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Introduction: Developing a Nomadic Ethics

mem, BOOK EXPLORES how literary texts by five German-speaking women
writers conceptualize contemporary German and Austrian identi-
ties — especially bur not only gender identities — in ethically instruc-
tive ways. The writers -— Birgit Vanderbeke, Dorothes Griinzweig, Ante
Ravic Strubel, Anna Mitgutsch, and Barbara Honigmann — reveal how
factors such as sexuality, ethnicity, religion, and disability affect the status
and comfort of the subjeci. They problematize the categories of gender
and nation, revealing them to be artificial and restrictive — though seill
pertinent and influential — and rhey suggest more inclusive Znd nuanced
ways of framing identities in a postmodern, globalized era. They propose
methods of conceiving contemporary subjectivity that account for fluidity
and mobility while also acknowledging the material, the evervday, and the
reladonal. I rerm their various serategies “nomadic” and view their work
as ethically significant.

Why ethics? Ethical inquiries are in fact unavoidable, since, as John
D. Caputo puts it, “Obligation happens.”? Obligation roward others is
an inescapable given thar requires expression. The current ethical turn in
theory both points up and reflects on this given.” Arguably, ethics is espe-
cially urgent in the German-speaking context. Sander L. Gilman writes
of the new Germany’s “self~consciously ethical” confrontarions with the
past, suggesting that morality is a conscious concern: of many recent Ger-
man debates. This is a fogical development if one accepts his contention
that twentieth-century German history, more than the history of any
other nation, demands the production of cthical accounts of the present
and the future.® I will return shortly o the key questions of Germanness
and Austrianiess.

What can feminist ethics contribure to the project of producing new
values and visions? Fernmist ethicists assume thai the subordination of
women is morally wrong and thar the moral experience of women Is as
deserving of attention as are male constructions of morality.? To fore-
ground writing by women, and especially irs ethical implications, 15 to
champion these tenets. Tt is to insisi that an adequate account of con-
temporary Geyman-language literarure and culture pay due attention ro
women. It is also to demand that any account of ethical behavior encom-
pass feminine models of knowing and being. This project ties in with
the feminist insight that moral theory has traditionally privileged male
views of erhical behavior. Carol Gilligan’s landmark study of 1982, In &
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Diifferent Voice, notably made this case, Gilligan evokes a feminine ethic
of care that revolves around a central insight: “that self and other are
interdependent.”® This ethic stands in opposition to masculine accounts
of morality that privilege reason and logic over emotionality and empathy.
Feminist ethicists agsert “our fundamental relaredness” and take affective
responses as a basic fact of human existence.® As Margaret Urban Walker
stresses, “Morality is fundamentally interpersonal”?

In the postmodern context, ethical ideals, especially those that appeal
to feminine kindness, might feel ourdated. First, they may seem essen-
ialist, positing “women” as a group about which one can generalize. If
gender is “performarive,” as Judith Buder famously argued —— a matter
not of being but of doing — is it meaningful 1o talk of “women™ as a
category at all?® The theory of performativity does not deny sex, however,
As we will shortly see, recent feminist thought has usefully expanded on
Butler’s notion of performativity, more forcefully introducing materialicy
as a salient factor in the construction of the subject. T will come back fater
o the question of materality and the category of “women.”

Second, such writings as Gilligan’s may appear to reinscribe women
as guardians of morafity, angels of the house,® Nel Noddings, however,
argues that men can practice “feminine” care ethics.'? One should not
conflate sex and gender, then, or view ethical behaviors as a marter of
fixity. We need rather to see morality as a question of doing. As Walker
argues, “Morality . . . consists in practices™ (10). She challenges the way
moral philosophers tend to view relationships and behaviors as “timeless,
contexiless, universal facts about ‘human’ nature or life” {27). A pertor-
mative view of ethics frees it up from such universalizing understand-
ings. Furthermore, feminist ethics largely eschews romanticizing views
of women or care. Noddings points out the feeling of doom that can
accompany responsibility: “The caring person . . . dreads the proximate
stranger. . . . She would prefer that the stray cat not appear ar the back
door -— or the stray reenager at the front.”!! Feminist theogists have thus
emphasized the difficulty of relationality and the effort it demands. They
have also stressed the political implications of ethics. Joan C. Tronto sug-
gests that moraliry is inherently political.!? The angel in the house is in
fact no angel, nor is she confined to the so-called private sphere.

Third, any discourse about cthics might seem poiatless in an era of
playful relativism. Postmodernism, as it s widely understood, privileges
plurality and dissonance over unity and coherence, an ethically risky
move, 3 If judgiment and consensus are merely residual signs of an out-
dated moderniry, how do we dedde whae is good? But such concerns are
misplaced, for the postmodernist subject is not, and cannot be, utterly
unfixed. For one rthing, she is not alone. Her performances are always
refational, as Butler establishes in connection with gender: “One does not
‘doy one’s gender alone. One s always “doing’ with or for another, even if
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the other is only imaginary.”** And as Robert Faglestone observes, while
postmodernism is often associared with playfulness, pastiche, and irony,
in fact ir involves a “central and consistent commirment o ethics.”1® As
I will show further now, a feminist ethics is especially apr for our times.

Braidottian Nomadism

The work of Rosi Braidorti brings together feminist-ethical ideals of con-
nectedness and ideas concerning mobility and border crossing, offer-
ing a useful framework for an ethically motivated exploration of texts by
migrant or mobile women wrirters, such as those considered here. Braid-
oti’s 1994 Nowadic Subjects introduces a conception of subjeciiviry as
embodicd, mobile, and in process — this in opposition to previous philo-
sophical understandings, which stress unity and radonaliey, or “the per-
versely monological mentat habits of phallocentrism.”1® Invthe 2006 book
Transpositivns: On Nomadic Fihics, Braidott expands on the echical impli-
cations of this theory of subjectivity, as we will see.

Noinadic Subjects discusses the so-called crisis of modernity, but
takes issue with the notion there is a crisis. Instead, Braidott views the
challenge to the Enlightenment wradition as an opportuaity for femi-
nism to develop different understandings of subjecrivity ( NS, 97117 For
example, Luce Irigaray’s work manifests a “radical novelty,” artculat-
ing a feminine corporeal reality never before represented (NS, 1303.1%
Braidotti also rejects the idea of the death of the (female) subject, point-
ing out that onc cannot deconstruct a subjectivity that one has never
achieved { N§, 141).1%

Braidotd herself presents a figuration, that is, “a politically informed
account of an alternative subjectivity” (NS, 1), Nomadism is a style of
thought. It does nor denote actnal moving abour, then: a crucial point as
far as this study is concerned, It is, rather, “the kind of critical conscious-
ness that resists settding into socially coded modes of thought and behav-
iour” (NS, 5). Braidotd does however assert the importance of actral
mobility, noting that it constitutes a real achievement for women (NS,
256). She also avers that “real-life women” need to occupy positions of
discursive power { NS, 174). At the same time, though, Braidotd is careful
to assert “freedom of the mind” as equally important as lireral freedom of
movement { NS, 256). One way of putting it is this: You don’t have to be
nomadic to think nomadically, but it helps.?0

Nomadism expresses a desire for an identity made of transitions and
shifts, one lacking in and opposed 1o an essential unity. It thereby repre-
sents a form of political resistance to “hegemonic and exclusionary™ views
of subjectivity (NS, 23). Nomadism does not, it should be noted, entail
incoherence and unboundedness. Rather, it combines cohercnce with
mability, possessing a cohesion that is produced by “repetitions, cyclical
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moves, rhythmical displacement” (NS, 22). Nomadism does not invelve
a jettisoning of borders, then, but an acute awareness of the nonfixity of
boundaries { NS, 36). Braidott takes inspiration from Gilles Deleuze and
Eélix Guartari, in particular from the Deleuzian notion of “becoming.”?!
The Deleuzian image of the rhizome as a figure for nonlinear modes of
being and becoming is also key. The rhizome stands in opposition to
aborescence, that is, fixed, rooted ways of thinking and living ( NS, 23).22

However, Braidotd is also critical of Deleuze. She makes clear, for
example, that becoming is always scxed, upbraiding Deleuze for failing
ter see that newtralizing sexual difference can only hamper the profect of
recliming female subjectivity (NS, 122). Deleuze’s notion of “becoming
woman” actually entails descxualization, she argues, noting thar “only a
man would idealize sexual nentraliny” (PD, 108, 121).2% Braidotd her-
self insists on sexual difference and embodiment. For her, fominism is the
question, and the affirmation of sexual difference is the answer { NS, 777,
Against feminist assertions of constructedness, Braidott insists on matter
and bodiliness:

in order to make sexual difference operative as a political aption,
feminist theoreticians should reconnect the feminine o the bodily
sexed reality of the female, refusing the separation of the empirical
from the symbolic, or of the material from the discursive, or of sex
from gender. (NS, 177}

Braidotti thus advocates materialism, viewing the body as a point of inter-
section between the physical, the symbolic, and the socdiological, and
making a case for what she terms “embodied and historically located sub-
jectivities” ( N§, 4, 123,

Materialism

Braidotii’s materialism forms part of a broader rendency ia recent
feminist thought: the new materialism, materiaf feminism, or the mare-
rial turn in feminist theory. The editors of the 2008 volume Marerial
Feainisms, Stacy Alaimo and Susan Hekman, note that mareriality has
constituted a “volatile site” for feminist theory, which has preferred o
take refuge in the domains of culture, discourse, and language.?* The
“Linguistic trn” in feminist theory has been productive but has, they
claim, led o an impasse. The constructivism that possstructuralist and
postmodernist thinkers espouse has led to a dismissal of the real /the
material {MF, 2-3). Burler’s performativity, for exampie, has attracred
criticism for allegedly overlooking the marerial *® Buder’s powerful and
productive understanding of gender as performative 4 important since
it gets aver the srerile sex /gender opposition in feminist theory, or the
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“rired social consractivism versus essentialism debates,” as Karen Barad
puts it.?® It posits a view of both sex and gender as constructed, or per-
formied, where the subject is implicated in its own constitution and is
not simply a blank slate upon which culture inscribes itself.

But as noted, Buter underplays materiality, In contrast, such think-
ers as Adriana Cavarero, Braidott, Christine Batrersby, Blizabeth Grosz,
Maira Gatens, and Genevieve Lloyd are interested in theorizing embod-
ted subjectivity and in challenging the mind /body, representation /matter
divides.?” Alaimo and Hekman similarly hold the view that we need to
ralk about the materiality of the bodyv as an active force; “lived experi-
ence, corporeal practice, and biological substance” require acknowledg-
ment {MF, 4). Drawing on Barad’s undersranding of narure as agentic,
that is, as praceicing agency, they also suggest that we need w reconcep-
tualize narure itself. Barad argues that Butler’s conception of materiality
15 limited by its exclusive focus on human bodies and social facrors, and
contends that in Butler’s work “questions abour the material nature of
discarsive practices seem to hang in the aiv Jike the persistent smile of the
Cheshire cat.”™?3 Butler Fails to recognize the dynamism of martcer, Barad
asserts. Barad herself contends that matrer matters, proposing 2 “posthu-
manist performativity” thar takes account of the nonhuman, as we will see
further in chapter 2.

Nomadism: Critiques and Qualifications

Braidotti’s nomadism has epcountercd skepticism. Gisela Brinker-
Gabler, for example, is suspicious of the idea of “happy nomadism,
Actual, literal nomadism is not necessasily a privileged or favarable con-
divion. Mobility does not always spell freedom. The question “who can
stay at home?” is sometimes more pertinent than the queston “who can
travel?”*¢ Ts nomadism even possible? Elizabeth Boa and Rachel Pal-
freyman remind us that “nomads require passports.” For the “embod-
ied subject . . . (stll) inhabits places,” and is implicated in the material
and the quotidian.®! However, Braidotti’s nomadism is a figuration and
a style of thought thar takes account of the local, the bodily, and the
material. And for all that these factors have not disappeared, whether
we like it or not, displacement is a central feature of the postmodern
era. We are operating now in the context of globalization, characterized
by advanced capicalism exiending beyond the nation-state. This order
is headless yer hegemonic, mobile ver fixed, globat and focal; it aims
ar self-perpernation and results in the homogenization of commodiry
culeure and at the same time in huge disparities and structural ineguali-
tes. Braidotti’s nomadism offers a new conception of the subject and of
agency, one that stands in opposition to “the inertia and self~interests of
neo-conservatism”™ (T, 78, 31-33).
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Sara Ahmed raises a further objection to Braidoui’s concepr. In
Strange Fncounters, Ahmed argues that in vsing nomads as a meta-
phor, Braidozti makes them something other than themselves, erasing
the specificity and difference of particular nomadic peoples.®? Ahmed
notes that Braidotd proposes a certain kind of subject, one that is
free to choose. She suggests that the analogy between nomadic peo-
ples and nomadic thought conceals the privilege inherent in the latter
{SE, 83-84). Ahmed also problematizes the priviteging of tansgres-
sion on Braidouri’s part. She argues that this very gesture serves in face
to shore up conventions and boundaries, and suggests that the desire
to go beyond fixity actuaily serves to fix (SE, 84). Ahmed is right to
observe that “home” is also a site of strangeness and movement (SE,
883, and her warnings influence this stady, T have therefore opted for
the phrase “strange subjects” as the subsitle of this book, as a way of
further defining the nomadic subjectivity that T am investigating. [ high-
light Braidotti’s nomadism in my main title but through the subtitle pay
due respect to Ahmed’s corrective or warning points, especially as far as
the idea of home is concerned.

For white the category of home has been problemaric for women,
denoting entrapment and passivity, we cannot, and should not, discard
it. Iris Marion Young observes that while feminists have good reason
to reject home as a value — given that it has meant “the confinement
of women for the sake of nourishing male projects™? — it is a deeply
ambivalent enrity. Young explores the Heideggerian notion of dwelling,
pointing to its gendered namure. She observes that even today, building
houses and other structures remamns largely a male activity. Construction
{2 male domain} is privileged over care and maintenance (female activi-
ties). Young also discusses the central position occupied by house and
home in the consumer consciousness, noting how the stress on ownership
gives rise to a “privatist identity” that can lead women in particular to
isolation and anxicty concerning appearances and status {FB, 133). How-
ever, while such thinkers as Simone de Beauvoir offer an entirely negative
view of housework — as fostering male subjectivity while denving that
of the women who perform it — Young suggesss that giving meaning
to individual lives through the arrangement and preservadon of things
is intrinsically valuable {¥B, 138). The activities involved in homemaking
give “material support” to the home’s dwellers. This is not a romanically
essentializing view, for: '

Home as the materialization of identity docs not fix identity but
anchors it in physical being that makes a continuity between past and
present. . .. There are no fixed identides, events, interactions, and
the material changes of age and eavironment make lives fluid and
shifting. {FB, 140, 143}
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Young suggests that we should revalue and degender the preservation of
meaningful things. She notes usefully thar the concept of home does not
set personal and political in opposidon, but instead “describes condirions
that make the politcal possible™ (FB, 149).

Sara Ahmed’s Ethics of Encounter

If home is a site of care, is nomadism a renunciation of such care, of
responsibility toward the other? If the postmodern subject & nomadic,
how can rooted (or rhizomatic) engagements — o communities and to
individual others — ocewr? I have already challenged the view diar post-
modernism and erhics are opposed to cach other, citing Eaglestone’s
claim that postmodernism consistently and crucially involves a commit-
ment tc erhics. T also suggest thar feminist echics is especially well suired
to the postmodern conrext. e

Sara Ahmed develops a postmodernist ferinist ethics consistent with
this claim. In Differences That Marter, she notes that the idea of post-
moderaism can paradoxically serve a hegemonic funcdon. Itis a way of
bringing “differential and contradictory phenomena® back to a single ref-
crence point or meaning.®® She argues that the term *postmodernism™
often subordinazes or excludes feminism. In opposition to this perceived
marginalizatzion, she reads canonical postmodernist texts, such as those
of Jean-Francois Lyotard and Emmangel Levinas, through the lens of
feminist theory. She is inrerested not in how feminism merely relates to or
bears such writings out, but rather in how it can complement, enrich, or
exrend them, in particular by expanding their ethical potential,

Addressing ethics, Ahued writes critcally of the conflation of post-
modernism with the demise of the ethical (DM, 45), Lvotard’s notion of
“paralogy,” of cthics as produced by dissension rather than agreemeot, is
problematic, since privileging difference over romlity means keeping the
apposition in place (DA, 48). Lyotard assumes that consensus is irself
unethical. Ahmed, in contrasg, argues that we need to develop new forms of
consensus. The postmodernist critique of universadity should, in her view,
motvate not a discarding but a rethinking of procedurat issues and regu-
lative seructures { DM, 50).%% The values thar have tradizionally oriented
femininity — care, connectedness, bodiliness — can assist in this project.
Such values help disledge the universalism of previous moral theories, mak-
ing fernininity a site’ of crideal refusal (DM, 54). Edhics, Ahmed speculates,
could be a matier of {always unequal, but nonetheless unpredicrable) dia-
logue, entailing ethical decisions that are “inventive, parrial, and tempo-
rary.” Tt would not draw on “universal judgement”; instead, judgments
would come abour through “specific engagement” with others (DM, 57).
These suggestions echo other work by feminist ethicisss, as we have seen, in
particular by swessing specificity and encounter as key to ethical behaviors.
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Ahmed expands on these ideas in Srrange Encounters. She asserts
relationality when she claims, “Identity . . . is consttated in the ‘more
than one’ of the eacounter: the designation of an “I” or *we’ requires an
encounter with others™ ( SE, 75. Alimed also casts doubt on the fetishiza-
tion of the idea of the stranger in postmodernism, criticizing Braidotti
in this connection. The stranger, Ahmed points out, has become a par-
adigmatic figure, cut off from the histories of its determination (SE,
4). Against both universalism and cultural relarivism, Ahmed is calling
for a “politics that is premised on closer encounters.” Collectivities, she
claims, are formed through “ghe very wovk that we need to do in order
to get closer to others,” through effortful “strange encounters™ {SE,
180). The idea of the strange encounter will serve as a ouchstone in the
analyses that follow,

Knowing Others: Braidotti and Butler

Braidorti’s  Tramspositisus, which devclops the ethical implications of
nomadism, provides another kev point of reference. Far from leading to
relativist despair, Braidotti claims here, a nomadic, nonuaitary view of the
subject is in fact a necessary precondition for an ethics suitable for our
complex times {7, 18}, Braidori also explains:

A sustainable ethics for a non-unitary subject proposes an enlarged
sense of interconnection berween self and others, including the non-
human or “earth” others, by removing the obstacle of self-centred
individualism. (7, 35)

I will explore the question of ponhuman and “earth®™ others further in
chapter 2. Here I would like to highlight the importance of intercon-
nectedness in framing an ethical view of the subject, a move in keeping
with feminist ethics more broadly. A refational conception of the subject
stands in opposition to “self-centred individualism” and the commodi-

fying tendencics of global capitalism. As Tronto argues, it is especially

important 1o emphasize the importance of human cornectedness “in a
culture that stresses, as its botrom line, an unlimited concern with pro-
ductivity and progress.”*”

“Transposition,” a term used in music and genetics, furnishes Braid-
otti with a source of inspiradon as she develops an oppositional model of
being and knowing:

It indicates an intertextual, cross-boundary or transversal transfer, in
the sense of a leap from one code, field or axis into another . . It is
not just a matter of weaving rogether different strands, variations on
a theme {rextual or musical), but rather of playing the positivity of

difference as a specific theme on its own. (T, 5)
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Like nomadism, then, rhis figuration valorizes difference. It is, Braid-
otti explains, nonlinear but not chaotic, nomadic yer accountable and
commirted, creative bur cognitvely valid, discursive yver materially
embedded, and coherent without falling into instrumental rationaliry
(T, 5).

Butler provides a complementary way of conceiving ethical, relational
identity formation. In Giving an Account of Oneself, Butler notes that the
sell exists only in relation to other selves, and any dyad is also conditioned
and mediated by anguage and by social norms and conventions. 3 Dyaw-
ing on the work of Adriana Cavarero, Butler asserts our fupdamental vul-
nerability and our essential sociality (GA, 33). Narrating the seif involves
fabulation, since one can never know what has preceded one (GA, 373
Fowever, even though seif knowledge is limited, “that is not a reason
o rurn against it as a project” {Gd, 46). The forcignness of oneself is,
Butler suggests, the source of one’s ethical connection o others, for it
draws attention to the “other™ within (G4, 84). Steven Shatiaren notes
comparably that the term “the other” is widely nsed bur “remarkably
unexamined” in critical discotirse, and it seems 1o have “lost its moorings
in . . . the intessubjective encounter,” as ¢xplored especially by Emmanuel
Levinas, whose work features in chapter 5.3% As Butler also implies, while
the “ather” is widely posited as an entity “out there,” it is in fact very
close, even within.

Nomadic Ethics: Summary

Nonnadic ethics involves the acknowledgment of difference and specificity.
It promotes engagements with others in relationships that are effortfuf,
ongoing, and always mediated. It entails the refusal to be fixed by nor-
mative, conservative thinking, and a comminnenr to opea-ended, radical
modes of becoming. It presupposes a view of the subject as embodied,
and both natural and colrurat. A nomadically erhical stance is opposed
to rapaciousness and donmination, to rigid and exclusionary forms of
thought, to the denial of difference, ro violence.

Braidot:i’s nomadic cthics, Ahmed’s strange encounters, and But-
ler’s incomplete yer urgent account of the selft these ideas inform the
discussions of literary texts that follow. As I have argued, the wrirers
1 expiore all suggest ways of conceiving subjectivity that allow for the
fluidity and mobility inherent in the era of globalization as well as for
the risks and uncertainties of postmodernism. At the same tme they
acknowledge and celebrate materiality, home, and relationality. The
texes do not only thematize nomadic cthics, they also practice it, as I
will shortly argae. The challenges they pose are especially potent in the
German-speaking context, in which notions of home and belonging are
highly significant and charged.
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Nation, Germanness, Heimat

Nomadism tics in with theories of the nation that stress the latter’s con-
ungent and contextual nature, and it stands in oppeosition to national-
ism, an example of the normative, conservative thinking alluded o above,
The nation-state is in fact a modern phenomenon.® It is neither ahis-
torical nor fixed. Rather, nations are social, politcal, and culwral con-
structions that may be reinforced or challenged. National identity does
not exist as an essence 1o be identificd and defined; it is, iastead, a con-
struct. Mary Fulbrook describes being German, for example, as “a set of
cultural, social and political patterns that are historically malleable and
sitnationally variable.”*t This set of patterns emerges in and gives risc to
what Benedict Anderson famously rermed the “imagined community” of
the nation, Anderson observes that all communities larger than small vil-
tages, in which every relatonship involves face-to-face contact, are imag-
ined — and perhaps even those, for all relationships are mediated. The
point here is not to distinguish berween false and genuine communities,
but rather to consider the style in which communites are imagined.®
Fuibrook and Anderson thus take a constructivist approach to the nation
and hold thar there is no such thing as an cssential national identity.
Other prominent theorists of the pation, such as Ernest Gellner and Eric
Hobsbawm, share this vision.*? This study adopts a similar view:

What does this construct, “narion,” involve? Self-professed nations
do not have 1o be homogenous ethnic groups. Rather, they can rest on
shared ideals and goals. The United States is an example of a nation con-
structed very largely in that way. The nadon, in general, depends on a
myth of collectiviey. Certain narratives reinforce it the myth of a common
past, the idea of a communal destiny, and the noton of shared positive
values and of common enemies.*? The idea of nationality is often very
powerful, inspiring extreme feelings and actions, including self sacrifice
Consciousness of national belonging is a notable modern phenomenon.
Nationalism, which arises from and propagates the cenrrality of nation, is
fundamental to collective identity in the modern era.#0 Yes it is founded
on a myth and its power rests on shaky grounds. There is a striking dis-
sonance between “the enormity of the influence of the national idea™ and
“the arbitrariness of national identities themselves.”*”

The fantasy of nationalism is a worthy and popular object of scorn.
As Anderson points out, it has produced no great thinkers (7€, 14). At
the same time, however, one cannot simply argue it away.*® The relared
phenomena of nationalism and the nation exist and need recognition
and analysis. The extracordinary power of the naton is not necessatily
always destructive, either, Concepts of nadonal identty do not inevitably
involve or encowage right-wing cxtremism. National identty is, as Ste-
phen Brockmann purs it, “a socially constituted fact” that sometimes has
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positive and sometimes negarive consequences. Julia Kristeva therefore
suggests that the time has come to pursie a critique of the national cradi-
tion “without selling off its assers.”39 Rather than rejecting the noton
of nation outright, then -— assuming that to do otherwise would be to
coliaborate with pernicious forms of nationalism — we need instead to
acknowledge its continuing existence and importance, for all that it may
be “past its peak.”5! As Leslie A. Adelson notes, “Some proclamations of
the postnational are simply premature.”5?

Consciousness of the malleability and variability of nationality in
fact defines contemporary Germanness; Germanness now is a question-
ing, quizzical condidon. Atrempts to define German narional identity
have been central to much of posowvar German politics and public debate,
While the myth of a shared origin might once have been important ia con-
structions of Germanness,>® it no longer holds weight, Celia Applegae
claimed in 1990 that Germans question the sources of their nadgnal iden-
tity more than any other people in Europe { NP, 246). Brockmann éthoes
this claim; in 1999, he termed Germany a “posmaticnal nation,” thar is,
a nation in which the very concept of the nation is subject to question
(LG, 192), Because of this seif-consciousness — and its causes — Ger-
many offers a fascinating case study in terms of constructions of natonal
identity. The legacy of National Soclalism, the reunification of the two
Germanies in 1989 /1990, European integration, multiculruralisin, and
globalization are factors that rogether render Germanness uniquely trou-
bled and tricky.?*

These challenges have on the one hand forced Germans to confront
the clasticity and flux of the naton as a category, as Brockmann implies.
On the cother, they have in some quarters prompted a return o, or a
sustaining of, an idealization of nagon or homeland. The idea of a sta-
ble or normatve Leitkultnr appeals to some, appareatly offering a refuge
from global complexity.®® Such nostalgic conservatism is evident in the
phenomenon of Heimat. Indeed, no discussion of Germanness can avoid
the question of Heiuat, a trope or fantasy that according to Applegate
has long been “at the center of a . .. moral —and by extension polit-
cal — discourse about place, belonging, and idenrity {in Germany]” { NP,
4). Peter Blickle agrees that Heisuar is a crucial aspect of German self-
perceptions that is all-pervasive and “everywhere. ”® Hejmarjs a floating
stgnifier in German culture, an imagined site of safety connotng “shel-
tercdness and harmony™ according to Blickle and “security and belong-
ing” according 1o Boa and Palfreyman.5” Boa and Palfrevman view it as
an intrinsically conservative value, resting as it does on nostalgic fanvasies
of fixity and precluding radical change. For them, Hedmar comes about
through cavert or overt exclusion of the different and alien. It involves
rejection of the “other,” which it nevertheless, inevitably, contains wirhin
itself (H, 23, 27, 28358
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The terin Heimar has functioned in different ways at different his-
torical moments, often serving to yoke together what Applegate terms
“z nation of provincials.” Applegate observes that the survival and trans-
formation of vhe idea reveals the struggle to create a pational identity out
of “the diverse marerials” of a provinciaily defined society (NP, 19). The
notion has continuing relevance, as Blickle asserts. For him, it remains a
formative element of German culwure (H, 151). In postunification East
Germany especially, provincialism and consciousness of Heimat have been
reasserting themselves steadily, as Applegate suggests ( NP, 246). The
“shock of globalization™ to the Berlin Republic as a whole has heightened
the need for the sccurity Heimarappears to provide 59

However, onc cannot see Helnar as standing for the nadonal as
opposed 1o the global. Blickie usefully points out the complex relation-
ship between Heimar and nation, observing that in conceprualizations of
Heimar “the modern nation-state . . . seems not 1o exist.” Hedmar is an
antinational constrnct rhat paradoxically has always served to support a
broad and not clearly defined nationalism ( H, 47). And Hednat connotes
regionalism as much as, or indeed more than, it does naton.®® It thas
demonstrates the difficulty of disentangling the many factors involved in
the construcdon of (German) ideatity - regional, national, and giobal,

Blickle even claims that Heimar s ideatity, “manifested in a social,
imagistic way” (H, 66). En:ﬁa, in this view, is a shifting site of discur-
sive -— “social, imagistic™ — construction and play. National identitics arer
thus founded on “extremely slippery terrain,” as Andreas Huyssen puts
it.%! And as Sander L. Gilman has observed, :3& imagine ourselves into
the world and are constantly reimagining ourselves. We are the collection
not of our experiences, but of our fantasies about those experiences.”0? |
will argue shortly that literary texts represent one method of producing,
maingaining, shaping, or challenging intaginings of nation and self,

It is obvious that there is no amswer to the question of German
identity. Brockmann predicts that the problem of Germanness itself will
underlic German inweliectual and culroral life in the coming years (LG,
191}. Anne Fuchs views Germany as a “threshold cultture” on the brink of
defining its cultural identity,®® Austria, too, is 4 nation in transition, and
Austrianness is similarly unfixed and woubled, as will emerge more cleatly
in LSEQ 4. Like Germany, Austria has undergone painful memory
contests.®* As well as dealing with its difficult post-1945 legacy,® Aus-
tria, like Germany, is grappling with multiculturalism and globalization.
Indeed globalization, which Roland Robertson describes as “the twofold
process of the particularization of the universal and the universalization
of the particular,” poses serious challenges to the nation as a caregory.®6
Local /global encounters are key factors in the construction of contem-
porary identities and cuftures,®” where global and local stand in a rela

tionship of “mutual interconnection and interdependence.”%® Adelson
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consequently urges us o reject both the “nation-centered paradigms of
analysis” that have prevailed since 1945 and the “facife . . . transnational
and global frameworks”™ of today, a2 chailenge this study secks to meet. ¢

The Female Migrant: Unsettling
Nation, Unsettling Gender

Nomadic women writers are well placed to challenge rigid and normarive
accounts of the subject, especially nationalistic or masculinist narratives.
On u literal level, movement between nations chailenges the boundar-
les between them, It is troublesome to rhose who ingist on the purity
and fixity of individual nationat cubrures. Migrants undermine, relativize,
and indeed generate national culeures’® Culrure produced by migranis
is a valid and appealing object of critical attention precisely because of
its porential to challenge or construct forms of nationalizs. Weiting by
migrants to Germany, for example, has received much critical attention.?!
In pardcular, Turkish-German literazure and culture have offered, and
spawned, fresh treatments of Germanness.”?

Bur what abour migrants from Germany? Writers who move
away from Germany, or who thematize such a move in their work,
arc eagaged in a vmman:_&._gq potent chatlenge, Perhaps more than
any orher act, leaving Germany holds the potential 1o guestion thar
nation’s status as both a magnanimous host country and 2 desirable
homeland. Departing can grant new perspecrives: “We learn what
home means . .. when we leave home,” Sara Ahmed notes. Trans-
plantation: involves a challenge to the familiar, to the very category
of familiarity. Ahmed observes, “The familiar is an effect of inhabit-
ance,””® In inhabiting different surroundings, the writers I examiane
here expose and explore familiarity as a matter of habituaton and
reveal strangeness to be relative. For as Brinker-Gabler expresses it,
people who move about “confront . .. the experience of multiple
styles of communivy, clashes of different cultures and histories.””*
Such subjects — “strange subjects,” as I term them — can offer new
perspectives arising from this malriplicity and hybridity,

Homi K. Bhabha indeed suggests that national cultures are increas-
ingly being produced from the perspective of disenfranchised minori-
tes.”" The naton arises from outside, then, or from an encounter
between inside and outside, terms thar are shifing and relative, as Adel-
son reminds us. Adelson problematizes the idea of migrants, such as
Tarkish Bmmqm:ﬂw to Germany, occupying two workds, a rherorical conceit
that falsely implies thar rEEFu are static and homogenous and posits

“originary . . . intact” realms.”® Ahmed notes similarly that narional iden-
tity is unstable and emerges through “multiple encounters between those
who assume themselves to be natives and those recognised as strangers, as
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out of place” {SE, 1017 Ahmed is careful here to insist on the instability
of nationality, and on the power of perception {“assume”; “recognised™}
as opposed to apparently unshakeable realities. She also emphasizes the
encounter as crucial in the constitution of national identty. Thar is to say,
identity is not a question of stable, unified individuals defining themsehves
independently of others, Rather, it is shifting and relational, as a nomadic
view makes clear.

The female migrant is especially unsettling to ideals of stability and
permanence. If Western culure has tradidonally assodared women with
the private sphere and with passivity, as numerous feminists have shown
(for example, Braidotti, NS, 256), then the figure of the mobile female
has historically represented an anomaly. “Woman” and “nadon” are
constructs that connote fixity. Kristeva draws a link between women's
capacity for birthgiving and their confinement to particular spaces: “The
biological fate that causes us [women] to be the site of the species chains
us to space: home, native soil, motherland {(marrie)” (“WI” 33-34).
The consequent linkage of nationalism with feminism, or at least with
“a certain conformist marernalism,” is dangerous, potentially leading to
women’s collusion with fundamentalism or fascism (“WT,” 34). The very
term “nation” points up its copnection with the idea of birth, or natality,
bearing out Kristeva’s thesis.

And vet displacement or exile arguably form intrinsic clements of
femininity, and migration iliustrates appropriately women’s historical dis-
enfranchisement, or lack of a place in the nadon-state. Women’s relation-
ship ro the nation is uneasy. As Virginia Woolf puts it, “As a woman I have
no country. As a woman I want po country. As a woman, my country is
the world.””® This assertion implies on the one hand disenfranchisement,
and on the other an opening up of possibilities: a tension that wilt surface
at several points in this study. Norma Alarcda, Caren Kaplan, and Minoo
Moallem also note the contradictoriness of women’s position vis-i-vis
nationhood. They assert that as “excentric subjects,” women have had a
problematic relationship 1o the modern naton-state and its construction
of subjectivity, and claim that women ace both of and not of the nation.”

The nation asserts and mainiains sexual {as well as racial and other)
differences and hierarchics, Nira Yuval-Davis shows that nation and gen-
der are constructs that often overlap and support each other: “Construc-
tions of nationhcod usaally involve specific notions of both ‘manhood’
and ‘womanhood.”® For example, National Socialist discourse empha-
sized the woman as mother, rendering motherhood a national task 8
The constracts “nation” and “gender” often work together to legitimize
“hegemonic masculinity.”82 Seen in this Hght, the female border crosser
becomes even more disruptive, challenging not only the tdea of feminin-
ity as passive and domestic, burt also the masculinity of the nation, which
she disregards or playfully relativizes.
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Blickle™s study of Heinar makes clear the necessity of such an eppo-
sitional move. Blickle notes that conceptions of Hedmar connect o the
“class and gender interests™ of a male ego (H, 71). Examining the rela-
donship berween Heimar and the feminine, which he sees as closely
related constructions, Blickle asserts thar Heimar represents and cele-
brates “the shining bride or shining motherhcod™ (H, 82). In line with
the teminist analyses alladed to above, Blickle claims that Hedmat is asso-
ciated with the feminine, with confinement to the home; Fremde (the
foreign or strange} with the masculing, with going out into the waorld
{H, 86). It offers, then, a refuge to the masculine subject, the promise of
escape from self-conscious, alienated adulthood (H, 130). Boa and Pal-
freyman refer to the “womb-like security and warmth™ that Heimat con-
notes, and observe that according o such imaginings, women are merely
“part of the package of hearth and home™ (H, 26).

Such gendered discourses concerning Heimar reflect and. underpin
broader tendencies in thinking about gender. In her 2009 study, Perspec-
tives on Gender i Post-1945 German Literarure, Georgina Paul offers a
wide-ranging vet nuanced trearment of gender i twenteth-century Ger-
many. In particular, she traces the crisis of Enlightenment and the emer-
gence of the “other” sex in post-1945 German thought. Enlightenment
uaderstandings of the sclf — as rational, disembodied, masculine — gave
way to investigations of the feminine other, often associared with nature.
Paul demonstrates how male writers and thinkers turn repeatedly to the
figure of the woman — or at least to qualities rraditonally associated with
women, such as fluidity, bodiliness, eroticism — in their search for “the
redemprion of the self or of history™ (PG, 3542, 43). Paul thus points to
the deployment of the feminine as a recepracle of male tongings and pro-
jections, the woman standing for unselfconscious wholeness, restorative
maternal love, and nature (PG, 13, 40, 37) — as in Heimar narratives.
As she potes, however, the feminine is no longer “passively available for
male appropriation,” for in the post-1945 period women are raking pos-
session of the cultural meanings of femininity themselves { PG, 43—44). As
Braidord suggests, women are “both the effect and the manipulators of
linguistic signs” { NS, 190).

The associations- and opposidons that Paul taces hold continuing
relevance in today’s Berlin Republic. Analyzing gender in contemporary
Germany, Claudia Breger claims thar the socio-symbolic imaginary of
both East and West Germany, and that of postunification German society,
was and is “marked by the legacy of the bi-polar, naturalized bourgeois
gender order of European modernity.” In this order, as already implicd,
masculinity is characterized by rationality and heroic autenomy, and
femininity by emotionality and dependence.®? Against such a backdrop,
the German migrant woman is still unserdingly independent, and if she
WrLcs, even more so.
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Gender and nation are thus relational, shifting constructs that come
about through encounters. They overlap with each other and with other
factors, being erernally challenged, always up for reappropriadon and
renewal. Gender and nation, apparent monaoliths, are not in fact fixed,
nor are they stable objects of knowledge that one can easily pin down 5
Their fluidity makes them ripe for conteszation.® Nomadic texts are up
to this task,

Nomadic Women’s Writing

Lirerature plays a key role in constructing, or deconstructing, both
national and gender identities, and in fostering ethical connections
with others. Literature and nation are bound up with each other. For
Anderson, the development of a technology of communications in the
cighteenth century —— that is, of the printing press ~-is crucial to the
establishment of the modern nation. In combination with capitalism, this
new technology helped produce a sense of simultaneity and community
(IC5, 46). Literary texts thus affirm notiens of national belonging. Indeed,
literature has historically plaved a key role in German self-definitions in
particular.® Literature can also opposs nationalism, however. As Stephanic
Bird argues, fiction can trouble dominant, rigid accounts of identity, for
example nationalist narratives. By deploying ambiguity, jrresolution, and
irony, it can revolt against normative or totalizing explanation.® Ficdon
offers visions of possible futures, constituting, as Axcl Goodbody puss it,
a “reservoir of imagined alterpatives.”®® This description is simifar to the
Deleuzian view that writing is not a question of representation bur of
“surveying, mapping, even realms that are yet to come.” For Braidot,
writing in the nomadic mode involves just such ianovative exploration.
It is a matter of “disengaging the sedentary nature of words, destabi-
lizing commonsensical meanings, deconstructing established forms of
consciousness” (N5, 15). Literature has to do with the proposal of alter-
natives to established common sense ®0

Lirerature is also a medimm or activity suited to the chailenges and
pleasures of a globalized world. Beth Linklater links the “systemic insta-
bility™ associated with globalization ro playful, postmodernist literary
forms. She also suggeses thar “glocalization” is a suitable term to apply
to litevary production and reception.®! Writing and reading can crable
encounters between the global and the local, where these are shifiing,
overlapping terms. They can also enable encounrers between individual
{shiftmg, overlapping) subjects, promotng and ilustrating the strange
encounters through which, following Ahmed, identity comes about.

I suggest that nomadic women writers ave particularly well ptaced to
pose challenges to normarive accounts of nation and self, and to high-
light and celebrare strange encounters. It like Braidorti, one insists on the
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importance of sexual difference, one should have no problem in ralking
about women’s writing as a category. However, the rerm “women’s writ-
ing” might appear o homogenize women, erasing differences berween
them. In fact, close attention to temale writers actually exposes their spec-
iicity, the differences berween them, and challenges the idea of women as
a stable group, the “opposite sex.”

The term might also lead to ghetroization, ene might protest. Tn their
study of contemporary women’s writing in German, Brigid Haines and
Marparet Littler declare that the risk of ghetioization threarening rheir
project is one worth taking, since the exts they examine “collectively . . .
raise important questions of concern o women readers,” such as agency,
identity, and power {CW, 6). The reference to “women readers” — as if
such a body were homogenous, quandfiable -— risks essentialism, but we
might view this as “strategic.”? Haines and Littler posit a communizy of
women readers whe are porentially able to recognize certain trends or
topics pertinent o them. Criticism arguably always posits an Tdesl reader:
alert, questioning, ready to be provoked. Haines and Licder’s imagined
community of women readers is 2 powerful figuration, especially given
the impaortance of literature to feminism historically, Tt is also espectally
subversive and necessary now, if one accepts Braidotd’s view that “post-
ferninism” means isolation and hence vuinerability for women (7T, 45).

More pressing still is the issue of constructedness. For all her espousal
of materialism, Braidoid concedes that “woman® is a shifting signifier
(NS, 187}, a term thart is constantly changing. To argue that femininiry
is constructed, or, following Butler, “performed™ — as I most certainly
would — and yer 1o devote a book ro women’s writing is a problemaric
move, or having one’s cake and eatng it, as Lyn Marven purs it.9% It sug-
gests thar the terms “woman” and “women’s writing” are graspable and
definable. In fact, I avoid any totalizing claims about the nature of either,
bur I suggest that certain readings of certain groups of texts are justifi-
able, if they yield interesting and persuasive conclusions. My own study
acts as a kind of testing ground for the materialist feminist erhics outlined
in this introduction.

This venture is in keeping with Braidorti’s proposal that feminists
come 1o strategic definidons of the term “woman” by drawing on “the
stock of cumulared knowledge, the theories and representations of the
temale subject” (NS, 187). Following this suggestion, I use the word
“woman” while fuily aware of {rs baggage, both celcbrating and chal-
lenging —— resting out — irs associations. Braidoti refers to this ractic as
“metabolic consumption,” explaining:

Metabolic consumption attacks from within the stock of cumulated
images and concepts of women as they have been codified by the cul-
ture we are in. Women need to re-possess the muldlayered structure
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of their subjectivity as the site or historical sedimenrtation of meanings
and representations that must be worked through. (NS, 39)

Braidotd thus makes clear that there is no space beyond culture, only the
potential to contest it from within. In accordance with her exhortaton,
I am here engaged in an act of cultural repossession, as, indeed, are the
writers under discussion.

Mapping the Terrain

“If ane can talk of fashions in an area as sturdy and usfrivolous as Ger-
manistik . ., the present vogue undoubtedly is a focus on multcultur-
alist concern and specifically ‘minority literamue’ in Germany.” Diana
Orendi’s claim is valid. German studies has been increasingly concerned
with ideas of difference and alterity, and with the discovery and inves-
tigation of “other Germanies,™ " Migrants to Germany like the writers
Herta Miitler and Libuse Monikovd have given rise and contributed 1o
such investigations. Turkish-German culrure and writing offer an impor-
tant focus for scholars in German studies, For example, the writer Emine
Sevei Ozdamar has received significant critical atrention.”® The gendered
nature of Germanness has also emerged.?” T hope to contribute usefully
to this growing body of work on natonality and gender, o which my
project owes its existence.

My approach is informed by theory: that is, by my readings of
the theories of Ahmed, Braidortti, and Butler in particular. The rela-
tionship between theory and literature is complex and contesred. Bird
views literary discourse as offering an understanding of idenvity that
ts “qualitatively different” from definitions of identity arrived at by
means of theoretical and historical analysis. Bird does not wish to
argue for one theory of identity, but rather to show the ways in which
different theories may elucidate a texe. She argues that narrative fiction
“in its own terms extends our intellectual and emotional comprehen-
sion of what constitutes identity.”?® I agree with this assertion, but the
question remains: why do criticism? While criticism can be arcificial,
even violent, at its best it can illuminate and enhance readings of liter-
ary texts. And in order to do eriticism, one needs to offer a parrative
{with which others can then disagree). Haines and Lirtler consequentiy
present readings of texts that they hope are “authoritative,” bur that
do not artempt to “have the last word” (CW, 7). They also remind us
that “the study of literature is in fact abways in some measure theoreti-
cal” (CW, 1). Their study does not seek to foist theory ento texts, bur
rather to use theory as a way into them and o show how the texts
relate to contemporary debates about issues such as gender, subjectiv-
ity, and representation { CW, 7). Marven goes further, suggesting that
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a reading of literarure through theory should be ar the same fime a
reading of theory through literature %°

Drawing on the nomadic ethics outlined above, this study will apply
theories to literary rexes and at points also apply lterary texts ro theo-
ries. This is 3 comparadve enterprise, involving cross-cultural transposi-
tions. Petra Fachinger argues that given the growing diversity of German
culture and lirerature, wadidonal critical approaches are no longer ade-
quate, She advocates comparatist readings while acknowledging the need
to focus on particular coultural dynamics.*%¢ Similazly J. I. Long, noting
the mobile character of concepss in the humanities, stresses “concrete
engagement with specific texts™ as a way of keeping cultural specificity
firmly in mind.*®1 This study attempts to do justice to specific texts and
authors, even as it riskily draws paraliels berween German-language writ-
ing and (mainly} English-fanguage theory. This move Is in keeping with
the border-crossing “strange subjecrs” it encounrers. -

This book explores the work of five women writers who live, have
lived, or live partially outside Germany and the German-speaking coun-
wries, and whose work thematizes and explores this displacement (though
not exclusively). This definition of the writers’ positonality {“live, have
lived, or live partially”) peints to the difficolty involved in fixing the
notion of migration, which can denote a shori- or long-term process and
may involve a back-and-forth movement between countries, I began this
study aiming to discuss writers who lived outside of Germany, but the
warers quickly became muddied and I was usefully instructed in the messy
contingency of both life and letrers.

I will both have my cake and eat it when I state that [ am not necessarily
interested in the writers’ actual drecumstances. Rather, T am interested in what
their work suggests (or — allowing for critcal violence — can convincingly
be seen to suggest) abour nomadic subjecrivity and ethics. This is not to disre-
gard experience as a category. I refer here w Braidord®s seress on locaredness,
and to the view expressed earlier that one docesn’t have to be a nomad to
think nomadically, bur thae it helps. On a related note: T am not only inter-
ested here in work that deals exclusively or explicidy with migration, with
actual movement. Rather T am interested in nomadism as a form of critical
consciousness, resistant 1o serthing into set codes of thought and behavior. T
am not squeamish abourt experience ar biography, however. Haines and Lit-
tler provide a helpful reminder here. They suggest that the close link berween
lived experience and licerary expression (In antebiographical texs) does not
involve a narrowing of focus — this because of “the diversity of that experi-
ence and the subtleties of its expression” (CW, 5). As we will see {in chapter
5 espedally), the aurhor is not dead; she is alive in complex ways. Indeed,
it is this acknowledgment of the authors” specificity — my critical “strange
encounter” — that leads me to address the work of each writer in ourn and
artempt to give an adequate account of each. .
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As regards my sclection of authors: it is of course not comprehen-
sive, 192 The five writers T discuss offer a wide and interesting spectrum
of experiences of mobility, which rake varied forms in their work. At least
two objections to my selection present themselves, One is that Antje
Rivic Surubel {b. 1974), the subject of chaprer 3, is significantly vounger
than the other writers, who were born berween 1948 and 1956. Strubel
has, however, produced a substandal body of work. The other is that I
incinde a poet, Dorothea Griinzweig. While a critic like Stephen Brock-
mann focuses on novels in Aés study of recent German literature, T offer
here a chapter on poetry. Justifving his focus on narrative ficdon, Brock-
mann cites George Steiner’s understanding of the novelist as a sociat
figure znd describes the novel as the “primary mode for literary com-
muntcaton with larger social implications and resonances” (LG, 19). The
novel may indeed be more social than poetry, but as Griinzweig’s work
suggests, poetry, with its density and suppleness, is uniquely wel! placed
to destabilize and merge ideatities.

Chapter 1, “Seeing Strangely,” focuses on the work of Birgit Vander-
beke (b. 1956), who moved from the German Demoecratic Republic
{GDR) to West Germagy as a child, and who since 1993 has lived in
the south of France. The chapter argues for a view of Vanderbeke as a
postmodernist writer par excellence: self-conscious, playfud, citational.
However, Vanderbeke’s works are also concerned with ethical relations
with the other, Thus her work illustrates and proposes a2 postmodernist
nomadic ethics. Tv also thematizes and practices a nomadic way of know-
ing, challenging the distinctions between knower and known, and subject
and object, to present an epistemology of interconnectedness.

Chapter 2, “Crearure Comforts,” explores the work of the German
poet Dorothea Grinzweig (b, 1952), who has lived in Finland since
1989. The chapter draws links berween nomadism and ecocriticism o,
identfy in Grinzweig’s poetry whate T term “economadism.” Drawing
on Ahmed’s feminist postmodernist ethics and on ideas concerning epis-
temaology and translation, the chapter argues for the ethical potential of
nomadism and of poetry in postmodernism. Tr also traces a shift in Griin-
zweig’s work roward a greater interest in animaliy, one thatr accompanies
a corresponding trend in Braidottian ethics.

Chapter 3, “Disorientadons,” explores the work of Angje Ravic Strubel,
who was bori in the GDR in 1974, Suubel has lived in die United States
but is now based in Potsdam. However, she spends significant amounts of
time in Sweden. The chapter sets Swubel’s work in the context of recent
debates concerning postunification East German idendry, It defines So-
bel’s work as “nomadic™ and “queer,” and suggests that its combined chal-
lenge to naticnalism and heterosexism is productive and important.

Chapter 4, “Uncanny Retarns,” deplovs Marianne Hirsch’s 1997
term “postmemory” to explore the work of the Jewish Austrian wnter,
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Anna Mitgursch (b, 1948). Mitguusch lives in Austria bur has spent much
time in other countries, especially the United Srates. The chapter identi-
fies in Mitguisch’s work a nomadic postmernory, oné that is pertinent and
potent in the Austrian context. It also maces Mitgursch's concern with
disabled, female, and Jewish others, a concern that heightens the ethical
force of her work.

Chapter 5, “Facing the Other,” investigates the work of Barbara
Honigmann, who was born in 1949 in the GDR, leaving that state for
West Germany in 1984. She now lives in Swrasbourg, France. The chaprer
explores the idea of Honigmann as a representative writer, exposing the
dangers of such a view. Drawing on Honigmann’s own understanding
of lirerature as a site of {self Jrecagnition -— itself inspired by Levinasian
ethics — I explore how her work pracrices a Jewish nomadic ethics, a vital
gesture in the German-speaking context.

The conclusion draws together the findings of the five chapters, sum-
ming up the diverse strategies employed by these writers 3% they develop
their nomadic visions. Ir considers the very nature of contemporary Ger-
man studies. If “Germanness” and “nation” are no longer viewed as sta-
ble or valid caregorics, what are the implicazons for the discipline? Finally
ir links the question of nomadism o contemporary attempts to highlight
the vatue of the arts and humanides, arguing thar these are porential sites
of ethical “strange encoungers.”
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1: Seeing Strangely: Birgit Vanderbeke’s
Ways of Knowing

What can she bnow?

— Lorraine Code

Being is not only itself, ir escapes toself,
~— Emmanuel] Levinas,
“Reality and [ts Shadow”

Nomadic Knowin g

OSTMODERNISM 15 WIDELY UNDERSTOOD to privilege disunity over
Wncrmnmmnﬁ leaving morality an uncerrain business. If the subject is
joyously free and nomadic, how can attachments to others emerge and
persisti The “strange subjects” this study explores al! in fact assert ethi-
cal behaviors alongside, or within, mobility. As the work of Sara Ahmed
and Rosi Braidotri implies, a refusal to be fixed and bounded is indeed
a prerequisite for an openness to engage with others. The subject’s per-
formances are in any case aiways relational. This insight comes ro the
fore in the work of Birgiv Vanderbeke, a writer who also challenges Ger-
manness and geader, As we wilt see, her work practices and encourages
a strange way of knowing,

Vanderbeke was born in 1956 in Dahme,/Mark in the GDR, and
moved with her family to West Germany in 1961, She was brought up
in Frankfurr am Main, where she later studied law and French. Her first
novella, Das Muschelessen (1990; The Mussel Fepst, 2013) received the
Ingeborg Bachmann Prize. In 1993, Vanderbeke moved to the south of
France. She is the author of eleven subsequent noveias, a cookbook, and
a travei guide. A volume of essays, interviews, and reviews concerned with

‘anderbeke appeared in Germany in 2001.1 In Anglo-American Ger-
ran studics, however, her work has received little atrention.? This work
is challenging and unseuling, as exempiified by the following assertion,
from Vanderbeke’s Geld oder Leben (Your money or your life, 2003):
“Wenn alle daran glauben, heifit es, es funkrioniert” {If everyone believes
it, it means is working).¥ This wry statement Hluminates the writer’s
skepricism with regard to dominant discourses, and her awareness of the
operations of power. Her works deal caustically with consumerism and



