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ABBREVIATIONS

Finnegans Wake has been cited following the standard form used by Joyce scholars,
either by page number and line—viz. (278.13)—or, with reference to the accepted
division of the text into four books with chapters, by Roman numeral (book) and
Arabic numeral (chapter)—viz. (II1.2). The following abbreviations are used
throughout the text:

D

P

U
FI7
cw

SL

Censns

I
i

AWD

AWN
FwC
JILS
Je

JR
BM

JA

JJA28
A 29
JJA30
JJA 31

Dubliners, ed. Robert Scholes with Richard Ellmann. New York: Viking
Press, 1967.

A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man. The definitive text cotrected from
the Dublin Holograph by Chester G. Anderson and edited by Richard
Ellmann. New York: Viking Press, 1966.

Ulysses. New York: Random House, 1934, reset and corrected 1961.
Finngpans Wake. London: Faber and Faber, 1939.

The Critical Writings of James Joyce. Eds. Ellsworth Mason and Richard
Ellmann. New York: Viking Press, 1959.

Letters of James Joyee. Vol. 1, ed. Stuart Gilbert. New York: Viking Press,
1957; re-issued with corrections 1966. Vols. 1T and III, ed. Richard
Ellmann. New York: Viking Press, 1966.

Selected Letters, ed. Richard Ellmann. New York: Viking Press, 1975.
Adaline Glasheen, A Census of Finnegans Wake, 111 vols. Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1952; 1963; 1977.

Ellmann, Richard. James Joyce. London: Oxford University Press, 1959.
Ellmann, Richard. James Joyce. Revised edition. London: Osxford
University Press, 1982.

A Wake Digest, eds. Clive Hart and Fritz Senn. Sydney: Sydney
University Press, 1968.

A Wake Newslitter

A Finnegans Wake Circular

Janzes Joyee Literary Supplement

James Joyce Quarterly »
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Mark Nunes
GAPS AND CONVERGENCES IN THE JOYCEAN NETWORK

It has been some dozen years since George Landow’s book, Hypertext: The
Convergence of Conternporary Critical Theory and Technology, appeared in print. The
book in many ways did mark a critical moment of convergences. By the start
of the 1990s, the personal computer had become a fixture of everyday life in
many households in America and Europe, and the number of individuals with
access to email and the Internet had begun its phenomenal growth. A shift was
underway, one Initiated by the release of Tim Berners-Lee’s WWW via the
Internet in 1991, and NCSA’s release of Mosaic, the first point-and-click
hypertext navigation application, the following year. The machines changed in
1992, and with that change, hypertext increasingly became a matter of
everyday life.

We are now very much in a second moment of “new media” studies. Much
of the euphoria and dread surrounding the explosion of CMC into everyday
life has faded, and we are now faced with the more arduous task of assessing
how the uptake of network technology by both academia and popular culture
has altered social space and social relatons. Likewise, the broad claims that
Landow and other first generation hypertext theorists made for the
transformative, revolutionary potential of hypertext seem at best dated, and at
worst naive. This first tvave of hypertextual critical theory attempted to find
parallels between the experiments of modernist literature and the narratdve
challenges of hypertextuality. Thus when Landow discusses Vannevar Bush,
he is particularly interested in the challenge to reading and writing practices
that the memex device would entail, not its significance as a cybernetic engine.
In this convergence of technology and literary object, hypertext theorists of
the mid 1990’s found the promise of a form that “opened” a text to multiple
lines of narration and positioned the reader as an active participant in the
performance of the work.

Given this reading of hypertext as experimental fiction, perhaps it is not a
surprise to find the works of James Joyce hailed in numerous texts as what
Landow calls “#mpheit hypertexts in nonelectronic form.”" Thus when Jay
Bolter refers to Upsses and Finnegans Wake as “hypertexts that have been
flattened out to fit on the printed page,” he is highlighting several features of
Joyce’s writing to establish hypertext’s experimental form? the invocation of a
recursive and cross-referental reading practice; a compositional style of a
palimpsest, involving overlaid networks of associations with each revision; and
a narrative structure that functions as a web rather than a line In fact,
whenever a discussion of hypertext or “network logic” comes up in Landow,
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or Bolter, or Michael Heim, or Kevin Kelly, or Steven Johnson—and the list
does go on—reference to Joyce’s “implicit hypertext in nonelectronic form”
seems not too far away. The reading practices that Joyce’s novels already
demand, such an argument suggests, become actualised as linkages on the
screen, a textuality that calls into question the relation between “first” and
“next,” body and footnote, supplement and origin. This appropriaton of
Joyce by hypertext theorists speaks to a certain understanding of Joyce and
modernist literature, one that privileges the openness of the text and a
dynamic relationship between reader and work. Joyce, then, stands not so
much for High Modernism per se, but rather for the all-encompassing, ever
opening fext itseff; the text without hors-text. Thus while The Waste Land offers
an intricately constructed network of cross-reference and allusion, it is Joyce
and not Eliot, champion of the completed author-ised text, who serves as
hypertext’s patron saint.

But certainly this reading of Joyce is one of many within a genealogy of
Joycean scholarship. In fact, in turning to Joyce to draw upon a convergence
of critical theory and technology, Landow is also implicitly foregrounding a
convergence in literary studies, marked by the growing dominance of a “post-
structuralist Joyce” in the mid-1980s that distanced him from the Eliotic
Modernism of the Master Artist. The confluence of these approaches led in
the 80s and 90s to a vision of Joyce that emphasised permutations of the text
over artistic organicism, proliferation of signal over classical correspondence.*
Commenting specifically on this shift, Derek Attridge notes, for example, how
Joyce’s later texts function as a “network of possibilities,” and how the
“constantly renewed possibifity of connection” distinguishes his texts from the
more static, finished works of Eliotic modernism. Attridge sees Joyce as the
engineer of a textual machine that provides for a flux of meaning.® Jean-Michel
Rabaté makes similar use of “the machine” to describe the podesis of meaning in
the Wake. He describes the novel as: “a word machine, or a complex
machination of meanings.”® For Rabaté” which, rather than communicating &y
way of a given code, produce new possibilities of communication by challenging
determined systems of signification.” In other words, the novel performs
meaning, while at the same time marking a “lapsus,” or a “misfiring” of
meaning.®

These references to machines and networks mark an important
convergence of critical theory and technology in their own right, one not cited
in Landow’s book, and one atising, I would argue, from the increasing
penetration of cybernetics into everyday life in a “network society.” As Joyce
scholarship of the 1980s and 1990s became less interested in concordances
and skeleton keys, exploring instead networks of intertextuality and semiotic
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drift, “the network” itself came increasingly under a semantic coding
associated with computer networks; the diffrance of the language machine
found itself performing within the family resemblances of the “difference
engine” of computers. As the machines changed, so too did our understanding
of the netwotk. Geoffrey Bennington notes that when Derrida turns to the
computer to discuss Joyce, he does so not just as an image of the archive, but
to imagine “the possibilities of folding a text back on itself, of discontinuous
jumps  establishing quasi-instantaneous links between sentences, words, or
marks separated by hundreds of pages.” Joyce’s books, therefore, serve for
Derrida as supercomputers of textuality: machines of signification,
mterc.:onnection, and associative leaps. In both of his essays “on” Joyee,
Detrida makes reference to the Wake and Ulsses as  “hypermnesiac
machine[s]” that record, encode, and prefigure all languages, all associations,
and all readings.!® This “joyceware” encodes wholes into each part, but in doing
s, it undermines the possibility of ever exhausting this network of signification,
even from two words.!! The Joycean text becomes 2 kind of machine itself: a
medinm for proliferation that doubles and short-circuits the “powerful reading
machine” of Joycean scholarship.’2 Or as Andre Topia argues, Joycean
networks constantly determine meaning while simultaneously suggesting a
proliferation of alternate readings that pollute, destabilise, and infect each
other.!® This network of the text suggests that any node, as an overcoded
textual unit, provides a: potential “cybernetic key” that composes a mattix of
signals for the text as a whole."* As a machinic system, any text is always,
already a hyper-text.

By the mid-1990’s, one could begin to sketch an additional convergence in
hypertext theory, critical theory, and Joyce studies. Now hypertext and the
computer became foregrounded as both articulations of humanities computing
.and as a theoretical structuring of a post-structural reading of Joyce. The
inavguration of Hypermedia Joyee Studies (HJS) in 1995, along with Rob
Callahan’s Work in Progress and Allen Ruch’s The Bragen Head websites, mark
moments not only of critical uptake, but of an embrace of hypertextuality in
the production of scholarly work. In that first issue of HJS, Louis Armand’s
essay, “Phoenix Ex Machina: Joyce’s Solicitation of Hypertext,” presents a
convergence In its own right, weaving together Rabaté’s “perverse semic
machine,” Deleuze and Guattari’s “desiring machines,” Attridge’s complexity
machine, and Derrida’s “hypermnesiac machine” into what he calls the
“hypertextual transverse.” In any grid arrangement of the text, he argues, “this
grouping of signifiers reveals, if it reveals anything, the way a transverse marks
out a netwotk of discontinuities, of metaphor and metonymy, as they telate,
not to a particular context, but to what opens a context at its frontiers to an
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alterior discourse.” Likewise, in Darren Tofts’s contribution to the same issue,
“hypertext” serves as a term that marks a cultural convergence of cybernetics,
critical theory, and literary studies in the 20t centuty. Thus he can claim: “It is
a mistake to think that with the Wage [Joyce] simply wrote a book that doks
like hypertext. In fact he didn’t write a book at all. He provided a complex
system of prompting, the primer node in an interface to be activated by the
reader.”!> As such, #bis book—JoyceMedia—marks a convergence as well, a
coming together of Joyce scholarship and media theory, a trajectory that has
been underway for a number of years. My own contribution began in Rome in
1998 at the Joyce Symposium, when I presented a paper that attempted to
trace a genealogy of this convergence of hypertext theorists turning to Joyce,
and of Joyceans who had discovered in hypertext a literal or figurative
mapping of Joyce’s narrative expetimentation. I discoveted I was hardly alone,
and many of the figures who were present at that conference are still at it
converging here in these pages. _

Hypertext, of course, has its own genealogy, typically blessed by the trinity
of Vannevar Bush, Tim Berners-Lee, and Ted Nelson. While it is important to
think through the computer as material artefact—machine—in connection
with hypertext, it is equally important to keep in mind the cybernetic
underpinnings that provide a conceptual framework for early research into
computer design and the foundation of information science. Bush’s memex
stands as a precursor to hypertext precisely because it addresses a cybernetic
concern: how does one navigate through a universe of information in pursuit
of a pattern of signals? Hypertext (in proto- or actual form) provides a
technological solution to the problem of command-and-control. Command-
and-control are equally important for Berners-Lee, who describes the global
reach of hypertext and the individual autonomy of the user as integral,
inseparable elements of the Web as an information space. This apparent
contradiction is a defining feature of the spatiality of hypertext: while it is a
medium on a global scale, it is likewise mapped and enacted in the lived
practice of individual users controlling these planetary flows. For example, in
describing the future of the WWW as an emergent “Semantic Web,”!
Berners-Lee writes:

Imagine what computers can understand when there is a vast tangle of
interconnected terms and data that can automatically be followed. The power
we will have at our fingertips will be awesome.!”

There is a definite ideology at work in this conception of hypertext that on one
hand foregrounds the catholic structures of a global information space, while
at the same time privileging the agency of the individual, be that as
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Enlightenment subject or as cybernetic operator with “awesome” powers in
hand. This ideology is at wotk in Ted Nelson’s otiginaty vision of hypertext,
albeit in a somewhat different form, in his desire to create a system that will
grant the user access to “a universal instantaneous publishing system and
archive for the world.”'® The structure of Nelson’s thoughts on hypettext,
built around the slogan “everything is deeply intertwingled,” suggests not only
a network of interconnections, but the possibility of navigating a universe of
information from any node in the network. While hypertext served as a
shorthand in critical theory for the ever-opening text, in cybernetics and
various branches of “information science,” it spoke to a desire to command-
and-control a universal archive, to bting together disparate pieces of
information into a convergence “at our fingertips” and on our screens.

In marking this intersection of networks, information, and literary theory, it
is Eco’s semiotics, rather than the Saussurean variations taken up by Landow,
that provides a final convergence of technology and critical theory in this
essay. Eco’s discussion of the network of semiosis not only places the lexeme
in a very different relation to other nodes of signification, it also speaks to a
very different concept of “communication.” Eco’s understanding of
information theory, through Shannon and Weaver, treats communication as a
mode of conveyance. As Eco explains in .4 Theory of Semiotics, one can imagine
semiotic linkages that are non-communicative, but never a communicative
system that does not draw upon a network of semiotic relations. To the extent
that a reader “takes up” a code, that reader is involved in a communicative
system via the text. Of course, Eco’s The Open Work is a key text in
establishing the fundamental feature of the 20 century avant-garde as the
production of works that are multiple and involve the reader’s interaction with
the work itself. Eco argues that Joyce and other Modernists create texts in
which “suggestiveness” takes precedence over singular declaration.!® Yet while
foregrounding a  post-Einsteinian ontology of “indeterminacy and
discontinuity,” Eco is at pains to assure (along with Einstein) that God does
not play with dice; the universe as a “field of relations” still obeys governing
laws.?0 And it is here where Eco’s Peircean semiotics diverges from Saussure’s.
The open work of art still offers up a virtual coding that patterns the whole.
The reader’s function in completing the open text is, then, to trace or map the
patterns within a work: “They are to be seen as the actualisation of a series of
consequences whose premises are firmly rooted in the original data provided
by the author.”?! For Eco, the coding of semiotics provides the structures and
redundancies that allow the text to communicate with the reader.22

The “open work” shrinks the space between reader and writer. Eco’s use
of the network implies not only a communicative system, but also a reader
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who performs as a receiver, commanding and controlling sign—.functiorts
through the operation of a code. Reading is active, an act of Havigation. Eco’s
semiotic networks, then, have perhaps more in common with Yanpevar
Bush’s memex linkages than with the unlimited drift of Saussurean signifiers.
The semiotic network implies control, in that one activates or represses the
linkage of sign-functions. That does not mean that these network.s are not
creative. In a chapter devoted to metaphor in Finnggans Wake, Eco writes:

Metaphor, in this sense, appears as a new semantic couPling not preceded by
any stipulation of the code (but which generates a new stipulation of the.coc;e).
In this sense, as we shall see, it assumes a value in regard to communication
and, indirectly, to knowledge.?*

The code of the text, while not predicting the metaphorical coupling,.mu.st
support it. In this sense, the actualisation of th§ tEXt amounts to a det'erzm/mz‘zmj
of linkages. So when exploring the metaphorical functlom.ngs that 1.11’11.{ a 2nd
century Church Father and a 1930s cartoon character in a semiotic and
semantic web, Eco explains:

In point of fact, the reader grasps the analogies betyween Minucius and
Mandrake and does not depend upon the existence of a third ternt. However, it
could be said that he depends upon an extremely long series of third terms that
exist in the general context of the book [...]%

What justifies the linkages, then, is the fact that each pz.liring can Frace its th.ird
term to a wider set of linkages in a network of semiotic production, a c.odmg
that allows the text to communicate to the reader. Reading becomes a kind of
“bootstrapping” in which meaning becomes increasingly deter1n1nate thrgugh
a process Eco calls amalgamation. In addressing any given node within a
semiotic network (Mandrake, Minucius) “the reader does not lfnow as yet
which of these virtwal properties must be actualised. This decision Wlu be helped
only by further amalgamation and by textual opt?ratc?rs.”‘z-" Th1§ web of
connections may become increasingly complex in its involutions, but
ultimately it is inscribed in a globe of sorts. As a model of the network, then,
Eco’s amalgamations describe and inscribe a process t.hat moves f.rom
undetermined potential—a semiotic vittual—to communicative determination.

Eco’s semiotic networks provide, then, a final point of convergence.by
foregrounding a set of cybernetic principles in the context of literary stuqles,
and more generally, meaning-making. These principles often went upnotlced
in the euphoric uptake of hypertext theory in the early 1990’3. That is not to
say that this rhetorical gap did not itself take part in mapping a convergence of
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critical theory and technology. As we now find ourselves well underway in a
sccond generation of humanities computing and media theory, I would argue
that “hypertext” has become a marker in its own tight, calling attention tz a
set of convergences in Joycean scholarship, ctitical theory, semiotics, and
media studies. As such, “the Joycean network” maps points of contact as well

as Interstitial gaps in our understanding of meaning-making systems, both
textual and hypertextual,

As an “opening” gesture, then, coming nearly a third of the way into this
chapter, I would like create a convergence—and gap—between two textual
nodes in a Joycean network, in effect establishing a linkage between them. The
first concerns an often repeated story involving Joyce’s relation to Samuel
Beckett, and the drafting of Finnegans Wake. The story, as recounted in
Ellman’s biography, runs as follows:

O.nce.or twice, [Joyce] dictated a bit of Finnegans Wafke to Beckett, though such
dictation did not work very well for him; in the middle of one such session
there was a knock at the door which Beckett didn’t hear. Joyce said “Come in,”
and Beckett wrote it down. Afterwards he read back what he had wiitten an,d
Joyce said, “What’s that ‘Come in’?” “Yes, you said that,” said Beckett. Joyce
thgught for a moment, then said, “Let it stand.” He was quite willing to accept
coincidence as his collaborator. Beckett was fascinated and thwarted by Joyce’s

singular method. [JJIT 649]

Th.e story has several morals to it many contrasting Beckett’s and Joyce’s
artistic style. The primaty moral, however, seems a cautionary tale to the image
of Joyce as a modernist artist whose “controlling hands” plan out each
resonance in the text. Instead we have an image of Joyce incorporating error
and collaborating with chance.

While the veracity of the “Come in” anecdote has been challenged on
numerous fronts, it serves an important purpose in the context of this téurrent
paper, in that it calls attention to the understanding of convergences in the
production of meaning, and the production of a text. If we are to understand
the text of the Wake through a classical Joycean method—as a kind of
network of references, activated for a reader by access to a “key” that reveals
the systematic nature of that reference—then it is hard to understand how
apparently random material could find a place in a signifying system. A
tgndom phrase should strike the reader as an intrusion: noise amidst the
signals of the text. But one can also imagine, in that moment of pause—the
zap between Beckett’s repetition of the text and Joyce’s recognition of the gap
detween input and output—that Joyce-as-reader found a coding and an
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amalgamation that brought the random into coherence. The convergence,
then, of the tale, is not merely a matter of Joyce incorporating randomness
into his text; rather, it speaks to a certain understanding of error in its relation
to the text-as-network and the program of the reader. In the transcription
process, Joyce as transmitter sends a signal to Beckett the receiver, yet the
channel contains noise, introducing error into the code. This “Come in,”
however, is not meaningless, but rathet overcoded, serving as a marker of both
the gap between sign-functions that gives rise to unlimited semiosis and the
convergences that give rise to the production of meaning. But in this
interstitial space itself, how can one speak of an amalgamation of
significations, or for that matter, a delernination of the lexi?

I would like to link this anecdote to another often quoted invocation of
Joyce’s method, perhaps not as well known as the Ellman story, but in
contemporaty Joyce studies (and indeed in this volume) rather well circulated.
In a discussion of the indeterminacy of the text in Joyce’s literature—the
“yeses” in Ubsses in this instance—Detrida fantasises about a future Joyce
PFoundation Computer that would serve as an adjunct to Joycean scholarship.
He writes:

Supposing a department of Joycean studies decides, under the authority of an
Elijah professor, Chairman or chairperson, to put my reading to the test and to
institute a “program,” the first phase of which would consist of putting in table
form a typology of all the yeses in Ulsses, before moving on to the yeses in
Finnegans Wake. The chairperson agrees [...] to buy an n'h generation computer
that would be up to the task. The operation agreed to could go very far.26

In fact, a present-day computer is capable of much of the task that Derrida
describes here. Electronic versions of Ubuses or Finnegans Wake exist online,
and one could easily perform the appropriate key word searches, and then
process that data with a grammatical or linguistic mark-up application. But in
Derrida’s fantasy, this n generation computer goes much further, performing
“two tasks which would be impossible for any computer of which we possess
the concept and control today.”?? That first impossible task would be to
generate an exbaustive typology of yeses in Ulsses. Dertida himself identifies ten
modalities of “yes” in the novel, but this coding is always only partial and
tentative, subject to doubling and indeterminacy. Detrida explains:

A computer cannot today enumerate these interlacings, in spite of all the many
ways it can help us out. Only an as yet unheard-of computer could, by
attempting to integrate with it, and therefore by adding to its own score, its
other language and its other writing, respond to that in Ulysses.?®
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To mark, along with all those yeses, the program of reading itself, “part of and
not part of the analysed corpus,” this n generation computer would exceed its
own “perilous counting” and “respond” to the text. In a word, this second
task is impossible precisely because it commits a “system error” by annulling
the operational and programmatic relation between reader and text that treats
the text as a system of data, “outside” the readet.

Derrida’s essay presents a critique of a certain approach to literary criticism
and does so by drawing upon the image of a semiotic super-computer, capable
of exhaustive codings and decodings of a text. But in doing so, he also
presents a version of cybernetics in which the reader/operator commands and
controls the computer as a computational instrument. Simply put, the human
provides input, the computer provides output. This operational relation should
appear quite familiar, for it is one we enact with every database query or
keyword search we perform on our own computers, at home and in the office.
In this Derridean fantasy of a Joyce Foundation program, the computer is
seen as a device that defermines a text, a text that is always multiplying in its
meaning. Derrida identifies a programmatic approach to literary criticism, one
in which the computer as a cybernetic device for the command, control, and
communication of information performs admirably—up to a point. But
beyond that point, Derrida argues, the cybernetic device faces the impossible
task of treating an indeterminate, open system as though it were a determinate
system of data. In contrast to these data processing machines, Derrida gestures
toward a textual machine, the text itself, that can never be fully programmed
because it always exceeds its own code.

The textual convergence, on these pages, of the “Come in” anecdote and
the Derridean n™ generation computer calls attention to a gap of sorts in how
we understand control of the text. Derrida’s critique of programmatic reading
plays in well with a certain cybernetic vision of information management in
that it imagines complete control as a desirable state. To control the code is to
master the text. In contrast, the image of Joyce’s style invoked in the “Come
in” anecdote suggests a very different relationship to aleatory information.
“Hrror” disrupts a program as an aberration, as noise. The anecdote suggests
that Joyce’s method constantly exceeded his own compositional program. It is
a machine and a network that is out of contro/2? At its simplest, cybernetics
provides a science for the control of information flow. As Norbert Wiener
defines the field, the purpose of cybernetics as a discipline is “to attack the
problem of control and communication in general.”® For Wiener, control is
problematised by a universe (of information, matter, energy, etc.) that drifts
toward disorder. Control provides a structure against what Wiener calls
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“nature’s tendency to degrade the organised and to destroy the meaningfal.””3!
From the chaos of virtuality, communication provides a “temporary and local
reversal of [...] entropy” by actualising information.?> A cybernetic approach
to Joyce’s work would in effect attempt to control the language machine by
placing the reader in an input/output relation with the text. The text, then,
becomes a field of possible readings, and as such, command and control of the
text necessitates an ability to predict how a cybernetic system will actualise a
given reading as a communicative system.

Such an account of the relation between author, reader, and text is taken
up by Eco’s Model Reader. He writes:

An author can foresee an “ideal reader affected by an ideal insomnia” (as
happens with Finnegans Wake), able to master different codes and eager to deal
with the text as with a maze of many issues. But in the last amalysis what
matters is not the various issues in themselves but the maze-like structure of
the text. You cannot use the text as you want, but only as the text wants you to
use it.?

The structure undetlying this understanding of an ideal or Model reader, and
reading in general, foregrounds an input-output relation to the text: the author
(or author-function) who codes a text, and the reader who decodes it. The
Model Reader for Eco is not an individual per se, but rather the articulation of
coded “presuppositions” that allows for the optimal performance of the text:
“the Model Reader is a textually established set of felicity conditions (Austin,
[1975]) to be met in order to have a macro-speech act (such as a text is) fully
actualised.”™ At issue here is a form of semiotic control over the text. For
Eco, the Peitcean semiotic chain suggests a continual refining of meaning
through the progressive activity of a community of inquirers.3> One can speak,
then, of a text, or of any semiotic systern, as a virtuality continually moving
toward a more perfect articulation of its system of codings: “When faced with
a lexeme, the reader does not know which of its virtual properties (or semes,
or semantic markers) has to be actualised so as to allow further amalgamations
[...] All these properties are not to be actwally present to the mind of the
reader. They are wrtnally present in the encyclopaedia, that is, they are socially
stored, and the reader picks them up from the semantic store only when
required by the text.”36 While a text may never be fidy determined (in the sense
that not even the author need occupy the lived position of Model Reader), a
reading advances a semiotic process to the extent that it increases the
determination of the text. Any misreading, then, is really a Austinean
misfiring—aberrant presuppositions about the text.

As with Eco’s semiotics, Wiener describes cybernetics as a control system
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for increasing determination. Indeterminacy provides a resistance to
communication, the process that actualises information. In fact, Weiner
explicitly associates the resistance of entropy with a principle of evil¥
Cybernetics  dispels, if only locally and temporarily, the curse of
indetermination. And this is an important point worth stressing: in a
cybernetic account of communication, the operator stands in an antagonistic
relation to this field of entropy that resists good and ordetly control. In this
context, Derrida’s comments on computers, reading, and the irreducibility of
the text provide an illuminating point of contrast. For Wienet, indeterminacy
is a problem, a resistance, an antagonism. Likewise, the Joycean progtam in
Derrida’s fantasy attempts to determine the text within an exhaustive coding,
albeit a coding of a single word. Whatever escapes detetrnination marks a
failure in the program, a failure to achieve ideal performance. For Detrida, the
indeterminacy of the text always exceeds its coding, precisely because reading
responds to the text as “part of and not part of the analysed corpus.” Cybernetics
defines a field of givens that are in principle entirely knowable, calculable, and
therefore predictable. This concept of predictability is perhaps most clear in a
section of The Human Use of Human Beings where Wienet gives a cybernetic
reading of legal systems based on precedence. He writes: “The technique of
the interpretation of past judgments must be such that a lawyer should know,
not only what a court has said, but even with high probability what the court is
going to say.”® In this same passage, Wiener describes a legal situation in
which precedent has not yet been determined, when justice, in other words,
has not yet been performed. He writes:

There ate vast fields of law where there is no satsfactory semantic agreement
between what the law intends to say, and the actual situation that it
contemplates. Whenever such a theoretical agreement fails to exist, we shall
have the same sort of no-man’s land that faces us when we have two currency
systems without an accepted basis of exchange. In the zone of unconformity
between one court and another or one coinage and another, there is always a
refuge for the dishonest middleman, who will accept payment neither
financially nor morally except in the system most favourable to him, and will
give it only in the system in which he sacrifices least. The greatest opportunity
of the criminal in the modern community lies in this position as a dishonest
broker in the interstices of the law.%

I am intrigued by this position between two systems, in “the interstices of the
law,” and the threat it poses to systems of order. Cybernetics as a science of
command and control seems to suggest that justice is served only when order
has been established, when the system has performed according to a system of
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laws. The “intetstices of the law” is a place of the criminal, error, and the
forces of entropy.

In contrast, Derrida locates the aporetic program of reading within this
interstitial gap. The language machine that is the text differs from the
cybernedce language machine in that the text is irreducible to the code it
communicates. This relationship between reader, determinacy, and the text
plays an important part in undesstanding how a certain mode of (cybernetic)
thinking has had an influence on literary theory, and more specifically how it
relates to Joyce studies. In a period in which the computer has come to bear all
the more forcefully on literary studies, and often with very fruitful results
through various forms of “humanities computing,” an understanding of the
influence of operational thinking on literary studies is quite relevant. In a
cybetnetc approach to the literary object, the goal of reading would be,
ultimately, to put the text to rest—to reach (or approximate) a point in which
the text has been “fully” determined. The computer, then, would serve as a
tool to aid in determinations of the text, in a fashion that places the user in the
position of operator/ controller, in an input/ output relationship with the work
at hand. One can further imagine, under the authority of a Humanities
Computing professor, Chairman or chairperson, hypertext used as just such a
tool, generating spaces of control for its users: searchable databases, an
“infinite” library of scholars, a netwotrk of multiple editions, audio-visual tools,
and supplementary texts all “at our fingertips.,” We need not wait for an o
generation computet to find this program well underway; already we can find
versions of a Joycean hypertext on the WWW that promise greater control
over the text through cybernetic interventions in and of the network.*

To retutn to the issue of joyce’s/Beckett’s “Come in” in the Wake: might
we, through principles of cybernetic control, defermine the location of this
sputious moment in the text? According to John Harty’s article, “Is Beckett’s
‘Come In’ in Finnegans Wake,” Joyce did nof incorporate the phrase into the
text. The anecdote, which was told to Ellman by Beckett, is of questionable
accuracy for Harty: “If this event did take place, then Joyce had second
thoughts about the ‘Come in’ and deleted it. As scrambled as Finnegans WWake
is, this random, needless ‘Come in’ would damage the book’s integrity” (JJII
52). As Harty’s language implies, the complexity of the Wake is a matter of
“scrambled” code, not “random, needless” intetference. This distinction, while
not stated in explicitly cybetnetic terms, is very much the distinction that
Claude Shannon makes between signal and noise. In his own version of
information theory, Claude Shannon differs from Wiener in understanding
entropy in a communicative system, establishing a direct, rather than inverse
relation between information and entropy. As Warren Weaver explains in his
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comments on Shannon’s work:

Information is [...] a measure of one’s freedom of choice in selecting a
message. The greater the freedom of choice, and hence the greater the
information, the greater is the uncertainty that the message actually selected is
some particular one. Thus greater freedom of choice, greater uncertainty,
greater information go hand in hand.#!

Weaver goes on to explain that the only difference between noise and signal in
Shannon’s cybernetics is selection; noise is “sputious” information. But
ultimately, we still have a system of control at work in Shannon’s cybernetics:
the controlled selection of desired signal from spurious noise. We are stll
within an input/output relation that places the operator in a position of
command and control. As a program of literary study, we are also treating the
text itself as a channel (either two-way or one-way, depending on its brand)
between authorial coding and reader-response. Hence, Joyce’s removal of this
phrase, according to Harty, emphasises that no matter how “scrambled” the
code, it still takes part in the conveyance of information, as long as it was
“sent” from author-source to readet-receiver.

Harty continues his analysis by consulting Clive Hart’s Concordance, where
he discovers 150 occurrences of the word “come,” while only four
occurrences of “come in” (excluding a fifth, in the form of “Come Inn” FIW
512.32).% Harty’s argument follows primarily from a logic of plot. The first
instance, “Take off thatch whitehat (lo, Kersse come in back bespoking of
loungeon™ (FI 322.1-2), occurs as part of what Harty describes as Joyce’s
transmogtification of a tale he heard of a hunchback sea captain and a tailor
who fails to fit him properly. The tailor Kersse is asked to enter a pub, thus
“the ‘Come in’ is integral to Kersse’s entrance and is not the result of a
random accident.”3 Likewise, for Harty, the other “white hat” instance,
“Remember to take off your white hat, ech? When we come in the presence”
(F1I¥7 623.9-10), denies the accidental because the pun (sexual/religious) holds
a place of privilege in Joyce’s writing. The argument becomes more tenuous in
his teading of the third instance, “come in, come on, you lazy loafs I” (FIW
393.27), which is again justified by a reading of plot: “The ‘come in’ here
seems to be Matt’s directing the cat into the kitchen and can’t be accidental.”
In Harty’s reading, however, the “Four Old Men” in this section are variants
on (among other things) the four evangelists; one might just as easily connect
the passage with an earlier instance of the loaf’s appearance, “so now pass the
loaf for Christ sake, Amen” (FW 393.2-3), in the context of a
transubstantiation of bread into body and blood. The fourth passage, “Then
the court to come in to full morning (FW 566.23-24) reads again for Harty as a
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sexual pun, but by this point the indeterminability of the text has all but won:
“BExactly what happens in the above section and the meaning are debatable.
Yet the ‘come in’ is cleatly an integral part of the citation and hardly 2 random
phrase.””*

Of coutse, I am far more interested in the program of criticism cited here than
in the specifics of interpretadon. Harty’s reading of the passages cited are
clearly motivated by a desite to get it right—to determine the status of the
errant phrase “come in.” Here plot and an interpretative framework funcdon
as a coding of information. Interestngly, with each additional potential
site/cite, Harty’s reading becomes all the more tenuous, and his control ovet
the text—what he can “clearly” declare—Dbecomes more a matter of selecting
signal from noise than textual plan. In effect, such a program of mastery treats
textual gaps as puzzles; whatever conundrums exist are matters of complexity
ot a lack of a propet code, not matkings of interstitial openings of
indeterminacy. In cybernetic terms, it expresses itself in the balance between
redundancy and entropy’s freedom of choice. A system’s redundancy measures
the amount of signal that can be obscured or effaced without effecting
communication. Redundancy makes word puzzles possible, Shannon argues,
and according to his calculadons, English is 50% redundant; a higher degree of
redundancy would in effect make the puzzle less puzzling, and hence
unsatisfactory, wheteas lower degtees of redundancy approach the limit case in
which any random array of letters would solve the riddle.% In this analysis, we
might argue from a cybernetic standpoint that Joyce has lowered the
tedundancy of the English language, but to a level where the puzzle still
plays—the equivalent of Shannon’s speculation that a 30% redundant English
would allow us to construct satisfying 3-D crossword puzzles.’ In fact,
Shannon uses the Wake to make just such a point about the relationship
between redundancy and entropy:

Two extremes of redundancy in English prose are represented by Basic
English and by James Joyce’s book Fimnegans Wake. The Basic English
vocabulary is limited to 850 words and the redundancy is very high |[...] Joyce
on the other hand enlarges the vocabulary and is alleged to achieve a
compression of semantic content.*8

Implicit in both Harty’s and Shannon’s reading of the Wake is the assumption
that “each word in the Wake serves a purpose, difficult though it may be at
times to ascertain.”*® Such an argument claims that any given word stands as a
node in a network of signification and is therefore capable of enacting a range
of textual linkages that encode the text in a structure of meaning.

The “Come in” puzzle, then, assumes that one can speak of the textual
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network in cybernetic terms: as signal/noise, entropy/redundancy,
communication/interference. Such an account defines indeterminacy as a gap
in actualisation, but never as an interstitial space. Mastering the network of the
text, then, would involve control over as many nodes as possible. As such, one
can indeed imagine a hypertextual tooling of “come in” an electronic
concordance of links to passages that in turn link to each other, attempting to
distinguish semiotic amalgamations from the non-communicative gaps of
noise. One can imagine supplementary material brought to bear as well, such
as the latest Archive dates for various passages in the Wake0 correlated with
the dates of Beckett’s most likely collaboration with Joyce (1932-1935). Such a
network of convergences, navigated by a Model Joco-Cybernetician, perhaps,
would yield one signal passage in which Beckett’s hand could have penned the
errant “Come in™ '

—Take off thatch whitehat (lo, Kersse come in back bespoking of loungeon off
the Boildawl stuumplecheats for rushirishis Irush-lrish, dangieling his old
Conan over his top gallant shouldier so was, lao yiu shao, he’s like mote look a
novicer on the nevay).

—Tick off that whilehot, you scum of a botch, (of Kersse who, as he turned
out, alas, hwen ching hwan chang, had been mocking his hollaballoon a sample
of the costume of the countty).

—Tape oaf that saw foull and sew wrong, welsher, you suck of a thick, stock
and the udder, and Confiteor yourself (for beketsse he had cuttered up and
misfutthered in the most multiplest manner for that poort old bridge’s masthard
slouch a shook of cloakses the wise, hou he pouly hung hoang tseu, his own
fitther couldn’t nose him). [FF 322.1-13]

In the triple alterations of the text, the parentheticals are not commented to
Kersse directly, but in amplification of the command Take off/Tick off/ Tape
oaf. As such, one could argue that the presence of “come in” in the first
instance is a cybernetic redundancy, since “Kersse [...] back bespoking of
loungeon off the Boildawl stuumplecheats for rushitishis Irush-lrish” has no
less of a claim as a complete message than the passage as it appears in print.
But such a program of reading spirals out of control in the Wake, particularly
in a passage of triple redundancy. In what sense can we say that “come in”
does or does not signify in a way that would be demanded by the network of the
text—or even an intertextual network (Beckett’s hermetic coding of assent in
his own “tailor tale” in Endgame, told by Nagg, who summons his audience
with a knock on Nell’s ashbin)?

The ideal of mastery of a text speaks to a certain understanding of
textuality—an understanding that places either author or reader in a position
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of engineering a text. The approach suggests that not all textual linkages are
valid—or rather, that one could in effect distinguish between what is justified
by a reading of the text and what is idiosyncratic to the reader. The
convergence of Beckett’s “Come in” and Derrida’s computer, then, also
suggests a gap in signification, a gap between Peircean and Saussurean
semiotics, between semeiosis and semiosis, between two articulations of drift.
And marking this gap, as interstitial text, is the Wake itself. Consider, for
example, Eco’s oft-cited discussion of a single Wakean word: “meandertale.”s!
He attempts to explain how the web or networked structure of signification in
the Wake justifies some readings while excluding others. Eco argues that
Finnegans Wake produces a textual network of associations that makes the
work’s cultural and psychological context legible. The lexeme “meandertale”
produces three other lexemes, all interconnected by a network of associations,
each reinforcing the other, at the expense of other possible associative links:
“The interconnections show, moteover, the way in which evety lexeme can in
turn become the archetype of an associative series which would amalgamate
sooner or later, with the associative terminals of another lexeme.””2

While Eco emphasises that these semiotic networks place sign-functions in
a temporary arrangement via a code, the articnlation of a semiotic network by
way of that code gives rise to a structure of increasing determination—
assuming that this semiotic system also performs as a communicative system
(such as a literaty object). Nodes, while temporary in their arrangement, are
reinforced by the actual activation of a semiotic relation—in the instance of a
literary object, by the act of reading. As a network then, what determines
signification is the potential to communicate via a code. “Meandertale” resonates
because of its nodal relationship with other nodes in the same semiotic
amalgamation. One can defermzine, then, according to Eco, the semiotic value of
a given Wakean word not by claims to authorial intent, but by the felicity
conditions that allow this network to “fire.” The network, then, specifically
becomes an expression of interconnected codings. But in reading Finmegans
Wake, one is caught up in an interstitial space, a “zone of unconformity”
between two systems of reading. The first treats the word as an interminable
opening onto a play of signifiers. The second marks each word with a code
that potentially unlocks the “entire” text. At issue are the networks of the text
itself. To quote the Wake:

It is told in sounds in utter that, in signs so adds to, in universal, in
polygluttural, in each auxiliary neutral idiom, sordomutics, flotilingua,
sheltafocal, flayflutter, a con’s cubane, a pro’s tutute, strassarab, ereperse and
anythongue athall. [FI 117.12-16]
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Not only do phrases like “in utter that” and “so adds to” open to multiple
Interpretation, but networks of resonance start to develop in clusters and
repetitions of morphemes and phonemes that reinforce one another. To take a
polyglutteral phrase such as “anythongue athall”; from the standpoint of Eco’s
semiotics: the unlimited semiosis of reading would entail a process of
increasing determination of a sign series through greater control over a
semiotic network. The Model Reader would enact the nodes “completely,” or
rather, would amalgamate these virtualities into an actual reading that
optimises this network of resonances: “Anything at all/Any tongue at all.”

This asymptotic semiosis would converge with other lexemes in the
sequence in which tongues and plenitude resonate (polyglutteral, tlorilingua).
Although the phrase is never fully determined, it approaches such a point.
This sort of reading stands in contradistinction to Derrida’s reading of a single
word in the Wake, in which complete determination of the text is not only
impossible, but through a chain of signification (Eco’s Hermetic drift), the
process is always open toward /nereasing indetermination. Reading, Derrida
suggests, enacts a set of disspative connections, such that any convergence
(anything/any tongue) increases the virtuality of a semiotic network, rather
than amalgamating actual links.

One finds a similar “zone of unconformity” between systematic treatments
of hypertext—as either cybernetic vehicle or post-structural writing space. Do
we, for example, understand the WWW as a network of interconnecting
determinate nodes, defined by URLs (minus the “noise” of dead links), or as
an indeterminate opening, an interstitial gap marked by a user’s hand hovering
over mouse and keyboard? The Web is presented in the mass media as the
great leveller by providing individuals access to a global medium of
production, distribution, and consumption. In addition to providing a material
form for a “worldwide” networlk, hypertext also enacts conceptual structures
that foreground the user as an autonomous controller/operator of global
resources. Browsing, then, as a lived practice, articulates a space in which the
network situates the user in an operational relation with “the world.” This
representation of a network of linkages treats the connections between pages
of a hypertextual field as a reified structure: a network of nodes. Of course,
there is no link between two pages in a material sense, only the potential for one
(every “dead” link attests to this fact). As such, the materiality of the /4 is not
on the screen in glowing blue lettering, but rather in the embodied experience
of the user whose eye is trained on a screen, and whose hand deftly types,
scrolls, and clicks. In fact, there is no reason to treat the link that occurs by
way of clicking on the screen as more or less direct than the link that occurs
when a user “points” the browser to another page by typing in a URL. This
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vision of hypertext as a space of cybernetic control represents a dominant
ideology of the Web, but one could also atgue that each web page presents an
opening, the potential to enact an indeterminate network of connections. Thus
browsing the WWW does indeed provide users with access to a range of
sources, distributed both geographically and topically, but the “connections”
that link them are always potential, not acfual, until they ate articulated though
lived practice. .

Thinking of the space of hypertext as an event rather than a state of 'affalrs,
I would suggest that the user enacts a space by calling specific pages into an
expetienced relation. In this regard, hypertext is a relational space that is
actualised in lived practice. As an event, it suggests both virtual structures of
potential and actual enacted networks of convergence. In the r.network
produced by the user pointing and clicking her way through Yarious sites, the
very possibility for errant or “perverse” connections is inseparable a.nd
indistinguishable from its global, “universal” potential. From the perspective
of an information space, then, there can be no real distinction bet.ween
appropriate or inappropriate linkages or sites. Such a vision of the .spatlahtY. of
hypertext, of course, runs contrary to the ideology of the mfo.rmatlon
superhighway, where connectivity equates with efficiency and productivity. As
a cybernetic vehicle, then, hypertext suggests that the greater the degree.of
control over this virtual structure, the better the sense that the user is mapping
a useful and meaningful information space. Yet gaps and fissutes will always
exist as indisciplines, minor practices, and deterritorialisations.

As of 11:18 AM (EST) on 28 January 2004, the search engine website for
AltaVista responds to my query:

3

“finnegans wake
g

by producing 12,517 links to sites with this key phrase. While information-rich,
such a field is unwieldy. By narrowing my search to “finnegans wake” and
Joyce and Beckett and “come in” AltaVista provides me with 44 links, most of
which refer to the anecdote in question, but some in which the phrase “come
in” occurs as sputious information, a random phrase dropped into the text as
it were, and not foreseen in the input-output relationship of controller,
database, and field of potential information. Other links bring up “404 Not
Found” errors. Of the links relevant to the anecdote, I encounter an article by
Dan Weiss on Allen Ruch’s Bragen Head website. The article quotes the
anecdote for the purpose of explaining how Joyce introduced “the effects of
textual drift and plain chance into his works.” (24B). Coincidentally enough,
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the Weiss article is also interested in networks, writing, and Joyce, with
significant reference to Eco’s Open Work. The network of scholars invoked by
this anecdote of convergences in a Joycean Hypertext suggests something
similar to a Peircean “community of inquirers” in which like-minded searches
and like-minded pursuits are brought together. While I had not encountered
Weiss’s work prior to writing this article, the ability of the search engine to
generate a controlling structure over thousands (in this instance) of potential
pages suggests 2 meaningful amalgamation of scholarship. But that’s not what I
was after. We are not any closer to “nailing down” Beckett’s “Come in” than we
wete at 11:17 AM. It slips through the gap. The convergence that did take
place—on networks, Eco, and Finnegans Wake—occurred precisely in this
interstitial space between input and output programs.

I am working on my computer, with windows open to two websites: The
Trent University Finnegans Web and the Grand Teton Joyee Ommicordia. By
correlating one with the other, I can perform key word searches and extract
textual passages. My generation of “come” produces 156 occurrences. The
limits of the current concordance search do not allow me to type “come in”
and search the particular phrase. In typing phrases, however, I do manage to
enter “comein,” requesting partial and whole word search. I receive the
following response: “thou who agnitest! Dah! Arcthuris comeing! Bel Verb
umptincipiant through the trancitive spaces! Kilt by kelt shell kithagain™ (FIp”
594.2). Rather than pinning down the passage, or completing my impossible
task, the network converges on another slippage, an error, one that for a
moment, scems to resonate in the aleatory occurrence of “trancitive spaces.”
Isn’t that what I've been trying to map on these pages? But can it be said that I
activated a code, or in any other way executed a program that commands and
controls this network of convergences and meaning-making? Or am I merely
caught up in the delirious, hermetic convergences of a drifting similitude? In
this interstitial gap between two programs, this trancitive space, something still
comes together. Might we define this moment, as with hypertext, as a dynamic
event in a relational space of signification?

If we think of the networks of convergence in Finnegans Wake as dynamic
events, we are forced to think in terms of the genetative function of networks.
We might now rethink the “meandertale” example as a stabilisation of the text
through the articulation of a semiotic network, rather than the activation of a
series of semiotic nodes. In such 2 reading, “anythongue athall” does indeed
map a virtuality of signification, but that virtuality does not precede the event
of reading; 4 75 articulated in the immanent practice of reading itself. How does the
node “anythongue athall” respond to a semiotic convergence that actualises
“thong” as a semantic theme, set against “con’s cubane,” “pro’s tutute?” Such

62

a reading, aberrant and abhorrent to Eco’s semiotic, call.s attention to th.e
dynamic, relational event of reading. If we can conceive of a semloftlc‘
immanent to the dynamics of convergence, then we \x{ﬂl negd to account for
the production of meaning at these very moments of mtersqtml shpvpage: not
as aporetic escapes, but as relational spaces of emergent meaning-making, .
This text itself is a monstrous convergence of sorts, to the' extent that its
composition straddles a number of yeats, a numb.er‘of productions, a.num}l?.?
of iterations. The process of condensation that ehmlnaFes some mzllterlall Wf1 e
highlighting others is not so much a matter of separating tbat which signifies
from that which amounts to noise. Instead, the very dynamics of combination
gives rise to its own meaning-making. The question, th(?n, of the convergence
gf textual passages is no more significant than the question of the t(?xtual ga{as
and interstitial spaces that are exploited by the reader, and that articulate the

text itself as a communicative system.
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