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     Chapter One 

       Poet as the Historian: Flânerie and the Becoming of History in Snow 

 

The particular events of history can become meaningful only with respect to some larger end 

or goal, the achievement of which necessarily brings the historical process to a close. This final 

end of man is what makes all particular events potentially intelligible. 

The End of History and The Last Man 

Francis Fukuyama 

 

‘What I would say is very simple,’ said the passionate youth. ‘All I’d want them to print in the 

Frankfurt paper is this: “We’re not stupid! We’re just poor! And we have a right to insist on 

this distinction.”’ 

Snow 

Orhan Pamuk 

 

Hegel’s acclaimed, often misunderstood statement, which conjectures history as a systematic 

progress towards a telos, has given birth to the idea of stagist history. Hegel conceptualises 

history as a systematic progress and engages in an understanding of history as a social organism; 

marching through the compartments of homogeneous empty time and evolving into “Universal 

History” (Philosophy 17). His understanding of universal history involves the notion of a 

“history which aspires to traverse long periods of time...” and thus “must indeed forego the 

attempt to give individual representations of the past as it actually existed. It must foreshorten 
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its pictures by abstractions; and this includes not merely the omission of events and deeds, but 

whatever is involved in the fact that Thought is, after all, the most trenchant epitomist” (19). 

This abstraction of the particular-real by a reductive yet comprehensive ideal is in turn founded 

on the fundamentals of reason. The universal “History of the world” (24), as Hegel sees it, is 

both a product and a process of reason and the rationale. It is in its affiliation with reason that 

the universalising paradigm of world history can produce/ formulate the essence of “World-

spirit- that spirit whose nature is always one and the same” (24). Hegel claims that World-spirit 

is the desired outcome of World history; the destination turned telos towards which the grand 

march and emphatic progress of history must be directed at and which ought to be, under natural 

circumstances, “the ultimate result of history” (24). The world-spirit, within the Hegelian 

framework, becomes an undisputed singularity, a “spirit whose nature is always one and the 

same” (24). 

The making of History thus involves an appropriation into a pre-existent discursive 

consideration which is founded on principles and tendencies which are homogenous and 

uniform in nature. History is not a consideration of the particular, the discontinuous or the 

diverse. Instead, within the climate and habitus of rational modernity, history is singular and 

the moment of history making is the moment where the alternative plural is appropriated within 

the greater design of an abstract singular. The quotient of reason renders history as a rational 

course of event which procures for the anthropocene the persona of a secular subjectivity. More 

importantly, Reason and its self-referential stature is accorded an absolute inclusivity, where 

even the Divine providences of the estranging and the differential can be unproblematically 

located. Reason becomes “Divine Wisdom”, “one and the same in the great as in the little” 

(Philosophy 29). 
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The paradigm of the universal, within Hegelian epistemic considerations, must contain the 

specific of “human activity as resulting from private interests” (Philosophy 38). In other words, 

the consideration of the private is conceptualised within an a-priori formulation of agency, 

where intimations of the subjective is precisely devised within the categorical imperatives of 

reason and rationale, “the formal side of energy, will, and activity” (38). 

The essence of history, thus formulated and formalized within an epistemic purview of reason, 

foresees the birth of liberalism and the foundation of the secular State. This ideal of the secular-

sovereign which arrives as the end of history and the means of liberal ethos, is significantly 

premised within the imperative rendition of “Rechtsstaat”. “Rechtsstaat”, as Rachel Turner 

observes, is the ideal state form for neo-liberalism, where a “Kantian conception of liberty, law 

and reason” characterise the spirit of the age (Neo-Liberal 28). Significantly, for a 

consciousness that is premised upon the ideology of liberalism, this is effectively the “end of 

history” where “the end point of human ideological evolution” is the materialisation of the 

liberal state (Fukuyama, End 66). Fukuyama refers to Marx and Hegel to substantiate his claim 

that history is inextricably associated with evolution which “would end when man achieved a 

form of society” (xii) that was conceptualised and envisioned by him as an abstraction. Hence, 

the essence of the modern liberal State is not unprecedented or deprived of a historical heritage. 

It is only that the heritage or the origin is existent in a realm of abstraction. The history of the 

Modern State is not comfortably co-terminus with/ merely limited to the material history of the 

Modern State. Instead, its historicity is flamed by its origin that belongs to a world of abstract 

conceptualisation, where the ideal precedes the real. The formulative aspirations to materialise 

the liberal state inevitably reduce and subject the existing materialised to the ideological. 

The history of the modern Nation State is thus ideological where an “imaginary assemblage” 

(Althusser, Reproduction 175) attempts to appropriate the material-specific particular. What is 
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more, it tends to negate all other possible claims to history that reality is likely to posit. Louis 

Althusser argues that “ideology has no history” (175) in a sense that we locate the historical as 

something which has a concrete and positive materialisation in reality. Yet, the ideological is 

not irrelevant within the historic. For Althusser, the history of ideology “lies outside it” and “it 

is but a pale reflection, empty and inverted, of real history” (175). This emptying of the history 

of the real/ material is Althusser’s understanding of the history of ideology. For Althusser, 

ideology is endowed with a distinct feature to exist in an alternative historical order that “non-

historicises” reality (175). This “non-historical” nature of ideology also provides ideology its 

“omni-historical” base (175). Ideology can consume the realities of history, it can infringe/ 

impose upon reality a historicality that does not pertain to the lived and the experienced. The 

abstraction of the general that ideology promotes essentially presupposes an un-recognition and 

subsequent de-historicization of the material, the irreducible heterogeneous that is characterised 

by and often synonymous with the essential subject of absolute singularity. 

The flâneur, with his non-synchronous interventions into the ideological, embodies the 

possibility to evolve as the critical gaze that can restore and reclaim the intimations of the 

distinct that lingers as an irreducible excess beyond the entrapments of ideology. Cherishing a 

poetics of transition and preoccupied with the ephemeral and the transitory, the flâneur occupies 

a problematic position within the cultural tendencies of appropriation and fixation. Devoid of 

any constant and determinable ideological affiliations, the flâneur can subvert and even 

transcend the rigours of containment and essentialization. In the words of Keith Tester, 

“Flânerie can be understood as the observation of the fleeting and the transitory which is the 

other half of modernity to the permanent and central sense of self (Flâneur 7). The observation 

so involved doesn’t exist in an essential split from the ontological disposition of the flâneur. 

Instead, as Tester argues, the “ontological base of the Baudelairean poet (the flâneur) rests in 
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doing not being” (5). Doing is not necessarily a performative that can ascertain a conclusive 

fruition of the act. Instead, the deed is precisely the “search for self-hood through the diagnosis 

of dissatisfaction” (5). The dissatisfactory involves the chaotic which is an entanglement of 

possibilities, never complete and determined but always impregnated with the possibility of 

arrival. 

Habermas, in his seminal take on Modernity, identifies the modern condition of being and 

modernity as an “exaltation of the present” (“Modernity” 3) where the past is an essential 

double to the present/ now. This essential valorisation of the temporal ‘now’ and its relational 

essence suspends history into a homogeneous whole where “Individual epochs lose their 

distinct forces” (5). Historical consciousness in the modern age is not merely a consciousness 

of the evolving and continuing trajectories of time. Instead, it is characterised by “a sense of 

time wherein decadence immediately recognizes itself in the barbaric, the wild and the 

primitive” (3). History derives an intonation and it is the ideological that formulates the modern 

subject’s historical consciousness. Modern historical consciousness essentialises the 

heterogeneous departures of the past into one systemic purview, that which has occurred and is 

thus beyond the ideological considerations of the instantaneous modern. Agency formulation 

of the modern self is premised upon the “principle of unlimited self-realization, the demand for 

authentic self-experience and the subjectivism of a hyperstimulated sensitivity” (4). 

Modernity posits two antinomical notions of subjectivity; the subject imbibed in a “heroic 

affinity of the present” (“Modernity” 5) is juxtaposed against the subject for whom the present 

is “a moment of revelation...a time in which splinters of a messianic presence are enmeshed” 

(6). The messianic, as Walter Benjamin observes, is never in dissociation from “historical 

materialism” (“Theses” 254). Instead, the present is bound in a “secret agreement” with the past 

and is a condition on which “the past has a claim” (254). This persistent presence of past within 
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the unfurling now problematises the understanding of present as ahistoric. The messianic nature 

of history and its fertile influence upon the modern, nuances the unconditional assumption of 

the temporal as the instantaneous and its easy reduction into the ideological. The messianic 

disposition of the past reclaims the relevance of a past that has exceeded the ideologically 

designed historicality of modernity.       

The present chapter takes into consideration the ever-engulfing phenomenon of modernity and 

the problematic poise that historical consciousness has within the self-valorising referentials of 

modernity. The chapter establishes the flâneur as a significant figure of intervention, a subject 

considerate of not just the moment of historical becoming but also the process partaken to herald 

the becoming. This process, as the chapter through a close reading of Snow substantiates, 

involves an essentialisation of the heterogeneous and removed multiplicities of ideologues, 

faiths and convictions which are self-evidently removed/ distant from the envisioned finality of 

the desired and the valorised becoming of history that is inseparably rooted with the arrival of 

modernity. The chapter focuses on the role of the flâneur within this politicised process of 

history making and substantiates him as an alternative historiographer, whose agility with the 

ideological enables him to co-habit within the plural and the possible and not the iconised and 

the inevitable. This leads to the suspension of an “idea of universal history” (Kittsteiner, 

“Historicism” 180) and concentrates in an engagement with history which is a history of the 

everyday, “citable in all its moments” (“Theses” 254). The intimations of the historical are not 

confined to the imposed ideological. Instead, history and historicality sustains even within the 

irreducible lived and the recourse to an alternative history is suggestive of “the critical return 

of the ordinary” (Practice 13). The lived stands outside the transcendental paradigm of history 

but is relevant within an immanence. This order of immanence constitutes the alternative history 
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and the flâneur becomes the alternative historiographer, who is concerned with not just the 

resolution but also the process of history.  

Orhan Pamuk’s novel Snow, published in 2002 and translated into English in 2004, has been 

considered as a magnum opus in his literary oeuvre and has often been praised for its nuanced 

representation of modernity and its critical engagement with the homo-hegemonic purview of 

an ideologically designed ideal of rational secularism and progress. In the words of Hulya 

Yilmaz, Snow is essentially a novel about “polyvocal history” (“Imagined” 111) where the 

ethnic-cultural diversity of Turkey, with its irreducible materialities, evolves as constant 

impediments within the epistemic course of procurement of the secular modern state. The lived-

material that is a redundant, and often a dangerous supplement, within the conceptualised ideal 

of history, intervenes the becoming of history that has been speculated and valorised within a 

hegemonic fetish of homogenisation. 

Fundamental to the plot are a group of suicide girls, who enact out their resistance to the 

absorbing economy of power exercised by the seemingly secular, yet latently totalitarian State, 

which in turn is finding its way towards the end of history by endorsing the ceremonious and 

sanctified epoch of secular history and progressive consciousness (emphasis mine). European 

Secularism in Turkey officially began with the Kemalist regime when Turkey was declared as 

a Republic in 1923. The secular in Turkish history, as Davison points out, owes an affiliation 

with ‘laicism’ and the correspondent Turkish word for secular in the Turkish vernacular has 

been “laique”, which “meant “of the people” or lay members of the church as distinguished 

from the “clergy”” (“Turkey” 337). As such, the very fundamental and primary essence and 

understanding of the secular in the Turkish imaginary has never been in complete dissociation 

from religion. Religion has persisted as an ideological tool, strategically advocated by the State 

apparatus to propagate a constitutive Islamism which necessitated the possibility of harmony 
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and fraternity among the citizens. Religion evolved as an integral component of the everyday 

intimate history of the Turkish subject. The intimate histories, which are inextricable 

constituents of consciousness, are constituents of finitude and deeply correspond with Jean Luc 

Nancy’s understanding of finite history. They locate the self/ individual within a finitude of 

being. For Nancy, “history doesn’t belong primarily to time, nor to succession, nor to causality, 

but to community, or to being-in common” (Birth 143). Community is the foreknowledge that 

is an aporia to the agency of the self, it lingers as an irreducible truth that opens the self to a 

state of “being-in-common that only happens, or that is happening, an event, more than a 

“being”” (143). 

The Kemalist regime and its obsession with Eurocentric secular modernity essentially 

advocated and propagated a homo-normative model of historical becoming and being. Traces 

of non-modernity which were an essential component of the intimate realities of Turkish 

imaginary were essentially absorbed within an appropriative economy of progress. Not just the 

juridico-legal institutions but also the performative spaces of individual practice were 

systematically intervened and moulded in order to promote a significantly stable and uniform 

historicality of being. Umut Azak observes: 

    Kemalist state undertook even more direct interventions in the everyday life of the people in 

its attempt to secularize the public sphere and adopt Western civilisation. The dress code, which 

imposed the compulsory use of the Western brimmed hat in 1925 and outlawed the fez, the 

traditional headgear for men, reflected the Kemalist urge to break with the past and to change 

even the daily habits of people for the sake of Westernization.” (Islam 11) 

The performatives of being-belonging, which recount and render the materiality of everyday, 

often place the performing-being subject within a loci of “finite history” (Luc Nancy 143). 

“Finite history”, as Nancy argues, “is the happening of the time of existence” where not the 
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imposition of an essence but an instantaneous “essence” is unveiled within an un-premeditated 

order of happening (Birth 157). Finite history evolves as an ontological historicality rather than 

a formulated historical consciousness and as such, doesn’t demand the “accomplishment or 

representation of the subject” (158). Rather, it is an order of happening that “only happens-as 

togetherness” (158). This essence of togetherness simulates the birth of the community. 

Community for Nancy is not a collective accomplishment containing identical individuals. 

Rather, the individual for Nancy is a relational truth, whose essence is discursively formulated 

and determined by the intimate order of community. The singular is never a “being” but a 

“happening” (156). The denial of the contingent influences of the community order-which 

discursively design the formulated essence of the subject, by an imposition of “finished history” 

(157), intervenes the validation of the subject as a vibrant possibility. Simultaneously, the 

conceptualisation of “finished history”, which relies on “history maintaining its end and 

presenting it” is liable to dismiss the finite-the everyday historicality of the self that is 

inextricably associated with the material-fundamental repertoire of community (157). 

Religion (Islam) is an essential component of the Turkish everyday where “97 percent of the 

population identify themselves as Muslim” (Santesso, “Silence” 126) and the historicality of 

the Turkish subject is less likely to exist in separation from the epistemic purview of faith and 

the performative practices of religion. Soner Cagaptay observes that contrary to the promise of 

Secularism which the Kemalist regime envisioned as the end of history, the quest of 

Turkishness inevitably involves a consideration of religion and the discursive determination of 

Turkish identity posits uncomfortable questions about religion (Cagaptay, Who is a Turk 2). 

This irreducible pertinence of religion is captured in Snow with the perilous presence of 

headscarf girls, ready to lay their lives for a validation of the habitual religious-traditional rather 

than deny the historicality of their being in favour of the State sponsored genesis of secular 
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history. The act of self-annihilation, as the trusted narrator-friend of Ka informs us, has been 

“without ritual or warning, in the midst of their everyday routines” (Pamuk, Snow 13). The 

unceremonious enactment of death becomes a relevant performative response against the 

strategies of an ideologically designed and pre-conceptualised schema of historical becoming. 

In all possibilities, they are likely to be interpreted as performatives of resistance. However, 

these performatives of self-annihilation occur without validation or justification and the 

essential silence of the suicide committing self about the act, locate the trope of resistance 

beyond the usual considerations of the ideological. The non-justification of the act formulates 

an essence of resistance that is inseparable from the ontic essence of the resisting body. 

Resistance becomes bare and unappropriable, claiming the recognition of an alternative ideal 

of history.  

What is more, the contestations involving the body locate it within a discursive order of 

historicization. While the progressive disposition of secular history attempts to remove the body 

from the history of shame that religious fundamentalism accords to it (by prompting the 

ideology of progress which discards headscarf as an attire), the singular subject and her own 

consciousness of the body nurture it as an unconquerable intimate reality. The ontic ceases to 

exist without the corporeal. The ontic in turn is not liberated from the finitudes of the material 

history of being and becoming and is instead nurtured within the poetics of legacy and tradition. 

The historicality of being is synonymous with the ontological essence of being and Nancy 

affirms “history is the ontological constitution of the subject itself” (Birth 148). 

The mutually contradictory paradigms of history making involving the body locates the body 

as a site of contestation where a contested politics of (de)-historicisation is in operation. 

Referring to the Hat Law of 1925 (previously mentioned in the chapter) which forbade the men 

from wearing fez and promoted the use of Western style hats as replacement, Alev Cinar 
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observes that the process of making of a secular state in Turkey was simultaneous with the 

rejection of the strains of Ottoman Islamic past (Secularism 68). The residues of the rejected 

past that are discarded by the new order of progressive history making survive as historicalities, 

within the traces of, what Ranajit Guha calls, “people without history” (Limit 8). For Guha, 

“historicality” is “the true historical existence of man” (3) and the grand narrative of secular 

turned world history often absorbs, appropriates and at times reject the more authentic 

intimations of the lived. “People without history” (8) are impersonations of historicalities that 

are left out of history.  

This conjecture of “people without history” (Limit 8) doesn’t necessarily signify a homogenic 

clan of individuals located outside the limits of history. The epistemic violence involved in 

denying the historicality (emphasis mine) of subjects who are not concordant with the march of 

history is also alternately a process of history-making. This latent but significant process 

involves a “new mathesis of comparison” where “climates and habitats, customs and polities, 

belief systems and phonic systems of the most diverse kinds” are “all collected and displayed 

side by side on epistemic spreadsheets to be measured and calculated for their worth on a 

civilizational scale” that is profoundly Eurocentric (12). This new method of historicization de-

recognises the intimate order of history, an irreducible historicality which is synonymous with 

the vitality of being.  

The headscarf in the novel becomes a significant token of an irreducible materiality which 

promotes a possible claim to an alternative ethos of historicality by the Turkish subject. Kadife, 

one of the headscarf girls in the novel, who wears her headscarf with the clear intention of 

making a “political statement” (Snow 115) highlights in an engaging conversation with Ka, this 

essential lineage of intimate material history that the headscarf has. As she reflects upon her 

classmates, whom the provincial assassinator of the Director of the Institute of Education has 
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previously described as “poor, hard-working girls of ours” (41), the sacrosanct intimacy of a 

singular and authentic subjectivity is unveiled: 

    Their mothers and fathers brought them up to be as they are. So did the religious instruction 

they received during their state education. Then suddenly, having been told all their lives to 

keep their heads covered, these girls were now hearing, “Take off those scarves, because that’s 

what the state wants you to do.” (115) 

In a later conversation with Hande, a friend of Kadife and one of the headscarf girls, the 

relevance of the headscarf is further evoked within an intimate order of the ontic. The 

affiliations with the ontic that the headscarf provokes is not merely restrained to a performative 

practice or an identifying emblem/ token associated with a greater community/ clan. It is 

simultaneously an accomplishment that premises the fundamental identification of the self 

within a valorised ideal of becoming, a denial of which renders the self in a perpetual 

estrangement: 

    Hande said angrily. ‘The true reason is that I can’t concentrate, I can’t imagine myself 

without a headscarf. Whenever I try to concentrate, I turn into either an evil stranger like the 

“agent of persuasion” or a woman who can’t stop thinking about sex...I would have removed 

the headscarf of my own free will, and not because the police have forced me. But for now I 

just can’t concentrate, I just can’t bring myself to imagine that moment.’” (Snow 125) 

The headscarf doesn’t merely possess religio-traditional connotations, it is simultaneously an 

agent and an essential constituent of the modalities through which the process of self-fashioning 

is accomplished. A denial of the agent effaces the agency and the self is problematically poised 

in a non-identification where the becoming-being semblance is jeopardised.   
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The essentialist and appropriative tendencies of history making is an epistemic de-recognition 

of the individual. The singular is conceptualised within a systemic poesis of becoming, his/ her 

essence is a means to end. The singular is reduced to a component of the greater design of the 

collective. As long as the singular’s material reality of being is not in resonance with the 

designed abstraction of the collective, it is likely to remain unrecognised. Diversions and 

interventions are negated through a systemics of exclusion and as such, the headscarf girls, who 

refuse to comply with the State advocacies of uncovered heads, are systematically excluded 

from the discursive modalities of institutionalisation. They are rendered redundant within the 

functional parameters of secular history making and their claim to history is denied by an 

overruling propagandist projection of a constricted historicality. The headscarf girls in the novel 

are excluded from school and the institutional paradigms that enhance the ideological identity 

of the subject/ self. The ideological, as has been argued before, is the determinant matrix of 

secular history, it is the founding fulcrum which designs and authenticates the course of history. 

Thus, the deviant individual, within the secular paradigm of history making, emerges as the 

unaccomodated other, the wasted lives (emphasis mine), which Zygmunt Bauman identifies as 

the binary other in the emerging milieu of modernity. For Bauman, the waste of modernity 

comprises of those unaccomodated heterogeneities that exceed the institutional paradigms and 

hermeneutics of the epistemes of modernity. He observes: 

    The production of ‘human waste’, or more correctly wasted humans (the ‘excessive’ and the 

‘redundant’, that is the population of those who either could not or were not wished to be 

recognized or allowed to stay), is an inevitable outcome of modernization, and an inseparable 

accompaniment of modernity. It is an inseparable side-effect of order building (each order casts 

some parts of extant population as ‘out of place’, ‘unfit’ or ‘undesirable’) and of economic 

progress (that cannot proceed without degrading and devaluing the previous effective modes of 
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‘making a living’ and therefore cannot but deprive their practitioners of their livelihood). 

(Wasted 8) 

The redundant thus becomes an inseparable companion of modernity and for Bauman the 

redundant constitutes the “supernumerary, unneeded, of no use” (Wasted 12) thus prompting 

an idea of waste that is not merely limited to a quantitative understanding but also involves the 

qualitative. As such, an idea or episteme, an ideologue or an ideology can be rendered as 

redundant and excluded from the historical moment of modernity which is also the impregnated 

moment of the genesis of the bio-political state. The redundant is excluded, yet it in its 

exclusion, it is very much a component of the dialectical purview of bio-politics. Roberto 

Esposito observes, “Biopolitics has to do with that complex of mediations, oppositions and 

dialectical operations that in an extended phase made possible the modern political order” (Bios 

15). The redundant is the waste, yet this status of being the waste doesnot accord it an absolute 

exclusion from the greater design of bio-politics. Instead, the waste is re-cognised and the re-

cognition involves an appropriation. It is either essentialised within the great fabric of bios, i.e. 

the political order, or else it is located within a greater dialectic of opposition between the zoe 

and the bios, i.e. the natural and the political. The deviant singular is thus an inescapably 

politicised subject, where the collective, the community, the polis and even the filial lay their 

claim to the emerging possibilities of subjectivity. Departures from the systemic are not 

suspended into obliteration or non-recognition. Instead, the deviant sets up its own claim to 

history. The surplus epistemic that is not in adherence with the ideologues of secularism 

advocated by the biopolitical State emerge as an alternative canon/ institution that premises a 

fundamentalism on the material-real base of the ontic-lived. In its endeavour to do so, the 

fundamentalist trajectories overrule and appropriate the traces of the exclusive, irreducible and 

spontaneous that the singular lived is likely to posit. The historicality of the lived becomes a 
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possible ploy through which the deferred heterogeneities can lay their claim to an alternative 

paradigm of history that is beyond the progressive parameters of (secular) history. 

The suicide girls in Snow are agents through which an alternative historicality arrives to 

jeopardise the ideal of secular history. This alternative paradigm of historicality laying its claim 

to history isn’t irreducibly singular. Instead, it is constantly moulded and formulated within the 

epistemic and institutional hermeneutics of religious fundamentalism. Muhtar, the ex-husband 

of Ipek and the Mayor candidate from The Prosperity Party is quick to emphasise before Ka: 

    All across Turkey, our support of the covered girls is the key expression of our political 

vision. (Snow 52) 

The presence of religious fundamentalists like Muhtar and extremists like Blue in the novel and 

their interpretive economy which analyse and present before Ka the happenings of suicide are 

manipulative in their own way. They are designed with the prerogative to formulate an 

alternative canon of National history that is non-modern, strategically exploring the dormant 

yet pertinent-persistent historicality that the act of self-annihilation contains. In other words, 

self-annihilation becomes an epiphanic gesture that enhances the possibility of incorporating 

the materiality of the lived singular within an alternative dynamics of history making. 

The fundamentalist and the non-modern in the novel apparently posit the promise of an all 

encompassive acceptance, willing to unearth the other side of history. Muhtar, the disillusioned 

leftist turned fundamentalist and a former compatriot of Ka observes that “Unlike Westernised 

Turks, they (the fundamentalists) don’t indistinctively despise the common folk” (Snow 62). 

Although apparently self-advocating, the statement lays bare the problematic peril the 

“common” occupy within the politico-ideological milieu of Turkey. The singular and his/her 

materiality must belong to an order of historicality for its recognition. In other words, the re-
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cognition of the self can only be enacted out only when it is emplaced and positioned within an 

order of ideological history of faith which is collective and communitarian in essence. The 

impressions of the collective not only formulate the singular; they also determine and validate 

the ontic, thus granting the singular its ontic re-cognition within the formulations of history. In 

other words, the historicality of the self that tries to sustain its autonomy in its denial/ departure 

from secular model of history, must adhere to the alternative dynamics of history making. Ka, 

the silent observer, (who in due course of the chapter will validate himself as the flâneur) is 

quick to decipher the institutional dependency that is a circumstantial limit to the singular as he 

reflects: 

    ...in this part of the world faith in God was not something achieved by thinking sublime 

thoughts and stretching one’s creative powers to their limits; nor was it something one could 

do alone. Above all, it meant joining a mosque, becoming part of a community. (Snow 63) 

The historicality of the singular in this striated and binary structured milieu of history making 

is conditioned and formulated within an ever-emerging tension between what constitutes the 

dialectics of history. This dialectic is a perpetual enactment of struggle between modernity and 

practices turned performatives of non-modern, the derivatives of reason and the residual traces 

of faith, and most significantly, the valorised abstractions of world history and the irreducible 

spontaneities of the lived. Ka reconciles with the making of history as an unfinalizable process, 

where a relation without relation pervades the nuanced premises of the singular and its 

locationality in history. In other words, the singular subject is that material agent turned zone 

of performative and enactment, whose being unveils the relational dependency of modernity on 

its other and vice versa. As Ka, the poet turned reporter, reflects before Muhtar: 

    ‘The idea of a solitary, Westernised individual whose faith in God is private is very 

threatening to you. An atheist who belongs to a community is far easier for you to trust than a 
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solitary man who believes in God...I know I’m not going to be one, but say I did become the 

sort of believer who prays five times a day, why would that disturb you? Perhaps because you 

can embrace your religion and your community only if godless secularists like me are 

overseeing business and government affairs. A man can only pray to his heart’s content in this 

country because he depends on the efficiency of the atheist who’s an expert at managing the 

West and all other aspects of worldly business.’ (Snow 63) 

The subjective and its promise of a singular historicality are constantly premised within the 

essentialist tendencies of history making. The singularity of being occupies a febrile liminality 

that is impregnated by the contestations of the abstract ideological and its counter-discursive 

manifestations. The singular and its sovereignty of being, its claim to an interstitial and 

sovereign historicality is jeopardised by the pre-discursive modalities of being in history which 

are mutually opposing yet dependent. The third is relentlessly agonised by the over-engulfing 

tendencies of binarification and strategic essentialism.  

Exile is an essential third space belonging, where the essentialised “frontiers between “us” and 

“outsiders”” (Said, Reflections 131) are jeopardised by a contrapuntal sensibility. Said describes 

the contrapuntal as a “plurality of vision” which “gives rise to an awareness of simultaneous 

dimensions” (138). For Said, the exiled self and his/ her contrapuntal essence of being is a 

curious juxtaposition of dissimilar and at times mutually opposing worldviews. The experience 

of exile posits the singular within a possible plurality, where contradictory material and 

ideological paradigms co-exist. The awareness of the plural locates the self in an openness, 

where the enfolding of the local and the global, the indigenous and the derived, the world and 

the home are posed in simultaneity. 

The flâneur, with his agility of thought and an inexhaustible desire for the excess, is curiously 

poised within a non-hermeneutics of belonging. The non-hermeneutical rests in his openness, 
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where the limits of an empirical consciousness fail to contain the ontic preoccupation with an 

alternative, a surplus, an excess. The empirical is not rendered redundant, it is an 

accompaniment and often a trace through which the ontic can trespass into simultaneous 

alternatives that are contained within and constitutes the paradigm of possibilities. The flâneur, 

much like the exiled subject, possesses a contrapuntality, an ability to live within a ruptured 

and disharmonised purview that constitutes “a discontinuous state of being” (Reflections 132). 

Kerim Alakusoglu turned Ka embodies this discontinuity that provides him a possibility to 

experience the multifarious and the discrepant. To him, the urban cityscape emerges as a 

heterotopia. Foucault observes that heterotopias are “a sort of counter-arrangement...in which 

all the real arrangements...are at one and the same time represented, challenged, and 

overturned” (“Heterotopias” 332). In their ability to contain nuances, ambiguities and 

contestations; heterotopias “makes the place that I occupy” (332). Ka’s experience of the urban 

milieu of Kars insistently makes him aware of other historical orders of being and belonging 

which are not in resonance with the history of progress: 

    There wasn’t a soul in the beautiful three-storey Armenian building that now housed the city 

council...Ka passed an empty, one-storey Armenian house, its windows boarded up...Across the 

street from the governor’s residence, the little park with the statue of Ataturk was empty. And 

Ka could not see any sign of life in the residence itself, which dated back to the Russian period 

and was still Kars’ grandest building. Seventy years earlier, after the First World War, when 

both the Ottoman and Imperial Russian armies had withdrawn and the Turks of Kars had 

established an independent state, this building had housed both the secretariat and the assembly. 

Just across the street was the old Armenian building that had been attacked by the English army 

because it was the same doomed republic’s presidential palace...A little further down the road, 
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in front of yet another old Armenian building, just as peaceful and beautiful as the rest, he saw 

a tank gliding past, slow and silent, as if in a dream. (Snow 167)  

Besides unveiling the stratified disposition of the historicality of Kars, the passage is suggestive 

of Ka’s inverted consciousness of temporality. The occurrences that happen in the present are 

not unproblematic realities. Instead, they are sceptically apprehended and perceived in doubt. 

The occurring reality appears distant and is deprived of conviction. On the contrary, the 

historical and the happened are beyond nuances. They are reclaimed in fervour; their 

authenticity remains undisputed. These other histories and their stratifications suggest the 

heterotopic disposition of Kars. More importantly, these contestations of other histories bring 

into context the forgotten in Kars. The “failing city and its forgotten people” (Snow 35) now 

have the potential to emerge within an alternative order of the temporal. The forgotten is not 

suggestive of absence; instead it is a residual sensation which nuances the assertions of reality.  

Ka is conscious of these nuances and reality appears to him as diverse and heterogeneous. He 

is conscious of not just the significant or the sensational but also the fleeting and the 

discontinuous. His empathic involvement with the city involves an exploration of not just the 

dominant but also the peripheral. While the blood coup at National Theatre is likely to acquire 

significance in history owing to its effect, what interests Ka, is the constantly slipping liminal 

histories of everyday:  

    He threw on his coat and went outside, unnoticed by anyone. Instead of heading towards the 

city hall, he turned left on National Independence Avenue and walked down the hill...One 

stationary and cassette vendor was playing loud music. The pavements were crowded with 

people who’d come out just to mark the end of curfew; they walked down as far as the market 

and then up the hill again, pausing now and then to shiver in front of a shop window...The 

children in the streets made him forget the fear inside them. He watched them sledging on the 



Mukherjee 62 

 

 

bridges, throwing snowballs, fighting and cursing in the vacant lots, the snow covered squares, 

the school playgrounds and the gardens surrounding the government offices. Only a few wore 

coats; most were in their school jackets, scarves and skullcaps. They were happy about the coup 

because it had given them a day off school. (Snow 217-218) 

While history has supposedly heralded its arrival in Kars in form of the blood coup at the 

National Theatre, Ka is absorbed in an experience of other historicalities, the liminal 

experiences of lived that survive in the mundane. This process of experiencing constitutes the 

alternative paradigm of historicization where the happenings of the temporal are not 

strategically and systematically incorporated within a patterned and pre-ordained juridico-

ethical and ideological paradigm. Instead, the turn towards history making begins with the 

veneration of the singular and the discontinuous, a re-cognition of not just the identical but also 

the distinct. The distinct is an irreducible singular that can claim its own historicality beyond 

the existing manifestations of history. 

Ka’s arrival in the forgotten city of Kars is a coming back in the novel. As an exiled poet in 

Germany, Ka’s gaze is likely to posit Kars within a nostalgic sensibility and an economy of 

remembrance. Reconciliation with an already habited spatial often postulates the spatial in 

intimacy with the memory of the spatial. The return and reconciliation of the exile with the pre-

inhabited habitus thus involves a perpetual essence of estrangement that often reconciles with 

the traces of change.  

However, Ka’s estrangement doesn’t stem in from a de-familiarisation where the 

contemporaneous doesn’t correlate with the remembered. Rather, the reconciliation with Kars 

as a space within the perceptive economy of Ka unveils “hopelessness and misery” that is 

intrinsic to a place that “the whole world had forgotten” (Snow 9, 10). His estrangement stems 

from the “scenes he saw as he hurried under the ice-covered branches of the plane trees and the 
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oleasters” which “spoke of a strange and powerful loneliness” (Snow 9, 10). It is the isolation 

of the spatial that renders him a stranger and it is in his ability to locate himself and subsequently 

empathise with the solitude of the city that Ka becomes the subject who doesn’t necessarily 

essentialise the other/ exterior. Instead, his consciousness of the city involves a non-

appropriation where the consciousness of the self is increasingly nuanced by an unrehearsed 

and un-premeditated consciousness of the other. Ka is not the encased subject who absorbs the 

phenomenological exterior within a pre-determined and pre-designed economy of 

apprehension. Instead, the self emerges as an affectable reality, constantly effacing its residual 

traces of foreknowledge to experience the essence of the world/ other: 

    The scenes he saw as he hurried under the ice-covered branches of the plane trees and the 

oleasters- the old, decrepit Russian buildings with stovepipes sticking out of every window, the 

thousand-year-old Armenian church towering over the wood depots and the electric generators, 

the pack of dogs barking at every passer-by from a five-hundred-year-old stone bridge as snow 

fell into the half-frozen black waters of the river below, the thin ribbons of smoke rising out of 

the tiny shanty houses of Kalealti sitting lifeless under their blanket of snow- made him feel so 

sad that tears came to his eyes...These sights spoke of a strange and powerful loneliness. It was 

as if he were in a place that the whole world had forgotten; as if it were snowing at the end of 

the world. (Snow 10) 

Memory and indulgences of remembrance are absent in Ka’s engagement with the city. This is 

significant when one takes into consideration the trope of exile and return that is fundamental 

to the novel. Instead of locating the city within the parameters of memory, Ka shows a persistent 

tendency to experience the city in the temporal order of the present. His perception of the city 

involves not merely a subjective consciousness of the city. Instead, it depicts an apprehension 

that has an increasing tendency to become the apprehended (emphasis mine). This dissolution 
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of the distance between the self and the other, the subject and the object becomes instrumental 

in Ka’s awareness of the city beyond the limits of subjectivity. Ka is not interested in 

remembering the city and cherishing a sensibility of nostalgia. Instead, he is increasingly 

haunted by an ethical awareness of the other. This ethics of the other allows the self to 

experience the other without reducing it to any systemics of pre-determination. Ka doesn’t 

remember the city, instead he is conscious of the city as a forgotten event; a reality which has 

been denied its historicality by the world.   

Forgetting is an epistemic act of denial which denies the forgotten its historicality and suspends 

the disenfranchised historicality outside the limits and finitudes of history. Paradoxically 

though, the affective reconciliation with the act of forgetting is also an awareness of the trace 

that lingers in memory as a discontinuity. The epiphanic awareness of forgetting is also a 

simultaneous recognition of the traces of absence and non-being being of the forgotten. The 

forgotten is absent within the discourse of remembrance, yet it is in its locationality of absence 

that the forgotten registers its presence as a trace.  

Ka as the historiographer is influential in unearthing this trace and positing the trace within the 

larger canopy of world history. The premonition of Kars and its possible locationality outside 

the aporias of world history simulates the rendering of Kars as a non-historic spatial that is 

denied the possibility of registering its claim to history. The atmospherics and habitus of Kars 

are not devoid of historicality that ensues from historicity, the being in time (emphasis mine). 

However, this historicity turned historicality is outside the apex of history, once prevailing but 

now effaced into oblivion. Historicising Kars involves a praxis that will reclaim the routine and 

the regular, the unceremonious and the uncelebrated as historicalities which can render an equal 

claim to history. The praxis of reclamation demands a recognition of the mundane.  
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It is the mundane that constantly alludes Ka and his act of flânerie becomes an 

acknowledgement turned appreciation of those non-ritualistic everydays that constitute the 

forgotten spatial-cultural. Ka’s untiring walks through the city street, his appreciation of statues 

and mansions, cafes and hostels, his passive yet passionate interest in the “empty windows of 

the photography shops, in the frozen windows of the crowded tea-houses where the city’s 

unemployed passed their time playing cards, and in the city’s empty, snow-covered squares” 

substantiate him as an observer-turned historiographer of the everyday (Snow 10). Very soon, 

Ka has started to decipher a transcendental signified in these apparently empty and insignificant 

occurrences and coherences: 

    He passed a park in Yusuf Pasa that was full of dismantled swings and broken slides; next to 

it was an open lot where a group of teenage boys were playing football. The high lampposts of 

the coal depot gave them just enough light, and Ka stopped for a while to watch them. As he 

listened to them shouting and cursing, and watched them skidding in the snow, and gazed at the 

white sky and the pale yellow glow of the lamp-lights, the desolation and remoteness of the 

place hit him with such force that he felt God inside him. (Snow 19) 

The revelation and the transcendental signified experienced in the everyday is a significant 

departure from the revelation of secular history and is not the “rich product of active Reason” 

(Philosophy 29). Instead, it is a revelation of faith where not just the empirical but also the 

experiential, not just the noumenal but also the phenomenal, devises and affectively accentuates 

the unfolding significance. This revelation is significant in not just posing the mundane within 

an alternative framework of history and historicality where the metaphysical and not the rational 

constitute the essence turned inference of the habitual-historical. Simultaneously, it also 

unearths the evolutionary possibilities of an alternative consciousness of historicality and a 

subsequent ideal of subjectivity, which is not constrained and contained by its own materiality 
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of being. This alternative consciousness is trans-material, problematically poised within a de-

recognition of the material historic that has so long furnished the ontic essence of the self, only 

to reconcile with contrary possibilities and sensibilities of sense making. 

Ka, the exiled subject, who has his material history imbibed in the Eurocentric order of 

Enlightenment and modernity, moves beyond his own materiality of being with the epiphanic 

recognition and realisation of God in the everyday eventualities and atmospherics of Kars. 

Neither the contrapuntal dispassionate discontinuities of exile nor the hereditary derivatives of 

a bourgeoisie rational culture explain Ka’s indulgence of the excess called God. In the novel, 

the incessant assertions of the theological are not just propagandist claims of the non-modern 

to history. At a more subjective level, they are also suggestive of a de-historicization of the self; 

a de-historicization that is essential for historiographying the pluralities that are rendered and 

rejected as wasteful excess within the homo-normative patterns of historicization. The wistful 

ecstasy in the indulgence of the divine surpasses the ideological, material and other ontological 

considerations that formulate the identity of Ka. In his consistent assertions like: “Snow 

reminded me of God” (Snow 62), “But now I want to believe in that God...”, “There’s a God 

who pays careful attention to the world’s hidden symmetry”, Ka turns towards the “provincial” 

(99). This “provincial” (99) underlines the hidden and non-ritualised and constitutes the 

excluded wastes of the mechanisations of modern history. It is the unrecognised other, not just 

within the hermeneutics of modern history in process, but also within the lived materiality of 

Ka. 

Ka’s negotiation and the subsequent realisation of Kars as the waste of modernity is only 

consolidated and validated in the lines he copy from the plastered walls of the Lucky Brothers 

Tea-House. The line “If you’re unlucky enough to live in Kars, you might as well flush yourself 

down the toilet” (Snow 104) is suggestive of not just the hopelessness and despair of the 
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residents and inhabitants of Kars. In a circumlocutory manner, the line locates Kars as an 

inescapable and unsurpassable limit to the human condition and the subsequent possibilities of 

self-assertion and agency formulation. The very presence of Kars within the material history of 

the self is an inescapable premonition and even an alteration in the materiality of the irreducibly 

intimate cannot negotiate the burden of being located in the spatial-temporal milieu of Kars. 

The only possible negotiation that the self can indulge upon is a profound and passive 

acceptance of his/ her non-presence within the limits of history. The only locale that awaits 

him/ her is the labyrinth of waste. 

History embraces Kars in the novel in form of bloodsheds and military coups which is staged 

(emphasis mine) by the fulcrum that is both the logos and the telos of progressive and secular 

history, i.e. the State. This staging is the perilous moment where the ideological and the 

repressive, the actor and the military, proclaims the arrival of the Republic. As a prelude to the 

violence of repression in form of astounding bullets that will attempt to eradicate the last 

contaminant traces of non-modernity which has so long disturbed the grand march of Turkey 

towards a secular future and the progressive genesis of a secular history; Sunay Zaim, the actor 

staging the military coup in National Theatre, announces 

    Oh, honourable and beloved citizens of Turkey...You’ve embarked on the road to 

Enlightenment and no one can turn you back from this great and noble journey. Do not fear. 

The reactionaries who want to turn back time, those vile beasts with their cob-webbed minds, 

will never be allowed to crawl out of their hole. Those who seek to meddle with the republic, 

with freedom, with enlightenment will see their hands crushed. (Snow 158) 

The all-encompassing march of secular history has subsumed and self-advocated a rational 

march to progress as the only destiny that awaits Turkey. Kars, being a politico-juridical 

component of Turkey cannot evade the conceptualised and pre-formulated model of secular 
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history that the Turkish State has transfixed for itself. The agony of the selfin this pre-

formulated principle of appropriation is characterised by an exclusion from the paradigm of 

History. This exclusion is not just a denial of the lived reality of the self as non-history. Instead, 

it also inauthenticates the fundamental premises of the material being of the self. The self is not 

just denied an acknowledgement within history, he/ she is also a misnomer in the conceptualised 

and yet to arrive (emphasis mine) predicament of history. The historical cognition of the self 

rests in his /her ability to attune and adhere to the hermeneuticised design of an unfamiliar 

model of History. The de-historicization of the lived is essential for history making, a history 

that is constituted and Stag(t)ist. 

With the staging of the arrival of the modern State and its model of secular history, the 

transgressive lived can no longer sustain as the forgotten of history. He/she must now either be 

or not be within the encompassing milieu of secular history. The transgressive non-modern, in 

the evolving historicality towards historicization of Kars, is rendered relevant within a 

sacrificial economy. The violence that is enacted out within the theatre house is not merely a 

strategic annihilation of the counter-progressive fundamentalists who have intervened the 

systematic becoming of secular History. It is also a machination that simultaneously claims the 

interstitial historicalities which in the ensuing conflict of ideology-centric histories, have often 

been rendered as non-histories. As the reporting narrator in the novel informs us 

    The fourth flew into the outer reaches of the hall, beyond the range of the camera; through 

the back of a seat, it went into the shoulder of a dealer in spare parts for tractor and agricultural 

equipment named Muhittin Bey, who was sitting with his wife and his widowed sister-in-

law...The fifth bullet hit a grandfather sitting just behind the Islamist students. He had come 

from Trabzon to see his grandson, who was doing his military service in Kars. (Snow 161) 
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In this binary purview that has been discussed before, the lived is contingently claimed by the 

mutually hostile patterns of history making. The non-historic, in this evolving conflict of a claim 

to historicization, is no longer able to evade the essentialist stratagems that both the modern and 

the non-modern propagate to enhance a homogeneous model of ideological and idealised 

History. 

The interstitial and the excess, which have so long lingered as a surplus within these 

contradictory modalities of ideological history is now rendered into an inescapable predicament 

of History. Blue and the fundamentalists identify these interstitialities as material departures 

from the homo-hegemonic model of Western Enlightenment and secular history; which “take 

the opposite point of view” in response to the imposed notion of “...one West and only one 

Western point of view” (Snow 233). On the contrary, for Sunay Zaim, the non-ritualistic 

everydays of Kars are imbibed in an unhistoricality which is insignificant and which is reflected 

in the existence of a mass comprising of the “poor jobless, luckless, hopeless, motionless 

creatures...who’ve forgotten how to keep themselves presentable.” (198) Nevertheless, for 

Sunay Zaim, who has self exponentially foreseen himself as the Hegelian actor chosen by the 

theatre of history, these disenfranchised agencies constitute a presumptive essentialist category 

designated by “poor brothers of mine” (198). What constitutes their disenfranchisement is their 

relative indifference of being, their effacing claim to emerge as historically identifiable 

subjects: 

    They all looked the same, these men: unshaven, their shirts dirty...Yet these men were all too 

numerous, ‘as we’ve seen in the wretched city of Kars’.” (Snow 198-199) 

The indistinctive and hence the non-historic that secular history and its machinations intend to 

accommodate must then undergo a sacrificial recognition. It is only through the enactment of 

sacrifice that the indistinct materiality of the mundane can register its claim to historicality. The 
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sacrificial involves a transformation of the being with history into a becoming within the already 

conceived ethicality and ethos of History that is likely to dismiss the singular lived as non-

history. The denial of the material reality of the singular, both in terms of the ideological and 

the corporeal, seems inevitable.  

The denial of the material lived in the novel doesn’t merely allude to a hierarchically 

imbalanced political purview where a rejection of the intimate historicality of the self foresees 

and suggests a unanimous and unproblematic de-ontologisation. Instead, the de-historicization 

thus involved also alludes to the possibility of the genesis of a consciousness that abounds in 

an ethics of the other. Such ethical disposition procures for the self an awareness of the infinite, 

where being is not the already existing that pre-dominates the conceptualisations of sense 

making. Instead, being is posited within a simultaneity that is cognised by the incessant 

influences and infringements of an other (emphasis mine). This re-cognition with/of the other 

is a simultaneous recognition of the finitude of the self that is contingent with its materiality of 

being. Levinas observes: 

To address someone expresses the ethical disturbance produced in me, in the tranquillity of the 

necessary perseverance of my being, in my egotism as a necessary state...A going outside 

oneself that is addressed to the other, the stranger. (Alterity 97) 

This “going outside” (Alterity 97) is signified in the novel in the ontic (re)formulations that Ka, 

the poet, undergo. His material lived that has been nourished in the epistemes of Western 

Enlightenment and secularisation is significantly revised in his increasing awareness of other 

histories (emphasis mine). Ka’s urge to turn towards Provincialism, his experience of a 

transcendental signified called God and his increasing empathy towards the cultures of non-

modernity locate him as a de-historicised subject. Ka intends to evade all possible forms and 

aporias/ limits of the historical by recognising the pluralities that increasingly jeopardise any 



Mukherjee 71 

 

 

considerations of a singular historic. The de-historicization thus provoked isn’t a de-

historicization of the other, which denies the other a recognition of its historicality by a strategic 

epistemic and repressive essentialism. Instead, it is a de-historicization of the self, where the 

self can transcend the limits of foreknowledge to disengage from a possible apprehensive 

abstraction of the other. The reduction of the other is negated by an opening up of the self, 

where pluralities are recognised and can co-habit.  

Ka’s claim to flânerie rests in this de-recognition of the material lived in order to recognise 

other materialities and their subsequent indulgences of meaning and signification. Bart van 

Leeuwen observes that the flâneur is characterised by not just aimless walks but also his/her 

lack of a preoccupation with “one object or structure of meaning that he or she has been drawn 

to initially” (“Cosmopolitans” 303). In other words, the perpetual stability of ideology, 

hermeneutics and the structural chronotope of meaning making is constantly disregarded by the 

flâneur. To him, the claim to signification is essentially nourished by possibility and not the 

claims of finality. This recognition of the signified as a possibility and not a predicament 

presupposes an essence of estrangement. In other words, recognition of the plural estranges the 

self. This estrangement is not merely dystopic but also locates the self in a sacrosanct arena of 

possibilities where pre-discursivities and determinacies cease to exist. It is suggestive of an 

accommodative economy of consciousness which understands the temporal as not a schematic 

progress to a pre-designed deliverance but as a heterotopic instantaneous, containing the 

enfoldments of multitudinous possibilities that the temporal holds. 

The non-historicality of the self is an essential prerogative to this experiential of estrangement 

which understands the temporal as a fertile arena of possibilities, liberated from the 

considerations of the hermeneutic-historic. Ka is conscious of this ecstasy of the non-historic 

and the lack of interest that the collective of Kars depicts in context of its apparent arrival to 
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History satisfies him. Curiously though, it is only the flâneur poet who can devise the authentic 

mode of historicising this general prevalence of dispassion. The sense of liberation that Kars 

cherishes in its dispassion towards History making connote for Ka an alternative historical 

consciousness, which far from being contained within a dialectic striation of secular and lived, 

modern and the provincial, transgresses into the irreducible that preserves its insignificance, 

within the dominant strategies of signification and essentialism. Ka’s historicization of this 

insignificant in form of his poems that never address the immediate in a signifier-signified 

semblance but nevertheless carry the trace of the everyday historicalities make him the 

alternative historian. He is not preoccupied with the emergence of history that validates itself 

as an eventuality. Instead, his interested disinterestedness locates history as an event, curiously 

poised and juxtaposed in an arena of possibilities. 
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