附件2
论文中英文摘要
作者姓名：段枫
论文题目：《历史话语的挑战者——库切四部开放性和对话性的小说研究》
作者简介：段枫，女，湖北武汉人，1977年3月生，2004年7月获复旦大学英语语言文学硕士学位后，于2004年9月入北京大学读博士，师从于申丹教授，于2008年7月获博士学位，现为复旦大学外文学院英语语言文学系讲师，读博士及之后一年内共在《外国文学评论》（权威期刊）和《当代外国文学》（CSSCI检索的核心期刊）上发表学术论文5篇，其中1篇为首篇文章，2篇为封面文章。博士论文《历史话语的挑战者——库切四部开放性和对话性的小说研究》业已为复旦大学出版社接受，待出版（正在编辑排印中）。
中  文  摘  要
	2003年诺贝尔文学奖得主、南非作家库切是当今世界文坛的重要作家。他的小说作品从内容和形式两方面向历史话语提出了挑战，这是库切创作思想和创作实践的重要本质特征，但以往的中外批评都忽略了这一方面，在相关评论中出现了互为矛盾的走向。本文针对国内外学术界的疏漏，从叙事形式这一新的角度切入，深入挖掘了库切小说与历史事实和历史写作之间的特殊关系，重点揭示了库切通过特定叙事手法所表达的主题意义。

本文认为，库切的多部小说在揭露南非种族隔离丑陋现实的同时，对历史话语或历史书写方式也进行了深刻反思，从内容和形式两方面都向历史话语提出了挑战。然而，受到有关艺术与现实之关系的各种常规阐释框架的困囿，以往的库切批评在讨论库切这部分小说时，往往对作品与历史(包括历史事实和历史写作)之间的关系产生误解。有的评论认为库切的小说创作逃避历史现实而对库切提出批评，有的认为作品旨在以寓言形式真实再现历史进程而着力于挖掘作品的社会历史背景，有的则仅强调库切在作品故事层面对历史叙事方式提出的质疑。这些评论没有注意到相关作品对罪恶现实的特殊处理方式，忽视了它们通过小说话语形式上的开放性和对话性向历史写作方式提出的深层次挑战，忽略了这些小说在内容和形式上的一致性和统一性。

正是针对以往评论的这种空白和疏漏，本文突破性地指出，在库切看来，传统历史话语的局限性不仅体现在其内容方面，同样在于其独调和封闭的书写模式，而南非紧迫的社会现实则向小说家提出了如何“再现不可再现的历史”——如何在避免历史书写之独调性和封闭性的同时，揭露、对抗历史中的所谓“野蛮精神”——这一重大任务。小说之所以能够承担这一使命，关键就在于这种话语本质上的开放性、非指涉性，借助其叙事交流不同环节形成的杂语性、在不同社会杂语之间形成对话的复调性，在于它在对话与争鸣中引发思考、探索真理的潜能。传统历史话语将语言媒介视作透明，对历史书写出于特定立场和目的对历史事件所做的选择、对这种选择过程有可能带来的扭曲不加质疑，这类历史书写潜含的独白结构排除了对历史事件的其他组织与解释方式，由此呈现出一种封闭化与完全化的态势，为各种历史神话的产生创造了条件。所以，库切的小说创作实践并不仅限于从小说故事层面颠覆殖民者建构的历史神话，更旨在改变小说对历史话语的传统附庸地位，以其开放性的整体对话结构，站在对立面向历史话语提出更强有力的挑战。也正是为此，库切本人才多次强调小说话语与历史话语之间应该构成对立竞争关系，把握住这一点也就把握了库切小说创作的一个基本思路和重要特色，对于较为全面正确地理解库切的小说创作具有重要意义。然而，这一点在以往中外库切评论中均被忽略。

本文在对库切小说思想和艺术特色做出总体评价的基础上，选取了库切作品中对历史话语反思性较强、具有明显开放性和对话性的四部小说，深入探讨它们针对丑陋现实，从话语运行规则上对历史话语所进行的挑战。

论文绪论说明库切研究在中国的现实意义，概述库切的创作背景和创作经历，梳理国内外现有库切评论的不同途径，并评述其已经取得的成就和不足，在此基础上阐明此博士论文的立足点、主要思路和主要创新点。

论文正文共有五章。第一章总论库切的小说创作观，探讨库切小说创作与历史事实和历史话语之间的特殊关系，阐明对话小说的本质以及库切小说创作的基本特色，旨在为全文提供总体理论和主题框架。以此为主线，本章第一节探讨了历史话语封闭和独白的书写模式，虚构小说和历史写作之间的历史渊源、形式联系及其本质区别，也针对相关争议阐明了库切以小说故事回应残酷的历史现实、用开放性的小说话语挑战历史话语神话结构的创作宗旨。第二节梳理了巴赫金对话理论，结合相关争议理清了“杂语”、“对话”等概念的内涵和实质，为后面各章的特定理论探讨奠定总体理论平台；最后总论库切本人的对话小说观并概述其创作实践。

第二章从叙事时态这一角度切入库切的《等待野蛮人》（1980），首先针对詹姆斯·费伦和多利特·库恩等人的论述，在理论上梳理小说中非常规的“同故事同时现在时”叙事手法；继而探讨这种手法在小说中的主题作用，并指出被大多数评论家所忽视了的、小说中偶尔出现的过去时叙述。论文将这种形式探讨与库切对历史话语的反思联系起来，重在挖掘时态的使用及转换之后的深层蕴义；力求论述小说通过叙述时态的巧妙运用，一方面揭示出帝国历史书写常规范式的封闭性和局限性，一方面也形象反映了主人公挑战历史书写模式的尝试和失败。

第三章结合叙事理论和小说杂语理论，探讨小说引入杂语、引起对话的形式基础——小说多环节的叙事交流体系，梳理叙事学界颇具争议的术语“隐含作者”；在此基础上综述库切前中期第一人称叙述作品对小说开放和对话特性的发挥，继而细致探讨《福》（1986）的叙述结构，对第一人称叙述者，对以往评论忽视的镶嵌在叙述声音中的其他声音，对星期五引人注目的沉默都进行了详细的文本探讨。论文旨在揭示，库切不但成功塑造了被压迫的女性主体和女性声音，通过历史话语在小说情节中的断裂揭露出传统历史书写对物质生活的选择和扭曲，也通过声音（包括沉默的声音）的层层镶嵌，使这部第一人称叙事作品呈现出独特的复调性和开放性，为这一传统叙述手法注入了的新的活力。

第四章引入聚焦、不可靠性和叙述距离调节等理论问题，首先综述库切在1990年后普遍使用的第三人称人物型叙事，继而针对库切小说《耻》（1999）引起的巨大争议，分析人物视角在主人公形象塑造（即故事层面的人物思维活动）和作为观察故事世界的渠道（话语层面）这两个方面的运作，并进一步讨论小说中以人物对话等形式出现的、对抗主人公不可靠视角的反聚焦信息。本章回应了评论界对库切所用聚焦手法的批评，不但阐明了小说中聚焦与反聚焦并行的叙述手法，总结了沉默在库切小说中被赋予的特殊意义，也揭示了此特殊手法在小说文本中的主题功能以及文本由此实现的伦理意义。

第五章首先从理论上探讨了独白小说和复调小说在其整体修辞结构中预设的不同隐含读者形象，揭示了叙事理论和巴赫金小说杂语和对话理论本质上的契合点。在文本分析环节中则着力于考查《伊丽莎白·科斯特洛》（2006）的对话性修辞结构，不但论述了作品通过故事中镶嵌演讲等特殊叙事手法实现的复调性和探索性，也针对相关评论，结合真实读者对这种开放性结构的具体反应，讨论对话性小说对读者提出的更高要求。论文不但阐明了这部小说引起评论疑惑和误解的根本原因，也通过对小说第六章《罪恶问题》的讨论，进一步强调了库切通过开放性、对话性的小说创作来回应历史丑陋现象，挑战历史话语这一根本创作宗旨。

总体而言，本文由形式揭示内容，从叙事手法这一形式层面入手，通过深入细致地分析小说文本，挖掘库切小说作品的对话性和开放性，探讨作品据此对历史话语的神话结构所提出的对抗与挑战。此研究不但澄清了评论界对库切作品的种种误解，弥补了库切研究在形式与内容相结合方面的长期不足，对于全面认识库切的小说诗学、进一步深化库切研究以及文学研究也具有重要意义。
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A Challenge to Historical Discourse:

An Exploration of Coetzee’s Four Open and Dialogic Fictional Narratives
DUAN FENG
ABSTRACT

	The 2003 Nobel Literature Prize laureate J. M. Coetzee is one of the most important contemporary novelists of the world. One standing feature of Coetzee’s writing principle and practice, which is often neglected by contemporary criticism, is that his novels raise a ruthless challenge towards historical discourse both in content and in form. Therefore, this dissertation aims to illustrate the complicated relations between Coetzeen novels and history (including both historical facts and historical discourse), focusing on the thematic meaning conveyed by the author’s employment of special narrative techniques.
The dissertation contends that many Coetzeen novels, while disclosing the cruel reality of South African society, undertake a serious contemplation of historical writing, challenging it in form as well as in content. However, trapped by stereotypical approaches about the issue of artistic representation, existing Coetzeen criticisms tend to misunderstand the relation between such novels and historical discourse: some criticized Coetzee for his “evasion of history”; some critics try to contextualize his novels in South African social reality in the belief that these novels aim to mirror realities; some only emphasize these works’ questioning of historical writing on the level of the story. They neglect Coetzee’s special manner of engaging with evil realities, neglect Coetzee’s challenge of historical discourse with open and dialogic novels, failing to see the unity of content and form in his works.
In view of this critical deficiency, the present study aims to show that to Coetzee, the limitation of traditional history lies not only in its content, but also in its closed monologic way of writing, which constitutes “the myth of history.” The urgent and ugly social realities of South Africa call for writers to “represent the unrepresentable history,” to rival the barbarian spirit looming large in human society, at the same time to sidetrack from the beaten path of historical writing. The present study will reveal that the novel can shoulder this responsibility because of its non-referentiality, its open and dialogic potentials, and its capacity in introducing heteroglossia through its multi-link rhetorical chain and in organizing diverse social voices. Traditional historiography treats language as transparent, unreflective on its selection and distortion, out of particular purpose, of past events and historical facts. This monologic structure implicit in traditional historical writing occludes other possible ways to organize and interpret historical facts, therefore providing room for the formation of various “historical myths”. Coetzee’s novels aim not only to expose the mythical status of colonial historical accounts, but also to change novels’ traditional supplementary status to history, to rival historical discourse with its open and dialogical structure. It is for this reason that Coetzee repeatedly emphasized that the relation between novels and history should be rivalry instead of supplementary or complementary. To grasp this point is essential for a better understanding of Coetzee’s novels and his writing career. However, this fundamental issue tends to be neglected by present Coetzeen studies.  

This dissertation, based on a survey of thematic and artistic characteristics of Coetzee’s works, has chosen for investigation four Coetzeen novels characterized by their reflexivity on historical discourse and their own dialogical structure. 
The Introduction of the dissertation discusses the relevance of Coetzee studies in China, summarizes Coetzee’s writing background and career, surveys the achievements and shortcomings of existing Coetzee criticisms both home and abroad, and on this platform elucidates the major contention of the thesis. 
The main body of this dissertation consists of five chapters. In order to provide an overall theoretical and thematic framework for the thesis, the first chapter summarizes Coetzee’s writing principle, especially the special relationship between his novels and history, and then illustrates theoretically the nature of dialogical novels. The first section first discusses the monologic structure implicit in traditional historical discourse, the complex relationship between fiction and history, including historical ties, formal similarity and essential difference, and finally elucidates Coetzee’s writing principle, i.e., to engage with historical facts with fictive story, and to rival the mythic structure of history with open and dialogic novelistic discourse. The second section, in response to concerned controversy, is devoted to a detailed discussion of Bakhtinian novelistic theories, focusing on such ambiguous terms as “heteroglossia” and “dialogism”.

Chapter Two will focus on Coetzee’s Waiting for the Barbarians (1980). In view of previous discussions, this chapter analyzes the innovative “homodiegetic simultaneous present tense” employed in this novel, discusses both its theoretical grounding and its thematic use in the work, thus combining formal discussion with thematic illustration. The analysis aims to show that it is through the ingenious manipulation of narrative tense that Coetzee discloses the limited pattern of imperial historical writing and conveys vividly the first-person narrator’s failed attempt to rival historical writing.
Chapter Three discusses novelistic multi-link rhetorical process as the genre’s important formal basis of heteroglossia and dialogism，focusing on the controversial term “implied author”. Based on a survey of the first-person narration employed in Coetzee’s early and middle works, the chapter investigates the juxtaposition of three first-person narratives in Foe (1986), the layer of voices neglected by previous criticisms, and the conspicuous silence of Friday as well. It is revealed that the novel does not only depict successfully the repressed female subject and voice, expose the selection and hence distortion of material life in traditional history writing, through the embedding of voices (including silent voices) it also introduces a unique dialogism and openness into its first-person structure, thus rejuvenates this traditional narrative technique.

Chapter Four first introduces the relevant theoretical terms of focalization, unreliability and narrative distance, and summarizes the 3rd person narrative techniques employed by Coetzee in his post-apartheid works. In response to heated controversies around Coetzee’s Disgrace (1999), the thesis reveals Coetzee’s manipulation of the protagonist’s unreliable perspective both as a method of characterization and as a channel to observe story events and other characters, and then goes further to point out the counter-focalization signals (mainly in the form of dialogue) in the text. To fend off concerned negative criticism, the present investigation discusses the special thematic meaning of silence in Coetzee’s works, and points out that it is through the parallel techniques of focalization and counter-focalization that Coetzee discloses and rivals the binary oppositions in historical discourse. 

Chapter Five investigates Coetzee’s Elizabeth Costello (2003). After a theoretical discussion of different reader images implied in monologic and dialogic novels with the aid of both narrative and Bakhtinian theories, the chapter analyzes the novel’s dialogic structure and its speech-embedded-in-narrative technique. Incorporating concrete responses from real readers, the chapter discusses the higher demand raised by dialogical novels to real readers. This chapter not only illustrates the reason why the novel tends to be misunderstood by readers and critics, through a detailed discussion of “the Problem of Evil”, it also provides a further illustration of Coetzee’s writing principle, i.e., through dialogical and open fictional discourse, to engage with history facts and to rival historical discourse.  

In short, this dissertation begins from formal issues, through a detailed discussion of textual information, explores the openness and dialogism of Coetzee’s novels and the challenge thus raised towards the mythical structure of historical writing. This study clarifies various misunderstanding concerning Coetzee's works, makes up the previous gap of Coetzeen studies to combine formal and thematic analysis, therefore conducive to a more comprehensive understanding of Coetzee's works.   
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