into “the
luxurious, opulent world”, Vanitas should fail to find a
suitable person for the task of transmitting the text:

But all the men he encountered were either too busy
establishing themselves in their careers, or else too
preoccupied with their day-to-day survival, to have the
leisure or inclination to prattle with a Stone.

Only “after an incalculable number of generations, and
infinity of aeons” does he locate Cao Xueqin, the destined
author of the worldly edition, and leave the manuscript with
him (H. 2:1924; SS. 5:374f). Cao then spends ten years studying
and revising the text, converting it to the present form (H. 1:3).
Before disappearing from the scene, Vanitas proclaims the text
to be a “fabrication of absurdities,” a mystery “beyond the
understanding of authors, copyists, and readers” (2:1924; cf. P.
Yu 256). As subsequent reception of the work demonstrates,
the decade-long project of textual mending has not been very
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effective in circumventing the prophesized hermeneutic mute-
ness.

For Walter Benjamin, “The mute creature is able to hope
for salvation through that which is signified” (Origin 227). But
what is the nature of such hope? To articulate the muteness of
a mutant text is inevitably also to pave the way for
reterritorialization, to become an acquiescent accomplice in
the arranged marriage of repressor and repressed. This is

revealed even in the stone’s request to Vanitas to copy the
 text from his body and relay it to the world. Here the stone,
presumably enlightened now, resorts to the pompous language
of self-advertisement to attack the “scandalous anecdotes,”
“filthy obscenities,” “stereotypes,” etc., of “these other books,”
as though without Vanitas he will never be able to get his
book published. And what are the merits of the book? It is an
“antidote to boredom and melancholy,” at most a pedagogical
lesson teaching readers “to abandon their vain and frivolous
pursuits.” Vanitas is persuaded because “He could see that its
main theme was love [ ging & ]; that it consisted quite simply
of a true record of real events; and that it was entirely free
from any tendency to deprave and corrupt” (H. 1:2f; SS. 1:49ff).

This affirmation of Confucian pedagogical norms, this
strange return of the repressor, prefigures the denunciation of
popular romances articulated by the matriarch of the Jia
family in chapter 54, in the name of Confucian realism (H.
1:914). It also initiates, with the very first chapter, the fall (or
- rise) of the text from the peripheral, “mythic” chapters
(chapters 1, 5, 116, 120) into the central, “realist” ones, where
both the daoist and the Buddhist narratives are eclipsed by the
hegemonically dominant. discourse of Confucianism and re-
duced to occasional reiterations in dreams, faint memories,
and magical feats performed by the two religious figures. Thus
the work as a whole is undetermined by a double territoriality
drifting between the minor discourses of dacism and Buddhism
on the one hand, and the dominant Confucian discourse on the
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other. At this point of the analysis one begins to wonder
whether and how this asymmetrically balanced territoriality,
this willful withdrawal of the mute and mutant in the face of
advancing territorial desire, is going to avoid the cultural
version of a phenomenon known to the world as colonization.

3. Hongloumeng as National Narrative

In the context of Chinese culture, colonization of minor
discourses is historically instanced by the famed “Chinese
transformation of Buddhism” (Chan; Wright; K. Chen), and by
the hybridization of “philosophical” daoism with folk super-
naturalism as well as with Confucian elements introduced by,
for example, Kou Qianzhi E#Z (Liao; Fukunaga 44346; Tang
247-52). Even modern, “objective” historical studies, under the
spell of powerful norms established by this process, are not
free from the wish to territorialize and domesticate alien
elements. A typical example is the fabrication of a periodized
“innerworldly turn” of Chinese thought (Y. Yu, Shangren
jingshen), which would serve to project more strangeness to
earlier, and more familiarity to later times, but for which the
very persistence of ongoing discursive colonization would not
fail to provide a rich supply of supporting (and contradicting)
documents from virtually any chosen period. ‘

The same process of colonization is unambiguously
operative in the rise of Hongloumeng to canonicity. The early
reception of the work registers no lack of negative responses
from the mandarin class, sometimes out of aesthetic distaste,
but mostly out of a clear perception of its subversive
tendencies, highlighted by stories about prostitutes mimicking
the female characters and teenagers giving up their lives after
reading the book (Gong 189f, 194, 201f). Such complaints lost
ground as political and historical allegories intended to
legitimate the work became widely accepted. Early historical
readings refer mostly to prominent courtiers and the fortunes
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of their families (Liu 108-13), but the full-fledged “paradigm” of
late Qing and early republican times valorizes the work
mainly as a national allegory about the struggle of the
Chinese people against the Manchu invaders (Y. Yu, Liangge
shijie 6f; cf. Liu 113-52). Despite a recent “revival,” this type of
exegesis is largely discredited today, usually dismissed as
imposed machinery intended to promote various political
campaigns: the anti-Manchu republican revolution, the war
against Japan, the quixotic project of the exiled Nationalist
Party to redeem a. false China from the Russians (Y. Yu,
Liangge shijie 10; Liu 152-55; B. Chen 147f).

It must be kept in mind, however, that the reading of
national narratives into the work will not be fully explicable
without reference to the process of canonization and legitima-
tion that has, over time, transformed a cautionary tale about
private life, written in a traditionally minor vernacular genre,
into a major classic henceforth endowed with large symbolic
meanings bearing on public and national issues. Today, the
work is virtually regarded as a national monument, a voice
from the soul of Chinese culture. In a parodic reversal of
Western allegorical exegesis, the mythic shell (or hulu #HIE; cf
Plaks 209) of a mutant discourse is discarded in favor of a
realistic kernel celebrating the literal fullness of life. Thus the
work has been praised as “an encyclopedia of feudal society”
and “the culmination of the traditional culture of the Chinese
people” (Liu 22); a sensitive artwork displaying “a syncretic
hospitality to diverse strands of Chinese thought” (Hsia 260); a
unique “cultural novel” bringing the heritage of Chinese
humanism to new heights (R. Zhou 9); the embodiment of “a
sense of cultural completeness” and “a summation of the three-
thousand-year span of Chinese literary civilization” (Plaks 11)
— in short, as a seamless, almost alphabetically ordered,
empire of s1gns where every minority, every mute creature,
every maid and servant of the house, is assigned a proper
place in the totalized order.
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Such big pictures are not as easy to deflate as they might
seem. They derive from a national pride articulated in
historical allegorizations, and ultimately from the realism of
the central chapters of the work. Although, or because, this
realism is deployed in a Bakhtinian heteroglot style, it
becomes necessary for this part of the narrative to appeal
directly to the actual configuration of cultural temporalities in
traditional Chinese culture. As a result, the discursive
formation dominant in the culture is also given a dominant
place in the text. For many readers, the original mutant
position irretrievably fades away, repressed by a familiar
world which would confirm their familiarity with the world.
This whole process is adumbrated in the very first chapter by
the stone’s endorsement of the official realist ideology of
Confucian writing in his sales pitch: a good piece of writing
should be “a true record of real events.” As the matriarch
says, the real “good woman” (jiaren f£A ) should be a round
person who will not forsake her parents and her scholarly
pursuits simply because she is in love (H. 1:914). This
roundness of character reveals the same philosophical sig-
nificance as the “spatial vision of totality” embodied by
Chinese gardens (Plaks 146-77), where the ideal is to contain
“a fullness of prospects, both celestial and earthly” (H. 1:304).
For Confucian realism, then, reality is measured by a sense of
completeness, “an. affirmation of the faith that human
experience, in its totality, is intelligible” (Plaks 214).

This is a completeness supplemented by complementarity,
for completeness will not be complete without becoming
familiar with its other:

the aesthetics of plenitude not only do not rule out
figures of mortal incompleteness, but in fact necessitate
their inclusion, so that the very desire to attain a state
of self-contained completeness in individual experience
is in itself symptomatic of incomplete vision. (221)
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The Hegelian twist in this formulation conceals an ethical.
sleight-of-hand entirely consistent with the spirit of Confucian-
ism: once incompleteness is included, it is immediately
excluded as a hindrance. Thus for Confucian readers, tragedy
is inescapable precisely because Baoyu is unable to emerge
“from self-contained innocence to social maturity” (208). The
ideal world of Prospect Garden, where Baoyu and his
companions spent their days of innocence, cannot withstand
the penetration of debilitating forces from the outside world
precisely because, overvaluing an illusory cleanliness, it fails
to come to terms with its dirty other (Y. Yu, Liangge shijie 46-
59). What such readings project is a “round” author with a
sagely understanding of the totalized order of the human
world. Because this order is the very one imagined by the
dominant discourse regulating the culture of the real and the
fictive world, such readings can easily mobilize corroboration
from every aspect_of the represented social life to build an
almost unfalsifiable interpretive machine which would devour
every minor discourse in the text. When negativity is
encountered, it is either sublated as “an integral part of the

¥ “something less than the total vision

harmonious whole,
evoked by the structural fullness of the allegorical text” (Plaks
211), or it is displaced by references to the more familiar, more
Chinese model of literati eremitism (Y. Yu, “Sixiang” 85),
which has historically played the role of a benign complement
to the dominant Confucian discourse (Li 70-103; Liang 67).

It is therefore not surprising that these Confucian critics
tend to favor Baochai over Daiyu (cf. Gong 196). Most,
however, are wary about voicing their judgment on this
explosive issue, since by popular estimate, Baochai® is the
undeniable schemer who did everything. in her power to win
the arranged marriage. But there is little doubt that Baochai
is an impeccable Confucian woman who will use a little

scheming to add to her overall roundness. It is Daiyu who, as
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a demonically incomplete person whose sole purpose in life is
the payment of her fateful debt to Baoyu, is a perfect model of
the unreal good woman. In C. T. Hsia’s wilfully frank
analysis, she is the living example of a “self-centered
consciousness, too much obsessed with her insecurity to see
herself in an objective or ironic light” (277). By contrast,
Baochai exemplifies the saintly virtues of patience and
humility, “a poet and encyclopedic scholar,” “a peacemaker
and loyal friend,” in short, “the perfect wife” (289). We are not
concerned with the correctness or incorrectness of this
estimate, but with the way the text equivocates about a
question that should not have arisen, and then endorses a
discourse that should not have become dominant. There is no
doubt that in the myth of the stone, Daiyu is the sole being
who will fulfill Baoyu’s life. Baochai is not even mentioned
except perhaps as one of the nameless “amorous souls.” By
chapter 5, however, she has become Daiyu’s equal rival in
Baoyua’s dream tour of the mythic land:

One was a pattern of female virtue,

One a wit who made other wits seem slow.

The jade [ yu] belt in the greenwood hangs.

The gold pin [ Zaen 1 is buried beneath the snow. (H.
1:92; SS. 1:133)

In the final analysis, Daiyu will remain closer to Baoyu than
Baochai (Y. Yu, Liangge shijie 116), but in this dialogic game
where everyone strives to be more complete, more impartial,
more attentive to the “real” voice, there is not a textual device
to ‘prevent mundane readers from rejecting performative
sympathy with the mute suffering souls and adopting a more
pedagogical view to favor a rounder, more articulate object of
desire. Under the hegemony of Confucian realism (which, we
must remember, is a fair way to sum up the actual cultural
condition of the time), “alll unreasonable mutant texts
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[qiwen® X ], all insensitive wild texts [ micowen #X ] of the
world” will evaporate (P. Yu 466), or at least become mute.

The procedure of exclusion by inclusion is also employed
by proponents of national allegorization, sometimes with less
subtlety. The following passage is based on an interpretation
correlating incestual affairs in the Jia family, revealed in the
Jiaoda X incident (H. 1:161ff), with similar affairs in the
Manchu imperial family: '

Ethical discipline is an extremely important principle for
the Chinese people. So to expose the beastly practice,
the dirty behavior of the Qing imperial family who rule
over us is to use a tremendously powerful instrument to
provoke rebellious sentiments. . . - When our peo-
ple reigns, we have a true dynasty; when an alien people
reigns, we have a false one. The Qing dynasty is false,
and the Ming dynasty is Yrue. The true dynasty will be
restored, and the false dynasty will meet its doom. (Pan
vi)

The discursive procedure is clear: an alien people is
included in “our” moral order, and then excluded for failing to
meet its requirements. This call to nationalist resistance may
appear to be too archaic to be relevant, but the earliest
manuscript versions of Hongloumeng contain a similar pas-
sage, uttered by Baoyu, about the rationale of treating
barbarian prisoners of war harshly (Cao, Zhiyanzhai 2:1511f).
Just as Confucian “literary” interpretations are firmly rooted
in the realist narrative of the central chapters, so will national
allegories find ample corroboration from the Confucian
persuasion dominant in the real and the fictive world. Taking
the love triangle as a figure of national rivalry, Anti-Manchu
interpretations usually place Daiyu over Baochai (the vanqui-
shed Chinese c¢ver the victorious Manchus), but this has
nothing to do with the positionality of the mutant frame
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narrative. Rather, what is expressed is a premodern national-
ism built upon the Confucian moral order where the center,
legitimated as a metaphor of the patrilineal line of descent
(Baoyu as the imperial seal), is always privileged over the
margins. Thus the desire for completeness is evident in the
highly exhaustive systems of glosses territorializing all sorts of
textual details as allusions to historical facts. At the same
time, complementarity, the comforting reminder that one is not
being too excessive, is provided by the tolerance of inevitable
contradictions, and arbitrary jumps to hidden meanings,
generated by these elaborate systems of signification and
presumably attributable to the dirty pressure of censorship.

There is no need to consider every variety of interpreta-
tion. If we accept the dual scheme characterizing readings of
the work as either soteriological ( zhuwu F1& ) or empathetic
(zhuging £1§ ) (Gong 195-204), then it can safely be said that
Confucian as well as historical legitimatiohs exemplify the
guiding principle of most canonizing soteriological readings:
the affirmation of a coherent cultural identity. Although the
Buddhist narrative in the myth of the stone clearly points to a
soteriology of performative pedagogy, the ambivalent nature of
this conception results in a tendency to reterritorialize the
uncanny aspects of enlightenment and produce a reified moral
scheme adaptable to nen-Buddhist doctrines. Thus, except for
a few idiosyncratic examples, soteriological interpretation has
become the territory of national and historical allegories,
Confucian and Confucianizing intimations of reality, and,
more recently, Marxist deliberations on class struggle and
social history. The specific thematization is determined by
changing models of canonicity.

On the other hand, the daoist narrative in the frame myth
tends to subvert itself even without the intervention of
interpreters. In fact, the very rejection of retributive causali-
ty is already a confirmation of that causality within the
mundane world. The fate of every mortal woman, for example,
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is written in one of the books kept by Disenchantment in her
celestial nunnery (H. 1:90f). This utopian land calls up a
remarkable sense of hedonistic pleasure, including the plea-
sure of being able to know, even control, every event in the
lower world (cf. H. 2:1855). But the seemingly blissful existence
of the ladies and maids of this land is impossible without their
submission to the hierarchy of celestial bureaucracy and its
books of fate, just as the prosperity of the Jia family is
impossible without favors from the imperial court. What is
offered by the celestial nunnery is an everlasting life in a
clean “realm of truth” (zhenjing [E3E; see 2: 1856), but such a
life is deprived of personal autonomy and the pleasures of
worldly love (S. Zhou 269f). The stone’s performative produc-
tion of a worldly journey must be understood, therefore, as
part of a pedagogical performance determined by a higher
disciplinary apparatus.

This is the real source of the authority of empathetic
canonizations. Through the vicarious drive to hedonistic
fulfillment of desire, empathetic readings performatively
produce a subject written by its complementary other a
rationalized universal order which leaves just enough room for
regulated regional autonomy. Again, the repressor returns,
this time in the figure of a master of love who has something
to give to every woman (cf. Liu 124f) but who can be united
only with his true queen. In a narrative of sublimity, this

figure becomes a dispenser of saintly sympathy who cares for
every suffering soul but who will not be fully tragic without
repudiating this commitment to the world (Hsia 296f). In a
narrative of aesthetic perfection, it becomes a godly author in
full command of his craft, an exemplary follower of “the truth
of the novelist’s art” and “the magic of storytelling” (Ropp
331).

Do we really need such monumental generalities? These
productions of the will to canonicity are, of course, insepar-
able from the construction of cultural identity and the
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legitimation of national literature. The text remains ambiva-
lently silent about the validity of such canonizing efforts. On
the one hand, the mythic story of the stone gives primacy to
the discourse of Buddhist enlightenment by doubling the
muteness of the stone with the dislocation of this minor
discourse: the only indication of a Buddhist territoriality is an
allusion to the desolate “banks of Magic River” where
Crimson Pearl grows. On the other hand, this deterritoriali-
zing mutancy is immediately displaced by the bureaucratic
elaboration of a daoist “Palace of Sunset Glow,” from which
the stone receives an “honorary title” (H. 1:4; SS. 1:53). A
dislocated discourse soon pales beside visions of a hedonistic
palace and a “nation of prosperity and progress;” that is why
the stone cannot resist the temptations of a more interesting
life. The text is caught in its own logic: to remain mutant, it
must live within the dominant discourse, even complementing
and enriching it. Although the illusory nature of plentitude
will eventually be revealed and mutancy reaffirmed, the whole
affair can still be naturalized as “tragic” aberration and
subsumed under the dominant order. By “becoming minor,” the
text cannot prevent its appropriation by the dominant. It is in
the nature of the text that its ideological project will be
inexorably alienated from its own narrative figuration (cf.
Macherey 160-64). In Benjamin’s formulation, “the intention
does not faithfully rest in the contemplation of bones, but
faithlessly leaps forward to the idea of resurrection” (Origin
233).

In an uncanny way, the work seems to have written its
own book of fate, to have determined, through its advocacy of
alterity, its own history of reception, including its hermeneutic
muteness and textual mutilation (Liang 73f). In a sense, it also
prefigures the advent of modernity in Chinese culture (Ma
30f), and, as a result of that, the apparent reversal of its
muteness into a loud din of nationalizing articulations. My
position in this paper has been that this nationalized
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modernity, as conceived in literary studies, remains colonized,
or canonized, by the traditional dominant discourse of Chinese
culture and that, for this very reason, such a reversal is not an
imaginary fabrication on the part of modern interpreters but is
authorized by the text itself as continuing testimony to a
deeper kind of muteness. If this judgment is correct, then we
have found one type of mutant textuality which is neither
coherently minor nor inherently subversive, but rather an
indeterminate (mute) and therefore primary object of hegemon-
ic appropriation. When the reading of such texts regresses to
authoritarian affirmation, its seductiveness becomes all the
more powerful because major and minor (now colonized and
complementary) territories will converge to produce an
all-devouring cultural inclusiveness worthy of the name of
empire.

Is resistance, then, possible? Can we retrieve the original
mutant position of an untainted Buddhist discourse without
making it into another monument of cultural identity? Not if
we are still fixated on a will to canonicity which measures a
text’s greatness by the fullness of its cultural content. Through
its insistence on positional ambivalence, the text does produce
a real sense of hybridity , demonstrating that an imported
Buddhist discourse can stay mute in face of the assimilating
efforts of the indigenous culture and articulate this muteness
by mimicking these very efforts. But the crux of the problem is
that the dominant discourse of the real world will not stop
imagining a variegated configuration of discourses into a
coherently ordered national culture. All that is left for a minor
criticism to do, then, is to imagine a day when the breaking-up
of this national culture will take place, allowing the “bones”
of minor discourses to speak, as the stone speaks prior to
being written into a “precious_jade.” Only then can we read
Hongloumeng as a national narrative dealing, not with the
formation of an “imagined community,” but with the imagined
end of an oppressive but real community that calls itself a



506 TAMKANG REVIEW, Vol. XXIII, Nos. 1,2,34
nation.
Works Cited

Ahmad, Aijaz. “Jameson’s Rhetoric of Otherness and the ‘National
Allegory’.” Social Text 17 (1987): 3-25.

Anderson, Benedict. Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin
and Spread of Nationalism. London: Verson, 1983.

Ashcroft, Bill, Gareth Griffiths and Helen Tiffin. The Empire Writes
Back: Theory and Practice in Post-colonial Literatures. London:
Routledge, 1989.

Benjamin, Walter. “The Storyteller.” Illuminations: Essays and
Reflections. Trans. Harry Zohn. New York: Schocken, 1969.
83-109.

—. The Origin of German Tragic Drama. 1963. Trans. John
Osborne. London: NLB, 1977

Bhabha, Homik. “Of Mimicry and Man: The Ambivalence of Colonial
Discourse.” October 28 (1984): 125-33.

—. “Signs Taken for Wonders: Questions of Amvivalence and
Authority under a Tree outside Delhi, May 1817.” Critical
Inquiry 12.1 (1985): 144-65

——. “DissemiNation: Time, Narrative, and the Margins of the
Modern Nation.” Nation and Narration. Ed. Homi K. Bhabha.
London: Routledge, 1990. 291-322.

Blaut, James M. The National Question: Decolonizing the Theory of
Nationalism. London: Zed, 1987.

Cao, Xueqin HE¥. Hongloumeng fI#%. 2 vols. Taipei: Guiguan,
1987.

——. Zhiyanzhai chongping Shitouji RS ETEHEL. 1760 MS. 2
vols. Beijing: Wenxue Guji, 1955.

——. The Story of the Stone. Trans. David Hawkes and John Minford.
5 vols. Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973-1986.

Chan, \ﬁing-tsit. “Transformation of Buddhism in China.” Philosophy
East and West 7.3-4 (1957-1958): 107-16.

Chen, Bingliang ¥R . “Jinnian de hongxue shuping” FEWIBT




MUTANT TEXTS AND MINOR LITERATURE 507

iR, 1973. Pan 139-70.

Chen, Kenneth K. S. The Chinese Transformation of Buddhism.
Princeton: Princeton UP, 1973.

Chen, Shui B#f. “Yimenglou Shifouji fanlun” BEHAETER. Yisu
1: 278-85.

Chengzhi B2 . “Xiaoshuo conghua” /M#E5. 1914. Yisu 2: 600-20.

Deleuze, Gilles, and Félix Guattari. Kafka: Towerd o Minor
Literature. 1975. Trans. Dana Polan. Minneapolis: U of
Minnesota P, 1986.

Derrida, Jacques. Positions. 1972. Trans. Alan Bass. Chicago: U of
Chicago P, 1981.

Foucault, Michel. “Theatrum Philosophicum.” Language, Counter-Me-
mory, Practice: Selected Essays and Interviews. Trans. Donald F.
Bouchard and Sherry Simon. Ithace: Cornell UP, 1977. 165-96.

Frank, Manfred. What Is Neostructuralism? 1984. Trans. Sabine Wilke
and Richard Gray. Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1989.

Fukunaga, Mistsuji @&X8. “Dokyd to wa nani ka” HEHE b,
Doky6 shisoshi kenkyii EFBHEEHA. Tokyo: Iwanami,1987, 437-
54.

Gasché, Rodolphe. The Tain of the Mirror: Derride and the
Philosophy of Reflection. Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1986.

Gong, Pencheng BHE#.“Honglou cai meng: Hongloumeng de quanshi
wenti” MERE : IEEN2EMNE. 1987. Wenhua, wenxue yu
meixue X4t XBEEE, Taipei: Shibao Wenhua, 1988. 189-216.

Gramsci, Antonio. Selections from the Prison Notebooks. Trans.
Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith. New York: Interna-
tional Publishers, 1971.

H. (Cao, Hongloumeng.)

Hsia, C. T. The Classic Chinese Novel: An Introduction. New York:
Columbia UP, 1968.

Jameson, Fredric, “Third-World Literature in the Era of Multination-
al Capitalism.” Social Text 15 (1986): 65-88.

Li, Zehou #EE. Huaxia meixue EE X2, Hong Kong: Sanlian, 1988.

Liang, Guizhi 28%. “Lun Hongloumeng de wenhua yiyi” EflEEH)
¥XAtEZ. Hongloumeng xuekan FHEEE2T] 1989.3: 63-76.



508 TAMKANG REVIEW, Vol. XXIII, Nos. 1,2,3,4

Liao, Chaoyuan E#F. “Mihuan yu shentong: guanyu daojiao
shjxiang yu houxiandai lilun de ixie wenti” ¥$JE#E - BIRER
RERZRFARERN—LME. Zhongwai wenxue 5B, Forthco-
ming.

Liu, Mengxi 2%, Hongxue 2. Beijing: Wenhua Yishu, 1990.

Lyotard, dJean-Frangois. “Universal History and Cultural Dif-
ferences.” The Lyotard Reader. Ed. Andrew Benjamin. London:
Basil Blackwell, 1989. 314-23.

Ma, Guoshu BB, “Shilun Jia Baoyu xingxiang jindaiyishi de yi
cemian” ARHEHERWSERERN—{TE. Hongloumeng xuekan i
BEET. 1988.2: 29-53.

Macherey, Pierre. A Theory of Literary Production. 1966. Trans.
Geoffrey Wall. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1978.

Menchixueren ZH2A. “Mengchi shuo meng” TERE. Yisu 1:
218-27.

Miyakawa, Hisayuku E/II83. “Takusen k&” #fli%. Chugoku shiikyo-
shi kenkyu PBIRESEHE. Vol. 1. Kyoto: Dohosha, 1983, 459-77.

Pan, Chonggui #EH. Hongxue liushinian #1274, Taipei: Sanmin,
1991. Plaks, Andrew H. Archetype and Allegory in the Dream of
the Red Chamber. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1976.

Renza, Louisa. “A White Heron” and the Question of Mmor
Literature. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1984,

Ropp, Paul S. “The Distinctive Art of Chinese Fiction.” Heritage of
China: Contemporary Perspectives in Chinese Civilization. Ed.
Paul S. Ropp. Berkeley: U of California P, 1990. 309-34

Said, Edward W. “Representing the Colonized: Anthropology’s
Interlocutors.” Critical Inquiry 15.2 (1989): 205-25.

Snyder, Louis L. Global Mini-Nationalisms: Antonomy or Inde-
pendence. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1982.

S8. (Cao, Story of the Stone.)

Tang, Yijie B—. Wei Jin Nanbeichao shzqz de daojiao FIERILEREE
. Taipei: Dongda, 1988.

Taylor, Mark C. Altrity. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1987. Wright,
Arthur F. Buddhism in Chinese History. New York: Atheneum,
1965.




MUTANT TEXTS AND MINOR LITERATURE 509

Xiyuanzhuren BEFEA. “Hongloumeng lunbian” f#HEEHHM. Yisu 1L:
198-210. Yisu —3, ed. Hongloumeng juan ¥IEZ%. 2 vols.
Beijing: Zhonghua, 1963. Young, Robert. White Mythologies:
Writing History and the West. London: Routledge, 1990.

Yu, Anthony C. “The Stone of Fiction and the Fiction of Stone:
Reflexivity and Religious Symbolism in Hung-lou meng.”
Studies in Language and Literature (Taipei) 4 (1990): 1-30.

Yu, Pingbo ®%F{H, ed. Zhiyanzhai Hongloumeng jiping BRRELEER
#. Hong Kong: Taiping, 1975.

Yu, Yingshi s3#. Hongloumeng de liangge shijie ﬂﬁ%ﬂ’]ﬁ{ﬂﬁﬁ
Taipei: Llan]mg, 1978.

——“Cao Xueqin de fanchuantong sixiang” EEFMNREHKEE. Shou-
Jie quoji Hongloumeng yantaohui Iunwenji EERBMIEERFEH
X%. Ed. Zhou Cezong A%t Hong Kong: Zhongwen Daxue
Chubanshe, 1983. 181-88.

——,Zhongguo jinshi zongjiao Iunli yu shangren jingshen EMTHZEE
REEB AL, Taipei: Lianjing, 1987.

Zhang, Bilai 2%. Manshuo Honglou E#H##. Beijing: Renmin
Wenxue, 1978,

Zhou, Ruchang A E. Hongloumeng yu Zhongguo wenhua 322 HR
BIX{k. Taipei: Dongda, 1989.

Zhou, Siyuan AZE.“Butian haishi feitian: zuojia chuangzuo. gingxu
liudong de faxiang, benxiang yu ‘butian’ zhi mi” HXERIH X :
{ERBIEFEREINERIE » A8 @R 28, Hongloumeng xuekan #L
BEAT] 1990.1: 265-77.







