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The Narrative Voices as Agents of Defamiliarisation of Reality

The confusion is not my invention ... It is all around us and our only chance now
is to let it in. The only chance of renovation is to open our eyes and see the mess.
It is not a mess you can make sense ‘of. (Samuel Beckett cited in Samuel Beckett:
The Critical Heritage 242)

Defarmharlsatlon in Federman’s narratlve is achxeved not only through language
but also through a maintained confusion between real and fictiohalised events; the two
narrative voices, that of the little boy and his older self (the writer), sometimes amplify the
confusion by sustammg that ambiguity, in that the reader is never entirely sure to whom
exactly some sentences belong. But how did the two voices come into being? Their
fictional birth is recounted by Federman

When I started it I thought of it as a novel where two voices would be speaking
simultaneously, one of which would be the voice of the little boy in the closet,
and the other the voice of the writer (in his own closet) relating the first voice. So
first I put a piece of paper in the typewriter sideways—horizontally—to have more
space for the two columns. On one side was what I called “the voice” and on the
other “the closet.” The voice was wrltmg/ speakmg a very incoherent, fragmented
discourse without any punctuation, a kind of crazy syntax; on the other side of the -
paper the story of the closet was written in a nice, neat, coherent language. [...] I
kept going like that for a while, with two separate ‘voices, two columns, two
forms of writing sort of coexisting on the paper until I realized that some of the
lines in one column wanted to move across the page into the other column. So I
started playing with the idea of allowing one of the voices to move into the other
voice, or vice versa.’And soon I had all sorts of criss-cross lines/ voices messing
up the neatness of my system. [...] I was mixing the voices but still showing a
difference. [...] After a while I realized. that not even thns distinction was
necessary (McCaffery 145) : ; :

- Borrowing thls expernnental techmque from Samuel Beckett, whose Texts for
Nothing. (1950) allowed words to speak while being written down the page, Raymond
Federman thus deploys metatextuality as driving force of the narrative. The two voices that
counterpoint ;each other create the overall effect of a self-reflexive, objective text, and
simultaneously that of a highly subjective one. Yet the two voices are far from constructing
a complementary dialogism;- on the contrary, they are always divergent and subvert each
other to the point of mutnal exclusion. However, it is significant that the two voices
negotiate the boundaries of fiction and reality and, at the same time, the dimension of their
-own: individuality: - the  child’s voice- says “he cannot: accept forces him to begin
conditionally by another form of sequestration pretends to lock himself in the room with the
if of my existence the story told in laughter but it resists and recites first the displacements
of its displacements leaving me on the threshold staring dumbfounded at the statue of
liberty”. (8).- The child challenges the reality of the closet where he was trapped and
suggests that the closet imagery is the adult narrator’s own creation, by that disputing in
fact his own reality: if the closet was not real, that~by consequence~makes him less real, as
well

The ambxguxty as defamlhansmg techmque works in such: a manner that it is
sometimes hard to attribute- the words to either of the two voices in particular. From the
third page onwards, it becomes slightly easier to identify the speaker, yet that is soon
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followed by -a progressive plunge in intelligibility: the clarity of the discourse starts to blur
as the narrative draws nearer to its end. It is significant to observe that the child’s voice
becomes entirely coherent when the selectricstud (the adult narrator’s typing machine)
stops, which makes for enhanced clarlty of discourse throughout pages 10 to 15. Once the
typing machine starts again, both voices turn to a dissonant blur again.

Although a total separation of the two voices is almost 1mposs1b1e to make, one
could agree that the adult writer’s voice is more meditative and constantly in search of the
ultimate form of translating, experlence into fiction. He adds a metatextual dimension to his
discourse: “but this tirne is going to. be serious [...] delays no more false starts [...] at last a
beginning after so many detours [...] question of perspectlve” (1) / “something about the
futility of telling” (2) / experimenting with the peripatetic search for love [...] questlon of
changing one’s perspective [...] the self from the inside from the point of view of its
capacity . its will power [...] of course imagining that the self must be made remade caught
from some retroactive present apprehended reinstated I presume looking back how naive
into the past my life began” (3). His concerns are those of hindsight, perspective and the

_responsibility toward written experience, which are in fact current matters of autobiography
writing, Writing about one’s own past is a sinuous undertaking that inherently involves
false starts and new beginnings, doubt and a necessary distance from the object of
narration: one’s lived trauma,

In trying to isolate the adult narrator s voice from the so-called “momous” (a made-
up word combmmg the two voices, from French “moi/me” and “nous/we”), the reader
needs to engage in a process of loglcal cleavages and filtration which remains incomplete:
despite all attempts at clarity, one voice will always retain remnants of the other; they are
twin-identities and can never be truly and completely separated from one another. At some
point in the text, the writer’s voice disappears altogether. His existence is only warranted by
the little boy’s voice, who protests against the process of ﬁctlonallsanon of his own hfe

he calls me boris [...] but he erased that too-in a stroke of 1mpat1ence made me
anonymous nameless choose for yourself he. mutters a name among infinite
possibilities I tried to protest gives us blank spaces instead while he hides inside
his decomposition homme de plume hombre della pluma reverses his real name
" namderef between the lines in the corners federman sings his signs anticipating
“his vocation leaps ovet the precipice cancels the real story with exaggerations. (6)

Thus, the child finds namelessness abusive and indicative of his life being erased, replaced,
deconstructed, and therefore defamxhansed A similar process is imposed on his older alter
ego: federman becomes namderef (hlS name spelt backwards), which—once fictionalised—
becomes erased. ‘

Although ﬁ'equently erased and replaced the boy’s name (eventually reduced to a
voice reminding of Beckett’s characters: éstranged voices in an absurd world) paradoxically
becomes an object of choice: “choose for yourself[...] a name among infinite possibilities”
(6). Imposition and freedom, entrapment and liberation'alternate, enhanced by the use of
the conditional tense and conditional adverbs in combination with frequent leaps in time
and space: “to begin conditionally by another form of sequestration pretends to lock
himself in the room with the if of my existence” (8). The structure of the narrative itself
‘exhibits an intentional ambiguity between looseness of form and the traps of (il)logicality
and (mis)understanding. Yet Federman seems to feel at home in the world of paradoxes, in
which liberation calls for sequestration, freedom for (en)closure, naming for erasure and the
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(non)sequential for structural randomness, all of which rank hxgh in .achieving
defamiliarisation. :

Both the little boy s discourse and the adult narrator’ s, evade the logic of standard
speech, being as fragmented and dlsmtegrated as typ1ca1 postmodem ﬁctxon, the author
himself concedes: '

Perhaps it is the language, the looseness, the nratzonahty, the delmum of my .-
language which will help. them [readers], and pethaps even its vulgarity, its
blasphemous aspect. In a way 1 think of my novels as distupting a certain form of
logic. Whether we like it or not, or even admit it, we are raised on log:c raised
with a sense of ratlonahty and coherence. I believe there is much value in making
non-sense as there is in making sense. (McCaffery 137-38).

Challenging the pre-established norms of language and reason is what the postmodern
siratagem of estranging the reader is about; through -art, the writer attempts a
“defamiliarization” of contingent reality by confronting the reader with the novelty of a
twisted fictive world which paradoxically stimulates one’s power of understandmg,
vigilance and adaptabxllty to new horizons. ,

Bearing in mind Larry McCaffery‘s idea that “it’s the way we deal w1th reahty that
makes it fictition” (136), one could better understand Federman’s intriguing theory of
narrative. For him, real-life objects (the closet, the statue of liberty, the mocking bird, the
empty skins and dusty hats) are of less importance in themselves; what matters is the boy’s
perception of these objects and cspeclally the way he connects to them at the verbal level,
(ir)rationally or affectively. His vision may be shocking, it may distort the customary view,
but it achieves an astounding outcome: it extracts the reader from preconceived mind
patterns, defamiliarises habitual experlence and d1sconcerts/re-accommodates the reader to
a fresh new outlook.

Federman’s idea that language has a remarkable potential to-defamiliarise finds
further echoes in McCaffery. The latter contends that between the exteinal object and our
mental image of the said object there always stands the verbalised ob_lect i.e.. the third
dimension of experience and the most objective of them all (McCaffery 137). It-is language
- that gives us power over reahty and it is through language excluswely that we gain access
to the voice of the memory, i.e. the child’s voice.in this case. It is therefore pos51ble
according to Celine, to-come up with a brand new version of written life after experiencing
it: “one invents one’s biography after the facts” (McCaffery 149). The echo of such
statements finds its way. into.The Voice in the Closet: “memory is innocent always tells the
truth while cheatmg the original experience [...] the first sound in this place when I said I to
invent an origin for myself’ (9) [...] admit that his fictions can no longer match the reality
of my past [...] instead he invents me” (1). The child natrator finds it hard to come to terms -
with his fictionalised identity and therefore he rejects and distrusts it.

However, the little boy is no longer the chief actant of his fictional life, but a passive
witness to his stolen, written memories: “I endure my survival from its implausible
beginning to its unthinkable end” (10). This traps him in an indefinite, uncomfortable time
~ and space, and an atmosphere permeated with msecurlty and senselessness. He constantly
manifests an aversion towards the written version of his life and feels threatened by the
writer’s repeated attempts at transposing that life into fiction, a fiction into another fiction,
that is, if we were to assume Federman’s literary credo:
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©  refusing that which negates itself while it creates itself [...] divided I who speaks

~ . both the truth and the lie of my condition at the same time from the corner of its

mouth to enclose the enunciation and denunciation of what federman says in
semantlc fraudulence (11)

but let us be honest even if it hurts it is some considerable time since he last knew
what he was talking about in his flow of words that counterfeit my escape [...] he
toys with my fears makes me a puppet-child whose strings are entangled rather
- than letting me be free ‘and- spontaneous to run under the gray ‘canvas sky in
search of my present-future. then injects into my eyes a functionless reflexivity -
but no one is fooled by his disabused attitude [...] I resist curious reversal of
words whereby the rustle of his lies above my head llves me storyless” (12)

The little boy s mterventlon into the narratlve discourse is -always subverswe,
intentionally challenging the reader’s trust in the adult narrator (treated as unreliable liar),
although he concedes to the existence of a schizophrenic. conscience he.shares with his
older alter ego. This conflicting attitude testifies to the disclosure technique, which
defamiliarises reality by rendering it strange and unfamiliar. It is all: part of the rhetoric of
speaking/ writing about the impossibility to speak or write, by throwing everything into
fragmented chaos and hoping it will reset into coherent order: “to admit unredeemed mess [...]
logos draws maps of journey to chaos [19] [...] “infinite stories falling silently into abyss to be
replaced retold [...] upstairs in his closet foutaise to speak no more my truth” (20).

The fragmentation of narrative sequences, the absence of a sewn plot, and a. story
left in pieces are further indication that defamiliarisation is at work here. The. recurrent
image of the rock flowing through the windowpane is very suggestive for the breaking of
the singular narrative voice into two voices, as well as for the entire structural dissolution of
the prose: “yesterday a rock flew through the windowpane voices and all” (1). In the
absence of temporal sequencing, the events of July 1942 are mentioned randomly through
the stream-of-consclousness techmque

they pushe_d me into the,closet 'on the third floor [...] sssh mother whispering in -
her tears (1) [...] soldiers calling our names (2) [...] already the boots (3) [...] as
the door closes on me I’'m beginning to see my shape from the past from the
reverse of farness [...] my father too coughmg his tuberculosis [...] and all the
doors slammed shut [...] what about the yellow star on my chest (4) [...] I wait in o
" the dark now down the staircase with their bundles moaning yellow stars to the
~furnace [...] I squat on the newspapers unfolded here by shame to defecate [...] I
_folded the paper into a neat package for the birds [...] still hoping for survival my
father my mother and my sisters but already the trains are rolling in the night (7)
[...] upstairs they grabbed me and locked me in a box dragged me a hundred
times over the earth in metaphorical disgrace while the soldiers chased each other
with stones in their hands and burnt all the stars in a furnace my survival a
mistake (8) [...] crossed out my whole family parenthetically XXXX mto
typographical symbols (10) ; .

Faced with such a dispersed narrative (the plot is scattered, dropped and picked up
again through several pages), the reader is invited to actively recreate the chain of events.
His task becomes ‘more and more difficult as the text unfolds, not only because of the
dislocated syntax and displaced words, but also because of the confusion of narratlve
vmces, and the gaps growing larger as the text progresses:
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my beginning postponed by federman‘s absence

now then : .
I forever been whereto  now don’t even say why but you
you ask how skip never before

spoken yet what . for me no sleep selectricstud .
hassle stir agam (Federman 18) ;

Towards the end of the twentleth page, the narratlve regains relatlve fluency,
somewhat resembling the beginning, but, curiously enoungh, entire slots can be read
comprehensibly from left to right and vice versa. As far as the narrative voice is concerned,
the duplicated “moinous” runs “full circle from his fingers into my voice back to him on the
machine,” which would lead us to think of productive connectivity and co-work, if it
weren’t for the constant distrust and subversion. The cohesion is, thus, only superficial, and
the fissure of the two conflicting voices is foreseeable: “roles reversed [...] I am speaking of
us [...] T am speaking of me (1) [...] me inside his hands (5) [...] I fall for his crap to-become
a puppet believing he is me and vice veisa (6) [...] two closets on the third floor [...]
multiplying voices within voices to silence (7) [...] lifeless voice within a voice without a
story to-tell [..] two refugees alive yet afraid” (18).. The split of “moinous” is
surrealistically experienced as a free fall into chaos, an existential vortex and a proliferation
‘of senseless, implausible ‘voices that paradoxically lead to silence; factual experience
doubles up (there are two closets now instead of one), and survival is multiplied by two. In
the end, the two voices reunite as “moinous” or “manchlld” (18) but the process of
duplication can-always reoccur. -

. The Shklovskian concept of defamiliarisation can be fruitfully applied to the
narrative’s rich symbolism, also. Such strong images as the excrement, masturbation, the
yellow ‘feather, the dark, the electricstud, the closet, etc. stun the reader by commanding
his/her attention. The excrement is positively valued in the text, in that it is correlated to the
idea of initial, infantile creation: “excrement of a beginning in the dark (7) [...] me blushing
sphinx defecating the riddle of my birth (11) [...] victorious sphinx defecating his life to
imagination plagiarized” (18). To illustrate the full spectrum of its symbolism, I suggest to
deploy Gilbert Durand’s unique association .of the excrement to gold-the intimate
substance - resulting from the chemical digestion Durand harks -back to Jung’s
psychoanalytical view of the excrement as ﬁequent imagery of mfantﬂe revenes of anal
bxrth .

Pour l’enfant la défécation est le modéle méme de la productlon et I’ excrément
est valonsé parce que premier produit créé par I’lhomme. D’autre part, nous
savons que pour 1’enfant la sexualité n’est pas différenciée et se situe d’une
maniére diffuse dans les organes postérieurs du corps, se confondant trés souvent
avec la scatology (Durand 302) .

In The Voice in the Closet, the symbolism of the excrement retains the connotation
. of creation first envisaged by Jung and Durand, but it also holds a strong relation to the

* For. the child the defecation. is the model itself of producmg somethmg and the excrement is
valued as the first prodiict of man. On the other hand, it is well-known that a child’s sexuality is
not thoroughly developed and is located roughly around the rear organs of the human body,
being very often confused with scatology. (my translation)
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distrust of re-created life, as thoroughly tackled above: “the virtual being federman [not
“capitalised] pretends to invent in his excremental packages of illusion a survivor who
dissolves in verbal articulations unable to do what I had to do” (11) / “sometimes much
wordshit provides single light” (16). The negative implication of excrement also hints at the
repetitive nature of biographic fiction, which has lost the genuine character of the initial
event.

Similarly, masturbation is positively connoted as well. The symb‘ol is frequently
encountered in its negatrve form in The Voice in the Closet— “no more masturbating on the
third floor” (1) — and it is viewed as an act of beautiful and innocent recreation when
performed for the first time, in the absence of memory, as Federman explains:

Somewhere in his work Proust raises a most interesting question about

* masturbation: the first time a child masturbates he/ she-doesn’t do-it in order to
reenact the sexual act; since he/ she doesn’t know what the act is. It is therefore a
pure act, an act of discovery, of invention, or recreation. Therefore there . is

. something beautiful about this first masturbatory gesture when it is performed.
without any memory, without any mental images. Later the act of masturbation
becomes a substitution for the sexual act itself. [...] It is between these two acts
that I'm working in my fiction. (McCaffery 133) (emphasis mme)

By “no more masturbatmg on the third ﬂoor” (1), the little boy means his preference for
memory and the lived event over the written recollection of that same event,

Another recurrent symbol in the novel is that of the feather, the amblvalence of
which is treated separately for the two voices in the text. When referring to federman, it
points to the “feather man” or, as it frequently appears in the novel, “homme de plume
hombre della pluma.” Both appellatwes refer to the writer (in French and Spanish). Here,
the feather symbolises the object/ tool which facilitates the creation-of fictional worlds. The
author’s name spelled with a lowercase f fictionalises him entirely (Kutnik 211). .

When it comes to the infant’s voice, he is referred to as “featherless little boy,”
which is not only a mark of his bemg the speaker in the novel (not the writer), but also an
indication of his winglessness, his lack of freedom and entrapment in the closet. While
trapped in the closet, he has no wings to fly, no feathers to facilitate his escape. The
feathers are, therefore, allusive to freedom and liberation in his case, especially when
corroborated with the obsessive phrase “they cut little boy’s hands” (3), and to the presence
of the bird that flew into his head. The feather turns yellow sometimes, which alludes to
David’s star worn as.a symbol of the Jewish stigma—the boy’s only cover in the closet, his
identity as an only remnant of his past. The feather also stands for protection, as in the
sequence “featherless little. boy”, significant of the boy’s fear and despair: when no
protective authority is around.

The rich symbolism of the narrative asa whole, along with the presence of the two
voices, and the, intriguing syntax contribute to a unique reading experience incessantly
challenged by defamiliarising techniques. By presenting the reader with a stimulating
narrative, full of contortions and contradictions, marked by apparent illogicality and
paradoxes, the author offers a plausible interface to reality and launches an invitation to
delve into an intriguing and rewarding fictional world. Essentially, Federman casts a vote
of confidence upon the reader, whom he deems able not only to decipher his entangled
world, but to potentially create his/her own. No less intriguing is the possibility that by
refusing to manipulate the reader into passively witnessing a pre-conceived fictional world,
and by creating the illusion of the reader’s active freedom to reassemble the puzzle of his
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work, Federman~in fact — paradoxically launches the greatest manipulation ever conceived
in literature: that of skillfully inducing the reader to retrace his own thoughts

Conclusion
A The expernence and memory of the Holocaust, oﬁen s1gna1ed by- the. one word
Auschwitz, remains hard to grasp by human understanding. In Jean-Francois Lyotard’s own
words, “The <Auschwitz> model would designate an experience of language which brings
speculative discourse to a halt” (364). Bearing in mind Adorno’s statement—“Since
Auschwitz fearing death means fearing worse than death” (365) ~Lyotard discusses the
philosophical notions of the finite and the infinite in. relation to the event of death: “What
can make death not yet the worse is its being not simply the end but only the end of the
finite and the revelation of the infinite. Worse than this magical death would be irreversible
déath, or simply the end-including the end of the infinite” (365). Lyotard thus intuits that
the tragedy of death consists in-the possibility that it might bring eternal closure or never-
ending entrapment inside a certain end, that it may be limitless, once it occurs. Lyotard’s
approach is significant to Federman’s' narrative in that it envisages the complexity of
genocide as lived experience, often impossible to reiterate through words by the survivors
themselves. Lyotard’s ruminations may also be useful to assess the limits of literary
interpretation, as well as the freedom granted to the reader to explore the realm of post-
Holocaust fiction and the proximity of Auschwitz as sphere of death. Being the harrowing
experience that it is, Auschwitz — as epitome of the Holocaust—can only be approached with
caution for what might be discovered beyond it. -

Federman chooses to treat the extreme event of the Holocaust with extreme hterary
means. As far as form is concerned, his narrative defies every conventional norm: he uses
the unpunctuated text, the abuse of gaps, the chaotic mixture of two voices, fragmented
language and no page numbers. Yet he manages to create a balance between the finite
mattér of literature—~the words—and their infinite possibilities of meaning, that is their
semantic latency. In doing so, he manages to disconcert the reader, to keeép him awake and
agile while transposing him into the world of his mind. Thus, he defamiliarises reality by
fictionalising it, in the tradition of the American postmodern novel authored by such
literary icons as Ronald Sukenik, William Gass, Steve Katz, John Barth and Kurt
Vonnegut. Like them, Federman playfully and creatively exploits language via typography
in order to renew literature: “I myself have tried to fragment language in my fiction through
typography (a process which also taught me a great deal about how language functions—
indeed, my interest in typography is as much an interest in exploring the way in which
syntax can be distorted and manipulated as it is in the shape or design of words on the
page)” (McCaffery 149). Thus, for Federman, stretching the possibilities of literary
language is one way of dealing with the Holocaust.

Referrmg to the absurdity of the Shoah, Jean Baudrillard highlights the snowball
effect at work in perpetrating genocide. Once a limit is crossed, many more become
possible to take on, so that the whole phenomenon becomes dnven by inertia:

Once certain limits have been passed there is rio relationship between cause and
effect, merely viral relationship between one effect and the other, and the whole
system is driven by inertia alone. [.. ] We must outpace events, which themselves -
"long ago outpaced liberation. The reign of incoherence, anomaly and catastrophe
must be acknowledged, as must the vitality of all those extreme phenomena
which toy with extermination. (Baudrlllard 108) ;
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* Federman offers one way to grasp this catastrophe through an experimental prose
that touches on the crisis of the mind faced with the attempt to comprehend the
mcomprehen31ble The chdotic, fragmented, apparently irrational discourse seéms to be
employed in an act of linguistic purge taken to paroxysm, ‘whose final limit is the very
dissipation of language. For literature and the writer, the blank page is the ultimate
temptation—yet -also the ultimate danger —, which Federman is well aware of. Therefore,
instead of the blank page, he proposes the typed page full of gaps and struggling, repetitive
words rushing by as if irreversibly attracted by a deathly vortex. Their inability to always
connect adequately to the realities of the Holocaust speaks for the marginality of language
in the face of genomde for the lack of a significant centre:

The typographical dlsruptlons in the novel and the constant introversion of
metacommentary are strategies for celebrating that marginality, means of playing
on the margins by turning the center into a sort of marginalia, But the Voice in the
Closet, with its perfectly ﬂushed pages suggests a more ambivalent attitude.
(Caramello 141) ‘

In the absence of a unifying centre, the alternative is multiple centers, floating around in a
jazz-like improvisation of words, motifs and symbols. This alternative world that Federman
lays before our eyes carries within itself its own destruction, its own criticism and . .
usurpation. His instinct, like Beckett’s, tells him that words need to die themselves in order
to be reborn again as brand new stories in the dawn of literature. In the aftermath of the
Holocaust literature has to dle in order to be reborn again:

I’ll close my ears, close my mouth, and be grave And when they open again, it
may be to hear a story, tell a story, in the true sense of the words, the word hear,
the word tell, the word story, I have high hopes, a little. story, with living
creatures coming and going on a heritable earth crammed with the dead, a brlef
story, with mght and day coming and gomg above, if they stretch that far, the
words that remain, and I’ve high hopes, I give you my word. (Beckett, Stories and

. Texts for Nothing in McCaffery 151)
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- Ozet

Yahudi Soykirimi sonrasy Etkilesimler: Raymond Federman’m The Voice in the Closet
Adh Eserinde Gergekligin Yabancilagtirilmasmin.Yollar

Bu makalede, Raymond Federman’m The Voice in the Closet adli soykirim sonrasi 8ykiisit
Viktor  Shkovsky’nin  bigimci teorisi “gergeklife yabancilastirma” aclsmdan
incelenmektedir. Dil ve stz dizimindeki ¢dzillme ve yapisal diizensizligin yam sira, igige
geomis, neredeyse birbirinden ayrilamayan anlatici sesleri gibi perspektife dair meselelerin,

hayatta kalma travmasm yapibozumculuga ugratmaya katkida bulundugu ve travmanm
kavramasim 've iyilestirilmesini sagladig1 one stirillmektedir., Bu agir1 bigimsel stratejiler
okuyucuyu yenilikei fakat tartigmal tiirde bir yazinsallifa aktif olarak katilmaya zorlar; ki
bu yazmsallik, olaylarin yabancilastirilmasi ve yeniden -diizenlenmesi igin paradoks,
abstirdlik, tekrarlar ve spesifik sembolizmden de yararlanir. Dahasi, yaganmig deneyimin
* kurgusallagtirilmasi stirecine dahil edilen tist-metinsel yaklagimmn, bellegin soyutlagtiriimast
ve bellegin biyografik kurguda yeniden yazmmn mesrutiyeti ile ilgili tartiymalan
tetlkledlgl one siirtilmektedir, Yahudi soykirmindan kurtulmayi bagarmig gocuk anlaticinin
sesinin, yetigkin anlaticmin otobiyografik anlatis: ile etkilegiminin, kiginin travma sonras:
bolinmesini de dile getirdigi, bunun da aym zamanda okurun hayatta kalmaya yonelik-
aligilagelmis ana akim algilarini bozma islevi gordiigti savunulmaktadir.
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