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Abstract: Atwood’s The Penelopiad (2005) is one of the most challenging instances of revisionist mythologies
in contemporary feminist literature. Atwood questions the monologic authority of Homer’s Odyssey from the
perspective of Penelope, Odysseus’ historically silenced wife and the twelve hanged maids by turning the
ancient epic into a dialogic realm of resistance and counter-narrative. Thus, this article scrutinises The
Penelopiad through the theoretical concepts of polyphony heteroglossia, and carnivalesque of Mikhail Bakhtin
and argues that the novel’s radical formal plurality is a feminist counter-narrative that subverts the patriarchal
grand narrative founded on the Homeric tradition. This study focuses on the collective voice of the maids,
whose choral interruptions, sea shanties, and mock-trial sequences stage a carnivalesque deconstruction of
social and discursive hierarchies rather than Penelope’s reconstructed voice. The maids do not simply enrich
Penelope’s story, they scrutinize it, expose its entanglement with patriarchal systems and finally establish an
autonomous nucleus of polyphonic justice. This study aims to analyse The Penelopiad within the frame of the
theory of feminist counter-narrative and Bakhtinian discourse theory to show how Atwood’s formal strategy,
including the contrast between Penelope’s rational, self-justifying prose and the maids’ carnivalesque verse,
enacts a structural critique of the dynamic interplay of silence, class, and gender in the creation and continuation
of monologic power. It also contributes to the study field of mythological revisionism in contemporary feminist
fiction and offers a theoretical framework for other contemporary adaptations of classical texts.

Keywords: English Language and Literature, Polyphony, Feminist Counter-Narrative, Margaret Atwood,
Carnivalesque, Bakhtinian Theory, Mythological Revisionism

Oz: Margaret Atwood’un The Penelopiad (2005) adl eseri, cagdas feminist kurgunun en ¢arpici revizyonist
mitolojilerinden birini olusturmaktadir. Homeros’un Odysseia’smin uzun siire susturulan karakteri
Penelope’nin sesi ile daha da 6nemlisi idam edilen on iki hizmetginin kolektif sesini 6n plana ¢gikaran Atwood,
antik destanin monolojik otoritesini parcalayarak onu direnis ve karsi-bellegin diyalojik bir alanina
doniistirmektedir. Bu ¢aligma, Mikhail Bakhtin’in heteroglossia (farkl: seslilik), ¢ok seslilik (polyphony) ve
karnavalesk kavramlari ¢er¢evesinde The Penelopiad’1 incelemekte; romanin radikal bigimsel gogulculugunun,
Homerik gelenekte yerlesik olan ataerkil biiyiik anlatiya meydan okuyan feminist bir karsi-anlati eylemi
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olusturdugunu 6ne stirmektedir. Ayrica, Penelope’nin yeniden kurgulanmis sesinden ziyade, koro halinde
yaptiklart kesintiler, denizci sarkilar1 ve sahte durugma sahneleriyle toplumsal ve sdylemsel hiyerarsilerin
karnavalesk bir yapisokiimiinii sahneleyen hizmetgilerin kolektif sesine odaklanmaktadir. Hizmetciler,
Penelope’nin hikayesini sadece zenginlestirmekle kalmaz, onu mercek altina alirlar, patriarkal sistemlerle olan
i¢ ice gecmisligini ortaya cikarirlar ve nihayetinde ¢ok sesli adaletin 6zerk bir ¢ekirdegini olustururlar. Bu
calisma, feminist karsi-anlati teorisi ve Bakhtin’in soylem teorisi ¢cercevesinde The Penelopiad’1 analiz etmeyi
amacglamakta ve Atwood’un, Penelope’nin rasyonel, kendini hakli gosteren diizyazisi ile hizmetgilerin
karnavalesk siirleri arasindaki zitlik da dahil olmak {izere bigimsel stratejisinin, monolojik iktidarin yaratiimasi
ve stirdiiriilmesinde sessizlik, sinif ve cinsiyet arasindaki dinamik etkilesime yonelik yapisal bir elestiriyi nasil
hayata gecirdigini gostermeyi hedeflemektedir. Ayrica, bu g¢alisma c¢agdas feminist kurgudaki mitolojik
revizyonizm alanina katkida bulunur ve klasik metinlerin ¢esitli ¢cagdas uyarlamalarinin incelenebilmeleri
acisindan giincel bir teorik g¢ergeve sunar.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 1ngiliz Dili ve Edebiyati;; Cokseslilik; Feminist Karsi-Anlati; Margaret Atwood;
Karnavalesk; Bakhtinci Teori; Mitolojik Revizyonizm
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Structured Abstract:

Silencing women in the Western canon is not unintentional but fundamental. Homer’s Odyssey, a
primary text of Western civilization, tells of Odysseus’ heroic return, but relegates the twelve maids and
Penelope to the margins of the narrative: the former as the symbol of fidelity, the latter as anonymous victims
of the re-established patriarchal order. The Penelopiad (2005) is a conscious and systematic intervention in this
monologic tradition. Atwood gives us the narrative voice of Penelope and, more radically, the voices of the
twelve maids who were hanged and speak as a chorus from the underworld, turning a canonical text into a
dialogical dimension in which subordinate voices compete with the authority of the dominant patriarchal
narrative.

This study aims at investigating the discursive strategies that Atwood uses to create polyphonic
resistance in The Penelopiad, with a particular focus on the collective voice of the maids as the most radical
form of feminist counter-narrative in the novel. The revisionism has been dealt with in existing scholarship
mainly from the perspective of Penelope’s subjective unreliability (Nischik, 2020, p. 263), but I claim that the
analytical focus needs to be moved to the maids. The choral interjections, ranging from lyrical sea shanties to
mock-trial courtroom dramas, do more than complement Penelope’s self-serving monologue; they structurally
interrogate it. The central research question of this study is how the formal plurality of The Penelopiad,
constituted by the tension between the rational autobiographical prose of Penelope and the carnivalesque
collective verse of the maids, functions as a feminist counter-narrative that deconstructs the monologic
authority of the Homeric tradition.

Mikhail Bakhtin’s dialogic theory is the main analytical framework of this study. Bakhtin’s notion of
heteroglossia, the presence of multiple social voices and registers within a single text, is a productive way of
approaching the formal architecture of The Penelopiad. Atwood’s novel is heteroglossic in structure, both in
terms of the fact that it contains different sociolects and in the range of those sociolects, from the aristocratic
register of Penelope’s prose memoirs to the vernacular, thythmic and subversive idioms of the maids’ choral
interventions. Bakhtin’s related concept of polyphony, the co-existence of multiple autonomous
consciousnesses resisting authorial control, further elucidates Atwood’s manner of endowing the maids with
an autonomous discursive authority that surpasses and questions Penelope’s version of the story. In addition,
this study utilizes contemporary feminist theoretical concepts such as écriture féminine, re-vision, and
intersectionality in terms of the politics of voice. These theoretical concepts offer us alternative version of
mainstream narratives by subverting the relationships between the marginalized and dominant voices.

The analysis reflects the main dynamic aspects of polyphonic resistance in The Penelopiad. 1t
examines the discursive tension between Penelope’s aristocratic self-justifying prose and the maids’ rhythmic,
carnivalesque verse forms. Penelope’s story is a story of rationalization, qualification and an implicit appeal to
the sympathy of an imaginary audience. But the maids’ talk is accusatory, rhythmically overworked and
structurally disruptive. The formal contrast, in style, both enacts the class and gender hierarchies that the text
critiques. This structural tension is an example of Kimberlé Crenshaw’s argument that identity categories often
“conflate or ignore intragroup differences,” particularly as “the violence that many women experience is often
shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as race and class” (1991, p. 1242). The study also argues
that the maids’ discourse is engaged in an act of sustained exposure of complicity. The maids not only accuse
Odysseus of ordering their murder, but also implicate Penelope’s ability to remain indifferent to their fate as a
free woman and queen. Atwood does not make the “elision of difference” that Crenshaw criticizes in
mainstream identity politics, but points to the disjuncture between the queen and her maids, and instead shows
a “location that resists telling” which means the particular vulnerability of women at the bottom of both gender
and class hierarchies (1991, p. 1242). This aspect of the novel hints at an important intersectional complexity:
the feminist counter-narrative of The Penelopiad is not a unified sisterly chorus, but a fractured, contested,
class-conscious one. Finally the analysis exposes the maids’ mock trial scenes as a carnivalesque subversion
of patriarchal juridical authority. It uses Bakhtinian carnivalesque as a site of symbolic inversion of hierarchies
and parodic inversion of mainstream culture to demonstrate how the maids turn the narrative space into a
tribunal. In these sequences Penelope and Odysseus are examined and the collective voice of the maids is the
judge, jury and prosecutor. This carnivalesque tribunal is not merely a rehashing of old grievances, but calls
for immediate, universal accountability for the gendered violence normalized and concealed by patriarchal
structures. Ultimately, this demand for justice aligns with Crenshaw’s project of recognizing such violence not
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as an “isolated and individual” event, but as “part of a broad-scale system of domination” that is reinforced
when the intersectional identities of the most marginalized are ignored (1991, pp. 1241-1242).

This study shows that the polyphonic architecture of The Penelopiad, the formal tension between
Penelope’s monologic self-narration and the maids’ carnivalesque collective discourse, is a structurally
embedded feminist critique of mythological authority. The novel does not simply add female voices to a
masculine text, but uses them to expose the hierarchical and exclusionary logic which the original text assumes.
This article provides a corrective to existing scholarship, which has privileged the queen’s perspective, by
foregrounding the maids as the primary locus of polyphonic resistance rather than Penelope.

The Bakhtinian-feminist framework developed is also broadly applicable to the growing field of
feminist mythological revisionism. In future research this framework might fruitfully be applied to comparative
studies of several modern retellings of classical texts that foreground the particular formal strategies through
which different authors construct polyphonic resistance. The convergence of Bakhtinian dialogism and feminist
literary theory is a productive site of critique that deserves further scholarly attention.

Keywords:. English Language and Literature, Polyphony, Feminist Counter-Narrative, Margaret
Atwood, Carnivalesque, Bakhtinian Theory, Mythological Revisionism.
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Résumé Structuré:

La réduction des femmes au silence dans le canon occidental n’est pas fortuite, mais constitutive.
L’Odyssée d’Homére, texte fondateur de la civilisation occidentale, relate le retour héroique d’Ulysse, tout en
reléguant les douze servantes et Pénélope aux marges du récit : les premiéres comme symbole de fidélité, la
seconde comme victime anonyme de 1’ordre patriarcal rétabli. The Penelopiad (2005) constitue une
intervention consciente et systématique dans cette tradition monologique. Atwood fait entendre la voix
narrative de Pénélope et, de maniére plus radicale, celles des douze servantes pendues, qui prennent la parole
depuis les Enfers sous la forme d’un cheeur, transformant ainsi un texte canonique en un espace dialogique ou
les voix subalternes disputent son autorité au récit patriarcal dominant.

Cette étude vise a examiner les stratégies discursives mobilisées par Atwood pour construire une
résistance polyphonique dans The Penelopiad, en accordant une attention particuliére a la voix collective des
servantes, envisagée comme la forme la plus radicale de contre-récit féministe dans le roman. Les travaux
existants ont principalement abordé cette réécriture révisionniste sous 1’angle de la non-fiabilité narrative li¢e
a la subjectivité de Pénélope (Nischik, 2020, p. 263). Je soutiens toutefois que le centre de gravité de 1’analyse
doit étre déplacé vers les servantes. Leurs interventions chorales, qui vont des chants de marins lyriques aux
sceénes théatrales de proces parodiques, ne se contentent pas de compléter le monologue de Pénélope, orienté
vers la défense de ses propres intéréts : elles le mettent structurellement en question. La question centrale de
cette recherche consiste a déterminer comment la pluralité formelle de The Penelopiad, constituée par la tension
entre la prose autobiographique rationnelle de Pénélope et les vers collectifs carnavalesques des servantes,
fonctionne comme un contre-récit féministe qui déconstruit I’autorité monologique de la tradition homérique.

La théorie dialogique de Mikhail Bakhtine constitue le principal cadre analytique de cette étude. La
notion bakhtinienne d’hétéroglossie, entendue comme la présence de plusieurs voix sociales et registres au sein
d’un méme texte, offre une approche féconde de I’architecture formelle de The Penelopiad. Le roman
d’Atwood présente une structure hétéroglossique, tant par la coexistence de sociolectes distincts que par
I’étendue de leur éventail, depuis le registre aristocratique des mémoires en prose de Pénélope jusqu’aux
expressions vernaculaires, rythmiques et subversives des interventions chorales des servantes. Le concept
connexe de polyphonie, qui désigne la coexistence de plusieurs consciences autonomes résistant au controle
auctorial, éclaire davantage la maniére dont Atwood confére aux servantes une autorité discursive autonome
qui dépasse et interroge la version des événements proposée par Pénélope. L’¢tude mobilise également des
concepts issus de la théorie féministe contemporaine, tels que I’écriture féminine, la re-vision et
I’intersectionnalité, pour appréhender la politique de la voix. Ces concepts théoriques permettent d’élaborer
des versions alternatives des récits dominants en subvertissant les rapports entre voix marginalisées et voix
hégémoniques.
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L’analyse met en évidence les principales dynamiques de la résistance polyphonique dans The
Penelopiad. Elle examine la tension discursive entre la prose aristocratique et autojustificatrice de Pénélope et
les formes versifiées, rythmiques et carnavalesques des servantes. Le récit de Pénélope procéde par
rationalisation, nuances et réserves, tout en sollicitant implicitement la sympathie d’un public imaginaire. Le
discours des servantes, en revanche, est accusatoire, rythmiquement surélaboré et structurellement
déstabilisateur. Ce contraste formel et stylistique donne corps aux hiérarchies de classe et de genre que le texte
soumet a la critique. Cette tension structurelle illustre I’argument de Kimberlé Crenshaw selon lequel les
catégories identitaires tendent souvent a « amalgamer ou ignorer les différences intragroupes », notamment
dans la mesure ou « la violence que subissent de nombreuses femmes est souvent fagonnée par d’autres
dimensions de leur identité, telles que la race et la classe » (1991, p. 1242). L’étude soutient également que le
discours des servantes accomplit un travail continu de dévoilement de la complicité. Les servantes ne se bornent
pas a accuser Ulysse d’avoir ordonné leur meurtre ; elles mettent également en cause la possibilité, pour
Pénélope, en tant que femme libre et reine, de demeurer indifférente a leur sort. Atwood ne procéde pas a I’«
effacement de la différence » que Crenshaw reproche aux politiques identitaires dominantes : elle souligne la
fracture entre la reine et ses servantes et donne plutdt a voir une « position qui résiste a la mise en récit »,
désignant la vulnérabilité particuliére des femmes situées au bas des hiérarchies de genre et de classe (1991, p.
1242). Cet aspect du roman révéle une complexité intersectionnelle majeure : le contre-récit féministe de The
Penelopiad ne constitue pas un cheeur sororal unifié, mais un cheeur fracturé, traversé de contestations et doté
d’une conscience de classe. Enfin, I’analyse met au jour la maniére dont les scénes de procés parodiques des
servantes opérent une subversion carnavalesque de 1’autorité judiciaire patriarcale. Elle mobilise le
carnavalesque bakhtinien comme espace d’inversion symbolique des hiérarchies et de renversement parodique
de la culture dominante afin de montrer comment les servantes transforment 1’espace narratif en tribunal. Dans
ces séquences, Pénélope et Ulysse sont soumis a un interrogatoire, tandis que la voix collective des servantes
assume les fonctions de juge, de jury et de ministére public. Ce tribunal carnavalesque ne se limite pas a
ressasser d’anciens griefs : il exige que des comptes soient rendus immédiatement et universellement pour les
violences de genre normalisées et dissimulées par les structures patriarcales. En définitive, cette exigence de
justice rejoint le projet de Crenshaw, qui consiste a reconnaitre ces violences non comme des événements «
isolés et individuels », mais comme faisant « partie d’un systéme de domination a grande échelle », renforcé
lorsque les identités intersectionnelles des personnes les plus marginalisées sont ignorées (1991, pp. 1241-
1242).

Cette étude montre que I’architecture polyphonique de The Penelopiad, fondée sur la tension formelle
entre I’autonarration monologique de Pénélope et le discours collectif carnavalesque des servantes, constitue
une critique féministe de 1’autorité mythologique inscrite dans la structure méme du roman. L’ceuvre ne se
contente pas d’ajouter des voix féminines a un texte masculin : elle les mobilise pour dévoiler la logique
hiérarchique et excluante que présuppose le texte original. Cet article apporte un correctif aux travaux existants,
qui ont privilégié le point de vue de la reine, en placant les servantes, plutdt que Pénélope, au premier plan
comme foyer principal de la résistance polyphonique.

Le cadre bakhtinien et féministe élaboré dans cette étude est également largement applicable au champ
en expansion du révisionnisme mythologique féministe. Des recherches futures pourraient utilement le
mobiliser dans des études comparatives de plusieurs réécritures modernes de textes classiques, afin de mettre
en lumiére les stratégies formelles spécifiques par lesquelles différents auteurs construisent une résistance
polyphonique. La convergence du dialogisme bakhtinien et de la théorie littéraire féministe constitue un espace
critique fécond qui mérite une attention scientifique accrue.

Mots-clés: Langue et littérature anglaises, polyphonie, contre-récit féministe, Margaret Atwood,
carnavalesque, théorie bakhtinienne, révisionnisme mythologique.

Resumen Estructurado:

El silenciamiento de las mujeres en el canon occidental no es accidental, sino constitutivo. La Odisea
de Homero, uno de los textos fundacionales de la civilizacion occidental, narra el regreso heroico de Odiseo,
pero relega a las doce criadas y a Penélope a los margenes del relato: a las primeras como simbolo de fidelidad
y a la segunda como victima anonima del orden patriarcal restablecido. The Penelopiad (2005) constituye una
intervencidn consciente y sistematica en esta tradicion monoldgica. Atwood nos ofrece la voz narrativa de
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Penélope y, de manera mas radical, las voces de las doce criadas ahorcadas, que hablan como un coro desde el
inframundo, transformando asi un texto candnico en un espacio dialdgico en el que las voces subalternas
disputan la autoridad del relato patriarcal dominante.

Este estudio tiene como objetivo examinar las estrategias discursivas que Atwood emplea para
construir una resistencia polifonica en The Penelopiad, con especial atencion a la voz colectiva de las criadas
como la forma mas radical de contranarrativa feminista de la novela. Los estudios existentes han abordado este
revisionismo principalmente desde la perspectiva de la falta de fiabilidad narrativa vinculada a la subjetividad
de Penélope (Nischik, 2020, p. 263); sin embargo, sostengo que el foco analitico debe desplazarse hacia las
criadas. Sus intervenciones corales, que abarcan desde cantos marineros de caracter lirico hasta
dramatizaciones de juicios parodicos, no se limitan a complementar el monodlogo de Penélope orientado a
defender sus propios intereses, sino que lo cuestionan estructuralmente. La pregunta central de esta
investigacion es como la pluralidad formal de The Penelopiad, constituida por la tension entre la prosa
autobiografica racional de Penélope y el verso colectivo carnavalesco de las criadas, funciona como una
contranarrativa feminista que deconstruye la autoridad monolodgica de la tradiciéon homérica.

La teoria dialdgica de Mijail Bajtin constituye el principal marco analitico de este estudio. La nociéon
bajtiniana de heteroglosia, entendida como la presencia de multiples voces sociales y registros dentro de un
mismo texto, ofrece una via fecunda para abordar la arquitectura formal de The Penelopiad. La novela de
Atwood es heterogldsica en su estructura, tanto por la coexistencia de distintos sociolectos como por la
amplitud de su espectro, que se extiende desde el registro aristocratico de las memorias en prosa de Penélope
hasta las expresiones vernaculas, ritmicas y subversivas de las intervenciones corales de las criadas. El
concepto afin de polifonia, que designa la coexistencia de multiples conciencias autonomas que resisten el
control autorial, esclarece asimismo la manera en que Atwood confiere a las criadas una autoridad discursiva
autonoma que trasciende y cuestiona la version de los acontecimientos ofrecida por Penélope. Ademas, este
estudio recurre a conceptos de la teoria feminista contemporanea, como la escritura femenina (écriture
féminine), la re-vision y la interseccionalidad, para abordar la politica de la voz. Estos conceptos tedricos
ofrecen versiones alternativas de las narrativas dominantes mediante la subversion de las relaciones entre las
voces marginadas y las hegemonicas.

El analisis pone de manifiesto las principales dindamicas de la resistencia polifénica en The Penelopiad.
Examina la tension discursiva entre la prosa aristocratica y autojustificativa de Penélope y las formas
versificadas, ritmicas y carnavalescas de las criadas. El relato de Penélope se articula mediante la
racionalizacion, la introduccion de matices y salvedades y una apelacion implicita a la simpatia de un publico
imaginario. En cambio, el discurso de las criadas es acusatorio, ritmicamente sobreelaborado y
estructuralmente disruptivo. Este contraste formal y estilistico escenifica las jerarquias de clase y de género
que el texto somete a critica. Esta tension estructural ejemplifica el argumento de Kimberlé Crenshaw segiin
el cual las categorias identitarias suelen «amalgamar o ignorar las diferencias intragrupalesy», particularmente
en la medida en que «la violencia que experimentan muchas mujeres suele estar configurada por otras
dimensiones de sus identidades, como la raza y la clase» (1991, p. 1242). El estudio sostiene, asimismo, que el
discurso de las criadas lleva a cabo una labor sostenida de desenmascaramiento de la complicidad. Las criadas
no solo acusan a Odiseo de haber ordenado su asesinato, sino que también cuestionan la posibilidad de que
Penélope, en su condicion de mujer libre y reina, permanezca indiferente ante su destino. Atwood no incurre
en la «elision de la diferencia» que Crenshaw critica en las politicas identitarias dominantes, sino que sefiala la
fractura entre la reina y sus criadas y muestra, en su lugar, una «posicion que se resiste a ser narrada», que
remite a la vulnerabilidad especifica de las mujeres situadas en los estratos inferiores tanto de las jerarquias de
género como de las de clase (1991, p. 1242). Este aspecto de la novela apunta a una importante complejidad
interseccional: la contranarrativa feminista de The Penelopiad no constituye un coro unificado de sororidad,
sino uno fracturado, atravesado por disputas y dotado de conciencia de clase. Finalmente, el andlisis revela que
las escenas de los juicios parddicos de las criadas constituyen una subversion carnavalesca de la autoridad
judicial patriarcal. Recurre a la nocion bajtiniana de lo carnavalesco como espacio de inversion simbdlica de
las jerarquias y de inversion parodica de la cultura dominante para demostrar como las criadas transforman el
espacio narrativo en un tribunal. En estas secuencias, Penélope y Odiseo son sometidos a interrogatorio,
mientras que la voz colectiva de las criadas asume las funciones de juez, jurado y fiscal. Este tribunal
carnavalesco no se limita a reiterar antiguos agravios, sino que exige una rendicion de cuentas inmediata y
universal por la violencia de género normalizada y encubierta por las estructuras patriarcales. En ltima
instancia, esta exigencia de justicia converge con el proyecto de Crenshaw de reconocer dicha violencia no
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como un acontecimiento «aislado e individual», sino como «parte de un sistema de dominacion a gran escalay,
que se refuerza cuando se ignoran las identidades interseccionales de las personas mas marginadas (1991, pp.
1241-1242).

Este estudio demuestra que la arquitectura polifonica de The Penelopiad, articulada mediante la
tension formal entre la autonarracion monologica de Penélope y el discurso colectivo carnavalesco de las
criadas, constituye una critica feminista de la autoridad mitoldgica inscrita en la propia estructura de la novela.
La obra no se limita a incorporar voces femeninas a un texto masculino, sino que las utiliza para poner al
descubierto la logica jerarquica y excluyente que el texto original presupone. Este articulo aporta una
rectificacion a los estudios existentes, que han privilegiado la perspectiva de la reina, al situar a las criadas, en
lugar de Penélope, como el nucleo principal de la resistencia polifonica.

El marco bajtiniano-feminista desarrollado también posee una amplia aplicabilidad en el creciente
campo del revisionismo mitologico feminista. En futuras investigaciones, este marco podria emplearse de
manera fructifera en estudios comparativos de diversas reelaboraciones modernas de textos clasicos que
destaquen las estrategias formales especificas mediante las cuales distintos autores construyen una resistencia
polifénica. La convergencia entre el dialogismo bajtiniano y la teoria literaria feminista constituye un espacio
critico fecundo que merece mayor atencion académica.

Palabras clave: lengua y literatura inglesas, polifonia, contranarrativa feminista, Margaret Atwood,
lo carnavalesco, teoria bajtiniana, revisionismo mitologico.
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CTpyKTypHpOBaHHAasi AHHOTALUS:

3aMalyuBaHME >KEHCKUX TOJIOCOB B 3alla/lHOM KaHOHE HE CIIydaiHO, a COCTaBISET OJHY M3 €ro
ocHoBomojararomux 4epr. «Opucces» I'omepa, OIUH M3 OCHOBOIOJArAIOUIMX TEKCTOB 3alajHON
IIMBMJIM3AINH, IOBECTBYET O T€PONIECKOM BO3BpatieHnn Oucces, OHaKO OTTECHSET JBEHAALATh CIIyKaHOK
u [lenenony Ha nepudeprio MOBECTBOBAHUS: MEPBBIX — B Ka4ECTBE CHMBOJIA BEPHOCTH, IOCIIETHIOI0 — B
KayecTBe OE3BbIMSHHON JKEPTBBl BOCCTAaHOBIICHHOTO IaTpuapxaibHOro mopsinka. «[lenemommana» (The
Penelopiad, 2005) mpencraBimser co0OH cO3HATEIBPHOE W CHCTEMaTHYECKOE BMEMIATEIBCTBO B 3Ty
MOHOJIOTHYECKYIO TPAJHUIUIO. DTBYA MPEI0CTaBIIsIET IOBECTBOBATENbHBIN Tosoc [lenenone u, uro emgé 6oiee
panuKaibHO, JIBEHAALATH ITOBEIIEHHBIM CIIy)KaHKaM, KOTOpPbIE BBICTYHAIOT XOPOM M3 TOA3EMHOTO MHpa,
npeBpanasi KAHOHUYECKUH TeKCT B AMAJIOTMYECKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, I/l MOJYMHEHHBIE T0JI0OCA OCIIAPHBAIOT
ABTOPHUTET TOCIOJICTBYIOIIETO MAaTPHAPXaIbHOTO HappaTHBa.

Lenp HACTOSIIIIETO HCCIEAOBAHUS — H3Y4YHTh JUCKYPCHUBHBIC CTPATEruH, MOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX
OTByI KOHCTpyHpyeT HoiudoHudeckoe conporuBieHue B «[leHenonmazme», ymemss oco0oe BHUMaHHUE
KOJUIEKTHBHOMY TOJIOCY CIIy’)KaHOK Kak HauboJjee paaukanbHOH (opme GpeMHHHUCTCKOro KOHTpHappaTuBa B
pomane. B cymecTByIOmuMX MCCIIEN0BaHUSAX PEBU3HOHUCTCKAs MEPEHHTEPIIPETalns MU(a paccMaTpUBaeTCs
MPEUMYIIECTBEHHO C TOYKH 3PEHHs TOBECTBOBATEIILHON HEHaIE)KHOCTH, 00YCIIOBIEHHOH CyOBEKTHBHOCTBIO
Ienenonst (Nischik, 2020, p. 263), oxHaKo st yTBEpXKJar0, YTO aHATUTHIECKUI (POKYC HEOOXOIMMO CMECTHTD
Ha CIIy)XaHOK. X XOpoBble HHTEpMEIWH, BapbUPYIOMIMECS OT JIMPUYECKHUX MAaTPOCCKUX MeceH [0
JpaMaTHYECKHX CLEH MTapoJUHHOT0 Cy1e0HOT0 pa3drpaTesIbCTBa, He MPOCTO AOTIOJIHIIOT MOHOJIOT [1enenomnsl,
HanpaBjeHHBII Ha 3aIIUTy COOCTBEHHBIX HWHTEPECOB, HO M IOABEPralOT €ro CTPYKTypHOMY
npobaeMaTH3upoBaHuIo. LIeHTpabHBIA MCCIeqoBaTeNbCKUI BOIPOC 3aKJIIOYAeTCs B TOM, KakKUM 00pa3oM
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tdopmanbHas MHOKeCTBeHHOCTh «[leHemommanbr»y, obOpa3yeMass HampsOKEHHEM MEXKIYy parfoHaIBHON
aBTOOHOTpadmaeckoit mpo3oii IleHenons! 1 KapHABAIBHBIM KOJJICKTHBHBIM CTHXOTBOPHBIM BBICKAa3bIBAaHHEM
CITy’)KaHOK, (DYHKIIMOHHPYET KaKk (EeMHHUCTCKHH KOHTPHAPPATHB, ACKOHCTPYHPYIOIIMHA MOHOJOTHYECKHH
ABTOPHUTET TOMEPOBCKOM TPaIHIINH.

OCHOBHYIO aHAJIIUTUYECKYI0 PaMKy HCCICIOBAHUS COCTABISIET TEOPUsl [HUAiIoru3Ma Mmuxauina
baxtuna. BaxTrHCKOE MOHSATHE pa3HOpeyusi, 0003HAYAIOIIEe TPUCYTCTBUE MHOXKECTBA COLUATBHBIX TOJIOCOB
M PEUYCBBIX PETHCTPOB B MpeElesiaX OJHOTO TEKCTa, MPEJOCTABIISICT MPOMYKTHBHBIA MOAXON K H3YYCHHUIO
dhopmanbHoi apxutekToHMKH «[leHenmomuanpy. CTpykTypa poMaHa DTBYJI XapaKTEpU3YETCsS pa3HOPEUUEM
KaK B CHJIy COCYIICCTBOBAHMs PA3JIMYHBIX COIMOJCKTOB, TaK W Oiaromaps MIMPOTE WX JHANa30Ha: OT
APUCTOKPATHYCCKOTO PErHCTPa MPO3aMUSCKUX MeMyapoB [IeHeNnonsl 10 MPOCTOPEYHBIX, PUTMH30BAHHBIX U
MOJIPBIBHBIX PEYCBBIX ()OPM B XOPOBBIX BHICTYIUICHUSAX CIIy)KaHOK. CBS3aHHOE C HUM ITOHATHUC MOJUPOHUH,
MPEJIIONIarafoIee COCYIICCTBOBAHHE MHOXKECTBA CAMOCTOSATCIBHBIX CO3HAHUM, COMPOTHBISIOIIAXCS
ABTOPCKOMY KOHTPOJIIO, JOTOJHHUTENBHO MPOSICHSET TO, KAaKUM 00pa3oM OTBYA HAACIAET CIy»KaHOK
ABTOHOMHBIM JIUCKYPCUBHBIM aBTOPHUTETOM, BBIXO[IIUM 3a MpEAeNibl Bepcuu coObITHi I[leHenombl u
cTaBsmuM e€ moji comHeHune. KpoMe Toro, /st OCMBICICHUS MOJUTUKH TOJIOCA MCCIIEI0BaHUE 00paIaeTcs K
COBPEMEHHBIM (DeMHUHUCTCKUM TEOPETHICCKUM KOHIIEIITUAM, TAKUM KaK )KEHCKOE ITUCHhMO (écriture féminine),
nepe-BujicHUe (re-vision) W WHTEPCEKIMOHANBHOCTh. OTH KOHIEIHIMK MO3BOJIIOT  MPEATIOKUTH
aNbTePHATHBHBIE BEPCHHM TOCHOJACTBYIOIINX HAPPATHBOB MOCPEACTBOM IOJPHIBA OTHOILICHUN MEXIy
MaprHHATH3UPOBAHHBIMU M JOMUHHUPYIOIIHIMHU TOJIOCAMHU.

AHanu3 packpblBaeT OCHOBHBIE JTHHAMHYECKHE ACIEKThl ITOJU(GOHUYECKOTO COIPOTHBICHUS B
«Ilenenonuage».  PaccMmaTpuBaeTcs — AUCKYpCHBHOE  HAaNpsDKEHHE  MEXIY  apUCTOKPAaTHUECKOH
camoonpaBjaTelbHON 1po30oii [leHenonsl 1 pUTMU30BaHHBIMU KapHAaBaJIbHBIMU CTUXOTBOPHBIMU (hOpMaMH
ciyxaHok. [ToBecTBoBaHue IleHenons! CTPOUTCS Ha palliOHATM3ALNHU, OTOBOPKaX M YTOYHEHHUSX, a TAKXKE Ha
HESIBHOM OOpalIeHNH K COYYBCTBHIO BOOOpaskaeMod aynmuropuu. HampoTuB, pedb CIIy’KaHOK HOCHT
OOBMHHUTEIBHBI XapakTep, OTIMYACTCS YPE3MEPHOW PHUTMHUYECKOH pPa3pabOTaHHOCTBIO M HApyIIaeT
MIOBECTBOBATEIBHYIO CTPYKTYpYy. ODTOT (HPOpMaIbHO-CTHIMCTHIECKHUH KOHTPACT BOIUIOINACT KJIACCOBBIC H
TeHAEPHBIE HEPapXHH, KOTOphIE TEKCT ToABepraeT Kputuke. llomoOHOE CTPYKTypHOE HampsKeHHUE
wumocTpupyet Tezuc Kumbepiu KpeHioy o Tom, 9T0 KaTeropun HASHTHIHOCTH HEPEIKO «CMEIINBAIOT WIIH
WUTHOPHPYIOT BHYTPUTPYIIIOBBIE Pa3iIM4MsA», OCOOEHHO € Y4YETOM TOTO, YTO «HACWINE, KOTOPOMY
MOJIBEPratoTCsl MHOTUE >KEHIIHMHBI, 3a4acTyl0 OOYCIIOBJIEHO APYTMMH HM3MEPEHHAMH HUX UAECHTUYHOCTH,
TaKUMH Kak paca u kimacce» (1991, p. 1242). B ucciaenoBaHuu TakKe YTBEPIKIAETCS, YTO JUCKYPC CITYKAHOK
OCYIIECTBIISIET [TOCIIEA0BaTENbHOE pa3obnadeHue coydactus. CirykaHKH He TOJIbKO 00BUHIOT O/iucces B TOM,
YTO OH MPHKa3al UX YOUTh, HO U CTaBST O] BOIIPOC BO3MOXKHOCTH [IeHenomnbl, kKak CBOOOIHOI JKEHIIMHBI 1
LApHIIbl, OCTaBaThCsl OE3pa3IMuHON K MX cyabOe. DTBy/ He NpHOeraeT K «CTHPAHHUIO Pa3In4Mii», KOTOpOe
KpeH1oy KpUTHKYyeT B rOCHOACTBYIOMINX (OPMaX MOJUTHKH WASHTUYHOCTH, a YKa3bIBAaCT Ha PAa3pbIB MEXKIY
Hapuuei u e€ ciry’kaHKaMH, BBISBIISS «ITO3HIHIO, COTPOTUBIIAIONIYIOCS TOBECTBOBATEIEHOMY BBIPRKECHHION,
— 0co0yI0 YS3BUMOCTh JKCHIIWH, HAXOJIIMXCS OJHOBPEMEHHO Ha HIKHUX CTYNEHSIX TeHICPHOH M
kimaccoBorr wmepapxuit (1991, p. 1242). Dror acmekT pomaHa OOHAPYKHBaeT CYIIECTBEHHYIO
MHTEPCEKIIMOHAIBHYIO CIIOKHOCTH: ()EMUHHUCTCKNH KOHTpHappaTB «Ilenenonmanen npencrasiser coboit He
€IMHBI XOp CECTPUHCKOHM COJMAAPHOCTH, a PAcKOJIOTHIH, BHYTPEHHE KOH(DIMKTHBIN XOp, 00Jajaromuii
KJIACCOBBIM CO3HaHHMeM. HakoHell, aHaiaW3 pacKpbIBaeT CILEHBl IAapOJUIHOTO CyAa CIy)KaHOK Kak
KapHaBaJbHOE HHUCIIPOBEPKEHNE NAaTpHapXaJbHOH CyaeOHOM BIacTH. baxTHHCKOE MOHATHE KapHABAaJIbHOCTH
HCTIONB3YETCS I OCMBICTICHHSI IPOCTPAHCTBA CUMBOJIMYECKOTO MEPEBOPAYMBAHUS HEPAPXHUHA U MTapOTHHHON
WHBEPCHUH TOCIOJCTBYIOIIEH KyJIbTyphl, MO3BOJSIS IOKa3aTh, KaKMM 00pa3oM CIy)KaHKH HpPEeBpalaroT
MTOBECTBOBATEIHOE TPOCTPAHCTBO B TpuOyHan. B »tux smm3ogax [lememoma m Opmuccell moaBepraroTcs
JIOTIPOCY, & KOJUIEKTUBHBIN T'OJIOC CIYXAHOK COBMeMIaeT (hyHKINHU CyJIbH, IPUCSIKHBIX U OOBHHHTENA. DTOT
KapHaBaJIbHBIH TpPUOYHaJd HE OTrPaHMYMBAETCS IOBTOPHBIM MPEABSABICHHEM JAaBHUX OOHI, HO Tpedyer
HEME/JICHHOTO M BCEOOIEero NPHBIEYEHUS! K OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a T€HJIEPHOE HAcHUIINE, HOpMaIM3yeMoe U
CKpbIBaEMO€ IaTpUapXalbHBIMH CTPYKTypamMH. B KoHeyHOM cuére naHHOe TpeOOBaHHE CIPABEIUIMBOCTH
coryacyercs ¢ nmpoektoM KpeHInoy, HalpaBIeHHbIM Ha MPU3HAHUE TAKOTO HACHUIMS HE «M30JIMPOBAHHBIM U
VHJIMBHIYJIbHBIM» COOBITHEM, @ «9aCThIO IMPOKOMACIITAOHOM CHCTEMBI TOCIIOCTBA», KOTOPAsk yKPEIUISIeTCs
NPY UTHOPUPOBAHUN MHTEPCEKIIMOHAIBHBIX HICHTHYHOCTEH Hanboee MapruHaIM3UpOBaHHbIX rpyml (1991,
pp. 1241-1242).
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HccrenoBanne MOKa3bIBaeT, 9TO MOMUGOHNIECKas apXuTeKToHNKa «[IeHenonnanb», BRIpaKeHHAS B
(hopMaTbHOM HAIPSDKEHHH MEXKAY MOHOJOTHYECKHM CaMOIIOBECTBOBaHHMEM IleHENombl W KapHaBaIbHBIM
KOJUICKTHBHBIM JHICKYPCOM CIY)KaHOK, TPEICTABISIET CO00H CTPYKTYPHO YKOPEHEHHYIO (EMHHUCTCKYIO
KPUTHKY MHDOIIOTHIECKOT0 aBTopuTeTa. POMaH He mMpocTo 100aBisieT )KeHCKUE rojIoca B My»KCKOH TeKCT, HO
UCTIONB3YEeT WX U BBISBICHUS HEPApPXUUECKOW W HCKIIOYAIOMICH JIOTHUKH, KOTOPYHO HMCXOTHBIN TEKCT
NpUHUMAeT KakK MaHHOCTh. CTaThsl KOPPEKTHUPYET CIOXHBIIYIOCS HWCCIEIOBATEIBCKYIO IIEPCIIEKTUBY,
OTHAIOIIYI0 NPEANOYTeHHE TOUKE 3PEHUS LApHIIbI, U BHIBUTAET HA TIEPBBIH TUIaH CIYXKaHOK, a He [lenenomny,
KaK OCHOBHOM locus moTHu(OHUYECKOTO COTPOTHBIICHHS.

Pa3pabotanHas B McciieJOBaHUHM 0AXTHHCKO-(DEMUHHICTCKAs TEOpETHYCCKas paMKa Takke o0iagaer
INIMPOKUM ITOTCHIMAJIOM MPUMCHCHHS B pPa3BUBAIONICHCS 007acTH (EMHUHHUCTCKOTO MHU(POIOTHYECKOrO
peBU3HOHU3MA. B  nManbHEHIINX HCCICAOBAHUAX OHA MOXET OBITh MPOJYKTUBHO WCIOJIB30BaHA JIIS
CPaBHUTEIBHOTO aHajM3a pPsjia COBPEMEHHBIX MEPEOCMBICICHUN KIACCHUCCKUX TEKCTOB C aKICHTOM Ha
KOHKPETHBIX ()OPMAJBHBIX CTPATErHsAX, MOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX PpA3JIMYHBbIE AaBTOPHl KOHCTPYHUPYIOT
nosmpoHNYeckoe conpoTuBieHre. COMMmKeHne 0aXTHHCKOTO JAHAIOru3Ma U (DEeMUHUCTCKOM JINTEpaTypHOI
TEOpUd 00pasyeT NPOAYKTHBHOE MPOCTPAHCTBO KPUTHUYECKOIO aHAIU3a, 3aCly)KHBAaIOIIee NabHEHINEeTO
HAYYHOTO BHUMAaHHUSI.

KiroueBble c10Ba: aHTTUICKUIA SI3BIK U JINTEPATypa, MONUGOHNUS, (DEMHUHACTCKIH KOHTPHAPPATHB,
Maprapet DTBya, KapHaBaJIEHOCTh, TeopHusd baxTrHA, MA(DOIOTHIECKUI PEBU3NOHU3M.

T fod 9R:

YT R fAH o1 § el &1 TF HR ST ST e g1, Sfewh 3P| TR HT Th SMURYT
I § | T Il b SATYRULT T J U, FER %ﬁmﬁmmq@ww
A1 ¢, o TRE QTR $IR Ul bl HUTTh & BIRIT TR G &: Ugel 1 81 Welleh & &0 o
T P G AT e awi1 & oA WSl & =0 A | § §77GF18 (The Penelopiad, 2005)
3 TSI TRURT H U T2 91 afd 658U £ TegS 88 IRai &1 $UTeTd @R T & 3R,
O oft 3ifie SR &1 9, 39 TRE SIRMA! & TR A AT ¢ fofg Wit & 78 oY iR ST sqefieiias
W BRI & U T Aefdl 81 37 UBR, § Th bAHD 4Y BT T JAGWRe &7 H Fuidid bl & ol
SefiTR TR U@ eI SRS & WIIPBR $I g &d 5

T T T IS I fam=iird ot ot Sird 631 ¢ w1 SWNT Uegs @ gaoars i
uferty Ffifa w37 F e ot §1 399 foR @ il & IMfes TR R $fsd €, B
IUAT B AT Uf3Re o1 Tad ST 0 1 1 ] | faem 2y o 39 qALterumard) grena
&1 faded gerd: 9d &1 ISl I Jag HUTES SfayT-adl & eS0T § fo5ar 71 8 (Nischik,
2020, p. 263), T TRTdd g fob fazawor &1 g iR 1 3R wriafa favar s =nfee | drerss ifaw.-
sl T AR ISR G H! & I Alede<dl aob f[axd 39% HRY-NURd ey oed
¥ WIRTTYD THIATT & T X a1 &; 9 TRTIHD TR TR ITY U B & | 3 ST BT halg M-
UY I8 § & 7 G70918 &t TWA Sgadl—ail UAd & RS SABUTHS T 3R IR &
WWW%WW%ﬁﬁﬁsﬁéfmwwﬁﬁmm&W%wﬁ
ST Bl § O BRI TRWRT & THTATIIRS WIGR &1 faded axar g |

firaga SR &1 Jaeme Rigid 39 3iegas &1 W fAxavunds afar g1 a1iea &
favqUIRSdT (heteroglossia) Bt TURT, G{Q,ﬁT-[ TH g U6 & HIdR 3% qrIioie Wl iR Wit
et Bt JUfRM, & F7077ed T RIS 6! THI BT U Baal AIeqH YaH ddl & | Teds
BT YN WEHTHS T F FAvaHING 5 S8 7 had fafid qrrfors s &9 I8-3ifia A g, afew
I1 fawR t saue 8 TRe & Tt SRR & SIS HIfte IReR J AR IRl & HRY-
TYTRT TIAT BT AHHING, TS AR AR sftafaddl am | I Jag IR Bt
G (polyphony) B ATURTM, SfTc] ARG 1T 01 BT HeRIY HRA aTcH Seh WA 131 BT T8-
3T, T8 TP H«l § o Teds fovd TR IRl &l T U1 ara fa=iTd Wit oe &=l & St
AT GRT YR Tega § 3T dgdl § 3R I Uifrd Pal g1 39® 3ifaikad, I8 37eqd TR P
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IS & T H wW-aad (écriture féminine), m (re-vision) 3R Gfaﬁw (intersectionality) St
THHTH ARIATE} VG SURUNST BT IUTIT ST ¢ | T SGURUME TRATHT 3R TY@=ITe Wi &
oo Tt B IAcH TRAYRT & SR & ddb D TR0 U HRI & |

fazwur 7 gAcfoars ™ sgwaiie UfaRly & TG TIfaitel SMmar} &1 ISR &vdl 81 I8 9Aa
& ST, M- R e 3R SR & D, PIaTuRes GeRnUl b i<l fGHRATT a1 bt
SiTa &l 8 | T BT SRS GfFaahR T, HHie+ TR TBIHRUT a1 Tdh Hiedd Adl-THard & weryfa
& fore siafifed et R emetid 81 S0 faudia, SRl &1 HU- RIUTES, TaTd® U ¥ sifafa=aed
IR WS U I fgeTsRY 81 98 WA SR Aaird faRiy 37 affa ok dfies uargswdl & gd
Y 31§ FOe! U138 SHTela 1 8| U8 IRTIHS 14 fhtarel sh2il b 3 deh P IaTexYI § forda
TR UgdH &1 AR UTg: “<Tqg & IR & 3R] &l ThT T Tl § T b1 SUST HRdl 8, fawiva:
e f «amer RAal gRT 3IHd B o aTel! & Ura: et Ugaq & 3T ST, o -1vd 3R o,
Y 3HR TG HT 8 (1991, p. 1242)|3{wma€lﬁuﬁmﬁam%ﬁﬁaﬁ@mﬁﬂﬁﬁwﬁwaaﬁ
FRER 3FTGd B BT BT Ha1 & | ST 1 Had SNSRI TR U= §T BT TS & BT 3RIY T
¢, 9fch 59 91 B! +ff ITReTRI@ & TR & A1t € fob Ta U Tadd Wit 3R I & U B 3% U
& Ufd ISR I Thalt 81 Teds I “FHAdT & AU &F el qex oI T JeIURT &1 UgaH-
oI & ST el §; $HP I, 3 I 3R ST IR} & st fauTsH o1 3@ifhd Bl § aul
Tt <3afRuf, St o o TR d 811 &1 UfaR 1Y SRl 87 &1 ITHA dTal § | SUHT SRR 3 el ot falkry
SRRfEra fRUfY & 8 ot dfiep 3R it 1 veTgen ! & e faa TR )R A § (1991, p. 1242) | ST
&1 g8 U8l U AUl SHdfdHTSIe SIfeadt &1 3R Tobd Bl §: § GAa9a1e Sl ARIAT! Ui SRea
HHTUTE WR SR Tedied HRY 61, sfew fquifor, faarera ik aif.aea #RY g1 ofaa:, fazawor
aﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁwwﬁ%aﬁﬁﬁmmw%m%%mﬁawﬁw%wﬁ
Iguifed Rl g1 g SR &1 HIHarauRepdl &1 SAURUT HI USIHHI & UdIdhIdS IAcrd 3R
TRIYRT F TG & RISRE TG F Rd F Y § ST H2d1 2, di T8 @ o 9 %
IR FUTHD &7 B 5T THR R0 § gae et §1 37 Tt & T SR sffsRmg @
ﬁaﬁ%,w%a&mﬁm%wweﬂmaﬁeﬁ?&ﬁﬁwﬁ@mﬁﬁwg g
AP SR Ut 7% oifiies g1 & 1T TepTal Ul W Il Sareag! &1 {1 Bl g | Sfdd:, A1
@1 g AT HT B 37 URAISHT & Iy g S W 31 &Y “guss 3R Afdata” ge1 & ¥ § e,
Ffeh “ATH TR Bt TYT-TIRIT & 3T & T T ARIAT S FT 3TUE BT 8| T $4fH gIiReAmswa
AN Pt SfafduTSTs TgaT! Bt JUET fHT ST IR T8 HaRIT 3R YEG BIalt © (1991, pp. 1241-1242) |

g AT 1§ fb @ 770778 &1 Sgeaes RITTT— U & UHTATTIRS THAB U 3R
IRl & SifidreuRe TR el & g SUTTd a1 WiveR &1 3dt Aiare! ser &
O T Y TR H &) il B 1 U Shaet G- UTe § Wil-ERl Bl siedr el 3, Sfeth Sl
IUANT 3 USIIHHIAS 3R SREHUGR! ddh B! ISR & & oY &xal § o 7 uTe gddia
AT 81 UQIY & o SRl &1 agealies Uikl & T &g & =0 & e dla 98 a3
@uaﬁwwﬁmﬁ@www%ﬁvﬁﬁ%a@maﬁm@waﬁ%

39 g | [ApRid e ARIard! efan ARiaTe] Ui grdiamrare & favarsiie & o
1t U U § AN forar off evdt g1 HiTs & Sy § 39 Gl &1 IUANT ARG 44t & 3 3nyfis
YU & TS 31ead- H hagril g1 gahd 8, faRivd: 3 fafkiy wurrd oFifadl &1 Yw@ifesd A
& forg fomes e 9 fafie oae Sgwale® ufaRiy &1 Fafor axd &1 SR darearg iR ARtaret
g%&?ﬁl@%wwmwﬁaﬁwwm &7 %, St 31T SR 31 fagargul ergeiem™

T IPRAT 5|

SIRsT-1g Rigia, URIfOIS grRigumarg |
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Bati kanonunda kadinlarin susturulmasi rastlantisal degil, kurucu nitelikte bir olgudur. Bati
uygarliginin temel metinlerinden biri olan Homeros’un Odysseia’s1, Odysseus’un kahramanca eve doniisiinii
anlatirken Penelope’yi sadakatin simgesine indirger; on iki hizmetgiyi ise yeniden tesis edilen ataerkil diizenin
isimsiz kurbanlar1 olarak anlatinin siirlarina iter. Margaret Atwood un The Penelopiad (2005) adli eseri, bu
monolojik gelenege bilingli ve sistematik bir miidahale niteligindedir. Atwood yalnizca Penelope’ye anlatisal
bir ses kazandirmakla kalmaz; daha radikal bir bi¢imde, asilarak 6ldiiriilen ve yeraltt diinyasindan bir koro
halinde konusan on iki hizmetginin seslerini de duyulur kilar. Béylece kanonik metin, tdbi konumdaki seslerin
egemen ataerkil anlatinin otoritesiyle karsi karsiya geldigi diyalojik bir alana donistiirtiliir.

Bu c¢aligma, Atwoodun The Penelopiad’da ¢ok sesli bir direnis olusturmak amaciyla kullandigi
sOylemsel stratejileri incelemeyi; 6zellikle de hizmetgilerin kolektif sesini romandaki feminist karsi-anlatinin
en radikal bi¢imi olarak degerlendirmeyi amaglamaktadir. Mevcut calismalar, eserin revizyonist boyutunu
cogunlukla Penelope’nin 6znel ve giivenilmez anlaticiligi tizerinden ele almistir (Nischik, 2020, s. 263). Bu
caligsma ise analitik odagin hizmetgilere kaydirilmasi gerektigini ileri stirmektedir. Lirik denizci sarkilarindan
parodik mahkeme sahnelerine kadar uzanan koro araya girisleri, Penelope’nin kendi ¢ikarlarini gozeten
monologunu yalnizca tamamlamakla kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda onu yapisal diizeyde sorgular. Caligmanin temel
arastirma sorusu, Penelope’nin rasyonel ve otobiyografik diizyazisi ile hizmetgilerin karnavalesk ve kolektif
siirsel sdylemi arasindaki gerilimden dogan The Penelopiad’in bigimsel ¢ogullugunun, Homeroscu gelenegin
monolojik otoritesini yapisokiime ugratan feminist bir karsi-anlati olarak nasil isledigidir.

Calismanin temel analitik g¢er¢evesini Mikhail Bakhtin’in diyalojik kurami olusturmaktadir.
Bakhtin’in tek bir metin igerisinde ¢ok sayida toplumsal sesin ve sdylemsel kaydin bir arada bulunmasina isaret
eden heteroglossia kavrami, The Penelopiad’in bigimsel mimarisini ¢dziimlemek agisindan islevsel bir
yaklagim sunmaktadir. Atwood’un romani, hem farkli sosyolektleri biinyesinde barindirmasi hem de bu
sOylemsel ¢esitliligin kapsam1 bakimindan heteroglossik bir yapiya sahiptir: Penelope’nin diizyazi bi¢imindeki
anilarinin aristokratik sdyleminden hizmetgilerin koro miidahalelerindeki giindelik, ritmik ve yikici sdyleme
kadar birbirinden farkli sesler metin igerisinde yan yana gelir. Bakhtin’in birbiri {izerinde mutlak bir otorite
kurmayan, bagimsiz bilinglerin birlikte var olusunu ifade eden ¢ok seslilik kavrami da Atwood un hizmetgilere
Penelope’nin anlatisini asan ve sorgulayan 6zerk bir sdylemsel otorite kazandirma bigimini agiklamaya imkan
tanimaktadir. Bunun yani sira ¢aligma, ses politikalari baglaminda écriture féminine, yeniden-gérme (re-vision)
ve kesigimsellik gibi ¢agdas feminist kuramsal kavramlardan da yararlanmaktadir. Bu kavramlar,
marjinallestirilmis ve egemen sesler arasindaki iligkileri altiist ederek ana akim anlatilara alternatif anlati
bi¢imlerinin nasil olusturuldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Analiz, The Penelopiad’daki ¢ok sesli direnisin temel dinamiklerini agiga ¢ikarmaktadir. Bu baglamda
Penelope’nin aristokratik, kendini gerekcelendiren diizyazi séylemi ile hizmetgilerin ritmik ve karnavalesk
siirsel bigimleri arasindaki sdylemsel gerilim incelenmektedir. Penelope’nin anlatisi, rasyonellestirme, ihtiyatli
nitelemeler ve Ortiik bicimde hayali bir okurun sempatisine bagvurma iizerine kuruludur. Buna karsilik
hizmetcilerin sdylemi suglayici, ritmik agidan belirgin ve yapisal olarak kesintiye ugraticidir. Usluptaki bu
bicimsel karsitlik, metnin elestirdigi sinifsal ve toplumsal cinsiyete dayali hiyerarsileri ayn1 zamanda bigimsel
diizlemde yeniden sahnelemektedir. Bu yapisal gerilim, Kimberlé Crenshaw’un kimlik kategorilerinin ¢ogu
zaman “grup i¢i farkliliklari birlestirdigi ya da gérmezden geldigi” ve dzellikle “pek ¢ok kadinin maruz kaldigi
siddetin, irk ve smif gibi kimliklerinin diger boyutlart tarafindan sekillendirildigi” yoniindeki goriisiiyle
iliskilendirilebilir (1991, s. 1242).

Calisma ayrica hizmetcilerin sdyleminin, su¢ ortakligini ve yapisal sorumlulugu siirekli olarak
gorliniir kilan bir iglev {stlendigini ileri siirmektedir. Hizmetgiler yalnizca Odysseus’u kendi dliimlerini
emretmekle su¢lamaz; ayni zamanda 6zgiir bir kadin ve kralice olarak Penelope’nin onlarin kaderine kayitsiz
kalabilmesini de sorgularlar. Atwood, Crenshaw’un ana akim kimlik politikalarinda elestirdigi “farkliligin
silinmesini” tekrarlamak yerine kralige ile hizmetgileri arasindaki ayrigmay1 goriiniir hale getirir ve hem
toplumsal cinsiyet hem de sif hiyerarsisinin en altinda yer alan kadinlarin 6zgiil kirilganligini temsil eder
(1991, s. 1242). Romanin bu yonii, dnemli bir kesisimsel karmasikliga isaret etmektedir: The Penelopiad’in
feminist karsi-anlatist birlesik ve dayanigmaci bir kadmlar korosu degil; parcalanmis, ¢atigmali ve sinif
bilincine sahip bir séylemsel alandir.
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Son olarak analiz, hizmetgilerin parodik yargilama sahnelerini ataerkil hukuki otoritenin karnavalesk
bigimde altiist edilmesi olarak ele almaktadir. Bakhtin’in karnavalesk kavramindan, hiyerarsilerin sembolik
olarak tersine ¢evrildigi ve egemen kiiltiiriin parodik bi¢imde doniistiiriildiigii bir alan olarak yararlanilarak,
hizmetgilerin anlatt mekanini nasil bir mahkemeye doniistiirdiigii gosterilmektedir. Bu sahnelerde Penelope ve
Odysseus sorgulanirken hizmetgilerin kolektif sesi yargig, jiiri ve savci rollerini ayni anda iistlenir. Bu
karnavalesk mahkeme yalnizca ge¢misteki magduriyetlerin yeniden dile getirilmesi degildir; ayn1 zamanda
ataerkil yapilarin normallestirdigi ve goriinmez kildig1 toplumsal cinsiyete dayali siddet i¢in giincel ve evrensel
bir hesap verebilirlik talebidir. Bu adalet talebi, Crenshaw’un s6z konusu siddeti “yalitilmis ve bireysel” bir
olay olarak degil, en fazla marjinallestirilen 6znelerin kesisimsel kimlikleri géz ardi edildiginde daha da
pekisen “genis Olg¢ekli bir tahakkiim sisteminin” pargasi olarak degerlendiren yaklasimiyla ortiismektedir
(1991, ss. 1241-1242).

Bu calisma, The Penelopiad’m ¢ok sesli mimarisinin—Penelope’nin monolojik 6z-anlatisi ile
hizmetgilerin karnavalesk kolektif sdylemi arasindaki bi¢imsel gerilimin—mitolojik otoriteye yonelik yapisal
olarak metne yerlestirilmis feminist bir elestiri olusturdugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Roman, eril bir metne
yalnizca kadin sesleri eklemekle yetinmez; bu sesleri, kaynak metnin varsaydigi hiyerarsik ve diglayict mantigi
goriniir kilmak ve sorgulamak i¢in kullanir. Bu makale, agirlikli olarak kraligenin bakis agisina odaklanan
mevcut ¢aligmalara alternatif olarak Penelope’den ziyade hizmetgileri ¢cok sesli direnisin temel odagina
yerlestirmektedir.

Calismada gelistirilen Bakhtinci-feminist ¢erceve, giderek genisleyen feminist mitolojik yeniden
yazim alanindaki farkli metinlere de uygulanabilir niteliktedir. Gelecekte bu yaklagim, klasik metinlerin ¢agdas
yeniden yazimlarini kargilagtirmali olarak inceleyen ¢alismalarda kullanilabilir ve farkli yazarlarin ¢ok sesli
direnisi hangi 6zgiil bigimsel stratejiler araciligtyla kurduklarini ortaya ¢ikarmaya katki saglayabilir. Bakhtinci
diyalojizm ile feminist edebiyat kuraminin kesisimi, bu agidan daha kapsamli akademik incelemeyi hak eden
verimli bir elestirel alan sunmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati, Cok Seslilik, Feminist Kars1-Anlati, Margaret Atwood,
Karnavalesk, Bakhtinci Kuram, Mitolojik Yeniden Yazim
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Polyphonic Resistance and Feminist Counter-Narrative: A Bakhtinian Reading of Atwood’s
The Penelopiad

Introduction

“Who kills the maids?” The chorus of The Penelopiad asks the question collectively and
accusatorily, echoing far beyond the narrative confines of Atwood’s text. It is a question
conspicuously unasked and unanswerable by Homer’s Odyssey. Odysseus executes twelve maids,
nameless and voiceless, for alleged sexual misconduct with the suitors, placing them at the margins
of the Homeric text as narrative casualties whose deaths restore patriarchal order without troubling
that order with questions of justice, agency, or accountability. Atwood’s The Penelopiad (2005)
resists this silence. In giving voice to these women, not individually but collectively, from the
underworld, across time, in the form of choral odes, sea shanties, and mock trials, Atwood performs
the revisiting of canonical texts from a critical, female perspective. This critical move is what
Adrienne Rich famously defines as “re-vision as “the act of looking back, of seeing with fresh eyes,
of entering an old text from a new critical direction” (1972, p. 18). For Rich, this is “an act of
survival” aimed at reclaiming moral agency and understanding the assumptions in which women’s
lives are “drenched” (1972, p. 18). Through this act of re-vision, the maids’ collective presence is
transformed from a silent footnote in an epic history into a radical site of polyphonic resistance that
interrogates the very foundations of the Homeric world. By positioning these marginalized figures
as the analytical centre, Atwood’s novel performs what Kimberlé Crenshaw describes as the
necessity of accounting for “multiple grounds of identity” in terms of reconsidering the construction
of the “social world” (1991, p. 1245). This shift ensures that the maids’ particular vulnerability,
situated at the intersection of gender and slavery, is not subsumed within a generalized category of
“womanhood” that primarily reflects the interests of the elite, addressing the “elision of difference”
(Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1242) that often marginalizes the most vulnerable subjects in canonical
narratives.

(13

Concerning the primary characteristics of the novel, Bakhtin explains the genre as “a
diversity of social speech types (sometimes even diversity of languages) and a diversity of individual
voices, artistically organized” (1981, p. 262). According to Bakhtin, the inner stratification of a
national language into social dialects, generational languages, and authoritative languages that fulfil
specific socio-political functions at any moment in history is inherent in every language. As a genre,
this inner stratification is a necessary condition for the novel (1981, p. 263). Then, the diversity of
individual voices and speech types are the prerequisites of the novel. The Penelopiad is constructed
on one fundamental formal duality. Penelope tells her own story with a self-conscious and self-
serving account of her famous fidelity as well as her political manoeuvring during Odysseus’s long
absence. But the maids speak as a chorus, breaking into Penelope’s prose memoir with choral
interludes that take radically different forms: ballads, laments, courtroom dramas, anthropological
lectures. This formal contrast between the queen’s rationalized monologue and the maids’
carnivalesque polyphony is far from merely aesthetics. The article argues that it is the structural
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enactment of the novel’s central feminist argument: patriarchal narratives are sustained not only by
the explicit silencing of women but also by hierarchies among women, and hierarchies in which class,
status, and privilege determine whose voice is heard and whose is not.

The scholarship on The Penelopiad has usefully explored the novel’s revisionary strategies,
focusing on issues of unreliable narration, intertextuality, and feminist myth-making (Howells, 2005,
pp. 8, 51). However, this scholarship has concentrated mainly on Penelope as the main revisionary
subject of the novel and the maids as secondary figures whose purpose is to comment on and
complicate her narrative. Redirecting the analytical centre as opposed to the current scholarship, this
article argues that the maids are not an appendix to The Penelopiad; they are its most radical
component. Their collective voice exceeds Penelope’s individual revisionism within the frame of a
Bakhtinian polyphony that disrupts the monologic authority of the Homeric tradition and builds a
feminist counter-archive of the silenced.

Combining Bakhtin’s dialogic theory and the feminist theoretical frameworks of the
contemporary theoreticians such as Adrienne Rich and Héléne Cixous, this article examines the
formal and discursive strategies by which The Penelopiad constructs polyphonic resistance. The
central thesis is that the structural tension between Penelope’s aristocratic self-justifying prose and
the maids’ carnivalesque accusatory verse, constitutes a feminist counter-narrative that not only
recovers silenced voices, but exposes the complicity between patriarchal violence and the privileges
of class including the privileges of women who benefit from and participate in patriarchal structures.
Atwood does not simply recover forgotten female voices; she also transforms characters who
function as objects of the Homeric narrative into autonomous speaking subjects, whose opposing
viewpoints resist incorporation into a single authoritative account.

Discursive Tension, Polyphony, and Carnivalesque Resistance in The Penelopiad

The main analytical strategy for understanding the formal plurality of The Penelopiad is
Bakhtin’s heteroglossia, the inherent multiplicity of social voices, registers, and ideological
viewpoints that exist and contend within any utterance or text. Bakhtin identifies the novel as a genre
that is distinguished by its ability to contain heteroglossia: to bring into play the clash of different
social languages without reducing them to a single authoritative voice. By contrast, the monologic
text suppresses this plurality and imposes one perspective that claims to be natural, inevitable, and
universal. From the perspective of Odysseus’ heroic restoration, it recounts the maids’ deaths as a
minor episode in a larger story of reasserted patriarchal order. This heteroglossic resistance to the
monologic epic tradition is enacted formally in Atwood’s novel through the structural tension
between prose and verse, a linguistic binary that is very close to Cixous’s écriture féminine, which
embraces fluid, rhythmic forms as weapons to dismantle phallocentric discourse. This formal
strategy exemplifies Molly Andrews’ observation that “master narratives are presented by speakers,
only to be subverted by the new interpretations they bring to them” (Andrews, 2004, p. 2). In The
Penelopiad, the master narrative of The Odyssey is not simply discarded; it is invoked by Penelope
and the maids only to be destabilized through their competing and often accusatory registers.

Within écriture féminine, Cixous asserts, “Women must write through their bodies, they must
invent the impregnable language that will wreck partitions, classes, and rhetorics” (1976, p. 886).
The maids’ verse is more than a stylistic choice; it is an enactment of what Cixous calls an
“impregnable language.” While Penelope’s prose remains within the “partitions” of rational,
aristocratic discourse, the maids” rhythmic and anaphoric shanties break through these codes to
express a truth that official culture has long suppressed. Furthermore, this formal choice aligns with
Astrid Erll’s definition of literature’s unique role in memory culture. Erll argues that by representing
varying idioms, literature “gives voice to the epistemological and ideological positions connected
with these languages,” allowing a text to “juxtapose divergent and contested memories and create
mnemonic multiperspectivity” (2011, pp. 150-151). In The Penelopiad, this multiperspectivity is not
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merely an aesthetic layer; it is the site of a political struggle where the Maids’ “contested” memories

of violence confront Penelope’s official aristocratic memoir.

The most immediately visible formal feature of The Penelopiad is the structural alternation
of Penelope’s chapters of prose memoir and the choral interludes of the maids. Such an alternation
is organizational and ideological. Penelope’s prose is controlled, qualified and self-aware in an ironic
way. She narrates it retrospectively with the authority of a survivor who understands the forces that
shaped her experience. She speaks the language of the educated aristocrat: it is measured, literate,
often self-consciously performative. For instance, Penelope’s account of her famous trick with the
shroud is characteristically hedged and self-justifying: her deception is a matter of desperate
improvisation, not political agency. Atwood portrays:

When telling the story later I used to say that it was Pallas Athene, goddess of
weaving, who’d given me this idea [...] but crediting some god for one’s
inspirations was always a good way to avoid accusations of pride should the
scheme succeed, as well as the blame if it did not. (2005, p. 112)

It demonstrates the rhetorical texture of Penelope’s narration. Rather than presenting her actions as
straightforward exercises of agency, she repeatedly hedges and revises her own account through
hesitation, self-correction, and ironic distancing. By attributing her ingenuity to Pallas Athene, she
is protected from charges of pride and freed from total responsibility, revealing a narrative voice that
is constantly negotiating between self-defence and self-exposure. Penelope’s voice is shaped not only
by personal memory but by her awareness of social and moral expectations for female behaviour,
which illustrate what Bakhtin calls the ideological positioning of discourse. Thus, her memoir is not
a record of past events but a continuing exercise in self-legitimation against the anticipated final
decision. Penelope’s measured, apologetic, self-legitimizing prose is strikingly contrasted by the
maids’ uncompromising collective discourse, whose rhythmic insistence lacks qualification in favour
of accusation.

But the maids speak in verse, in chorus, in a variety of borrowed or parodied forms that serve
to break up the smooth surface of Penelope’s memoir. Their sea shanty “we are the maids / the ones
you killed / the ones you failed” (Atwood, 2005, p. 5) is not explanatory or justificatory; it is
accusatory. Its formal register, rhythmic insistence, anaphoric structure, and refusal of narrative
elaboration are totally different from Penelope’s discursive mode. While Penelope qualifies, the
maids assert. The formal contrast also enacts the social and discursive hierarchies that the text attacks:
the aristocratic woman who can draw upon the resources of rational self-narration and the enslaved
women whose only means of expression is collective, rhythmic, and peripheral from the point of
view of official culture. In this context, Cixous claims, “Women should break out of the snare of
silence. They shouldn’t be conned into accepting a domain which is the margin or the harem” (1976,
p. 881). By giving these women a collective voice from the underworld, Atwood ensures they “break
out of the snare of silence” and they are no longer confined to the “margin” or the “harem” of the
Homeric epic, the maids seize their own narrative right.

This stylistic tension makes the “intragroup differences” (Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1242) between
the women of Ithaca visible, illustrating that their experiences of patriarchal violence are not uniform
but are fundamentally “shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as class” (Crenshaw,
1991, p. 1242). By utilizing this formal duality, Atwood positions the maids’ verse as a “location that
resists telling” (Crenshaw, 1991, p. 1242) as an intersectional space of marginalization where the
combined weight of gender and slavery creates a reality of suffering that Penelope’s privileged, self-
justifying language is structurally unable to capture. Furthermore, this contrast fits well with the
collision of social languages in the heteroglossic text, as described by Bakhtin (1981). Heteroglossia
literally means “a mixture of tongues,” and Bakhtin invoked the term to account for the social
diversity of speech types that he discovered in the novel, and it provides the representation of the
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broadest potential range of social classes (Pearce, 2006, p. 229). Bakhtin argues that the distinctive
feature of the novel is that “the human being in the novel is first, foremost, and always a speaking
human being;” it necessitates speaking people who bring with them their own unique ideological
discourse, their own language (1981, p. 332). In The Penelopiad, the speaking human beings are
Penelope and the maids; they speak at this time by making use of their ideological discourse as they
cannot express their thoughts, emotions and conditions before since the dominant ideological
discourse of patriarchy silences them through The Odyssey. Bakhtin defines, “Heteroglossia, once
incorporated into the novel [...] another’s speech in another’s language, serving to express authorial
intentions but in a refracted way” (1981, p. 324). This kind of speech is a distinct form of double-
voiced discourse. It accommodates two speakers concurrently, articulating simultaneously two
distinct intentions: the direct intention of the speaking character and the refracted intention of the
author; namely, there exist two meanings, two voices, and two expressions (1981, p. 324).

Within the conception of heteroglossia, The Penelopiad has three different strata for the
reader as the author’s, Penelope’s, and the maid’s. These various strata can be explained in view of
Bakhtin. They can be grouped as the author’s speech and the narrators’ speech, so these kinds of
speeches construct double-voiced discourse through The Penelopiad. Thus, the reader can recognize
the direct intention of the characters and the refracted intention of the author. As a narrator, Penelope
says, “Now that all the others have run out of air, it’s my turn to do a little story-making. I owe it to
myself. I’ve had to work myself up to it; it’s a low art, tale-telling” (Atwood, 2005, p. 3-4). This
narration uncovers Penelope’s intention in which she wants to write her own story in order to
construct a self through her language and discourse. With regard to their intention, the maids express:
“We too were born to wrong parents. Poor parents, slave parents, peasant parents [...] We were set
to work in the palace, as children. [...] We were told we were dirty. We were dirty. Dirt was our
concern, dirt was our business” (Atwood, 2005, p. 13). These statements serve the maids’ intention
because they intend to explain their difficult conditions and unwanted experiences owing to their
parents, their masters and the people with whom they interact in some ways. Penelope’s prose and
the maids’ verse are not merely different styles: they are the linguistic markers of different social
positions, different relations to power, different modes of subjectivity. The Penelopiad’s formal
structure makes this social differentiation visible and crucially unresolved: the maids’ voice never
unites with Penelope’s and Penelope never fully acknowledges the maids’ accusation. The dialogic
tension stays open, unresolved and productive.

Closely related to heteroglossia is Bakhtin’s notion of polyphony that literally means “many
voices,” which Bakhtin begins to draw his crucial distinction between monologic and
dialogic/polyphonic tendencies in culture and literature (Morson & Emerson, 1990, p. 124). In terms
of language and discourse, Bakhtin demonstrates that a multitude of independent and unmerged
voices and consciousness, a genuine polyphony of fully valid voices is in fact the chief characteristic
of Dostoevsky’s novels, which represents a plurality of consciousness. His major characters are the
objects of authorial discourse as well as the subjects of their own signifying discourse (1984a, p. 7).
In other words, Dostoevsky’s characters have their own voices as both the subjects of their own
discourse and the objects of authorial discourse. Within the concept of polyphony, Homer’s The
Odyssey cannot be associated with Dostoevsky’s novels because all characters are subordinated to a
single objective world with a singular consciousness; and they are merged in the unity of the events,
but they do not have equal rights. For this reason, Atwood rewrites The Odyssey in order to construct
a plurality of consciousness, and the objects of Homer’s authorial discourse become the subjects of
their discourse as Penelope and the maids since Atwood questions and protests Homer’s discourse
in order to display the other side of the story by digging and highlighting the deeper points of the
silenced characters. For instance, Penelope has a chance to make her story: “It’s my turn to do a little
story-making. I owe it to myself. I’ve had to work myself up to it” (Atwood, 2005, p. 3). Penelope’s
statement shows that she is the subject of her unlike Homer’s narrative. In this context, Wilson
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observes that Atwood frequently replays mythological and legendary materials from new
perspectives, often from women’s perspectives since inherited stories acquire new meanings (2000,
p. 215). Wilson’s observation provides a useful framework for understanding 7he Penelopiad as a
revisionary text. Although this discussion predates The Penelopiad, it illuminates Atwood’s broader
mythopoetic practice, which the novel later develops via the competing voices of the maids and
Penelope. Within the concept of polyphony, Bakhtin further maintains, “the new artistic position of
the author [...] affirms the independence, internal freedom, unfinalizability, and indeterminacy of
the hero. For the author the hero is not ‘he’ and not ‘I’ but a fully valid ‘thou’, that is, another and
autonomous ‘I’ (1984a, p. 63). Bakhtin emphasizes that the freedom and autonomy of the text give
it the conception of polyphony. In The Penelopiad, Penelope’s making her story makes her the author
of her story and this means Penelope, previously cast as a silent and devoted wife within the Homeric
tradition, acquires the power to create her own language and discourse as a free and autonomous
individual in terms of the polyphonic nature of the novel. Simultaneously, the maids also have the
power to create their discourse as they try to convey their request to the reader directly:

You are our last hope! We implore you to inflict punishment and exact vengeance
on our behalf! [...] hunt him down! [...] wherever he may take refuge, in songs
and in plays, in tomes and in theses, in marginal notes and in appendices!
[...] Let him never be at rest! (Atwood, 2005, p. 183)

The maids address the reader as an autonomous collective voice in The Penelopiad because the reader
is their “last hope.” Their intention is also to be defended by the reader towards Odysseus and not to
let him to be at rest. This kind of free and autonomous speech of the maids provides the polyphonic
nature for this novel. In other words, in a polyphonic text, the characters have their own
consciousnesses, not subordinate to the author’s monologic intention. They speak in their own
voices, with their own ideological positions, and these voices enter into real dialogue and
contradiction with each other. In The Penelopiad, Atwood’s creation of the maids’ collective voice
represents a type of polyphony that is especially in harmony with Bakhtinian theory: the maids’
chorus is an independent discursive consciousness that is not subject to Penelope’s narrative authority
and that consistently challenges, complements and accuses her telling of events.

But the political implications of this polyphonic structure do not fully emerge until read
through Bakhtinian carnivalesque. Polyphony is the explanation for the co-existence of autonomous
voices, but it is carnivalesque that accounts for the way in which such voices together suspend, invert,
and ridicule authority structures that seek to silence them. Bakhtin characterizes carnival as not
merely a festival, but as an alternative social order that celebrates “temporary liberation from the
prevailing truth and from the established order” and marks the “suspension of all hierarchical rank,
privileges, norms, and prohibitions” (1984b, p. 10). Carnival is a space of parody, laughter, inversion
and collective participation where the marginal can face the centre, the judged can become judges
and the excluded can temporarily occupy positions of authority. It is this “peculiar logic of the ‘inside
out’ (a I'envers), of the ‘turnabout,” of a continual shifting from top to bottom” (Bakhtin, 1984b, p.
5) that informs the interventions of the maids throughout 7he Penelopiad. Their songs, sea shanties,
mock trials and dramatic performances do not just diversify the formal structure of the novel; they
repeatedly transform the narrative into a performative arena, in which patriarchal authority is
symbolically exposed, ridiculed and reversed.

This carnivalesque logic is most clearly embodied in the choral interruptions of the maids,
which shatter the solemnity of epic discourse with popular, performative, and parodic forms.
Rejecting the high rhetoric of heroic narration, their sea shanties, ballads, dramatic fragments and
mock-trial scenes offer rhythm, repetition, irony and accusation. The opening sea shanty, “we are the
maids / the ones you killed / the ones you failed” (Atwood, 2005, p. 5) immediately demotes the
heroic narrative from the level of epic restoration to the level of bodily violence and moral failure.
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In Bakhtinian terms, this is a carnivalesque degradation of official discourse, in which Odysseus’
return is no longer represented as a triumphant re-establishment of order, but rather as an event
secured through the execution of enslaved women. Thus, the chorus of maids de-centres the heroic
centre of the Homeric tradition, presenting the violence at the heart of its narrative authority.

The mock-trial sequence takes this carnivalesque inversion to its most radical conclusion.
The maids who were denied voice, defence and justice in life become accusers, witnesses and judges
in death. In this sequence, the narrative enacts Bakhtin’s observation that in the carnival world,
“everything here is inverted in relation to the outside world. All who are highest are debased, all who
are lowest are crowned” (1984b, p. 383). This reversal is consistent with Bakhtinian carnival as a
time when hierarchical rank and official authority are suspended, when the low can face up to the
high and the excluded can symbolically take up positions of power. Atwood’s courtroom parody is
not only an imitation of legal discourse but also reveals the failure of law, myth and patriarchal
morality to recognize the maids as subjects. The carnivalesque trial is not a feminist counter-narrative
in the sense of offering a stable alternative account of justice but in the sense of revealing the injustice
which is the basis of the Homeric order. In this sense, parody is an ethical form of revision: it satirizes
official authority, but it also encourages the reader to reconsider whose suffering has been excluded
from the canonical story.

But the carnivalesque in The Penelopiad does not produce a complete resolution. The maids
can accuse, mock, and haunt but they cannot totally overturn the structures that killed them. This
incompleteness is the heart of Atwood’s feminist politics, reflecting the theoretical principle that
“critical stories are always (and at once) in tension with dominant stories, neither fully oppositional
nor untouched” (Tore et al., 2001, p. 151). Carnivalesque offers a temporary space of reversal but
the call for justice remains unfinished, cast out of the text toward the reader. When the maids cry out,
“You are our last hope!” (Atwood, 2005, p. 183), they make the reader witness the violence that epic
tradition has normalized. Thus, Atwood’s carnivalesque strategy supports the novel’s feminist
counter-narrative by showing revision to be not only the reclaiming of women’s silenced voices but
the unmasking of the social, legal and narrative systems which enabled their silencing. This
unmasking process embodies what Nelson defines as the project of “narrative repair,” which seeks
“to identify the fragments of master narratives that have gone into the construction of an oppressive
identity [...] to retell the story [...] in such a way as to make visible the morally relevant details that
the master narratives suppressed” (2001, p. 7). By restoring these suppressed details that are
specifically the physical and institutional violences normalized by the epic, the maids do not merely
speak from the margins; they turn those margins into a tribunal that judges the authority of myth
itself.

Conclusion

This article has argued that the formal plurality of The Penelopiad including the structural
tension between Penelope’s monologic self-narration and the maids’ carnivalesque collective voice
constitutes a feminist counter-narrative of considerable theoretical complexity. It has shifted
analytical attention from Penelope to the maids to show that Atwood’s most radical revisionary
gesture is not the recovery of the queen’s voice, but the construction of an autonomous, accusatory,
and ultimately irresolvable polyphony that exposes the hierarchies of class and gender that patriarchal
narratives naturalize.

The Bakhtinian-feminist synthesis developed here has shed light on three interconnected
facets of polyphonic resistance in the novel: the formal tension between aristocratic prose and
carnivalesque verse as the stylistic performance of social hierarchy; and the mock-trial scenes as a
carnivalesque counter-archive calling for accountability with respect to gendered violence. These
dimensions together make up what might be called a structural feminist critique: a critique that
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operates at the level of content: what the novel says about the silencing of women; at the level of
form: how the novel’s architecture enacts and makes visible the structures it critiques.

The theoretical framework developed here has applications beyond The Penelopiad to the
wider and burgeoning field of feminist mythological revisionism. Like Atwood’s novel,
contemporary retellings of classical texts exhibit a formal concern with voice, polyphony, and the
politics of narrative authority. A comparative study of these texts using the Bakhtinian-feminist
framework developed here would be a fruitful extension of the present analysis, and would lead to a
more systematic theoretical understanding of the formal strategies through which contemporary
feminist fiction contests the monologic authority of the classical tradition.
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“Hizmetgileri kim o6ldiiriir?” The Penelopiad’in korosu bu soruyu kolektif ve su¢layict bir
bicimde sorar; soru, Atwood’un metninin anlatisal smirlarinin ¢ok 6tesinde yankilanir. Bu,
Homeros’un Odysseia’sinda dikkat g¢ekici bigimde sorulmayan ve yanitlanmayan bir sorudur.
Odysseus, taliplerle uygunsuz cinsel iligskiye girdikleri iddiasiyla isimleri ve sesleri olmayan on iki
hizmetgiyi oldiirir ve onlari Homeros¢u metnin sinirlarina, éliimleri adalet, faillik ya da hesap
verebilirlik meseleleriyle bu diizeni rahatsiz etmeksizin ataerkil diizenin yeniden kurulmasina hizmet
eden anlatisal kurbanlar olarak yerlestirir. Atwoodun The Penelopiad’t (2005) bu sessizlige
direnmektedir. Atwood, bu kadinlara bireysel degil kolektif bir ses vererek; onlar1 yeraltt
diinyasindan, zamanin 6tesinden, koro odlari, denizci sarkilar1 ve parodik yargilamalar araciligiyla
konusturarak kanonik metni elestirel ve kadin merkezli bir bakis agisindan yeniden ele alir. Bu
elestirel miidahale, Adrienne Rich’in {inlii bicimde re-vision olarak tanimladig1, “geriye bakma, yeni
gozlerle gérme, eski bir metne yeni bir elestirel yonden girme edimi”dir (1972, s. 18). Rich acisindan
bu, kadinlarin yagamlariin i¢ine “niifuz etmis” varsayimlari anlayabilmeyi ve ahlaki failligi yeniden
kazanmay1 amaglayan bir “hayatta kalma edimi”dir (1972, s. 18). Bu yeniden-gérme edimi
araciligryla hizmetcilerin kolektif varligi, epik tarihin sessiz bir dipnotu olmaktan ¢ikarak Homerosgu
diinyanin temel dayanaklarini sorgulayan radikal bir ¢ok sesli direnis alanina doniisiir. Atwood un
romani, bu marjinallestirilmis kisileri analizin merkezine yerlestirerek, Kimberlé Crenshaw’un
“toplumsal diinyanin” kurulusunu yeniden diisliniirken “kimligin ¢oklu zeminlerinin” hesaba
katilmas1 gerekliligi olarak tanimladig1 seyi gergeklestirir (1991, s. 1245). Boylece hizmet¢ilerin
toplumsal cinsiyet ile koleligin kesisiminde konumlanan &zgiil kirillganligi, esas olarak seckin
kadinlarin ¢ikarlarimi yansitan genellestirilmis bir “kadinlik” kategorisi igerisinde eritilmez; bunun
yerine Crenshaw’un (1991, s. 1242) “farkliligin silinmesi” olarak adlandirdigi ve kanonik anlatilarda
en savunmasiz 6znelerin daha da marjinallestirilmesine yol agan egilime kars1 ¢ikilir.

Roman tiiriiniin temel niteliklerini ele alan Bakhtin, roman1 “sanatsal olarak Grgiitlenmis
toplumsal konusma tiirlerinin ¢esitliligi (hatta bazen dillerin ¢esitliligi) ile bireysel seslerin
cesitliligi” olarak tanimlar (1981, s. 262). Bakhtin’e gore ulusal bir dilin toplumsal lehgelere,
kusaklara 6zgii dillere ve tarihsel bir donemde belirli sosyo-politik islevler iistlenen otoriter dillere
igsel olarak ayrismasi, her dilin dogasinda vardir. Bu igsel katmanlasma, roman tiiriiniin zorunlu
kosullarindan biridir (1981, s. 263). Dolayisiyla bireysel seslerin ve konusma tiirlerinin cesitliligi,
romanin kurucu Onkosullar1 arasinda yer alir. The Penelopiad, temel bir bigimsel ikilik iizerine
kuruludur. Penelope, tinlii sadakatini ve Odysseus’un uzun siiren yoklugu sirasinda yiiriitt{igii siyasal
manevralar1 kendi bakis agisindan, 6zbilingli ve kendisini hakli ¢ikarmaya doniik bir anlatiyla aktarir.
Buna karsilik hizmetgiler bir koro halinde konusur ve Penelope’nin diizyazi an1 anlatisin1 baladlar,
agitlar, mahkeme dramalar1 ve antropolojik dersler gibi birbirinden koklii bicimde farkli koro araya
girisleriyle kesintiye ugratirlar. Kralicenin rasyonellestirilmis monologu ile hizmetgilerin
karnavalesk ¢ok sesliligi arasindaki bu bigimsel karsitlik yalnizca estetik bir tercih olmaktan uzaktir.
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Bu makale, s6z konusu karsitligin romanin temel feminist savinin yapisal diizeydeki icrasi oldugunu
ileri stirmektedir: Ataerkil anlatilar yalnizca kadinlarin agik bigimde susturulmasi yoluyla degil, aym
zamanda kadinlar arasindaki hiyerarsiler araciligiyla da siirdiiriiliir; sinif, statii ve ayricalik, kimin
sesinin duyulacagini ve kimin sesinin duyulmayacagini belirler.

The Penelopiad iizerine mevcut ¢alismalar, romanin revizyonist stratejilerini giivenilmez
anlaticilik, metinlerarasilik ve feminist mit yaratimi gibi meseleler iizerinden verimli bigimde
incelemistir (Howells, 2005, ss. 8, 51). Bununla birlikte bu ¢alismalar agirlikli olarak Penelope’yi
romanin temel revizyonist 6znesi olarak ele almig; hizmetgileri ise onun anlatisin1 yorumlayan ve
karmagiklastiran ikincil figiirler olarak degerlendirmistir. Bu makale, mevcut elestirel yonelimin
aksine analitik merkezi degistirerek hizmetgilerin The Penelopiad’a eklemlenen ikincil bir unsur
degil, romanin en radikal bileseni oldugunu ileri siirmektedir. Hizmetgilerin kolektif sesi, Homeroscu
gelenegin monolojik otoritesini bozan ve susturulanlarin feminist bir karsi-argivini kuran Bakhtinci
bir ¢ok seslilik ¢ergevesinde Penelope’nin bireysel revizyonizminin dtesine gegmektedir.

Bakhtin’in diyalojik kuramini Adrienne Rich ve Héléne Cixous gibi ¢cagdas kuramcilarin
feminist kuramsal yaklagimlariyla bir araya getiren bu makale, The Penelopiad’in gok sesli direnisi
hangi bicimsel ve sdylemsel stratejiler araciligiyla kurdugunu incelemektedir. Calismanin temel savi,
Penelope’nin aristokratik ve kendisini hakli c¢ikarmaya yonelik diizyazisi ile hizmetgilerin
karnavalesk ve suclayici siirsel soylemi arasindaki yapisal gerilimin yalnizca susturulmus sesleri geri
kazanmakla kalmayan, ayni zamanda ataerkil siddet ile sinifsal ayricalik arasindaki sug ortakligini
—ataerkil yapilardan yararlanan ve bu yapilara katilan kadinlarin ayricaliklar1 da déhil olmak
iizere— aciga cikaran feminist bir karsi-anlati olusturdugudur. Atwood yalnizca unutulmus kadin
seslerini yeniden goriiniir kilmaz; ayni zamanda Homerosgu anlatida nesne islevi géren karakterleri,
karsit bakis agilar1 tek bir otoriter anlati iginde eritilmeye direnen 6zerk konusan 6znelere doniistiiriir.

The Penelopiad’da Séylemsel Gerilim, Cok Seslilik ve Karnavalesk Direnis

The Penelopiad’in bigimsel ¢ogullugunu anlamak icin kullanilan temel analitik kavram
Bakhtin’in heteroglossia anlayigidir. Heteroglossia, herhangi bir sdzce ya da metin igerisinde bir
arada bulunan ve birbirleriyle miicadele eden toplumsal seslerin, sdylemsel kayitlarin ve ideolojik
bakis acilarinin igkin cogullugunu ifade eder. Bakhtin, romani heteroglossiay1 biinyesinde
barindirabilme, bagka bir deyisle farkli toplumsal diller arasindaki ¢atismay1 bunlari tek bir otoriter
sese indirgemeksizin harekete gecirebilme yetenegiyle ayirt edilen bir tiir olarak tanimlar. Buna
karsilik monolojik metin, bu ¢ogullugu bastirir ve kendisini dogal, kaginilmaz ve evrensel olarak
sunan tek bir bakis a¢isini dayatir. Odysseia, hizmetgilerin 6liimiinii Odysseus’un kahramanca diizeni
yeniden tesis etmesi perspektifinden, ataerkil diizenin yeniden kurulmasina iliskin daha genis anlati
icindeki tali bir olay olarak aktarir. Atwood’un romaninda monolojik epik gelenege yonelen bu
heteroglossik direnis, diizyazi ile siir arasindaki yapisal gerilim araciligiyla bicimsel olarak
sahnelenir. Bu dilsel ikilik, akigkan ve ritmik bigimleri fallosentrik sdylemi pargalamanin araglari
olarak kullanan Cixous’nun écriture féminine anlayistyla yakindan iliskilidir. Bu bigimsel strateji,
Molly Andrews’un “egemen anlatilarin konusan 6zneler tarafindan sunuldugu, ancak yine bu
Oznelerin bu anlatilara getirdikleri yeni yorumlar aracilifiyla altiist edildigi” yoniindeki gbzlemini
ornekler (Andrews, 2004, s. 2). The Penelopiad’da Odysseia’nin egemen anlatis1 basitce
reddedilmez; Penelope ve hizmetgiler tarafindan yeniden cagrilir, ancak onlarin birbiriyle rekabet
eden ve ¢cogu kez suclayici nitelik tagiyan sdylemsel kayitlari araciligiyla istikrarsizlastirilir.

Cixous, écriture féminine baglaminda, “Kadinlar bedenleri araciligiyla yazmalidir;
ayrimlari, smiflar1 ve retorikleri yikacak asilmaz dili icat etmelidirler” der (1976, s. 886).
Hizmetgilerin siirsel sdylemi yalnizca iislupsal bir tercih degildir; Cixous’nun “asilmaz dil” olarak
adlandirdig1 seyin bir icrasidir. Penelope’nin diizyazisi rasyonel ve aristokratik sdylemin “ayrimlar”
icerisinde kalirken hizmetgilerin ritmik ve anaforik denizci sarkilar1 bu kodlari pargalayarak resmi
kiiltiirin uzun siiredir bastirdigi bir hakikati ifade eder. Dahasi, bu bigimsel tercih Astrid Erll’in
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edebiyatin bellek kiiltiirtindeki 6zgiil roliine iliskin tanimiyla da ortiismektedir. Erll, edebiyatin farkli
sOyleyis bigimlerini temsil ederek “bu dillerle baglantili epistemolojik ve ideolojik konumlara ses
verdigini”; boylelikle metnin “birbiriyle ayrisan ve catisan anilar1 yan yana getirebildigini ve
belleksel bir cok-perspektiflilik olusturabildigini” belirtir (2011, ss. 150-151). The Penelopiad’da bu
cok-perspektiflilik yalnizca estetik bir katman degildir; hizmetcilerin siddete iliskin “tartismali”
anilarinin Penelope’nin resmi aristokratik ani anlatistyla karsi karsiya geldigi siyasal bir miicadele
alanidir.

The Penelopiad’in ilk bakista en goriiniir bicimsel 06zelligi, Penelope’nin diizyazi
bigimindeki ani boliimleri ile hizmetgilerin koro araya girislerinin doniisimlii yapisidir. Bu
doniisiimliiliik hem diizenleyici hem de ideolojiktir. Penelope’nin diizyazis1 kontrolli, ihtiyatl ve
ironik bir bicimde 6zbilinglidir. Gegmise doniik anlatiminda, yasadigi deneyimi sekillendiren giicleri
anlayan bir hayatta kalanin otoritesiyle konusur. Egitimli bir aristokratin dilini kullanir: Soylemi
ol¢iilii, edebi ve gogu kez kendi performatif niteliginin farkindadir. Ornegin, Penelope’nin meshur
kefen hilesine iliskin anlatimi belirgin bigimde ihtiyath ve kendisini hakli ¢ikarmaya yoneliktir;
gergeklestirdigi aldatmaca siyasal bir faillik gostergesi olarak degil, caresizce gelistirilmis bir ¢oziim
olarak sunulur. Atwood sOyle aktarir:

“Bu hikayeyi daha sonralar1 anlatirken, bu fikri bana dokuma tanrigas1 Pallas Athene’nin
verdigini sdylerdim [...] ¢linkii kisinin esinini bir tanriya atfetmesi, plan basarili oldugunda
kibirle suglanmaktan, basarisiz oldugunda ise sorumlulugu iistlenmekten kagimmanin her
zaman 1iyi bir yoluydu.” (2005, s. 112)

Bu pasaj, Penelope’nin anlatisinin retorik dokusunu ortaya koymaktadir. Penelope, kendi eylemlerini
acik bir faillik kullanimi1 olarak sunmak yerine, tereddiit, kendini diizeltme ve ironik mesafe
araciligryla kendi anlatisini siirekli olarak yumusatir ve yeniden bigimlendirir. Yaraticiligini Pallas
Athene’ye atfederek hem kibir suglamalarindan korunur hem de mutlak sorumluluktan uzaklasir;
boylece kendini savunma ile kendini agiga ¢ikarma arasinda siirekli miizakere eden bir anlatici sesi
belirir. Penelope’nin sesi yalnizca kisisel bellegiyle degil, kadin davramisina iligkin toplumsal ve
ahlaki beklentilere dair farkindaligiyla da bi¢imlenir; bu durum Bakhtin’in sdylemin ideolojik
konumlanisi olarak tanimladig1 olguyu 6rnekler. Dolayisiyla Penelope’nin anilar1 gegmis olaylarin
tarafsiz bir kaydi degil, beklenen nihai yargiya karsi siirdiiriilen bir 6z-mesrulastirma pratigidir.
Penelope’nin 0l¢iilii, 6ziir dileyici ve kendisini mesrulagtiran diizyazisi; hizmetcilerin niteleme ve
ihtiyat yerine suglamay1 6ne ¢ikaran tavizsiz kolektif sdylemiyle ¢arpici bir karsitlik olusturur.

Hizmetgiler ise siirle, koro halinde ve Penelope’nin ami anlatisinin piiriizsiiz yiizeyini
kesintiye ugratan 6diing alinmig ya da parodisi yapilmis ¢ok cesitli bigimlerle konusurlar. “Biz
hizmetgileriz / oldiirdiigiiniiz kisiler / yiiziistii biraktigimiz kisiler” bi¢imindeki denizci sarkilari
(Atwood, 2005, s. 5) agiklayici ya da gerekcelendirici degil, suglayicidir. Bu sdylemin bigimsel
kaydi, ritmik 1srar1, anaforik yapisi ve anlatisal ayrintilandirmayi reddedisi, Penelope’nin séylem
bigciminden tiimiiyle farklidir. Penelope nitelemelerde bulunurken hizmetgiler dogrudan ileri siirerler.
Bu bic¢imsel karsitlik ayn1 zamanda metnin hedef aldig1 toplumsal ve sdylemsel hiyerarsileri de
sahneler: Bir tarafta rasyonel 6z-anlatinin kaynaklarindan yararlanabilen aristokrat bir kadin, diger
tarafta resmi kiiltiir agisindan yalnizca kolektif, ritmik ve gevresel bir ifade bigimine sahip
kolelestirilmis kadinlar vardir. Cixous bu baglamda, “Kadinlar sessizlik tuzagindan kurtulmalidir.
Marj ya da harem olarak tanimlanan bir alan1 kabullenmeleri i¢in kandirilmamalidirlar” der (1976,
s. 881). Atwood, yeralti diinyasindaki bu kadinlara kolektif bir ses vererek onlarin “sessizlik
tuzagindan kurtulmalarin1” saglar; boylece hizmetgiler artik Homerosgu destanin “marjina” ya da
“haremi”ne hapsedilmez, kendi anlatma haklarimi ele gegirirler.

Bu iislupsal gerilim, ithaka’daki kadmlar arasindaki “grup igi farkliliklar1” gériiniir kilar
(Crenshaw, 1991, s. 1242) ve kadinlarin ataerkil siddet deneyimlerinin tek bi¢imli olmadigini, aksine
“smuf gibi kimliklerinin diger boyutlar tarafindan sekillendirildigini” gdsterir (Crenshaw, 1991, s.
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1242). Atwood bu bigimsel ikilikten yararlanarak hizmetcilerin siirsel sdylemini, Crenshaw’un
ifadesiyle bir “anlatima direnen konum” (1991, s. 1242) olarak yapilandirir: toplumsal cinsiyet ile
koleligin birlesik baskisinin, Penelope’nin ayricalikli ve kendisini hakli ¢ikarmaya yonelik dilinin
yapisal olarak ifade edemedigi bir ac1 gergekligi yarattigi kesisimsel bir marjinallesme alani. Ayrica
bu karsitlik, Bakhtin’in (1981) heteroglossik metinde tanimladig1 toplumsal dillerin ¢atigmasiyla da
uyumludur. Heteroglossia sozciigii kelimenin tam anlamiyla “dillerin karisimi1” anlamina gelir ve
Bakhtin bu kavrami romanda karsilagtig1 toplumsal konusma tiirlerinin gesitliligini agiklamak i¢in
kullanmistir; kavram, miimkiin olan en genis toplumsal sinif yelpazesinin temsil edilmesini saglar
(Pearce, 20006, s. 229). Bakhtin’e gére romani ayirt eden 6zellik, “romandaki insanin her seyden 6nce
ve daima konusan bir insan olmasidir”; roman, kendilerine 6zgii ideolojik sdylemlerini ve kendi
dillerini beraberlerinde getiren konusan insanlar1 gerekli kilar (1981, s. 332). The Penelopiad’da bu
konusan insanlar Penelope ve hizmetcilerdir. Homeros’un Odysseia’sinda egemen ataerkil ideolojik
sOylem tarafindan susturulmus olmalar1 nedeniyle daha oOnce diigiincelerini, duygularimi ve
kosullarin1 ifade edemeyen bu kadinlar, artik kendi ideolojik sdylemleri araciligiyla konusurlar.
Bakhtin, “Romana dahil edildiginde heteroglossia [...] bir baskasinin dilindeki bir bagkasinin
sOylemidir; yazarin niyetlerini kirilarak ifade etmeye hizmet eder” der (1981, s. 324). Bu tiir sOylem,
cift-sesli soylemin 6zgiil bir bicimidir. Ayni anda iki konusani ve iki farkli niyeti barindirir: Konusan
karakterin dogrudan niyeti ile yazarin kirilarak ifade edilen niyeti. Dolayisiyla burada iki anlam, iki
ses ve iki ifade diizlemi bir arada bulunmaktadir (1981, s. 324).

Heteroglossia anlayis1 baglaminda The Penelopiad, okura yazarin, Penelope’nin ve
hizmetgilerin sdylemi olmak iizere ii¢ farkli katman sunmaktadir. Bu farkli katmanlar Bakhtin’in
yaklagimi dogrultusunda agiklanabilir. Bunlar yazarin sdylemi ile anlaticilarin sdylemi olarak
gruplandirilabilir ve s6z konusu soylemler The Penelopiad boyunca ¢ift-sesli sdylemin olugmasini
saglar. Boylece okur hem karakterlerin dogrudan niyetini hem de yazarin kirilarak iletilen niyetini
ayirt edebilir. Penelope bir anlatici olarak soyle der: “Artik digerlerinin hepsinin nefesi tiikendigine
gore, biraz da benim hikdye anlatma siram. Bunu kendime borgluyum. Kendimi buna hazirlamam
gerekti; hikaye anlatmak asag1 bir sanattir” (Atwood, 2005, ss. 3-4). Bu anlatim, Penelope’nin dil ve
sOylem araciligiyla kendi benligini kurmak amaciyla kendi hikdyesini yazma niyetini agiga ¢ikarir.
Hizmetgiler ise kendi niyetlerini su sozlerle ifade ederler: “Biz de yanlis ana babalarin gocuklari
olarak diinyaya geldik. Yoksul ana babalar, kole ana babalar, koylil ana babalar [...] Cocukken
sarayda calistirilmaya basladik. [...] Bize kirli oldugumuz séylendi. Kirliydik. Kir bizim derdimizdi,
kir bizim igimizdi” (Atwood, 2005, s. 13). Bu ifadeler, hizmetcilerin kendi niyetlerine hizmet eder;
¢linkii onlar ebeveynleri, efendileri ve ¢esitli bi¢cimlerde iligski kurduklar1 diger kisiler nedeniyle
maruz kaldiklar1 gli¢ kosullar1 ve istenmeyen deneyimleri agiklamay1 amaglarlar. Penelope’nin
diizyazisi ile hizmetgilerin siiri yalnizca farkli iisluplar degildir; bunlar farkli toplumsal konumlarin,
iktidarla farkl iligkilerin ve farkli 6znellik bigimlerinin dilsel gostergeleridir. The Penelopiad’in
bicimsel yapist bu toplumsal farklilagmay1 goriiniir kilar ve Onemlisi, ¢Oziimsiiz birakir:
Hizmetcilerin sesi higbir zaman Penelope’nin sesiyle birlesmez ve Penelope de hizmet¢ilerin
kendisine yonelttigi suglamalar biitiiniiyle kabul etmez. Diyalojik gerilim agik, ¢6zlimsiiz ve {iretken
kalir.

Heteroglossia ile yakindan iliskili olan Bakhtin’in ¢ok seslilik kavrami kelimenin tam
anlamiyla “¢ok sayida ses” anlamina gelir ve Bakhtin bu kavram araciligiyla kiiltiir ve edebiyattaki
monolojik egilimlerle diyalojik/cok sesli egilimler arasindaki temel ayrimini gelistirmeye baglar
(Morson & Emerson, 1990, s. 124). Dil ve sdylem baglaminda Bakhtin, birbirinden bagimsiz ve
birbirine indirgenemeyen ¢ok sayida ses ve bilincin, baska bir deyisle biitiiniiyle gegerli seslerden
olusan gergek bir ¢ok sesliligin Dostoyevski romanlarinin temel 6zelligini olusturdugunu ve bunun
bir bilingler ¢ogullugunu temsil ettigini belirtir. Dostoyevski’nin baslica karakterleri hem yazar
sOyleminin nesneleri hem de kendi anlam tiretici sdylemlerinin 6zneleridir (1984a, s. 7). Baska bir
ifadeyle bu karakterler, kendi sOylemlerinin 6znesi ve yazarin sdyleminin nesnesi olarak kendi
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seslerine sahiptir. Cok seslilik agisindan bakildiginda Homerosun Odysseia’s1 Dostoyevski’nin
romanlartyla iliskilendirilemez; ¢iinkii tiim karakterler tekil bir bilince sahip tek bir nesnel diinyaya
tabi kilinir, olaylarin birligi icerisinde biitiinlesir ve esit sdylemsel haklara sahip olmazlar. Atwood
bu nedenle Odysseia’y1 bir bilingler ¢ogullugu olusturacak bi¢cimde yeniden yazar. Homeros’un
yazar sOyleminin nesneleri olan Penelope ve hizmetgiler kendi soylemlerinin 6znelerine doniisiir;
Atwood, susturulmus karakterlerin derinlikte kalmis deneyimlerini goriiniir hale getirerek hikayenin
oteki yiiziinii ortaya koymak amactyla Homeroscu sdylemi sorgular ve ona karsi cikar. Ornegin
Penelope artik kendi hikayesini kurma firsatina sahiptir: “Biraz da benim hikaye anlatma siram. Bunu
kendime bor¢luyum. Kendimi buna hazirlamam gerekti” (Atwood, 2005, s. 3). Penelope’nin bu
ifadesi, Homerosc¢u anlatinin aksine artik kendi anlatisinin 6znesi haline geldigini gostermektedir.
Bu baglamda Wilson, Atwood’un mitolojik ve efsanevi malzemeyi siklikla yeni bakis agilarindan,
Ozellikle kadinlarin perspektifinden yeniden isledigini; bdylece miras alinan hikayelerin yeni
anlamlar kazandigini belirtmektedir (2000, s. 215). Wilson’in bu gozlemi, The Penelopiad’
revizyonist bir metin olarak anlamak ag¢isindan islevsel bir ¢ergeve sunar. S6z konusu degerlendirme
The Penelopiad’dan once kaleme alinmig olsa da Atwood’un daha genis mitopoetik pratigine 151k
tutmakta ve romanin daha sonra Penelope ile hizmetcilerin rekabet eden sesleri araciligiyla
gelistirdigi yontemi agiklamaktadir. Cok seslilik baglaminda Bakhtin ayrica soyle belirtir: “Yazarin
yeni sanatsal konumu [...] kahramanin bagimsizligini, i¢sel 6zgiirligiinii, sonlandirtlamazligini ve
belirlenemezligini dogrular. Yazar agisindan kahraman ne ‘0’ ne de ‘ben’dir; biitliinliyle gegerli bir
‘sen’, baska ve 6zerk bir ‘ben’dir” (1984a, s. 63). Bakhtin burada, metindeki 6zgiirliik ve 6zerkligin
cok seslilik anlayisinin temelini olusturdugunu vurgular. The Penelopiad’da Penelope’nin kendi
hikayesini kurmasi onu kendi hikayesinin yazari haline getirir. Boylece Homerosgu gelenekte sessiz
ve sadik bir es olarak konumlandirilan Penelope, romanin ¢ok sesli yapist igerisinde &zgiir ve 6zerk
bir birey olarak kendi dilini ve sdylemini {liretme giicli kazanir. Ayni anda hizmetgiler de kendi
sOylemlerini olugturma yetisine sahip olur ve taleplerini dogrudan okura yoneltirler:

“Bizim son umudumuz sizsiniz! Bizim adimiza cezalandirmanizi ve intikamimizi almanizi
yalvararak istiyoruz! [...] Onu avlayin! [...] Nerede saklanirsa saklansin; sarkilarda ve
oyunlarda, ciltler dolusu kitapta ve tezlerde, kenar notlarinda ve eklerde! [...] Asla huzur
bulamasin!” (Atwood, 2005, s. 183)

Hizmetciler The Penelopiad’da okura 6zerk bir kolektif ses olarak seslenirler; ¢linkii okur onlarin
“son umudu”dur. Amaglari, okurun Odysseus karsisinda kendilerinin savunucusu olmasi ve onun
huzur bulmasina izin vermemesidir. Hizmetgilerin bu 6zgiir ve 6zerk sdylemi romana ¢ok sesli
niteligini kazandirir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, ¢ok sesli bir metinde karakterler yazarin monolojik niyetine
tabi olmayan kendi bilinglerine sahiptirler. Kendi sesleri ve kendi ideolojik konumlariyla konusurlar;
bu sesler birbirleriyle gercek bir diyalog ve catisma igine girer. The Penelopiad’da Atwood’un
hizmetgilere kolektif bir ses kazandirmasi, Bakhtinci kuramla 6zellikle uyumlu bir ¢ok seslilik bigimi
sunmaktadir: Hizmetgilerin korosu, Penelope’nin anlatisal otoritesine tabi olmayan ve onun olaylara
iliskin anlatisini siirekli olarak sorgulayan, tamamlayan ve suglayan bagimsiz bir sylemsel bilingtir.

Bununla birlikte, bu ¢ok sesli yapinin siyasal sonuglari Bakhtinci karnavalesk kavrami
gercevesinde okunmadigi siirece biitliniiyle goriiniir hale gelmez. Cok seslilik, 6zerk seslerin bir
arada var olusunu agiklar; ancak bu seslerin kendilerini susturmaya ¢aligan otorite yapilarini kolektif
olarak nasil askiya aldigini, ters yiiz ettigini ve alaya aldigini agiklayan kavram karnavalesktir.
Bakhtin karnavali yalnizca bir senlik olarak degil, “egemen hakikatten ve yerlesik diizenden gegici
Ozgiirlesmeyi” kutlayan ve “tlim hiyerarsik riitbelerin, ayricaliklarin, normlarin ve yasaklarin askiya
alinmasiyla” belirlenen alternatif bir toplumsal diizen olarak tanimlar (1984b, s. 10). Karnaval;
parodinin, giilmenin, tersine ¢evirmenin ve kolektif katilimin alanidir; burada marj merkezle
yiizlesebilir, yargilananlar yargic olabilir ve diglananlar gegici olarak otorite konumlarimi isgal
edebilir. The Penelopiad boyunca hizmetgilerin miidahalelerine yon veren sey, Bakhtin’in “igten
disa” (a l'envers), “tersine ¢cevirme” ve yukaridan asagiya dogru siirekli bir yer degistirmeye dayanan
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“kendine 6zgli mantik” olarak tanimladigi olgudur (1984b, s. 5). Hizmetgilerin sarkilari, denizci
ezgileri, parodik mahkemeleri ve dramatik performanslart romanin bi¢imsel yapisim yalnizca
cesitlendirmez; ayn1 zamanda anlatiy1, ataerkil otoritenin simgesel olarak teshir edildigi, alaya
alindig ve ters yiiz edildigi performatif bir alana tekrar tekrar doniistiiriir.

Bu karnavalesk mantik en agik bi¢imde, epik sdylemin ciddiyetini popiiler, performatif ve
parodik bicimler aracilifiyla parcalayan hizmetgi korosunun araya girislerinde somutlasir.
Kahramanlik anlatisinin yiiksek retorigini reddeden denizci sarkilari, baladlari, dramatik parcalart ve
parodik mahkeme sahneleri ritim, tekrar, ironi ve su¢lama {izerine kuruludur. Agcilistaki “Biz
hizmetgileriz / oldiirdiigiintiz kisiler / yiiziistli biraktigimiz kisiler” seklindeki denizci sarkisi
(Atwood, 2005, s. 5), kahramanlik anlatisin1 daha ilk anda epik diizenin yeniden tesis edilmesi
diizeyinden bedensel siddet ve ahlaki basarisizlik diizeyine indirir. Bakhtinci terimlerle bu, resmi
sOylemin karnavalesk bi¢cimde asagilanmasidir: Odysseus’un doniisii artik diizenin gérkemli bigimde
yeniden kurulmasi olarak degil, kolelestirilmis kadinlarin 6ldiiriilmesi araciligiyla giivence altina
alman bir olay olarak temsil edilir. Boylece hizmetciler korosu, Homeroscu gelenegin kahraman
merkezini yerinden ederek bu anlatisal otoritenin merkezinde yer alan siddeti goriiniir hale getirir.

Parodik mahkeme sahnesi, bu karnavalesk tersine ¢evirme mantigini en radikal sonucuna
ulastirir. Yasamlar1 boyunca ses, savunma ve adaletten yoksun birakilan hizmetgiler, 6liimden sonra
suclayici, tanik ve yargic konumuna gelirler. Bu boliimde anlati, Bakhtin’in karnaval diinyasina
iligkin su gézlemini somutlagtirir: “Burada her sey dis diinyaya gore tersine ¢evrilmistir. En yukarida
bulunanlarin tiimii asagilanir, en asagida bulunanlarin tiimii taglandirilir” (1984b, s. 383). Bu tersine
cevirme, hiyerarsik riitbelerin ve resmi otoritenin askiya alindigi, asagidakilerin yukaridakilerle
yiizlesebildigi ve dislananlarin simgesel olarak iktidar konumlarini iggal edebildigi Bakhtinci
karnaval anlayisiyla ortiismektedir. Atwood’un mahkeme parodisi yalnizca hukuki séylemin bir
taklidi degildir; ayn1 zamanda hukukun, mitin ve ataerkil ahlakin hizmetgileri 6zne olarak tanimadaki
basarisizligini agiga ¢ikarir. Karnavalesk yargilama, istikrarli ve alternatif bir adalet anlatis1 sundugu
icin degil, Homerosgu diizenin temelinde bulunan adaletsizligi goriiniir kildig1 i¢in feminist bir karsi-
anlat1 iglevi goriir. Bu anlamda parodi, revizyonun etik bir bi¢imidir: Resmi otoriteyi hicvederken
okuru ayni zamanda kanonik anlatinin hangi acilar1 disarida biraktigin1 yeniden diisiinmeye
yonlendirir.

Bununla birlikte, The Penelopiad’daki karnavalesk yapi tam bir ¢dziime ulagmaz.
Hizmetciler suclayabilir, alay edebilir ve musallat olabilirler; ancak kendilerini 6ldiiren yapilar
biitiiniiyle ortadan kaldiramazlar. Bu tamamlanmamislik, Atwood’un feminist politikasinin
merkezinde yer alir ve “elestirel hikdyelerin her zaman ve ayn1 anda egemen hikayelerle gerilim
icinde oldugu; ne biitiiniiyle onlara karsit ne de onlardan etkilenmemis oldugu” yoniindeki kuramsal
ilkeyi yansitir (Tore ve digerleri, 2001, s. 151). Karnavalesk yap1 gecici bir tersine ¢evirme alani
yaratir, ancak adalet talebi tamamlanmadan kalir ve metnin disina, okura dogru yoneltilir.
Hizmetciler “Bizim son umudumuz sizsiniz!” diye seslendiklerinde (Atwood, 2005, s. 183), okuru
epik gelenegin normallestirdigi siddetin tan1g1 haline getirirler. Dolayisiyla Atwood’un karnavalesk
stratejisi, revizyonun yalnizca susturulmus kadin seslerinin geri kazanilmasi degil, ayn1 zamanda bu
kadinlarin susturulmasina imkan veren toplumsal, hukuki ve anlatisal sistemlerin maskesinin
diisiiriilmesi oldugunu gostererek romanin feminist karsi-anlatisini destekler. Bu maskesini diislirme
stireci, Nelson’in “baskici bir kimligin kurulusuna katkida bulunan egemen anlat1 pargalarini tespit
etmeyi [...] ve hikdyeyi [...] egemen anlatinin bastirdig1 ahlaki agidan 6nemli ayrintilari goriiniir
kilacak bi¢cimde yeniden anlatmayi” amaglayan ‘“anlatisal onarim” projesi olarak tanimladigi
yaklagimi somutlastirir (2001, s. 7). Hizmetgiler, 6zellikle epik anlati tarafindan normallestirilen
fiziksel ve kurumsal siddet bigimlerine iligkin bu bastirilmis ayrintilart yeniden goriiniir kilarak
yalmzca marjdan konusmakla kalmaz; marji, mitin otoritesini yargilayan bir mahkemeye
dontstiiriirler.
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Sonug¢

Bu makale, The Penelopiad’in bigimsel cogullugunun —Penelope’nin monolojik 6z-anlatisi
ile hizmetcilerin karnavalesk kolektif sesi arasindaki yapisal gerilim de dahil olmak tizere— 6nemli
Olciide kuramsal karmasiklik tagiyan feminist bir karsi-anlati olugturdugunu ileri stirmiistiir. Caligma,
analitik odag1 Penelope’den hizmetgilere kaydirarak Atwood’un en radikal revizyonist
miidahalesinin kraligenin sesinin geri kazanilmasi degil; ataerkil anlatilarin dogallastirdigr sinifsal
ve toplumsal cinsiyete dayali hiyerarsileri aciga ¢ikaran 6zerk, suglayici ve nihai olarak ¢dziime
kavusturulamayan bir ¢ok sesliligin kurulmasi oldugunu gdstermistir.

Burada gelistirilen Bakhtinci-feminist sentez, romandaki ¢ok sesli direnisin birbiriyle
baglantili boyutlarini1 goriiniir hale getirmistir: aristokratik diizyazi ile karnavalesk siir arasindaki
bicimsel gerilimin toplumsal hiyerarsinin {islupsal bir icrast olarak islev gormesi ve parodik
mahkeme sahnelerinin toplumsal cinsiyete dayali siddet karsisinda hesap verebilirlik talep eden
karnavalesk bir karsi-arsiv olugturmasi. Bu boyutlar birlikte, yapisal feminist elestiri olarak
adlandirilabilecek bir elestiri bicimini meydana getirir: Bir yandan igerik diizeyinde, yani romanin
kadinlarin susturulmasi hakkinda soyledikleri araciligiyla; diger yandan bi¢im diizeyinde, yani
romanin anlatisal mimarisinin elestirdigi yapilar1 nasil sahneledigi ve goriniir kildig1 tizerinden
isleyen bir elestiri.

Burada gelistirilen kuramsal cerceve, The Penelopiad’in Otesinde, giderek genisleyen
feminist mitolojik yeniden yazim alanina da uygulanabilir. Atwood’un romaninda oldugu gibi klasik
metinlerin cagdas yeniden yazimlar1 da ses, ¢ok seslilik ve anlatisal otoritenin siyasetiyle bigimsel
diizeyde yakindan ilgilenmektedir. Bu metinlerin burada gelistirilen Bakhtinci-feminist cergceve
araciligryla karsilastirmali bigimde ele alinmasi, mevcut analizin verimli bir uzantisini olusturabilir
ve ¢agdas feminist kurmacanin klasik gelenegin monolojik otoritesine hangi bicimsel stratejiler
araciligryla karsi ciktigina iliskin daha sistematik bir kuramsal anlayis gelistirilmesine katkida
bulunabilir.

Turkish Studies, Language and Literature 21(01)



Polyphonic Resistance and Feminist Counter-Narrative... 421

References

Andrews, M. (2004). Counter-narratives and the power to oppose. In M. Bamberg & M. Andrews
(Eds.), Considering counter-narratives: Narrating, resisting, making sense (pp. 1-6). John
Benjamins Publishing Company.

Atwood, M. (2005). The Penelopiad. Canongate.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1981). The dialogic imagination: Four essays (C. Emerson & M. Holquist, Trans.;
M. Holquist, Ed.). University of Texas Press.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1984a). Problems of Dostoevsky’s poetics (C. Emerson, Trans.). University of
Minnesota Press.

Bakhtin, M. M. (1984b). Rabelais and his world (H. Iswolsky, Trans.). Indiana University Press.

Cixous, H. (1976). The laugh of the Medusa (K. Cohen & P. Cohen, Trans.). Signs, 1(4), 875-893.
https://doi.org/10.1086/493306

Crenshaw, K. (1991). Mapping the margins: Intersectionality, identity politics, and violence against
women of color. Stanford Law Review, 43(6), 1241-1299.

Erll, A. (2011). Memory in culture (S. B. Young, Trans.). Palgrave Macmillan.
Howells, C. A. (2005). Margaret Atwood (2nd ed.). Palgrave Macmillan.

Morson, G. S., & Emerson, C. (1990). Mikhail Bakhtin: Creation of a Prosaics. Stanford University
Press.

Nelson, H. L. (2001). Damaged identities, narrative repair. Cornell University Press.

Nischik, R. M. (2020). Myth and intersections of myth and gender in Canadian culture: Margaret
Atwood’s revision of the Odyssey in The Penelopiad. Zeitschrift fiir Anglistik und
Amerikanistik, 68(3), 251-272. https://doi.org/10.1515/zaa-2020-2003

Pearce, L. (2006). Bakhtin and the dialogic principle. In P. Waugh (Ed.), Literary theory and
criticism: An Oxford guide (pp. 223-232). Oxford University Press.

Rich, A. (1972). When we dead awaken: Writing as re-vision. College English, 34(1), 18-30.
https://doi.org/10.2307/375215

Tore, M. E., Fine, M., Boudin, K., Bowen, L., Clark, J., Hylton, D., et al. (2001). A space for co-
constructing counter stories under surveillance. Critical Psychology, 4, 149-166.

Wilson, S. R. (2000). Mythological intertexts in Margaret Atwood’s works. In R. M. Nischik (Ed.),
Margaret Atwood: Works and impact (pp. 215-228). Camden House.

www.turkishstudies.net/turkishstudies



422 Yasemin Baysal
ETHICAL DECLARATIONS

Research and Publication Ethics
I declare that this article is an original work and was prepared in accordance with the
principles of scientific research and publication ethics. The article has not been published
elsewhere and is not currently under review by another journal.
All sources used in the study have been cited in accordance with academic standards. I
declare that the study does not contain plagiarism, fabrication, falsification, or manipulation
of data, and that the research findings have been presented in accordance with the principles
of scientific integrity.

Author Contributions
The author single-handedly designed, conducted, and analyzed the study and prepared the
report for this article. | have reviewed and approved the final version of the article and agreed
to its publication.

Conflict of Interest
I declare that there is no conflict of interest regarding the publication of this manuscript.

Funding
This research did not receive any specific grant, financial support, or funding from any
public, commercial, or non-profit funding agencies.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) Usage Disclosure
During the preparation of this manuscript, artificial intelligence tools may have been used
solely for limited purposes such as language editing, translation assistance, and stylistic
improvement. Any Al-assisted translations or language corrections were carefully reviewed
and verified by the author. Artificial intelligence tools were not used to generate the core
scientific content, research design, analysis, or scholarly conclusions. All academic
responsibility for the content of the manuscript rests entirely with the author.

Copyright and Permissions
I confirm that all necessary permissions for copyrighted materials have been obtained where
required and that the manuscript does not violate any intellectual property rights.

Author Approval
I confirm that they have read and approved the final version of the manuscript and consent
to its submission and publication.

ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi
Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigini beyan ederim. Makale daha oOnce herhangi bir yerde
yayimmlanmamig olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon i¢cermedigini; aragtirma
bulgulariin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yiirtitmiistiir. Makalenin son hélini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
Cikar Catismasi
Bu makalenin yayimlanmasima iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.

Turkish Studies, Language and Literature 21(01)



Polyphonic Resistance and Feminist Counter-Narrative... 423

Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglar1 ¢alismanin bilimsel iceriginin, arastirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve galigmanin
herhangi bir fikrl miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onayi
Makalenin son halini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.

www.turkishstudies.net/turkishstudies



