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Introduction

Necrophilia Variations is a collection of texts, almost exclusively written in first 

person narration. It  is a myriad of voices, all dealing with the subject of necrophilia in 

some way, constantly shifting position and attitude towards the themes of life, death, 

beauty, mortality and morality. It is daring and offensive, yet argumentative and 

thought-provoking. It challenges the individual’s perception of both self and the 

world. Inevitably, one must ask oneself “How would you like it?” (Supervert 1). The 

question posed by Supervert  is rhetorical, but it is nonetheless important, because it 

not only suggests a need to state and define one’s sexual preferences, but also implies 

an ulterior motive. The importance of the question posed lies not in whether or not 

one has the stomach to actually engage in such an activity. Rather, the real emphasis 

of Supervert’s texts is laid upon the subject and its realisation of itself as a mortal 

being. Supervert asks his characters, as well as his readers, to challenge the perception 

of themselves as subjects, and take a stand regarding their mortal body: its nature as 

an object of desire as well as a container for one’s subjectivity. Therefore, the question 

implicitly  raises more complex problems of morality, sexuality and the role of the 

individual as a part of the collective. 

 By investigating how subjectivity is constructed both in relation to what one 

must reject in order to live (the abject) and to eroticism, this thesis will attempt to 

show how Necrophilia Variations uses the theme of necrophilia to argue that  the 

individuality of the human being has been regulated through laws and taboos imposed 

by society. Furthermore, it will investigate the ways Supervert argues that society’s 

moral values are constructed to regulate the freedom of the individual and that 
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postmodernity’s scepticism towards absolute truths and regulations could open up to a 

more diverse and individualised society. 

Approaching the Abject

The progress of society has depended on the disregarding and repression of the 

individual’s urges and instincts. In order for society to advance, issues of death and 

sexuality must be repressed and regulated with taboos (Bataille 41), because a neutral 

attitude towards such subjects could overturn society’s view of progress as the main 

drive for civilisation. Civilisation has developed because individuality, with few 

exceptions, has been repressed. This has been accepted because of an assurance of a 

delayed reward (41) in the form of a successful life and a heritage passed on to 

succeeding generations. The wish to be remembered for one’s achievements is 

intimately  connected to the fear of death, as religious institutions have taught mankind 

that what one does in life matters not only in this life, but also in the afterlife. For 

example, the Bible states that  one will be judged based on moral values and moral 

actions on Judgement Day (Cor 6.9), and such a statement has left the human being in 

a condition of stress, a need to restrict one’s thoughts so that no impurity poisons the 

soul, to work together as a community, and to repress one’s emotions in favour of 

rational thoughts. 

 However, with the emergence of postmodernity, Lyotard identified a shift in 

attitude regarding the individual versus the collective, and the absolute truths 

provided by society. He argued that postmodernity is sceptical towards reason and the 

metanarratives of modernism, and that society  has started leaning towards a more 

individualised and localised knowledge (Lyotard 355). If the old truths hold less 

authority in the postmodern age, then there is a need to redefine and re-evaluate the 
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knowledge that has, traditionally, been taken for granted. This re-evaluation includes 

the rituals and taboos regarding life and death, and Supervert’s texts can be seen as 

comments on this. Postmodern ambivalence is displayed in the structure of 

Necrophilia Variations, in the numerous texts depicting necrophilia in various ways, 

and in the themes that Supervert  deals with. He intends to provide a wider 

understanding of the definition of necrophilia. He does this by both introducing actual 

necrophiliacs as a community (almost familial and humorous in nature) as opposed to 

the perversion of a single individual, and seeks to widen the definition of necrophilia 

by providing texts that explicitly poses the question “is this necrophilia?” 

 The question is important, because it emphasises issues regarding death that 

are often ignored, but as death is inevitable, questions concerning death and the 

possibility of an afterlife are always relevant. In Western culture, concerns about 

bodily  remains are often dealt with in accordance with the rituals of burial originating 

in Christianity, even if the individual human being considers him/herself an atheist. 

Likewise, the postmodern human often still submits to taboos founded in pre-historic 

times; taboos concerned with whom one can engage in sexual intercourse with, or 

control of food intake are often regulated within culture. Hence, the stress and anxiety 

for one’s mortal soul seem to have a continued impact on life in contemporary society, 

even if the religious presence has decreased along with the introduction of 

postmodernity. Today, society has made technological advancements that may 

guarantee a long life, aided by  life-supporting machines and medication, and the 

ability  to conserve semen and eggs so that one can procreate even after death. The 

border between life and death has therefore become blurred and less fixed than it  used 

to be. 

 Supervert investigates the taboos and boundaries of human consciousness in 

relation to death and sexuality by placing the two themes in different contexts. Often, 
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the protagonist is faced with a situation that depicts the ambivalent nature of both 

sexuality and death that forces the protagonist to challenge his/her own perception of 

the subjects and sometimes re-evaluate his/her position on the matter. One example of 

this is a doctor who wonders if the widow of a suicide bomber would interact sexually 

with the bomber’s blown-off genitals in moments of loneliness, and then comes to the 

realisation that one’s remains can never fully  be spared from the possibility  of 

violation. The real feeling of unease that the doctor experiences is not, however, 

connected to the potential defilement of one’s corpse, but rather the realisation of the 

human being as mortal, and that to die is our common fate (Supervert 9). Another 

example is the conversation between a man and his butcher, debating the modern 

technology of preserving sperm or eggs for future reproductive purposes, and 

realising that this type of technology can arguably be a socially  acceptable form of 

necrophilia (48). The questions posed by  Supervert  examine at which point the “I” 

locates the “Other” and where the “I” as an entity of moral values ends and something 

else takes over. That “something else” seems to indicate a state of exception, where 

the laws and regulations that forms the subject are being seriously questioned. These 

two sides: one subjected to laws, and the other, seemingly in a state of chaos, are 

fundamental in the construction of the human consciousness, and therefore, the two 

must first be investigated before the question of what exactly Supervert  tries to 

challenge can be understood. 

A Psychoanalytic Approach to the Construction of the Subject

According to psychoanalyst Lacan, the human subject is created through narcissistic 

fantasies and imaginary percepts (Rivkin and Ryan 393). Before forming a conscious 
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self – a subjective “I”– we are unaware of our status as autonomous beings. The infant 

child only  experiences fragmented drives and makes no distinction between itself and 

others. It  is blind to the unconscious instincts and urges, and is unaware of its place in 

society. In what Lacan refers to as the Symbolic Order, which is the state constructed 

by language and reason, the infant does not acknowledge the borders between itself as 

autonomous and, for example, the mother, but eventually  it develops a sense of 

identity  in what Lacan calls the “mirror stage.” Only then does the child acquire a 

perception of itself, and makes a distinction between Self and Other (Rivkin and Ryan 

393). 

 Lacan rejects Freud’s idea of a dual identity based on the ego/id division, and 

instead identifies narcissism as the driving force in identity formation, that is, one’s 

desire to be acknowledged and desired (Dean 14). This narcissism originates in the 

child’s symbiotic relationship  to the mother. The child recognises the mother as a part 

of itself, and its primary desire is for her to desire him/her. As the child for the first 

time encounters the intervention of the Law of the Father, his “no,” it is introduced to 

language as social communication, and the child is inevitably separated from the 

mother. The child accepts its transcendence from the Imaginary  Realm where it has 

existed in symbiotic relationship with the mother, into the Symbolic Order (Rivkin 

and Ryan 393). It is assigned a social role and place in society, and the initial desire 

for the mother must be repressed. This transcendence can also be seen as losing the 

“signified,” to use linguistic terminology. Lacan argues that when one learns the word 

for something, one accepts the separation from it. In naming an object, one sacrifices 

it because the presence of the word, the signifier, is also the absence of the object, the 

signified (394).

 Lacan claims that the symbiotic mother-child relationship creates a narcissism 

that can never be achieved in the child’s separation from the mother. The ego must 
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therefore be constructed to fill the void that the loss of the mother creates. One’s 

identity  is thus based on an internal fissure, a lack-of-being, Lacan argues, that must 

be concealed from one’s consciousness (Rivkin and Ryan 393). Instead of 

acknowledging this fissure, one relies on external factors, namely social language that 

resides in the Symbolic Order, to form one’s identity. 

  Kristeva agrees with Lacan’s claims that because the subject relies on 

the rejection of the mother for its place in the Symbolic Order, it is fragile and 

unstable. The subject must establish itself in relation to an object in order to be 

identified as a subject, and to place the ego at the centre of the surrounding objects. 

That way, linguistically speaking, the subject comes into being as a sign, and thereby 

produce meaning for the Other, the signifiers. Narcissism, for Kristeva, is created by 

the subject’s return to a self-contemplative state, after acknowledging itself as a sign 

in relation to the Other (Kristeva 14). Supervert uses this fragility to state his agenda, 

as he often places the subject as the central object of necrophiliac desire, decentering 

it from its position as a sign. He rhetorically asks the reader if he/she would rather be 

a sex object or a waste product, and then answers his own question, stating that 

“When you put it  that way, people would naturally prefer to be a sex 

object” (Supervert 1), because the other alternative is to become a cadaver that is a 

parody of the human being, made out of shit (1). However, the choice is not really a 

choice, because even if one would respond negatively  to this question, it could happen 

anyway (2). Therefore, in order to avoid violations of one’s integrity, Supervert seems 

to suggest that the only  choice that is left is to let go of the ideas of necrophilia as 

abomination and horror and realise that the subject is not the sign to which everything 

else relates. He wants the subject  to accept the fact that morality is relative, that others 
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might not abide by the conventions of morality imposed by  society  just  because one 

human being submits to them. 

 Furthermore, Kristeva argues that the subject is created in an ongoing crisis. 

The subject, according to Kristeva, is in a constant state of becoming; continuously 

threatened by what is located outside of it, which reminds it of the separation of its 

own body from the mother’s (Kristeva 11). The mother represents the Semiotic 

Realm, the pre-Symbolic state, and is therefore prohibited. With her lies the taboos of 

incest and death, which form the foundation of the morality of men, and she must 

therefore be an inappropriate object (57). However, this narcissism is continuously 

threatened by the primal, the abject that creates a state of narcissistic crisis (14). 

Repression of the primal instincts and urges by the means of the symbolic is 

necessary  to establish both the subject/object  relationship and to separate them so that 

the autonomous self can be maintained. Arguments, logic, verbalisation, moralities 

and prohibitions, all belonging to the Symbolic Order, are means to keep  the subject 

intact (14-15): “To each ego its object, to each superego its abject” (2). The subject 

vainly attempts to identify itself with external elements, and when it fails to do so, the 

subject realises that the reference is internal, contained within the abject. Thus, the 

abject self is the realisation that “all its objects are based merely on the inaugural loss 

that laid the foundations of its own being” (5 italics in original). The abject is, thus, 

the internal reference on which all the subject’s desires, languages and meanings are 

founded. Therefore, the abject is the manifestation of the loss of narcissistic unity 

with the mother explained by Lacan. 

 In this loss lies the conflict of eroticism (Bataille 129). Bataille defines 

eroticism as the tension between the human desires and the taboos given by the need 

for reason. Eroticism is not, as one perhaps would assume, a transgression from 

reason to nature. In fact, eroticism is dependent on reason and morality  to exist, as the 
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desire is ultimately the desire for the mother. Breaking a taboo, therefore, should not 

be seen as a regression to the animalistic, yet the act resembles it (Bataille 94). 

Essentially, eroticism originates in the subject’s wish for immortality; to overcome the 

discontinuous state of individuality, and in the sexual union with another reach a state 

of continuity (Bataille 97). Importantly, the discontinuous being cannot  transcend into 

the continuous state, such a thing is only achievable in death. In the sexual act, 

however, primarily with the orgasm, the discontinuity is dissolved, as subjects 

collapse into each other (24). This wish for continuity  can be connected to the strive 

for the narcissistic unity  that the subject lacks in the separation from the mother. 

Supervert suggests that necrophilia is one way of achieving continuity, and thus, by 

extension, unity. He states that he wants to be cremated, sprinkled into women’s 

underwear, so that “Every vagina would be [his] grave, every clitoris [his] 

headstone” (Supervert 3). With this type of rhetoric, it is implied that taboos regarding 

both death and sexuality  actually  hinder the individual’s striving for a unified identity. 

Necrophilia, Supervert suggests, can be seen as an act between two individuals, where 

the deceased subject can choose necrophilia willingly. By not seeing it as violation, 

but as interaction, continuity can be achieved, because it is a fusion of both death and 

sexuality.

 Consequently, what this suggests is that within the human being there resides 

conflicting aspects that  the human must relate to in order to maintain the subjectivity 

given to him/her in the transition from the Semiotic Realm into the Symbolic Order. 

The conflicting sides are in a constant battle over the human subjectivity, and in order 

to remain a part  of the Symbolic, one must repress primal instincts, the abject aspect 

of our constitution. The repression, infused in taboos and totems, enables the interact 
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ion with others via language, but also prevents the subject to reach unity  (Kristeva 

57). 

 

Definition and Function of the Abject 

In order to fully understand the construction of the subject, and how the abject 

threatens its stability, one needs to understand the abject. In short, it  is precisely the 

manifestation of the primal urges that the subject needs to repress. The abject, as 

defined by Kristeva, is the state of being cast off, the disruption of social reason and 

the conventional identity. Neither a subject nor an object, only  defined as being 

opposed to an I, the abject represents the taboos of the subject and its culture 

(Kristeva 1-2). It  is thus a border between the Semiotic and the Symbolic, a non-

object and a non-subject manifesting the ambivalence of the two sides. It represents 

exactly  what we have to repress in order to create an identity, an identity  achieved 

through the separation from the mother. The abject is thus located within the human 

subjectivity, but manifestations of it can be found in external elements.

 Structurally, one can also see the subject’s separation from the abject as the 

use of language as means of belonging and communication. The abject is, among 

other things, the lack of language; it  is silence. It is connected to the semiotic, 

representing displacement, condensation and slippage that is free from order and 

authority. The Semiotic enables randomised connections and increases the available 

range of possibilities, contrary to the Symbolic, which is connected to authority, 

repression, control and order (Barry 123). Language, subsequently, acts as a unifier 

that defines a distinction between us, as logical and civilised beings, and chaos. 

However, language also ties the human subjectivity to a certain, predetermined, 

pattern, as it regulates the mind and limits the possibility  to see beyond the borders of 
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language. The abject, thus, represents the elements of language that defy the rational 

and ordered, and therefore threatens its stability  and authority. In Necrophilia 

Variations, one of the most explicit examples of this is the man in “Diary of a Sick 

Fuck.” He  struggles with his feelings of excitement towards pictures of suicides and 

hangings and wonders what kind of “sick fuck” (Supervert  134) he has become. He is 

drawn to the horrible images, which belong to the Semiotic, but is careful not to let 

anyone know. His obsession with the images slowly increases as the story progresses, 

resulting in him feeling as though he has a split personality  (135). He blanks out 

during the day while working as an editor for a publishing company, a job tied to the 

Symbolic because of it’s connection to language, and starts to rewrite romance novels 

into horror stories (143). His black-outs become worse and worse, as his urge to look 

at, and collect, gory  pictures takes over, and eventually he kills his girlfriend (145). In 

that moment, he has lost  control over his primal instincts, his internal abject has taken 

over, and made the defined border between the subject  and the abject collapse. He 

states that his girlfriend has become “an image of horror” (145). Here, the abject, 

manifested in the images he collects, threatens the stability of the Symbolic order, and 

in extension his subjectivity. He submits to the Symbolic laws and values through 

language, and therefore has to repress his urges towards the abject, failing to see that 

it is a part of him.

 A corpse is, according to Kristeva, one of the most apt examples of manifested 

abjection, as it  “is death infecting life” (Kristeva 4). Situated outside the Symbolic 

Order, the corpse has fallen outside of life, and it is a border between life and death; a 

reference that shows us what we continuously  reject in order to live in accordance 

with the Symbolic Order (3). However, what Supervert  suggests is that one must 

realise that  the abject is a part  of us, and that even if the human body is in a constant 

10
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state of decomposition, it is also a renewable force in the cycle of life. Based on that 

rhetoric, one could argue that to fear death is to fear oneself. In this secularised 

society, Supervert claims, no God will resurrect man on Judgement Day, so therefore, 

in the end, after death, all that is left  is an eternity of loneliness. The human being lies 

in his/her cold grave with only maggots for company (Supervert 183). The only  one 

who would care about your body, even after all your family  and friends are dead and 

gone, is the necrophile, “the messiah of the morbid, the savior of the six-feet-

under” (185). The necrophile, Supervert states, “does not  preach the immortality  of 

the soul, but it does deny the finality of death” (185). The necrophile, thus, embraces 

the decomposing body, acknowledges the decay as a renewable force in the cycle of 

life and sees the abject within it as a natural part of the subject and life.

 On a societal level, one can argue that abjection thrusts aside the rational and 

authoritative, because it is not the opposite of reason, but disregards it  altogether. It 

disrupts the order and the structure of the authoritative institutions, for example 

religion. The abject, Kristeva claims, takes form as rites of defilement, connected to 

either sexuality or nourishment, where it  exists as taboo, something that must be 

excluded in order to remain pure in spirit (Kristeva 17). The abject, in the form of 

defilement, challenges the authority of the phallic society with its pollution of human 

bodily  fluids, often connected to female sexuality (70). Defilement often originates 

from biblical ideas of impurity (90), but even if our Western society moves towards a 

more secularised viewpoint, these ideas persist, and have been internalised by the 

contemporary culture, and are therefore seen as “natural” (Kelly 121). 

 These ideas, referred to by Kelly  as purity norms, and by Kristeva as rites of 

defilement, are not  physical in nature; they do not harm either the individual or the 

collective physically. Instead, they concern spiritual hygiene, and regulate the divine 

realm (Kelly 121). Such norms can be found regulating food intake, dividing, for 

11
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example, different types of animals into categories of clean/unclean, regulating the 

rituals of death and bodily  alterations and the feminine body and regulations 

regarding sexuality  and incest (Kristeva 93). In the Old Testament, for example the 

Book of Leviticus, the regulations were mainly concerned with the intake of filth, 

seen as originating in an outside source. But in the New Testament, for example in the 

Books of Mark and Matthew, the filth has been internalised; stating that “What goes 

into someone’s mouth does not  defile them, but what comes out of their mouth, that  is 

what defiles them” (Matt 15.10). In the process of internalising the defilement, 

Kristeva claims, it  will be blended together with guilt, which is existent in the New 

Testament on symbolic and moral levels, thus creating the concept of sin, as it merges 

with object-like abomination (Kristeva 116). This internalisation of defilement, the 

sinning flesh as a manifestation of the abject, has been maintained as a truth even in 

later texts. Contemporary texts divide this internalisation into a division of inside/

outside and connect it with, as an example, erroneous thoughts and speech (117).

Morality Versus Amorality

Consequently, the abject is the state of chaos that the human subject continuously 

must relate to, morally and consciously, in order to maintain an established identity. It 

manifests in elements exterior to the human being, that is, in things that scare or 

disgust, but the manifestation is really  the reflection of the ever-ongoing internal 

struggle and crisis that the subject must repress to remain autonomous. Morality, and 

the idea of Sin has thus served as a unifying element to this collective thinking, 

because without it, society would not be able to progress. However, there must be an 

established consensus within the collective that states that the progress of the 

12
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collective is the best way for society to continue to evolve. Therefore, the authorities 

must keep the individual’s subjectivity in accordance with those ideals, because if the 

individual were to find another ideology  on which to base the subjectivity, the 

ideological institutions would no longer hold any authority.

 Moreover, the abject is perverse, as it neither submits to, nor rejects 

prohibitions, but rather pushes them aside (Kristeva 15). It overturns the laws of the 

Symbolic because it consumes and discards everything that gives it authority (16). 

What is important  to our discussion is specifically  the rejection of morality as a 

production by the Symbolic law. It is easy to assume that because of the chaotic 

nature of the abject, it should be considered immoral. However, the nature of 

immorality is still bound to the moral reference within the subject’s consciousness, 

whose judgement, based on the repression of the primal, is still located within the 

Symbolic. Such a judgement can thus only  be made given a certain frame of 

reference, that is, the reference given by society. Therefore, the abject must be seen 

not as immoral, but amoral, that is, completely separate from judgement, as it is not 

subjected to the Symbolic law. This is potentially  dangerous, as it has the potential to 

overturn the moral values of a society, not because of its contrast  to it, but due to its 

lack of reference to it.

 Reason, and the internalisation of it, is thus one of the major aspects to 

consider in this discussion, especially as it has somewhat taken over the role of 

religious essence. Western society  has become more secularised, starting with the 

emergence of the Enlightenment rationality contained within the Cartesian cogito 

(Ward xvi). Science and rationality  have investigated the ways to so-called true 

knowledge with the aid of reason and empirical studies, and it  has shifted from the 

importance of (Christian) belief to belief in nature. Decartes’ search for the “first 

causes and true principals which enable to deduce the reasons for everything we are 

13
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capable of knowing” (xvi), was the start of the process of secularisation, and by 

extension naturalisation. 

! This internalisation of morality  is also the basis for theories discussed by 

Bataille, who argues that it represents one of the two aspects of the human being, 

defined as the rational, which is connected to work, and the violence which is an 

utterance of primitive urges and impulses. Bataille places the emphasis on reason and 

logic as the foundation of society. The rational world emerged when the humans first 

created tools and began using them for work. Rationality  is needed for production; the 

progression of society, and therefore the urges and impulses must be limited to strictly 

regulated festivities. If we were to allow our impulses to run freely, we would not be 

able to work (Bataille 41). Work, unlike impulses, promises a reward later on. 

Therefore, taboos are created to regulate the impulses that are otherwise produced by 

“the violence of desire” (Bataille 41). In order for the society to advance, it  is 

dependent on the work, and the cooperation, of individuals. In order to maintain this 

progression, the concept of taboo is necessary, because without taboos we would not 

favour work before our urges and impulses, and our society would not be able to 

advance (41). Therefore, one can argue that the importance of rejecting the abject is 

not only  to maintain an identity  as an individual, but more importantly to ensure the 

progress of individuals working collectively, in a society with shared values.

 However, this process of naturalisation has been challenged by various 

thinkers, for example Lévi-Strauss and Derrida. They have argued that the natural is a 

construct, is self-constituted, and that such an arrangement is governed by a certain 

cultural politics that imply ideology and presuppositions. Hence, the secular value 

system is fragile to critique of rationalism, according to Ward, and this fragility  has 

led to the collapse of modernity (Ward xvi). This collapse created a paradigm shift in 

14



15
attitude towards individualism and hierarchical value systems. Modernity  had 

maintained the secular value system in a series of dualism, much like the dualism 

Kristeva and Bataille claim constitutes human subjectivity, but postmodernity rejected 

all attempts to maintain this division (xvii-xix). This collapse decentered human 

subjectivity, as the Cartesian equation depended on essence, a God, for reason to 

function as a determiner of subject/object relationship, and the rejection of such an 

essence leaves only the possibility of what Derrida calls free play (Derrida 99).  

 Supervert uses postmodern themes and elements, such as collapsing the 

dualisms of modernity, irony  and fragmented narratives to discuss and challenge the 

neutralised morality. All the texts in Necrophilia Variations deal with oppositions of 

death/life, beauty/ugliness and morality/immorality/amorality, aiming to deconstruct 

the ideals that society has held as truths and manifestations of purity and spirituality. 

Moreover, Necrophilia Variations takes a strong standpoint against morality and 

taboos as guiding principles, but the relevance of morality  is not discussed as whether 

one is moral or immoral, it is rather a question of amorality  as something that 

transcends morality. Supervert  therefore chooses to embrace the abject in his rhetoric, 

as he challenges the idea of any type of given values as foundations for society  and 

subjectivity. Supervert mainly relates morality in comparison with God and religious 

views on morality, for example stating that “If there were no God, everything would 

be permissible” (Supervert 99), or that “morality  is a membrane––fragile, delicate, ill-

suited [sic] to prevent the consummation of object and subject. Any one thing could 

poke a hole in it, desire could stab through, desiderata could pene-trate [sic], burst the 

dam” (150-51). What Supervert suggests is that moral values imposed on the subject 

by society are fragile, dependent on submission in order to have power. Amorality, in 

contrast, overturns that power, and opens up to a relativism that challenges the culture 

as well as our subjection to it.

15
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Taboos

Taboos are tools used by  institutions in the Symbolic Order, and exist  in order to 

maintain the border, allowing only limited and controlled transgressions. Two of the 

most fundamental taboos, as defined by  Bataille, concern death and sexuality  (Bataille 

42), where the former can be seen as a taboo concerning the manifestation of the 

abject, and the latter can be seen as a taboo concerning the internalised abject. I shall 

comment on both of them briefly, as both taboos are united in the concept of 

necrophilia. 

 The taboos concerning sexuality, Bataille argues, originate in the 

commandment “Thou shalt not  perform the carnal act except in wedlock” (42), and 

this view was for long the foundation on which sexual practices were governed. No 

other sexual activities were accepted; homosexuality or deviant  sexual practices were 

seen as crimes against nature (Foucault 893). However, Foucault argues, this system 

underwent a modification during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. So-called 

deviant sexual behaviour became of interest to doctors and therapists, and 

investigated to create an understanding of the origin of aberrant behaviour (893). The 

change in attitude is important, because it shifts the focus from the act in itself to the 

act as a symptom of a behaviour, and within this shift, Foucault argues, the pervert is 

born (894). Thus, non-heterosexual practises were no longer a deviant act of the 

libertine, but rooted within his/her nature; an abject buried within the human being 

that the individual was unable to suppress. 

 As a result, the necrophile has been regarded as a pervert, an individual whose 

mad mind has turned him/her away from normal, reproductive sexuality. Krafft-Ebing 

wrote in Psychopathia Sexualis, one of the most influential studies of sexuality  at  the 

16
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time, that perversion is a disease and that it should not be confused with perversity, 

which is the sexual act. Furthermore, he continues his discussion by stating that 

perversion is defined as instincts that do not intend procreation, and that it lacks in 

ideas of “morality, aesthetics and law” (Krafft-Ebing 52-53).

 However, along with the emergence of postmodernity, this view of non-

reproductive sexuality has been altered. Homosexuality, for example, is no longer 

considered, legally, a perversion, and even sadism is now legitimised as activities 

conducted by mentally sane persons, even though it is still frowned upon. Thus, one 

must conclude that what is considered normal is based on the cultural ideals of a 

particular era. This would suggest that the current view can be re-evaluated, and 

furthermore that the abomination of necrophilia can be challenged, as it used to be 

grouped with homosexuality and sadomasochistic tendencies.

  Perversion, then, can be seen not so much as the fixed nature of an individual, 

but as a violation of values of a specific time and context, as it violates common 

understandings of society (Simon 112). Therefore, one can draw the conclusion that 

taboos of sexuality are constructed by the culture in which they act: that ideals and 

conventions are not  static, but changing over time. If this is true, specific sexual 

activities cannot be judged as unnatural. Neither can an individual be stigmatised as a 

pervert because of his/her sexual practices, but could rather be considered a violator 

of conventions. Therefore, the rule that the necrophile breaks is not the law of nature, 

but of society and that  the attitude towards necrophilia could change if society 

changes.

! Supervert emphasises the fragility in the construction of accepted sexual 

preferences in the texts that  deal with necrophilia as a sexual interest. His 

necrophiliacs are not portrayed as insane individuals that  act out their perversions 

under the cover of darkness. Instead, there are several descriptions of a communal 
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spirit on internet forums, encounters while hunting for fresh cadavers, and a 

community  that comes together over a shared interest. For example, “Terror 

Groupies” depicts a community  of women who, like groupies of a rock band, follow 

suicide bombers around and collect their remains as souvenirs (Supervert 60). There 

is no judgement in the tone of the text, more curiosity, and as these texts are paired 

with other texts that make the definition of necrophilia indistinct, the rhetoric implies 

that necrophilia cannot be judged as abomination as easily as one might think. If one 

considers Supervert’s rejection of morality in relation to this ambiguous depiction of 

necrophilia, one can come to the conclusion that Supervert argues that the 

abomination of necrophilia is unfounded, and that the stigmatisation of necrophiliacs 

will change. 

 The taboo concerning death is, for Bataille, as for Kristeva, necessary  for 

maintaining the subject’s rationality. The corpse of the dead human is the 

manifestation of the barrier between two conditions. For Bataille, the corpse 

constitutes the border between work and violence. The corpse is a depiction of our 

destiny, inescapable and thus violent (Bataille 44). More importantly, the corpse 

suggests that all the hard effort of work is in vain (45). Hence, the ritual of burial is 

not so much a way  of protecting a deceased loved one from the voracity of wild 

animals, but to protect oneself from the violence of the human destiny that the corpse 

undoubtedly manifests. The corpse, in the state of decay, poses a serious threat to 

society. The dead body, before it has transcended into an object, before “the 

pacification of the spirit” (47), represents a state of exception, during which no law or 

reason is prevailed. The corpse is a manifested rupture of the rational order, and must 

therefore be annihilated (Bataille 46), for the corpse also manifests an ambiguity. Not 

only is it a horrifying representation of the violence that we reject, but  the horror also 
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fascinates us and attracts us (Bataille 45). Within the corpse, the subject recognises 

its inner violence, and because of that, we are constantly drawn toward it, resulting in 

a constant battle between duality; collective/individual, reason/unreason, logic/

emotion, beauty/ugliness. Bataille states that the disgust and terror we feel toward a 

corpse is also infused with this type of ambivalence. It  is the same nausea as that 

provoked by  excrement, as the corpse is in fact a decaying container of human waste, 

also connected to the feeling of disgust towards sexual obscenities, as the human 

orifices are used for both sexual reproduction and expulsion of waste (57). Therefore, 

the abject that defines us as mortal, incomplete beings also holds sexual desire, drives 

and lust, all of which has been seen as taboos that must not be transgressed.

 Death is, naturally, one of the most prominent themes in Necrophilia 

Variations. The secularisation of contemporary society, according to the texts, seems 

to have developed a fear of death that causes the human being to vainly  do whatever 

he/she can to stop  the natural process of a life towards death. In “Perverts Against 

Longevity” two necrophiliacs discuss the lack of beautiful cadavers. One of them, the 

older, complains about the dead bodies being old and states that in the old days 

“people didn’t go in for all these new-fangled procedures … your chemo this and your 

transplant that. People got sick, they just died” (Supervert 51). With the aid of 

technology, the human body can survive much longer than it would have otherwise. 

“A thousand years ago no one would have thought  you were dead [if you were in a 

coma]  … But now the case is not so clear. Wires can sustain you, drugs can maintain 

you” (158). The concept of death, where it begins and where it ends, is being blurred 

and ambiguous in the texts. This reflection makes the fear of death central to 

Supervert’s argument. The human being does not want to die; if possible, he/she 

would want to live forever. Death, as Bataille has concluded, means that the human’s 

subjectivity is dissolved into nothingness, that all the laws and taboos that  legitimise 
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the subjectivity are pointless, and that what we interpret as free will is in fact founded 

on the laws and conventions of society.

 As a consequence of this realisation, taboos, and the transgression of them, are 

only valid if one submits to them. Both Kristeva and Bataille realise that the authority 

of taboos depends on the subject’s wish to sustain them. Bataille argues that when 

human beings combat taboos, and hence in extension his/her inner violence, he/she 

also acknowledges that it  is there (Bataille 69). Kristeva also supports this argument 

when she, in her discussion of Proust, claims that the “object of desire can only  rest 

upon the abject, which is impossible to fulfil” (Kristeva 21). She juxtaposes Proust’s 

unmentionable, narcissistic desire with de Sade’s orgies, claiming that there is no 

abject in de Sade, even as he broadens the meaning of the body  and the universe. The 

difference between the writers is that de Sade uses reason and rhetoric to account for 

his own agenda. Proust, on the other hand, never gives up a judging prerogative which 

divides, fragments, banishes and condemns (21). Therefore, taboos are constructed 

within a certain subjectivity, and exist only within this state. Even if human nature is 

constructed, or rather more because of it, the repression of urges and desires frowned 

upon by society  must be maintained by taboos. Without taboos, society would not 

hold any  authority over the individual subjected to society (Bataille 38). If one goes 

outside of it, the taboos can no longer hold the individual accounted for a 

transgression, as no such act can be made if the essence to which it is related, is either 

rejected or absent.

20



21
Death Infusing Life: the Living Subject 

The authority of the constructed subjectivity and moral values are exactly what 

Supervert seeks to challenge. Instead of portraying characters that are bound to the 

laws and conventions of the moral society, or violate it, he portrays characters that are 

in the process of liberating themselves from moral values completely. Therefore, what 

Supervert suggests is a rejection of the abject as a frame of reference to one’s place in 

society. Without abjection, the corpse and the discussion of it  should not be met with 

disgust or horror, but as a subject like any  other. No judgement could be made if the 

reference of morality is removed. Such a rejection could open up to the possibility of 

a new type of society and subjectivity, unconstrained by conventions and taboos that 

regulate the human being, and instead form an individual subjectivity separated from 

the collective. 

 The texts in Necrophilia Variations often attempt to reveal a collapse of the 

hierarchical dualisms imposed by modernity. In one of the texts, a young man on his 

death-bed mocks his friend for buying de Sade’s Justine for him after requesting 

something erotic to read (Supervert 35). Another example is the writing genius that 

looks at  decapitated women instead of writing the Great American Novel (148). All 

these texts call for a rejection of having a division between high and low, a collapse of 

the hierarchy of dualisms that has been considered the prevailing norm in society 

before the shift into to postmodernity. The claim that Supervert makes is that without 

hierarchical divisions the subject would not have to submit itself to norms or truths, 

because the collective’s ideals would not be attributed more importance than the 

individual’s. In extension, the subject would not feel the need to repress the abject, 

because it would no longer be seen as a manifestation of the immoral and abominable. 
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 The main weakness in Supervert’s arguments is that even though he advocates 

a collapse of the dualisms and hierarchies, he cannot completely disregard the binary 

oppositions. Necrophilia, then, cannot completely represent a thoroughly different 

logic, but rather a reversal of logic, which is a logic nonetheless. Therefore, 

Supervert’s arguments are more in line with de Sade’s philosophy rather than, for 

example, Proust’s. However, Necrophilia Variations is still argumentative in tone, and 

the issues brought up are still central to the postmodern condition. Without the 

subjectivity imposed by  society, created by truths that now hold less authority than 

before, the human being has to search inside him/herself to find a more individualised 

path towards shaping identity. Of course such anarchy can appear destructive, as the 

humanity can arguably be lost within the process of individualisation. Supervert does 

not answer as to which way one should direct questions and issues that needs to be 

raised in order to maintain social order. He only attempts to open up the possibility to 

seek answers outside the framework provided by  the collective; answers outside the 

hollow structures of what once were regarded as absolute truths.

 What Supervert ends up with is not an attempt to disregard binary oppositions 

completely, but suggests a reversal of reason and a rejection of conventional truths. 

Instead of life infusing death, death is infusing life, stating that the abject should be 

embraced, as the subject is not dual and differentiated by divine logic, but two equally 

constructed halves that are only valued according to the tradition of the collective 

idealism. If the concepts are reversed, we will suddenly, according to Supervert, feel 

more alive in the proximity of death. Death should not be feared or rejected as an 

abject that we must flee in order to stay  alive, we should indulge in our mortality, and 

the complexity of our subjectivity, so that we can truly  feel alive. The acceptance is a 

must for the subject to be able to reject the norms and traditions and create a new 

22



23
individuality, and a new subjectivity; it is accepting the abject, and the internal state 

of abjection. The most explicit support for this is “Graveyard Survival Training,” 

where a man gets trapped inside the mausoleum of his now dead ex-girlfriend. 

Initially, the man panics, but then slowly adapts to his new surroundings. There is no 

logic in his action, no reason, as he believes that no one will find him, but 

nonetheless, he starts to make himself a home within the tomb. His fear of not being 

found soon develops into a fear of being found. He eats dry leaves from old flower 

arrangements (Supervert 115), and relieves himself into a flower pot, then dumping it 

into one of the old coffins for sanity reasons (114). Within his own mind, it is all 

logical; his actions are based on reason and he feels proud of himself for managing 

the situation (114), furthermore, he starts to enjoy himself: “… some weird part  of me 

had started to enjoy being locked in the mausoleum. It was the challenge of it, the 

necessity of being creative and self-sufficient” (115). His proximity to death, along 

with the feeling of being completely shut off from civilisation, makes him shift his 

perception of himself as a subject that is based on the identity provided by the 

collective community to a perception of himself as an autonomous individual. He  has 

regressed back to his primal instinct, and embraced the abject and violence within as 

he has let his survival instincts guide him rather than the logic of society. If he was to 

follow that logic, he would be horrified and disgusted by the situation, but instead, 

becomes a part of the abject and is therefore beyond logic, or rather in a reversal of 

logic: “The important thing was to help yourself–to think like a mausoleum-dweller, 

to accept its terms, live by its code. I was determined to survive in the mausoleum 

alongside Cindy” (117). Eventually, he lays down in his ex-girlfriend’s coffin, the 

epicentre of the abject, and fully dissolves into the abject state, so that when the police 

burst into the mausoleum, and thereby provide the means of escaping the abject and 

return to society, he gets angry: “How could they  do this to me? I just wanted to be 

23



24

left alone” (Supervert 119). His proximity to the abject has forced him to re-evaluate 

himself; he is no longer automatically a subject to the social order, he is an 

autonomous human being. This theme is similar to Kristeva’s discussion of 

Dostoyevsky, where she argues that the aim of his writing is to find an existence 

beyond absolute degradation, as it rejects all moral limits. Abjection subsequently 

removes all meaning, creating an ecstasy and harmony of the ego as it discards every 

aspect of humanity (Kristeva 18). The same type of rhetoric can be applied to the 

actions of Supervert’s character, as he submits to the abject and comes out a changed 

man.

 Thus, Supervert suggests that there is a way of escaping the subjectivity 

imposed by society. However, once one’s autonomous, individualised identity  has 

been established, it is not an easy  task to maintain. First and foremost, society is able 

to remove one from one’s autonomous position, like the example in “Graveyard 

Survival Training.” Secondly, rules and conventions of society are so infused in our 

subjectivity that they  feel natural. Therefore, it is an active choice that the human 

being must make, over and over again, in order to discharge the moral values of 

society:  “It’s not easy to give it up. You can’t  just do it once and be done with it. You 

don’t just wake up one fine sunny morning, give it up and then blast  off into the rest 

of your life. It’s not like that at all” (Supervert 150). One has to, consciously, give it 

up over and over again. To really  challenge the conscience takes time and effort, but is 

necessary  nonetheless, as the subjectivity is founded on conceptions that no longer 

hold authority, and all the truths that have been taken for granted are equally 

constructed to limit the individual. The abject has been repressed because all things 

connected to it have been harmful contestations to society’s progress. When such 

mental barriers have been transgressed, “The entire world offers itself to the warped 
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cravings inside you. The only thing separating them is a thin shell of self” (Supervert 

150). Without such barriers, the laws and taboos lack authority, which opens up  for a 

whole new range of diversities and possibilities. 

 Only after the abject is embraced can it be vocalised, that is, taken into the 

realm of the Symbolic. In “A New Man,” a man feels, after indulging in necrophilia 

for the first time, full of life and joy. The man, who has stopped regarding the abject 

as something abominable, has thus suddenly realised that all other people are lacking. 

They  do not live, they  only maintain the social structure even though it  is hollow and 

pointless. He wants to scream this out to the world, but must remain silent, because 

the rest of the world has not yet come to the same insights about death infusing life as 

he has (Supervert 162), and if he were to vocalise it, he would only be another 

manifestation of the abject (166).

 The disruption of laws and conventions are there nonetheless, whether one has 

realised it yet  or not. The spirituality that has been acting as a guiding light in the 

darkness of the mind is thus equally lacking. God, in the sense of a spiritual depiction 

that poses rules and regulations, and to which the human being is ultimately subject, 

is no longer the authority, and if no authority exists, all rules and taboos lack 

reference. In the nihilistic sense, one can argue that God dies when the subjectivity  is 

no longer seen as the internal struggle between the immortal soul and the abject body. 

All that is left  is subjective relativity, which is changing and evolving continuously. 

Therefore, there are no longer any fixed truths or rules to which one should submit.  

“Today it’s okay to love the dead in spirit but not in flesh. Tomorrow, who knows? 

Maybe man of the future will consider nostalgia a more contemptible perversion than 

necrophilia” (Supervert 198). Even necrophilia, the most horrifying example of 

abomination and abjection in contemporary society, can possibly become an accepted 

part of the social order.
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Conclusion 

Supervert uses necrophilia as a theme placed in extreme opposition to social 

conventions and values, and thus introduces the concept of the abject, as defined by 

Kristeva. The abject represents all the aspects of the human being that must be 

rejected in order for the human to subject him/herself to the moral values and social 

consciousness that has enabled societal progression. The abject  is disgusting and 

horrifying because it represents one aspect of the dualities that  were said to constitute 

man, whether one chooses to call it abject or violence. This aspect of man has been 

continuously repressed, not only  by the individual, but by society, because it opposes 

reason and divine logic. If the abject were to rule freely, taboos and regulations would 

not hold the subject in control, as the authority given to such institutions are based on 

the subject’s complete submission to the imposed truths regarding spiritual purity and 

morality. 

 This realisation causes the structure of social laws and moral values to become 

ambiguous and blurred, as there are no longer any barriers: distinct limits, to the 

human psyche. This argument is further emphasised as Supervert argues that there is 

no God to which the subject can submit. Therefore, all the social values lack the 

stability  of the external reference that  grants its authority, which leaves room for 

relativising and free play. The individual does not need to constrain him/herself to the 

will of the collective, because he/she cannot be judged as a manifestation of abjection 

if he/she chooses to oppose society’s rules. What is left is an autonomous individual, 

liberated up to the point to where he/she is the master of his/her own values and 

morality. This is not easy to maintain, as the conventions of society  are internalised as 

natural within the human psyche. Nevertheless, Supervert argues, one must 
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continuously oppose such internalisation, because it limits and constrains the 

individual’s free will. 

 Essentially, Supervert seeks to open up the possibility to overturn these 

authorities, just because they are hollow structures that seek to limit the individual. 

This mission is well in accordance with postmodern theory, which is sceptical towards 

meta-narratives advocated by a society that neglect the individual and imposes the 

illusion that the human beings must work together collectively, and thus neglect the 

individuality, in order for society  to work. By using necrophilia as a theme for the 

texts in Necrophilia Variations, Supervert indulges in the abject, embraces it, while at 

the same time approaching it with the logic and reason that the written texts contain. 

This approach rejects the hierarchical dualism that is said to construct the subject; the 

moral and rational mind opposed to the abject  body. Such a unification indicates that 

the two sides are in fact one, and should be regarded as such. Therefore, the abject 

should not be repressed, but embraced, and that would create a new type of subject, 

one that has liberated itself from conventions and externally given identity. 
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