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editors’ introduciion

In the wake of the orgy of self-congratulations which followed
the 1989 crumbling of the Berlin Wall, the subsequent dissolution of the
Soviet Union, and a series of confrontations perhaps forever to be captured
best in Tiananmen Square in the image of a single individual blocking the
path of an onrashing military tank, a wave of optimism engulfed the Western
democratic States. This contagious optimism was best exemplified by the con-

fidence and popularity of Francis Fukuyama’s claim that the end of history

was at hand, that the future—if that word could still be said to have the same
meaning—was to become the globat triumph of free market gcononies.
At the same time many of us felt a vague sense of foreboding, 2 haunted

sense that international changes of such magnirude were as likely to resul,
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at least initially, and perhaps for a long time to come, in transformations as
malign as they are benign. Some of us grew tred more quickly than others of
the many hasty postmortems of Marxism, as if the virtually global collapse
of communism and Marxism referred to the very same thing, especially in
different times and places as well as to different thinkers.

And vet, it seemed to many that the collapse of communism in Eastern
Earope and the Soviet Union, as well as democratic insurgencies in China,
had created a new world order. Politicians from George Bush to Viclav Havel
had proclaimed that the ideclogical and political alliances which strucrured
the global community prior to 1989 must now be rethought and restructured.
Less dramatically, but just as significantly, the economic integration of Europe
beginning in 1992, and the continued economic growth of Japan and the
emergence of South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapote as economic forces have all
profoundly changed the international economic, social, and political land-
scapes. The meaning and consequences of these changes are of vital
importance to us all; no discipline or sector of culture has 2 monopoly on
potential analyses, much less a monapoly on answers.

In response to the changing social, political, philosophical, and economic
dimensions of the global community, scholars and invellecruals throughout
the world are rethinking the meaning of past verities and developing new the-
oretical approaches. Among the central contested issues: What remains of the
socialist vision(s) after the “collapse” in 19892 Has the collapse of commu-
nism also spelled the death of Marxism, and of Marx as an important
philosopher and political thinker? Have we indeed reached “the end of his-
tory” as Fukuyama has argued, where pluralisdic democracies and capitalist
economies reign supreme? Is the future now to be simply a choice between
Scandinavian-style social democracy on the one hand, and unrestrained free
market capitalism on the other? Given the difficulties some democratic, free
market econornies are experiencing—inchading the plight of the homeless,
the lack of adequate health care, environmental degradation, and enormous
narional debt burdens—what sort of model for the future do we have? And
what is one to make of the destructive, even violent “nationalisms” which have
followed in the wake of the collapse of communism, not 1o mention viruleat
forms of ethnocentrism and xenophobia perhaps not seen since Hitlet’s
Germany? What does this imply, then, about the futere structure and func-

tioning of the global economy and life throughout cur shared world? What

new international tensions will emerge and what will be the nature of theo-
retical and political discourse as we approach the twenty-first century? Who
muse ask such questions and to whom must they be addressed?

In particular, how will intellecruals in the Marxist tradition respond, theo-
retically and politically, to the global transformations now occurring? How
has the crisis in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union affected the way
intellectuals, scholars, and government officials in those countries and around
the world reconceive their intellectual and political projects? What is to be
the status of Marxist social goals that informed so many Marxist thinkers and
social revolutionaries throughout the world—the egalitarian distribution of
income, increased workplace democracy, the end of economic exploitation
and the eradication of class differences—given the current rush to various
forms of capitalism in Eastern Europe, Russia, and China? Does the “end of
history” also portend the end of Marxist theory? What is living and what is
dead in Marxisin?

In October 1991, in an environment charged by such questions, several of us
began a conversation at the University of California, at Riverside's Center for
Ideas and Sociery, about what it might be like to have a conference which
would #of consist of yet another autopsy administered mostly by Anglophone
economists and policy analysts who typically were and are very far from the
sites of struggle and transformation. We wondered how our colleagues on
location, so to speak, understand their circumstances, both historically and
philosophically.

We decided to convene a multinational, multidisciplinary conference—
“Whicher Marxism? Global Crises in International Perspective”—which
would include distinguished thinkers and participants from China, Russia,
Armenia, Poland, Romania, Mexico, Germany, France, the United States and
elsewhere. Equally importang, it seemed to us significant to provide a forum
within which one of the most famous and influential contemporary philoso-
phers—7Jacques Derrida—could reflect on the conference’s topic, something
he had not yet been able to do in a sustained and systematic way in print. We
thought that such a sustained reflection on Marx by Derrida would be of
intrinsic as well as historical importance.

The conference itself was organized and managed by the Center for ideas
and Society at the University of California, Riverside. It began on Thursday,
Aptil 22,1993 with Jacques Derrida’s plenary address and ended on Sarurday,




April 24, 1993. His plenary address was delivered in two parts, on the evenings
of April 22nd and 23rd. That lecture, “Specters of Marx: The State of the
Debt, the Work of Mourning, and the New International,” is the basis of the
text now before you, a text which bears the same name; and this longer ver-
sion—*“augmented, clarified...” as Derrida says—is no less marked by that
occasion, setting, and interlocutors than is the original plenary address.

It would be inappropriate, indeed, impossible, to convey in summary the
many specters that haunt the texts of Marx, and, through him, of Derrida.
Here we would merely wish to note that in this text Derrida takes his posi-
tion for a certain spirit of Marxism, that “deconstruction,” if there is such a
thing, always already moves within a certain spirit of Marx. It should also be
noted that, for Derrida, in speaking of a certain spirit of Marx

it 18 not in the first place in order to propose a scholarty, philosophical
discourse. It is first of all so as not to flee from a responsibility. More
precisely, it is in order to submit for your discussion several hypotheses
on the nature of such a responsibility. What is ours? in what way is it his-
torical? And what does it have to do with so many specters?

Jacques Derrida’s Specters of Marx: The State of the Debt, the Work of Mourning,
and the New International is intended to be in conversation with and supple-
mented by its companion volume of conference essays, Whither Marxism?
Glabal Crises in International Perspective. This second volume contains sefected
conference essays by Ashot K. Galoian, Keith Griffin and Azizur Rahman
Khan, Abdul JanMohamed, Douglas Kellner, Andrei Marga, Stephen Resnick
and Richard Wolff, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Su Shaozhi, Carlos M. Villas,
and Zhang Longxi.

While some of the essays are in direct conversation with the wext of Derrida,
others illustrate the force of his argument, whether they intend to do so or
not. Specifically and relegraphically, at least four points of contact emerge
from Derrida’s Specters of Marx and its companion volume Whither Marxism?
(1) The proper names “Marx” and/or Marxism have always already been
plural nouns, despite their grammatical form, and despite the fact thar they
have been understood as if they were rigid designators; (2) “communism”
(in its own pluralities) is not the same as “Marxism”; (3) both communism
and Marxisin are historically sited, situated, inflected, mediated by particular
traditions and histories; (4) the proper name “Marx” is—in a certain sense—

xf

entirely uncircamventable, .
‘The purpose of these two volumes, Specrers of Marx and Whither Marxism?

is to begin to address questions about the connection between the death of
communism and the fate of Marxism. The volumes raise these questions in
an international and interdisciplinary context. Their goal is not simply to pro-
duce another postmortem on Marxism, nor is it simply to defend Marxism
against its critics. Rather, these volumes, each in its own way, explore the
effects that the global crises engendered by the collapse of communism has
had on avant-garde schoiars, many of whom have lived through and often par-

ticipated in these transitions themselves.

~—Bernd Magnus and Stephen Cullenberg




note on the rext

At the origin of this work was a lecture given in swo sessions,
April 22 and 23, 1993, at the University of California, Riverside. That lecture
opened an international colloquium organized by Bernd Magnus and Stephen
Cullenberg under the ambiguous title “Whither Marxism?” in which one may
hear beneath the question “Where is Marxism going?” another question: “Is
Marxism dying?”
Augmented, clarified, the present text nevertheless retains the argumenta-
tive structure, the rhythm, and the oral form of the lecture. Notes were added

later, of course. A few new developments appear in square brackets.




dedication

One name for another, a part for the whole: the bistoric violence of
Apartheid an always be treated as @ metonymy. In its past as well as in its present,
By diverse paths (condensatton, displacement, eXPIESTion, oF Yepresentation 1), one can
akways decipher through its singalarity so many other kinds of violence going on in
the world. Ar once part, cause, effect, example, what is happening theve transiates what
takes place here, abways heve, wherever onc is and wherever one looks, closest to home.
Infinite vesponsibility, therefore, no vest allowed for any form of good conscience.
But one should never speak of the assassination of @ man as a figure, not even an
exemplary figure in the logic of an emblem, a vhetoric of the flag or of martyrdom. A
man’s life, as unique as bis death, will always be more than a pavadign and something

other than a symbol. And this is precisely what a proper name shonld always name.
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Awnd yer. And yet, keeping this in mind and baving veconrse 16 a comion HOuN,
I recall that it is a convmanist as such, o communist as communist, whom a Polish
emigrant and bis accomplices, all the asiassing of Chris Hant, put to death a few days
ago, April 10th. The assassins themselves proclatmed that they were oat to get a com-
munist. They were trying te interrupt negotiations and sabotage an ongoing
democvatization. This papular beve of the vesistance against Apavrbeid became dasn-
gerous and suddenly intolerable, it seems, at the moment in which, baving decided to
devote himself once again to a minority Communist Party riddled with contradictions,
be gave up important vesponsibilities in the ANC and perhaps any official political or
even govermmental role be might one day have held in a country freed of Apartheid.

Allow me 1o salute the memory of Chris Hani and to dedicate this lecture to him.

R R

exordium

Someorne, you or me, comes forward and says: would like ro learn
okl

to live finally.

Finally but why?

Ty learn to live: a strange watchword. Who would learn? From whom? To
teach to live, but to whom? Will we ever know? Will we ever know how to live
and fisst of all what “to learn to live” means? And why “finally”?

By itself, out of context—but a context, always, remains open, thus fallible
and insufficient—this watchword forms an almost unintelligible syntagm. Just
how far can its idiom be transtated moreover?’

A magisterial locution, all the same—or for that very reason. For from. the
lips of a master this watchword would always say something about violence.

Tt vibrates like an arrow in the course of an irreversible and asymmetrical
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address, the one that goes most often from father to son, master to disciple,

or master to slave (“I'm going o teach you to live”). Such an address hesti-

tates, therefore: between address as experience (is not learning 1o live-expesienee

itself?), address as education, and address as faming or zraining |dressage].

But wo learn to live, to learn it from oneself and by oneseif, all alone, to teach
oneself 1o tive (T would like to learn to live finally”), is thar not impossible for a
living being? s it not what logic itseif forbids? To live, by definition, is not

something one learns. Not from oneself, it is not Jearned from kife, taughtby

1ife. Only from the other and by death. In any case from the other at the edge

of life. At the internal border or the external border, it is a heterodidactics
berween life and death.
And vet nothing is more necessary than this wisdom. It is ethics itself: to

learn to live—alone, from oneself; by onesell. Life does not know how to {lve

otherwise. And does one ever do anything else but learn to live, alone, from

oneself, by oneself? This is, therefore, a strange commitment, both impossible
and necessary, for a living being supposed to be alive: “I would like to learn
to live.” It has no sense and cannot be jusrunless it comes to terms with death.”

Mine as {well as} that of the other. Between life and death, then, this is indeed
the place of a sententious injunction that always feigns to speak like the just.

What follows advances like an essay in the night-—into the unknown of that
which must remain to come~-a simple atrempt, therefore, to analyze with
some consistency such an exordium: “I would like to learn to live. Finally”
Finally what.

If it—learning to live—remains to be done, it can happen only berween life

and death. Neither in life nor in death #lone. What happens between two, and

between all the “two’s” one likes, such as between life and death, can only

maintain itself with some ghost, can only falk with or abour some ghost

[S'entretenir de quelgue fantdme). So it would be necessary to learn spirits. Even

and especiaily if this, the spectral, is zor. Even and especially if this, which is
neither substance, nor essence, nor existence, is never present as such. The nime
of the “learning to live,” a ime without tutelary present, would amount to

this, to which the exordium is leading us: to learn to live wirh ghosts, in the

upkeep, the conversation, the company, or the companionship, in the com-
merce without commerce of ghosts. To live otherwise, and better. No, not

———

hetter, but more justly. But with them. No being-with the other, no socins without

this with that makes heing-with in general more enigmatic than ever for us. And

xix
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this being-with specters would also be, not only but also, a polirics of memory,

of inheritance, and of generations.
TF 1 am getting ready to speak at length about ghosts, inheritance, and gen-

erations, generations of ghosts, which is to say about certain ethers who are
not present, nor presently living, either to us, in us, or outside us, it is in the

name of justice. Of justice where it is not yet, not yet here, where it is no longer, ,

ler us understand where it is no longer presens, and where it will never be, no

more than the law, reducible to laws ot rights.* Tt is necessary to speak of the

ghost, indeed fo the ghost and with it, from the moment that no erhics, no pol-

itics, whether revolutionary or not, seems possible and thinkable and jusz that

does not recognize in its principle the respect for those others who are no

{anger or for those others who are not yet therg, presently hiving, whether they

. . b
are already dead or not yet born. No justice—let us not say no law and once

again we are not speaking here of {aws —seems possible or thinkable without

the principle of some responsibilzzy, beyond all living present, within that which

disjoins the living present, before the ghosts of those who are not yet born or

who are already dead, be they victims of wars, political or other kinds of vio-
s T .

lence, nationalist, racist, colonialist, sexist, or other kinds of exterminations,

victims of the oppressions of capitalist imperialism or any of the forms of

totalitarianism. Without this won-contemperaneity with itself of the living present,

without that which secretly unhinges it, without this responsibility and this

respect for justice concerning those who are nof there, of those who are no

fonger os who are not yet presens and living, what sense would there be toask

the question “where?” “where tomorrow?” “whither?”
q

( This question arvives, if it arrives, it questions with regard to what will come

in the future-to-come.” Turned toward the future, going toward it, it also

comes from it, it proceeds from {provient de} the future. It must therefore

RN

exceed any presence as presence to 5&@? [eass it has to make this presence

possible only on the basis of the movement of some disjointing, disjuncton, or
dispropostion: in the inadequation to self. Now, if this question, from the
moment it comes to us, can clearly come only from the future (whither? where
will we go tomorrow? where, for example, is Marxism going? where are we
going with it?), what stands iz front of it must also precede it ike its origin:
before it. Even if the future is its provenance, it must be, like any provenance,
absclutely and irreversibly past. “Expetience” of the past as to come, the one
and the other absolutely absolute, beyond all modification of any present




whatever. If it is possible and if one must take it seriously, the possibility of
the question, which is perhaps no longer a question and which we are cailing
here justice, must carry beyond present life, life as my life or our life. In general,
For it will be the same thing for the “my life” o1 “our life” romorrow,” that is,
for the life of others, as it was yesterday for other others: beyond therefore the
ltving present in general.

To be just: beyond the living present in general—and beyond its simple
negative reversal. A spectral moment, a moment that no longer belongs to
time, if one understands by this word the linking of modalized presents (past
present, actual present: “now,” furare present). We are questioning in this
instant, we are asking ourselves abour this instant that is not docile to time,

at least ro what we call time. Furtive and untimely, the apparition of the

specter does not belong to that time, TAGes Hot give tune, not that one: "Enfei™

the ghost, exit the ghost, re-enter the ghost” { Hamler).

This resembles an axiom, more precisely an axiom concerning axiomatics
itself, namely, concerning some supposedly undemonstrable obvious fact with
regard to whatever has worth, value, quality (axis). And even and especially
dignity (for example man as evample of a finite and reasonable being), that
unconditional dignity ( Wiirdigkeif) that Kant placed higher, precisely {yurre-
ment], than any economy, any compared or comparable value, any market
price (Markspreis). This axiom may be shocking to some. And one does not
have o wait for the objection: To whom, finally, would an obligation of justice
ever entail a commitment, one will say, and even be it heyand law and beyond
the norm, to whom and to what if not to the life of a living being? Is there ever
justice, commitment of justice, or responsibility in general which has to answer
for itself (for the living self) before anything other, in the last resort, than the
life of a living being, whether one means by that natural life or the life of the
spirit? Indeed. The objection seems trrefutable. But the irrefutable itself sup-

poses that this justice carries life beyond presentTife oF 1ts actual being-there,

its empirical or ontological actuality: not roward death but toward a fiving-on

fsur-vie], pamely aarace ofwhich life and death would themseives be but

traces and traces of traces, a survival whose possibility in advance comes to

disjoin or dis-adjust the identity 1o itself of the living present as well as of any -

et

effectivity. There is then rome spivit, Spirits. And ome musr reckon with them.

One cannot not fave to, one must not not be able to reckon with them, which

are more than one: the sore thar ane/ no more one [fe plus d’un].

=

The time is out of joint.
—Hamliet
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injunctions of marx

Hamlet: .. .Sweare.

Ghost [ beneath)- Sweare.

[ They rweart

Haniler Rest, rest perrurbed Spirit! So Gentlemen,

With ali my loue I doe commend me to you,

And what so poore a man as Hamlet is

Doe t'expresse his loue and friending to you,

God willing, shall not lacke: Let us goe in together,
And still your fingers on your lippes, I pray.

The time is out of ioyne: Oh cersed spight,

That ever T was borne to set it right.

Nay, come, let’s goe together. | Evewnt]

—Actl, scene v

Maintaining now the specters of Marx. (But maintaining now
fmaintenant] without conjuncture. A disjointed or disadjusted now, “out of
joint,” a disajointed now that always risks maintaining nothing together in the
assured conjunction of some context whose border would siill be deter-
minabie.)

The specters of Marx. Why this plural? Would there be more than one of
them? Plur d'an {More than one/No more onel: this can mean a crowd, if not

masses, the horde, or society, or else some population of ghosts with or with-
out a people, some community with or without 2 leader-—but also the fess
than one of pure and simple dispersion. Without any possible gathering togeth-
er, Then, if the specter is always animated by a spirit, one wonders who would




dare to speak of a spirit of Marx, or more serious still, of a spirit of Marxism.
Not only in order to predict a future for them today, but to appeal even to
their multiplicity, or more serious stili, to their heterogeneity.

More than a year ago, | had chosen to name the “specters” by their name
starting with the title of this opening lectare. “Specters of Marx,” the com-
mon noun and the proper name had thus been printed, they were already on
the poster when, very recently, I reread The Manifesto of the Communist Party. 1
confess it to my shame: | had not done so for decades—and that must tell one
something. [ knew very well there was a ghost waiting there, and from the
opening, from the raising of the curtain. Now, of course, ¥ have just discov-
ered, in truth I have just remembered what must have been haunting my
memory: the first soun of the Manifests, and this time in the singular, is
“specter”; “A specter is haunting Europe~—the specter of communism.”

Exordium or ineipit: this first noun opens, then, the first scene of the first
act: “Ein Gespenst geht um in Luropa—das Gespenst des Kommunismus.”
As in Hamler, the Prince of a rotten State, everything begins by the apparition

S

of a specter. More precisely by the waiting for this apparition. The anticipation

is at once impatient, anxious, and fascinated: this, the thing (“this thing”) will

end up coming, The revemant is going to come.! It won't be fong. But how long -

it is taking. Still more precisely, everything begins in the imminence of a re-

apparition, but a reapparition of the specter as apparition for the first timie in

the play. T'he spirit of the father is going to come back and will soon say to him
“T am thy Fathers Spirit” {1, iv), but here, at the beginning of the play, he comes

back, so to speak, for the first time, It is a first, the first time on stage.

[First suggestion: haunting” is historical, to be sure, but it is not dated, it is

never docilely given a date i the chain of presents, day after day.according to”
rever !

the instituted order of a calendar. Untimely, it does not come to, it does not

happen to, it does not befall, one day, Europe, as if the latter, at a certain
moment of its history, had begun to suffer from a certain evil, to let itself be
inbabited in its inside, that is, haunted by a foreign guest. Not that that guestis -
any less a stranger for having always occupied the domesticity of Europe. But
there was no inside, there was nothing inside before it. The ghostly would dis-
place itseif like the movement of this history. Haunting would mark the very
existence of Europe. It would open the space and the relation to self of what is

called by this name, at least since the Middle Ages. The experience of the

FHHE

cter, that is how Marx, along with Engels, will have also thoughs, described,

spe
om“ diagnosed a certain dramaturgy of modern Europe, notably that of its great
unifying projects. One would even have to say that he represented it or staged
ic. In the shadow of a filial memory, Shakespeare will have often inspired this
Marxian theatricalization. Later, closer to us but according to the same

genealogy, in the nocrarnal noise of its concatenation, the rumbling sound of
ghosts chained to ghosts, another descendant would be Valéry. Shakespeare gui
genuit Marx qui genuit Valéry (and a few others).

But what goes on fetween these generations? An omission, a strange lapsus,
Da, then fort, exit Marx. In “La crise de Vesprit” (“The Crisis of Spirit,” 1919
“As for us, civilizations, we know now we are mortal...”), the name of Marx

appears just once. [t inscribes itself, here is the name of a skull to come 1nto

Hamlet's hands:

Now, on an immense terrace of Elsinore, which stretches from Basel
Cologne, that rouches on the sands of Nieuport, the lowlands of the
Somme, the chalky earch of Champagne, the granice earth of Alsace-—
the European Hamlet looks at thousands of specters. But he is an
intellectual Hamlet, He meditates on the life and death of traths. His
ghosts aze all the objects of our controvessies; his remorse is all the titles
of our glory.... Ifhe seizes askull, itis an iltustrious skull—“Whose was
i7" This one was Lionardo. ... And this other skull is that of Leibmiz who
dreamed of universal peace. And this one was Kant gui gewutt Hegel, qui
gemit Mary, qui gennit. ... Hamlet does not know what to do with all these
skulls. But if he abandoas them!... Will he cease tobe himself>’

Later, in “La politique de I'esprit,” Valéry has just defined man and poli-
tics. Man: “an atternpt to create what | will venture to call the spivit of spirit”* As
for politics, it always “implies some idea of man.” At this peint, Valéry quotes
himself. He reproduces the page of “the European Hamlet,” the one we have
just cited. Curiously, with the errant but infallible assurance of a sleepwalker,
he then omits from it only one sentence, just one, without even signalling the
omission by an ellipsis: the one that names Marx, in the very skull of Kant
(“And this one was Kant gui genuit Hegel, qui genuit Mars, qui genuit...”)” Why
this omission, the only one? The name of Marx bas disappeared. Where did it
go? Exeunt Ghost and Marx, Shakespeare might have noted. The name of the
one who disappeared must have gotten inscribed someplace else.

In what he says, as well as in what he forgets to say ahout the skulls and gen-
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sadeios

erations of spirits, Valéry reminds us of at least three thingr. These three things
concern precisely this #hing that is called spirit. As soon as one no longer dis-
tinguishes spirit from specter, the former assumes a body, it incarnates 15€lt,

as spirit, in the specter. Or rather, as Marx himself spells out, and we will get

to this, the specter is a paradoxical incorporation, the becoming-body, a cer-

tain phenomenal and carnal form of the spisit. It becomes, rather, some “thing™™

that remains difficult to name: neither sosi nor body, and both one and the

other, For it s fiesh and phenomenality that give to the spirit its spectral
DI,
apparition, but which disappear right away in the apparition, in the very com-

ing of the revenant or the return of the specter. There is something disap-

peared, departed in the apparition itself as reapparition of the &mmmimiml.l‘ﬂwm

At

spirit, the specter are not the same thing, and we will have to sharpen this dif-

ference; but as for what they have in common, one does not know what it i,
what it is presently. /7 is something that one does not know, precisely, and one

does not know if precisely it s, if it exists, if it responds to a name and corre-

sponds to an essence. One does not know: not out of ignorance, but because
JORGS 1O an esser

this non-object, this non-present present, this being-there of an absent or

deparred one no longer belongs to knowledge. At least no longer to that which

one thinks one knows by the name of knowledge. One does not know if it is

tiving or if it is dead, Here is—or rather there is, over there, an unnameable

« or almost unnameable thing: something, between something and someone,

4 anyoneor anything, some thing, “this thing,” but this thing and not any other,

i e i

renwnng sy this thing that looks at us, that concerns us [gui nous regarde], comes to defy

semantcs as much as ontology, psychoanalysis as_much as philosophy

(¥ Marcellus; What, ha's this thing appear’d againe tonight? Barnardo: T haue

seene nothing™). The Thing is still invisible, it is nothing visible (“I haue seene

nothing”) at the moment one speaks of 1t and in order to ask oneself if it has
reappeared. It is stll nothing that can be seen when one speaks of it. It is no
longer anything that can be seen whenr Marcellus speaks of it, but ir has been
seen twice. And it is in order 1 adjust speech 1o sight that Horatio the skep-
tic has been convoked. He will serve as third party and witness (sersrie): . if
againe this Apparition come, He may approue our eyes and speake to it” (I, i).

Nor does one see in flesh and blood this Thing that is not a thing, this thing

that is invisible between its apparitions, when it reappears. This [ ean-
Ermmmccrw at us and sees us not see it even when it is H.rmnmvh» spectral

ASYMMETry interrupts here all specalarty. 1t de-synchronizes, it recalls us to

@mmwhbb%ﬁ call this the vivor effect: we do not see who looks at us. Even
though in his ghost the King looks like himself (“As thou art to thy selfe,” says

IToratoy, that docs not prevent him from Jooking wichout being seen: his

apparition makes him appear still invisible beneath his armor (“Such was the
very Armour he had on...”). We will probably not speak of this visor effect any
more, at [east not by that name, but it will be presupposed by everything we

advance on the subject of the specter in general, in Marx and elsewhere. As
will be spelled out later on the basis of The German Ideology and the argument
with Stirner, what distinguishes the specter or the revenant from the spiris,
including the spirit in the sense of the ghost in general, is doubtless a super-
patural and paradoxical phenomenality, the furtive and ungraspable visibility
of the invisible, or an invisibility of a visible X, that won-senuous sensuons of
which Capital speaks (we will come to this) with regard to a certain exchange-
value; it is also, no douby, the tangible intangibility of a proper body without
flesh, but still the body of somesne as someone sther. And of someone other that

we will not hasten to determine as self, subject, person, consciousness, Spirit,

‘and so forth. This already suffices to distinguish the specter not only from the

“icon or the idol bat also from the image of the image, from the Platonic phan-

“tasma, as well as from the simple simulacrum of something in general to which

it is nevertheless so close and with which it shares, in other respects, more

ermr o

than one feature. But that is not all, and that is not the most irreducibie.

Another suggestion: This spectral someone other looks ar us,® we feel ourselves

being looked at by it, outside of any synchrony, even before and beyond any

Took on our part, according to an absolute anteriority (which may be on the

order of generation, of more than one generation) and asymmetry, according

to an absolutely unmasterable disproportion. Here anachony makes che Taw,

To feel ourselves seen by a look which it will always be m:iom“mw_umm o Qommu

that is the visor gfféct on the basis of which we inherit from the law. Since we do

not see the one who sees us, and who makes the awacho delivessthednpanc-

tion (which is, moreover, a contradictory injunction}, since we do not see the

one who orders “swear,” we cannot identify it in all certainty, we must falt

back on its voice. The one who says “] am thy Fathers Spirit” can only be taken

at his word, An essentially biind submission to his secret, to the secret of his

¥
OTigin: this 1s a first obedience 1o the :csmnco:w: wilt condition all the others.

T may always be a case of stll someone else/Another can always lie, he can
disguise himself as a ghost, another ghost may also be passing himself off for




this one. It’s always possible. Later we will taik about the seciery or the com-
meree of specters among themselves, for there is always more than ome of them.
The armor, this “costume” which no stage production will ever be able to
leave out, we see it cover from head t foot, in Hamlet’s eyes, the supposed
body of the father. We do not know whether it is or is not part of the spectral
appasition, This protection is rigorously problematic (problema is also a shield)
for it prevents perception from deciding on the identity that it wraps so solid-
ly in its carapace. The armor may be but the body of a real artifact, a kind of
technical prosthesis, a body foreign to the spectral body that it dresses, dis-
simulates, and protects, masking even its idencity. The armor legs one see

P WY
nothing of the spectral body, but at the level of the head and beneath the visor, it

permits the so-called Tather to see and {o speak. Some siits are cuf into it and

——

adjusted so as to permut him to see without being seen, but w speak in order to

be heard. The hefmer, like the visor, did not merely offer protection; it topped

e 2

off the coat of arms and indicated the chief’s authority, like the blazon of his

nobility.

F or | the helmer effect, 1t suffices that a visor be porsribie and that one Em%

with it it. Even when it is raised, iz fact, its possibility continues to EmE@ that

someone, beneath the armor, can safely see without being seen or S:wocﬁ

—ret

being identified. Even when it is raised, the visor remains, an available
) i 3 kv

resource and structure, selid and stable as armor, the armor that covers the
bodi~from head to Toot, the ATHior of which it is a part and to which 1ti5

attached. This is what disunguishes a visor from the mask with which, nev-

et
ertheless, it shares this incomparable power, perhaps the supreme insignia of

power: the power to see without being seen. The helmet effect is not sus-

pended when the visor is raised. Its power, bmam_w its possibilizy, is in that

case recalled merely in 8 more intensely dramaric fashion. When Horatio
reports to Hamlet that a figure like his father’s appeared “Arm'd at all points
exactly, Cap @ Pe...”}, the son is worried and questions. He first insists on the
armor and the “Cap a Pe” (“FHamier: Arm'd, say you? Barnardo and Mavcellus:
Arm’d, my Lord. Hamfer: From top to toe? Borb: My Lord, from head to foote™),
Then Hamler gets to the head, to the face, and especially the look beneath
the visor. As if he had been hoping that, beneath an armor that hides and pro-
tects from head to foort, the ghost would have shown neither his face, nor his
look, nor therefore his identity (“Hamler: Then saw you nog his face? Horatie:

Oh yes, my Lord, he wore his Beaver up” [1, 1i]).

Three things, then, would decompose in analtysis this single shing spirit, or
specter——or king, for the king occupies this place, here the place of the father,
whether he keeps it, takes it, or usurps it, and beyond the rerurn of che rhyme
(for example “The Play’s the thing,/ Wherein lie catch the Conscience of the
King”). King is a thing, Thing is the King, precisely where he separates from
his body which, however, does not leave him {contract of secession, necessary

pact 1n order to have more than one budy, that is, in order o reign, and, first of all,

W inherit royal dignity, whether by crime or election: “The body is with the

King, but the King is not with the body. The King, is a thing”}.
““Whar, then, are these three things of the thing?
1. First of all, mourning. We will be speaking of nothing else. It consists always

i attempting to ontologize remains, to make them present, in the first place
by identifying the bodily remains and by fecalizing the dead Tail ontoIogZanon,

all semanticization—philosophical, hermeneurical, or psychoanalytical—

finds itself caught up in this work of mourning but, as such, it does not yet
think 1t; we are posing here the question of the specte, to the specter, whether
it be Hamlet's or Marx’s, on this near side of such thinking). One has to know.
One bas 12 ke i, One bas to have knowledge [11 faut le savoir]. Now, to kpow is o
know mhe and where, to know whose body it really is and what place it occu-
pies ace. Hamlet does not ask merely
to whom the skull belonged (“Whose was it?” the question that Valéry quotes).
e demands to know to whom the grave belongs (“Whose grave’s this, sir?”).
Nothing could be worse, for the work of mourning, than confusion or doubt:
one has to krow who is buried where—and i7 is necessary (to know—to make

N

certain) that, in what remains of him, fe ranain there. Let him stay chere and

move no more!

2. Next, one cannot mm.nm_» of generations of skulls or spirits (Kant gui genuit
Hegel qur gennit \Saﬁﬁhcxnﬁ: on the condition of langnageY-and the voice, in
any case of that which marks the name or takes its place (“Hamler: That Scull

hada tongue in it, and could sing once”).

3. Finally (Mari gui genuit Valéry. ..), the thing works, whether it transforms or
transforms itself, poses or decomposes itself: the spirit, the “spirit of the spir-
1" 1s work. But whart is work? What is its concept if it supposes the spirit of the

spirit? Valéry underscores it “By ‘Spirit here I mean a cercain power of trans-

formation. . .the spirit. . works”
So “Whither Marxism?” That is the question the title of this colloquium
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would ask us. In what way would it be signaling roward Hamlet and Denmark
and England? Why does it whisper to us to folfew a ghost> Where? Whither?
What does it mean to follow a ghost? And whar if this came dowp to mem
followed by it, always, persecuted perhaps by the very chase we are leading?
Here again what seems to be out front, the future, comes back in advance:
from the past, from the back. “Something is rotren in the state of Denmark,”

declares Marcellus at the point at which Hamlet is preparing, precisely, to
Sollow the ghost (“I'll folow thee” [1, iv]). And he too will soon ask him
“Whither?”: “Where wilt thou lead me? speak; I'll go no further. Ghost: Mark
me...T am thy Fathers Spirit.”]

Repetition and first time: this is perhaps the question of the event as question
of the ghost. What is a ghost? What is the effectivity or the presence of a specter,
that is, of what seems to remain as ineffective, virtual, insubstantial as a simu-
lacrum? Is there there, between the thing itself and its simulacrum, an

opposition that holds up? Repetition and first time, but also repetition and last

time, since the singularity of any first time makes of it also a fast rime. Each time
it is the event itself, a first time is a last time. Altogether other. Staging for the
end of history, Let us call it a haunrology. ﬂzm logic of gﬂmﬁmn@oﬁﬁ?fl
merely larger and more powerful than an cmﬁowom% ora thinking of Being Aom
the “to be,” assuming that ¥ 15 F FAter of BEing 1ni the “to be or not to be,”
but nothing is less certain). It would harbor within itself, but like circum-
scribed places or particular effects, eschatology and teleology ﬁrmamm?ﬂwm@m
would comprebend them, but .Snom:mmmrm:wmzu% How 10 comprebend in fact the
discourse of the end or the discourse about the end? Can the extremity of the
extreme ever be comprehended? And the opposition between “to be” and “not
to be”? Hamler aiready began with the expected return of the dead King. After

the end of history, the Spifit COMES By coming back | revenant), it AgUTes hoth 2

dead man who comes back and a ghost whose expected return repeats tself,
again and again.

Oh, Marx’s love for Shakespeare! It is well wmoén Chris Hani shared the
same passion. | have just learned this and I like the idea. Even though Marx
more often quotes Timon of Athens, the Manifesto seems to evoke or canvoke,
right from the stare, the first coming of the silent ghost, the apparition of the
spirit that does not answer, on those ramparts of Elsinore which is then the
old Europe. For if this first theatrical apparition already marked a repetition,

il

[T b

it implicated political power in the folds of this iteration (“In the same figure,

Jike the King that’s dead,” says Barnardo as soon as he thinks he recognizes
the “Thing,” in his irrepressible desire for identification). From what could
be called the other time, from the other scene, from the eve of the E,&.\_ mmﬁ
witnesses of history fear and hope for a return, then, “again” E.,m ammm.:r w
coming and going. (Marcellus:“What, ha’s this thing appear’d mmmﬁw Sﬁmrﬁm

Then: Enter the Ghost, Extr the Ghost, Enter the Ghost, ar before). A question of rep-

b by,

etition: a specter is always a revenant. One cannot control its comings and
1 of Macbeth; and remem-

goings because it beginr by coming back. Lhink as wel
ber the specter of Caesar. After having expired, he rerurns. WEEM also says
“again—": “Well; then T shall see thee again?” Ghost: “Ay, at Philippi” (IV, 11).
Now, one may very well wish to take a breath. Or let out 2 sigh: after the
expiration itself, for it is a mateer of the spirit. What seems almost impossible
is to speak always of the specter, to speak so the specter, to speak with it, there-
fore especially o make or fo et a Spirit speak. And the thing seems 95.; Mmore
Tifealt for a reader, an expert, a professor, an interpreter, in short, for what
Marcellus calls a “scholar” Perhaps for a spectator in general. Finally, the last
one to whom a specter cap appear, address itself, or pay attention is a specta-

57 s such. At the theater or at school. The reasons for this are essenual. As

e
heoreticians or witnesses, spectators, observers, and intellectuals, scholars

believe that looking is mzmwomammmj herefore, they are not always in ﬁwn. meﬁ
competent position to do what is necessary: speak to the specter mmnﬁ: lies
perhaps, among so many others, an indelible lesson of Marxism. There is no
longer, there has never been a scholar capable of speaking of m:u&::mllsa
everything while addressing himself t everyone and anyone, and especially to

ghosts. There has never been a scholar who really, and as scholar, deals with

ghosts. A traditional scholar does not believe in mrcmm.;luoH in all that could
be called the virtual space of spectrality. THere has never been a scholar who,
as such, does not believe in the sharp distinction between the. wm@; and the

unreal, the actual and the inacrual, the living and the nen- -living,.being.and

r,murmemmmﬁ {“to be or not to be,” in the conventional reading), in the opposition
A b et

between what is present and what is not, for example in the form of objeciivi-
ty. Beyond this oppositior, there is, for the scholar, ozm% the hypothesis of a

schoo] of thought, theatrical fiction, literature, and speculation. If we were to
Fe&Ter uniquely to this rraditional figure of the “scholar,” we would therefore

have to be wary here of what we could define as the illusion, the mystifica-

mayﬁﬂf 1Y
Tasaaiivg

P
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tion, or the complex of Marecelfus. The latter was perhaps not in a situation to
understand that a classical scholar would not be able to speak to the ghost
Marcellus did not know what the singularity of a position is, let’s not call it a
class position as one used to say long ago, but the singularity of a place of
speech, of a place of expenieace, and of a link of filiation, places and links from
which alone one may address oneself to the ghost. “Thou art a Scholler—
speake to it, Horatio,” he says naively, as if he were taking part in a cofloquium.

He appeals to the scholar or 1o the learned inteflectual, to.the.man of culture

as a spectator who berter c:mmamgz% how o rmnm_urwr the necessary distance

E:NEQ the mrcmﬁ which is to say &ma for %rmw::m the Mm:msmwm of _csmw or

e g b

of the dead. For Barnardo has just spied the face of the déad king, he thinks he ™

has identified it through its likeness {“Barnardo: In the same figure, like the

King that's dead. Marcellus: Thou art a Scholles—speake to ir, Horatio”). He

e i

does not ask him merely to speak to the ghost, but to call it, interpellate it,

interrogate it, more precisely, to question the Thing that it sdll is: “Question :.

—————— .

Horatio.” And Horatio enjoins the Thinyg to speak, he orders it to do so twice

In a gesture that is at once imperious and accusing, He orders, he summons at

- \!.I“lrlllll!lll..&
the same time as he conjures "By Ticaven I Charge thee speake! .. speake,

speake! [ Charge thee, speake!”). And in French, in fact, “I charge thee” is often
translated by “je Cen conjure,” which indicates a path where later we will see

injunction crossing with conjuration. By charging or conjuring him to speak,

Horatio wants to inspect, stabilize, arvert the specter in its speech: “(For which,

they say, you Spirits oft walke in death) —Speake of it. Stay and speake. —
Stop it Marcellus,”
Inversely, Marcellus was perhaps anticipating the coming, one day, one

e e i

LG

nigh, several centuries later, of another “scholar. |Lhe latter would Ainally be

.
B et

capable, beyond the opposition between presence and non-presence, actuali-

by and 1nacmality, life and non-life, of thinking the possibility of the specteg,

the specter as possibility. Better (or worse) he would know how to address

i pemimi sl

himself 1o spirits He would know that such an address is not only already

possible, but that it will have at afl tisnes conditioned, as such, address in gen-
eral. In any casef rmnw is someone Ema enough to hope w unlock the possibility

',

om such an address.

e A M A

"It was thus a fault on my part to have put so far out of memory what was

the most manifest thing about the Manifeszo. What manifests irself in the first

13

place is a specter, this first paternal character, as powerful as it is unreal, a hal-
lucination or simulacrurm that is virally more actual than what is so blithely
called a living presence. Upon rereading the Manifésto and a few other great
works of Marx, I said to myself that T know of few texts in the philosophical
tradition, perhaps none, whose lesson seemed more urgent foday, provided
¢hat one take into account what Marx and Engels themselves say (for example,
in Engels’ “Preface” to the 1888 re-edition) about their own possible “aging”
and their intrinsically irreducible historicity. What other thinker has ever
issued a similar warning in such an explicit fashion? Who has ever called for
the pransformation to come of his own theses? Not only in view of some pro-
gressive enrichment of knowledge, which would change nothing in the order
of a system, but so as to take into account there, another account, the effects of
rupture and restructuration? And so as to incorporate in advance, beyond any
possible programming, the unpredictability of new knowledge, new tech-
niques, and new political givens? No text in the tradition seems as fucid
concerning the way in which the political is becoming worldwide, concerning
the irreducibility of the technical and the media in the current of the most

.%m:&:m thought—and this goes beyond the railroad and the newspapers of

the time whose powers were analyzed in such an incomparable way in the
Manifesto. And few texts have shed so much light on law, international law,
and nationalism. .

Tt will always be a fault not to read and reread and discuss Marx-—which
is to say also a few others-—and to go beyond scholarly “reading” or “discus-
sion.” It will be more and more a faulr, a failing of theoretical, philosophical,
political responsibiliey. When the dogma machine and the “Marxist” ideolog-
ical apparatuses (Seates, parties, cells, unions, and other places of docurinal
production) are in the process of disappearing, we no longer have any excuse,
only alibis, for turning away from this responsibility. There will be no future
without this. Not withous Marx, no future without Marx, without the memo-

ry and the inheritance of Mars: in any case of a certain Marx, of his genius, of

at least one of his spirits, For this will be our hypothesis or rather our bias:

there is more than one of them, theve must be move thaw one af them.
Nevertheless, among all the remptations I will have to resist today, there

would be the temptation of memory: to recount what was for me, and for those
of my generation who shared it during a whole lifetime, the experience of

Marxism, the quasi-paternal figure of Marx, the way it fought in us with other
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filiations, the reading of texts and the interpretation of a world in which the
Marxist inheritance was—and still remains, and so it will remain—absolute-
ly and thoroughly determinate. One need not be a Marxist or a communist
in order to accept this obvious fact. We all live in a world, some would say a
culrure, thar still bears, at an incalculable depth, the mark of this inheritance,
whether in a directly visible fashion or not.

Among the traits that characterize a certain experience that belongs to my
generation, that is, an experience that will have lasted at least forty years, and

which is not over, I will isolate first of all a troubling paradox. T am speaking of

a troubling effect of “déji vu,” and even of a certain “rosjours déja vu.” I recall

this malaise of perception, hallucination, and time because of the theme that

brings us together this evening: “whither Marxism?” For many of us the ques-
B q

tion has the same age as we do. In particular for those who, and this was also

my case, opposed, to be sure, de fzcro “Marxism” or “comununism” (the Soviet
Union, the International of Communist Parties, and everything that resulted
from them, which is to say so very many things. ..}, but intended at least never

to do so our of conservative or reactionaty motivations or even moderate
right-wing or republican positions. For many of us, a certain (and { empha-
size certain) end of communist Marxism did not await the recent collapse of

the [JSSR and everything that depends on it throughout the world. All that

started—all that was even dém ve, indubitably—at the beginning of the '50s.

Therefore, the question that brings us together this evening—"whither

Marxism?"—resonates Like an old repeticion, It was already, but in an lio-

gether different way, the question that imposed itself on the many young

people who we were at the time. The same question had already sounded The

same, to be sure, but in an altogether different way. And the difference in the

$ound; THat 1§ What 1s echoing this evening. 1t 1s sull everang, 1015 always night-

fall along the “ramparts,” on the battlements of an old Europe at war. With
the other and with itself.

Why? It was the same question, aiready, as final question. Many young peo-
ple today {of the type “readers-consumers of Fukuyama” or of the type
“Fukuyama” himself ) probably no longer sufficiently realize it the eschara-
logical themes of the “end of history,” of the “end of Marxism,” of the “end of

philosophy,” of the “ends of man,” of the “last man” and so forth were, in the

'50s, that is, forty years ago, our daily bread. We had thid bread of m_.uoﬁm_ﬁuw_w

n our mouths naturally, already, st as naturally as that which I nicknamed

TR i}

after the fact, in 1980, the “apocalyptic tone in philosophy.”

Qﬁ”ﬁ was its nomamﬁ:nw\w“@qwﬁ did it taste :wowm was, o the one band, the
reading or analysis of those whom we could nickname the dassics of the end.
They formed the canon of the modern apocalypse (end of History, end of
Man, end of Philosophy, Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, [Heidegger, with their

Kojevian codicil and the codicils of Kojéve himself). It was, on the other hand

and indirsociably, what we had known or what some of us for quite some tme

nG longer hid from concerning totalitarian terror 1n all the hastern countries,

Il the socio-economic disasters of Soviet bureaucracy, the Stalinism of the

past and the neo-Stalinism in process (roughly speaking, from the Moscow
trials to the repression in Hungary, to take only these minimal indices). Such
was no doubt the element in which what is called deconstruction developed—
and one can understand nothing of this period of deconstruction, notably in
France, unless one takes this historical entanglement into account. Thus, for
those with whom I shared this singular period, this double and unique expe-
rience (both philosophical and political), for us, I venture to say, the media
parade of current discourse on the end of history and the last man looks most
often like a tiresome anachronism. At least up to a certain point that will have
to be specified later on. Something of this tiresomeness, moreover, comes
across in the body of today’s most phenvmeral enlture: what one hears, reads,
and sees, what is most mediarized in Western capitals. As for those who abandon
themselves to that discourse with the jubilation of youthful enthusiasm, they
look fike larecomers, a little as if it were possible to take still the last train after
the last train—and yet be late to an end of history.

How can one be late ro the end of history? A question for today. It is serious

because it obliges one to reflect again, as we have been doing since Hegel, on

what happens and deserves the name of everrz, after history; it obliges one to

wonder if the end of history is but the end ofa cerfainconceprof history. Here

1s perhaps one of the questions that should be asked of those who are not con-

tent just Lo arrive late 1o the apocalypse and to the last train of the end, if [
can put it like that, without being out of breath, but who find the means to
puff out their chests with the good conscience of capitalism, liberalism, and
the virtues of parliamentary democracy—a term with which we designate
not parliamentarism and political representation in general, but the present,
which is to say in fact, past forms of the electoral and parliamentary apparatus.

We are going to have to complicate this outline in a moment. We will have
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to put forward another reading of the media’s anachronism and of good con-
science. But so that one might better appreciate the discouraging impression
of déja var, which sisks causing us to drop all ¢his literature on the end of history
and other similar diagnoses, | will quote only (from among so many other
possible examples) an essay from 1959 whose author also vmv:mrmn_m fiction
alveady entitied, in 1957, The Last Man. About thirey-five years ago, then,
Maurice Blanchot devoted an article, “The End of Philosephy,” to a good
half-dozen books from the '505.% ‘They were all testimonies from former
Marxists or communists, and just in France. Blanchot would later write “On an

»

Approach to Communism” and “Marx’s Three Voices.

[T would have liked to quote here, so as to subscribe to them without reser-
vation, the three admirable pages that bear the title “Marx’s Three Voices”
[“Les trois paroles de Marx”]. With the sober brilliance of an incomparable
density, in a manner that is at once discreet and dazzling, their utterances are
less the full response to a question than the measure of that to which we must
respond today, inheritors that we are of more than one form of speech, as well as
of an injunceion that is itself digointed

Let us consider first of all, the radical and necessacy hererogeneity of an inher-

itance, the difference without opposition that has to mark it, a “disparate” and

%MWM “ a quasijuxtaposition without dialectic (the very plural of what we wili later
Hﬁwéwm "Gl Marxs spirits). An inheritance is never gathered together, its never one
W.%Mw ™ “with itself. Its presumed unity, if there Is one, can consist only in the mqu
REAY to reaffirm by choosing “One must” means one must filter, sift, criticize, one must

WESUD Sort out mmavmnw‘ﬁ&mﬁ.muﬁ ﬁcm&me 9»?&5_&% Hromm:ﬁ injunctionjAnd
CLeET Tnhabit it in alcontradictory fashion around m?mnmm‘wm\.mm the readability Of a
P ﬂvi&kw\ legacy were given, natural, (ransparent, univocal, 11 3t did not call Tor and at

eehv  fig same ume defy interpretation, we would never have anything to inferit

from it. We would be affected by it as by a cause—natural or genenc, One

always inherits from a secret-—which says “read me, will you ever be able to

do 507" The critical choice called for by any reaffirmation of the inheritance is

A n .. ANy pames i . M
also, like memory itself, the condition of finitude. The infinite does not inhet-

it, it does not inhexit (from) itself, The injunction itself (it always says “choose

o [ Ei%s - . .y C e 4a ¥
%wwawb. #100d decide from among what vou inherit”) can only be one by dividing itself,
aetes -

s jufearing itself apart, differing/deferring iwself, by speaking at the same time
7aabwet,  several imes—and in several voices. For example:
Gepd ik, y st

w\.«?mﬁ,?gﬁ?nw

In Marx, and always coming from Marx, we see three kinds of voices
gathering force and taking form, all three of which are necessary, but
separated and more than opposed, ag if they were suxtaposed. The dis-
parate that holds them together designates a pluzalicy of demands to
which, sice Marx, everyone who speaks or writes can not fail to feel him-
self subjected, wnless be ir o foel bimself fatling in everything. (P 18; my
emphasis) -

“Upless he is to feel himself failing in everything” What does that mean?
And “since Marx”?

To fail in everything, it is teue, witl always remain possible. Nothing will
ever give us any insurance against this risk, still less against this feeling, And a
“since Marx” continues to designate the place of assignation from which we

are pledged. But if there is pledge or assignation, injunction ot promise, if there

has been this appeal beginning with a word that resounds before us, the

“gince” marks a place and a time thag doubtless precedes us, butso as to heas

P iy - . .
much i front of us as defore us. Since the future, themn, since the past as absolute

e

[ature, since the non-knowledge and the non-advent of an event, of what

femarns to be: to do and to decide (which is first of all, no doub, the sense of

e ™o be or not 1 be” of Hamlet—and of any inheritor who, let us say, comes
to swear before a ghost). If “since Marx” names a future-to-come as much as a

past, the past of a proper name, it is because the proper of a proper name will

always remain to come, And secret. It will remain to come not like the future

now [maintenani] of that which “holds together” the “disparate” (and Blanchot

” o

says the impossible of a “disparate” that itself “holds together”, it remains to be

thought how a disparate could still, itself, hold together, and if one can ever
speak of the disparare irself, selfsame, of a sameness without property). What

“ o ———

has been uttered “since Marx” can only promise or remind.one to maintiin

together, in a speech that defers, deferring not what it aflir

jast 5o as to athrm, o allitio justy, so ag ty t (a power without

power) to allirm the coming of the event, its future-to-come itself.

Bianchot does not name Shakespeare here, but 1 cannot hear “since Marx,”
since Marx, without hearing, like Marx, “since Shakespeare.” to maintain
together that which does not hold together, and the disparate itself, the same
disparate, all of this can be thought (we will come back ro this incessantly as
well as to the spectrality of the specter) only in a dis-located time of the pre-

sent, at the joining of a radically dis-jointed time, without certain conjunction.
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Not a ime whose joinings are negated, broken, mistreated, dysfunctional, dis-

adjusted, according to a dys- of negative opposition and dialectical dispanction,

but a time without cerfain joining or determinable conjunction. What is said
here about time is also valid, consequently and by the same token, for history,
even if the latter can consist in repairing, with effects of conpancture (and that

o

is the world}, the temporal disjoining, “The time is out of joint™ time is disar-

ticulared, dislocated, dislodged, time is run down, On1 the TUHAMG TR down

[TFigat ef detrague |, deranged, both out of order and mad. Time 1s off ics hinges,

fime is off course, beside itself, disadjusted. Says Hamler. Who thereby opened

one of those breaches, often they are poetic and thinking peepholes {meur-

trires], through which Shakespeare will have kept watch over the English

language; at the same time he signed its body, with the same unprecedented

mq@wn of spme arrow. Now, when does Hamlet name in this way the dis-join-

.

ing of time, but also of history and of the world, the &Eo::am of things as

they are nowadays, the Ewma_:msdruﬂ of gur time, each time ours? And how

is one to translate “The time is out of joint”? A striking diversity disperses
across the centuries the translation of a masterpiece, a work of genius, a rhing

of the spirir which precisely seemns to engineer iself | ingénier]. Whether evil or

not, a genius operates, it always resists and defies after the fashion of a spectral

&z:m "The apimated work becomes that thing, the Thing that, like an elusive

e

specter, engineers [s'ingénie] a habitation without proper inhabiting, call it a

bdifiting, of both memory and Granslaton. A masterpiece always moves, by

14

is rotting or withering, there where it’s working [a marche] or not working
well, there where it’s going okay without running as it should nowadays [par les
temps qui conrent] Y Time: it is Je femps, but also Ubistosre, and it is le monde, time,
history, world.

“The time is out of joint” the translations themselves are put “out of joint.”

However correct and legitimate they may be, and whatever right one may

acknowledge them to bave, they are all disadjusted, as it were Gnjust in ‘the

gap that affects them. This gap 13 within them, to be sure, because their medi

ings remain necessarily equivocal; next it is in the relation among them and

thus in their multiplicity, and finally or first of all in the irreducible inade-

quation to the other language and to the stroke of genius of the event that
tmakes the law, to all the virtaalities of the original. The excellence of the

transiation can de nothing about it. Worse yet, and this is the whole drama,
kb AT o
it can only aggravate or seal the inaccessibility of the other language. A few

iy
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definition, in the manner of a ghost. The T hing [ Chose] haunts, for example, it

causes, it inhabits without residing, without ever mcwmcEm itself to the numer-

o et

‘ous versions of this passage, “The time is out of joint.” In their plurality, che

words of translation organize themselves, they are not dispersed at random.
They disorganize themselves as well through the very effect of the specter,
because of the Cause that is called the original and that, like all ghosts,
addresses same-ly disparate demands, which are more than contradictory. In
the French translations, the demands are distributed here, it seems, arcund

@

several major possibilities. These are types. In “The time 1s out of joint,” time
is either Je zemps itsel, the temporality of time, or else what remperality makes
possible (time as fistoire, the way things are at a certain time, the time that we
are living, nowadays, the period), or else, consequently, the mende, the world as
it turns, our world today, our today, currentness itself, current affairs: there

where it’s going okay (whither) and there where it’s not going so well, where it

French examples from among the most remarkable, irreproachable, and inter-
esting:

1. “Le temps est hors de ses gonds,” time is off its hinges.!! Yves Bonnefoy’s
translation appears to be the safest. It keeps open and suspended, it seems, as
in the epokhe of this time itself, the greatest economic potentiality of the for-
mula, More technical than organic, ethical, or political (which remains a gap),
the figure of the hinge seeins to be closest to prevailing usage and to the mul-
tiplicity of uses of the idiom that it translates.

2. “Le temps est détraqué,” time is broken down, unhinged, out of sorts.' This
is a rather risky translation: a certain usage of this French expression suggests
le tewps in the sense of the weather, rather than time.

3, “Le monde est 3 I'envers,” the world is upside down.!? This “4 lenvers” is
very close to a “de travers,” askew, that seems to be closer to the original.

4. “Cette époque est déshonorée,” this age is dishonored.'* However surprising
it may seem at first glance, Gide's reading nevertheless agrees with the wa-
dition of an idiom that, from More to Tennyson, gives an apparently more
ethical or political meaning to this expression. “Ourt of joint” would qualify the
moral decadence or corruption of the city, the dissolution or perversion of
customs. Tt is easy 1o go from disadjusted to unjust. That is our problem: how
to justify this passage from disadjusement (with its rarther more technico-onto-
logical value affecting a presence) to an injustice that would no longer be

ontological? And what if disadjustment were on the contrary the condition of
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justice? And what if this double register condensed its enigma, precisely [fuste-

ment], and potentialized its superpower in that which gives its unheard-of

force to Hamlet’s words: “The time is out of joint™ Let us not be .mﬂ%awmm

when we read that the 08D gives Hamlet's phrase as example of the ethico-

political mflection. With this example one grasps the necessity of what Austin
S

used 1o say: a dictionary of words can féver - give a definition, it only gives

owm:w.w zmm!Hrw perversion of that which, out of joint, . does not work well, does
not walk straight, or goes askew {de fravers, then, rather than 4 Senvers) can eas-
ily be seen to oppose itself as does the oblique, twisted, wrong, and crooked to
the good direction of that which goes right, straight, to the spirit of that which
orients or founds the law [/e drofr]—and sers off directly, without detour,
toward the right address, and so forth."* Hamler moreover clearly opposes the
being “out of joint” of time to its besng-right, in the right or the straight path of
that which walks upright. He even curses the fate that would have caused him
{0 be born to set nght a i

alks crooked. He curses the destiny that

. . . . ‘&-I'!lllli‘llll.-lll'..lﬂl!.il
would precisely have destined him, Hamlet, 1o do juStice, 1o put things back in .
e et

&rder, to put history, the world, the age, the time upright, on the right path, so

that, in conformity with the rule of its correct functioning, it advances straight

ahead [tout drvit|—and following the law {Je drors]. This plaintive malediction

itself appears to be affected by the torsion or the tort that it denounces,
According to a paradox that poses itself and gets carried away by itself, Hamlet
does not curse so much the corruption of the age. He curses first of all and
instead this unjust effect of the disorder, namely, the fate that would have des-
tined him, Hamlet, to put a dislocated time back on its hinges—and to put it
back right, to turn ic back over to the law. He curses his mission: to do justice

ey

. - v - ——— -+ - .
to a de-mission of time. He swears against a destiny that leads him to do jus-
et

tice for a fault, a fault of time and of the times, by rectifying an address, by

making of rectitude and right (“to set it right”) a movement of corvection, repa-

ration, restitution, vengeance, revenge, punishment. He swears against this

misfortune, and this misfortupe is unending because it is nothing other than
pe —
E:Gm: Hamlet, Hamlet is “out of joint” because he curses his own mission,
j....llll..
the punishment that consists in having to punish, avenge, exercise justice and

right in the form of reprisals; and what he curses in his mission is this expia-
tion of expiation itself; it is fivse of all that it is inborn in him, given by his birth
as much as ar his birth. Thus, it is assigned by whe (what) came before him.

Like Job (3,1), he curses the day that saw him Born: " LThe tiHié 15 BUT of Joint.

z1

»

¥ (“to set it right” is trans-

O curséd spite,/ That ever I was born to set it right!

lated as “rejointer” [Bonnefoy], “rentrer dans Pordre” [Gide], “remetre droit
1 16

[Derocquigny|, “remetere en place” [Mataplate]}.*® The fatal blow, the magic

et

wrong that would have been done at his very birth, the rﬁuo”rnw; ol an nto

s o A

¢rable perversion in the very order of his destination, is to have made hif,

PO LS
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Efamle, fo e and o e furn, for the right, i view of he right, calling him thus o

\l..t...x‘i!
put ot time on the right path, fo do right ta readerjustice, and to redress histo-
R

17, ~the wrong [tort] of history. A\ There is tragedy, there is essence of the :.,mm_n
¥

only on the condition of this ortginarity, more precisely of this pre-originary
and properly spectral anteriority of the crime—the crime of the other, a mis-

Jeed whose event and reality, whose truth can nevet presens themselves in flesh
and blood, but can only allow themselves to be presumed, reconstricted, fan-
tasized, One does not, for all that, bear any less of a responsibility, beginning at
birth, even if it is only the responsibility to repair an evil at the very moment
R which no one can admit it except in a self-confession that conjesses ife oTber,
45 1 that amounted to the same w..wnm\lamﬁ curses the destiny that would have
Jestined him to be the man of right, precisely [ ustement], as if he were cursing
the right or the law itseif that has made of him a righter of wrongs, the one

A IR BT

who, like the right, can only come aftter the crime, or simply affer. that s, in 2

necessarily second generation, originarily late and therefore destined to inber-
e

s with [sexpliguer avee] some
i One never inherits without COMINg to_term {sexplig ]

specter, and therefore with more than one specter. With the fault but also the

fBjunction of more #han gpe. That is the originary wrong, the birth wound from
which he suffers, a bottomless wound, an irreparable tragedy, the indefinite
malediction that marks the history of the law or history as jaw: that ime is

“cut of joint” is what is also attested by birth itself when it dooms someone

to be the man of right and law only by becoming an inheritor, redresser of

oy, FRRE
e peieal
panckf
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wrongs, that 1%, only by castgating, punishing, killing. The malediction would Mxﬂm\ s
g,
be insenbed n the law 1tself: 1n 1ts ?:amnozm bruising oEm:Q A

f right or ﬂmé stems from vengeancs, ‘Mm Hamtlet seems to complain that it
e
acmmt[wmwo? Nietzsche, before Ioammmnn before Wm:_ma:milﬂmw one not
e sty

.Homn: for a justice that one day, a day belonging ro longer 1o _dmno@. & quast-
messianic day, would finally be removed from the mmﬁ::w of vengeance?
Botrer at its sources And is
Better than removed: infinitely foreign, heterogeneous at its SOUre

this day before us, to come, or more ancient than memory itself? Ificis diffi-

cult, in truth impossible, zoday, to decide berween these two hypotheses, itis
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precisely because “The time is out of joint™ such would be the originary cor-
ruption of the day of today, or such would be, as well, the malediction of the
dispenser of justice, of the day I saw the light of day. Is it impossible to gather
under a single roof the apparently disordered plurivocity (which is itself “out
of joint”} of these interpretations? [s it possible to find a rule of cohabitation
under such a roof, it being understood that this house will always be haunt-
ed rather than inhabited by the meaning of the original? This is the stroke of
genius, the insignia trait of spirit, the signature of the Thing “Shakespeare™
to authorize each one of the translations, to make them possible and intelli-
gible without ever being reducible to them. Their adjoining would lead back

it - S
to what—in honor, dignity, good aspect, high renown, title or name, titling

_mm:::moﬁ the estimable in general, even the just, if rot the right—is always

nif

i/ supposed by ‘_&o::mm, by Eoﬁm_.zn:_.:mﬁ_ gathering up of oneself, ormamzm@
pALEALE -

Mw\m:m.‘_ﬁ:; responsibifity.”” But if adjoining in general, if the joining of the %joint” sup-

= P

paxg, S poses first of all the adjoining, the correctness {justesse], or the justice of time,
IS\

the being-with-cneself or the congord of ume, what happens when ome ilelf

.. . .o . - - - . - PR
gets “out of joint,” dis-jointed, disadjusted, disharmonic, discorded, or unjust?
e hireanen.

Ana-chronigne?

What does wof happen in this anachrony! Perhaps “the time,” time itself,
precisely, always “our time,” the epoch and the world shared among us, ours
every day, nowadays, the present as our present. Especially when “things are
not guing well” among us, precisely [justement}: when “things are going badly,”

when ir's not working, when things are bad. Bur with the other, is not this dis-

juncture, this dis-adjustment of the “ic’s going badly” necessary for the good, or

at Jeast the just, to be announced? [s not disjuncture the very possibility of the

other? How 1o distinguish between two disadjustments, between the disjunc-

- et A o . I3
ture of the unjust and the one that opens up the infinite asymmetry of the

relation to the other, that is to say, the place for justice? Not for calculable

And distributive justice. Not for law, for the calculation of restitution, the econ-

omy of vengeance or punishment (FoT if Hamfersaragedy ol vesgeancs

punishment in the triangle or circle of an Oedipus whe would have taken an
additional step into repressicn—~Freud, Jones, and so forth—one must still
think the possibility of 1 step beyond repression: there is a beyond the econo-
my of repression whose law impels it to gxeeed itself, of ifselfin the course of a
history, be it the history of theater or of politics between Oedipus Rex and

Hamier). Not for calculable equality, therefore, not for the symmetrizing and

PG #

synchronic accountability or imputability of subjects or objects, not for a ren-

deving justice that would be limited to sanctioning, to restituting, and (o doing
3%9 But for justice as incalculability of the gift and singularity of the an-eco-
nomic ex-position o others. “The relation o others—that 1s to say, justice,”

writes Lévinas.® Whether he knows it or not, Hamlet is speaking in the space

v AL A g

opened up by this question—the appeal of the pift, singularity, the coming of

the event, the excessive or exceeded relation to the other—when he declares
\1!]:'1'[‘!"
“The time is out of joint.” And this question is no longer dissociated from all
those thas Hamlet ,_:E.mr}iqrmm such_rhar of the specter-Thing and of the

King, that of the event, of present-being, and of what there is o be, o sof, what

there is 7o do, which means so think, 1o make do or to let do, 1o make or to let
ther-

come, or to give, even if it be death. How does the concern with what #heye is to
Feintersect, in order perhaps t exceed it, with the logic of vengeance or right?

A trajectory that is necessarily without heading and without assurance, The

i —

trajectory of a precipitation toward which trembles, vibrates, at once orients and
disosients itself the question that is here addressed to us under the name or mn
the name of justice, surely a problematic translation of Diké One of the most
sensitive, though certainly not the only, places today for this singular topelo-
gy would be perhaps Der Spruch des Anaximander. Heidegger there interprets
Diké as joining, adjoining, adjustment, articulation of accord or harmony, Frg,
Fuge (Die Fuge ist der Fug). Insofar as it is thought on the basis of presence (als
Anwesen gedachs), Diké harmoniously conjoins, in some way, the joining and the
accord. Adikia to the contrary: it is at once what is disjointed, undone, twisted
and out of line, in the wrong of the injust, or even in the error of stupidity.””
Let us note in passing that mir Fug und Recht commonly means “within
rights,” “rightfully,” “rightly” versus “wrongly” The German equivalent of
“out of joint,” in the sense of disarticulated, dislocated, undone, beside itseif,
deranged, off its hinges, disjointed, disadjusted, is aus den Fugen, aus dere Frugen
geben. Now, when Heidegger insists on the necessity of thinking Diéz on this
side of, before, or at a distance from the juridical-moral determinations of jus-
tice, he finds in his language, with the expression “aus den Fugen,” the
multiple, collected, and suspended virtualities of “The time is out of joint™

something in the present is not going well, it is not going as i« gught to go.

The word a-dikia immediately suggests that Jik# is absent [wegbleibs]. We
are accustomed (o translate 47k as right [Reehr]. The translations of the
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fragment [des Spruches, ie. of Anaximander] even use “penalties” to
translate “right” If we resist our own juridical-moral notions, (Furistich-
moralischen Vorstellungen], if we restrict ourselves to what comes to
language, then we hear that wherever adikisz rules all is not right
with things [dass e, wo sie waltet, nichr mit rechien Dingen zugebt]. That
means something is ot of joint {erwas ist gus dew Fuger). Bur of whar are
we speaking? Of whar is present, lingering awhile [Vom ge-weilig
Amwesenden) * v

Ttis important to recall here, regarding the translacion of “e-weilig® (“linger-
ing awhile”} that Heidegger's meditative writing no doubt passes through this
determination of the present (dwwerend) as se-weilig (of the moment, of the
epoch, each time, and so forth), as well as chrough this indispensable artribu-
tion as Heile {moment, passing moment, lapse of time) or weilen (to stay, linger,
remain). Bue still more important here appears to be the interpretation of
weiler a passage, to be sure, and thus by definition a trangitory moment, bug
whose transition comes, if one can say that, from the future. It has its prove-
nance in what, by essence, has not yet come-from [provenu], still less come
about, and which therefore remains to come. The passage of this tme of the
present comes from the future to go toward the past, roward the going of the
gone [Len allé] ( Das Weilen ist dev Ubergang aus Kunft zu Gang. Das Anwesende ist
das Fe-weilige).” Heidegger continues: “But where are there jointures in what is
present? Or where is there even one jointure { oy etne Fage)? How can what is
present [dus Anwesende] without jointure be adikon, out of joint [aus der Fugel™
One may, as the translator did here, translate Heidegger, the reader of
Anaximander, into the language of Hamlet: how is it possible, that which is?
Namely, how is it possible that the present, and therefore time, be out ofjoint?
The rest of the interpretation cannot be reconstituted here. It would deserve
long and minute approaches. Let us indicate merely a reading hypothesis and
the principle of a question. Would the Spruch of Anaximander signify that to
the presence of the present, to the eon of the conia belongs the adikia, the dis-
jointure, which is most often translated, as Nietzsche did in this case, by
injustice { Ungerechtigkeit? Can one conclude from this that there was a “pes-
simism” or “nihilism” in the Greek experience of Being? Heidegger doubts
it. To nihilistic pessimism, as well as to optimism, he opposes the “trace” of
the “tragic,” of an essence of the tragic (we are never far from Oecdipus and

Hamlet) that cannot be explained in an “esthetic” or “psychological” fash-

22 ywhich also means, for Heidegger, in a psychoanalyric fashion. Beyond

Womn 3 . 1 -
che esthetico-psychoanalytic, this trace of the tragic calls us to thinking, on

the hasis of the interpretation of the Being of being, the didonai diken.. .#”q
adibias? What is this gift of the Dik# What is this justice beyond right® Does it

come along SIMply to compensate a Wrong, restitute something due, w do

“TEht OF ¢ nply to render justice or, on the con-
:mrﬂ or do justice? Does it come along simply

trary, to give beyond the due, the debt, the crime, or the faule? Does it come

ki

EMEW to repair injusgce (adikig) Or.moIs precisely o nm.iz,:wm% af it fe
» U

the m_v_c::c? of the present time (“to set it right” as Hamlet said);

The disjointure in the very presence of the present, this sort of non-con-

temporaneity of present time with itself (this n&?&. ::mmﬁrmwvm or this
anachrony on the basis of which we are trying here to Q.E.N.@ the m.?& 18, NMH.&-
ing to Heidegger, “said and not said” by the fragment .Q Anaximander.

A To be sure, it says “without equivocadon” (efndentig) that the present {das
Anwesende), as present, is in adikia, that is, as Heidegger translates,”* deranged,
off its hinges, out of joine (aus der Fage). The present is what mm%omu .m:w present
comes to pass [se passe, it lingers in this transitory ﬁmwmmmm. { %%S»E the ncEi)
ing-and-going, berween what goes and what comes, in the middle of whar leaves
and what arrives, at the articulation between what absents itself and é:,mﬁ mnmw
sents itself, x§5\vaﬁ.w<®¢3 arriculaces ...::w_.::q_: wrm. .._.D:_..mw mhﬁ.»ndwmwﬁow ?&m
Fuge) according to which the two movements are m&.cEmg ( m&w@. 5 aw%mnto
(Anwesen) 1s enjoined {verfigr), ordered, distpibuted in the fwo a_nmn:w:m Ww
absence, at the articularion of what is no longer and what is E.u_“ %mﬂ.. To join
and azwoms.ﬁhwmm thinking of the jointure is also a thinking of ::E._nconw

B, And yet, declaring this “without equivocation,” the Spruch also m.&\.m moam;
thing else-—or it only says this on condition. It would name the disjointure

(adikid) or the “injustice” of the present only in order to say thas it is necessary
didonai diken. (The duty or the debt of the “It is necessary” is perhaps excessive,
even if Nietzsche translates: Sie miissen Busze zablen, they must pay mm:m_@,v
In any case, it is clearly a matter of giving, Of giving Dike Not of rendering jus-
tice, to render it in tecurn by means of punishment, payment, or expiation, as
one most often translates (Nietzsche and Diels). There is first of all a gift with-
out restitution, without calculation, without accountability. Heidegger thus
rémoves such a gift from any horizon of culpability, of debt, of right, and ﬁwmw“
perhaps, of duty. He would especially like to wrest it away from that exper-

156 i > 5 maing ini those who
ence of vengeance whose ides, he says, remaing “the opinion of
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equate the Just (das Gerechre) with the Avenged.(das Geriichee).” {(Which, let us
say in passing, would surely not in the least disqualify, in this case or in others,
a reading, for example in Hamlet, of the lagic of vengeance, whether psycho-
analytic or not, and wherever it remains so powerful. All the same, without
depriving it of its pertinence, this other reading causes to appear precisely its

economic closure, even its circular fatality, the very limit that makes possi-

ble the pertinence or correctness of this interpretation; this larter limic
prevents one in fact from understandiag the very things which it wants to
explain: tragedy, precisely [justement], the hestitation to rake revenge, the delib-
eration, the non-naturality or the non-automaticity of the calculation:
neurosis, if you like.) The question of justice, the one that always carries
beyond the law, is no longer separated, in its necessity or in its aporias, from
that of the gift. Heidegger interrogates the paradox of this gift without debt
and Without guilt in a movement that [ have evoked elsewhere.?® He then
wonders in fact, following the traces of Plotinus whom he does not name here,
or hardly ever: is it pussible to give what one does not have? “What does ‘give’
mean here? How should whatever lingers awhile, whatever comes to pres-
ence in disjunction, be able to give jointure [Wie solf das Fe-weilige, das in der
Un-Fuge west, Fage geben kinnen]? Can it give what it doesn’t have? [Kann ex geben,
was es nicht hat?] IF i gives anything at all, doesn't it give jointure away?"?’
Heidegger’s answer: giving rests here only in presence {Anwesen), it does not
signify simply to give away (weggeben) but, more originarily, to accord, thag is
here, 2ugeben which most often indicates addition, even excess, in any case
that which is offered in supplement, over and abave the market, off trade, with-
out exchange, and it is said sometimes of a musical or poetic work. This
offering is supplementary, but without raising the stakes, although i is neces-
sarily excessive with regard to the giving away or a privation that would
separate one from what one might have. The offering consists in leaving: in
leaving to the other what properly belongs to him or her (Solches Geben ldsst
elnem anderen das gehoren, was als Gebiriges ibm elgnel], Now, Heidegger then
specities, what properly (eignet) belongs to a present, be it to the present of
the othes, to the present as the other, is the jointure of its lingering awhile, of
its time, of its moment (die Fuge seiner Weile). What the one does not have, what
the one therefore does not have to pive away, but what the one gives to the
other, over and above the market, above market, bargaining, thanking, com-

merce, and commodity, is to leave to the other this accord with himsell that is
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proper to him (1hm eignet) and gives him presence. If one still translates Diké

with this word “justice,” and if, as Heidegger does, Dike w.m ﬁwc.amﬁm on the vmmw
of Being as presence, then it would turn out that “justice” is first o_,, all, an

Tinally, and especially properly, the jointure of 9.@ mn..noa” the proper %Eﬁ:d o)
the other given by one who does not have it. Injustice would be the méoz.ﬁwm
or disjoining (let us quote again: “Dike, aus dew ,w_wna,&_w. Anwesen gedache, ist dev
ugend-figende Fug, Adikia, dic Un-Fuge, ist dev Un-Fug’). .

This is where our question would come in. Has not Heidegger, as he always
does, skewed the asymmetry 7 favor of what he in effect interprets as the WOVE‘
sibility of faveritself, of the accorded favor, namely, c.m H_wm accord that gat m?
or collects while harmonizing { Fersammlung, Fug), be it in the mwgm:mmm of dif-
ferents or of disagreements [4ifférends], and before the &Sﬁrwma. of ? &ﬁ.émam
Once one has recognized the force and the necessity of thinking justice on
the basis of the gift, that is, beyond right, calculation, and nw::wﬁ..nﬁ once
one has recognized therefore the necessity A,&H.Sewh Joree, ?.nn._maq Lustement],
S\.:wccﬂ necessity, perhaps, and without law) of thinking the Ew to the other a8

mmw o that which one does not have and which thus, paradoxically, ﬂ.umb only
e bk ot belong to the other, is there nota risk of inscribing this whole
HMMMWH@E of justice under the sign of presence, be it of the presence 10 mean-

i 5 ing i sence, of Being as presence
ing of the Anmwesen, of the event as coming into presence, gasp

joined to itself, of the proper of the other as presence? As the presence of HwM
received present, yes, but appropriable as the mmB.m .ﬁ.ﬁ therefore mm%m__”m

together? Beyond right, and still more heyond ::,_m:,_f.uj heyond mara .,Jm
and sill more beyond moralism, does not justice as relation to the other sup-
pose on the contrary the irreducible excess of a disjointure or an _anachrony,

some Un-Fige, Fjoint” distocation i i in time trself, a
some Un-Fuge, some “out of joint” dislocation in Being and \

I’Ilal!’llh{lilll"ll-‘l . N . . N " " " ) ..
disjoinrare that, in always risking the evil, expropriaton, and injustice {adikia)

AgaTIRTWhTCH THere IS (10 calculable instirance, would alone be able o do justice
or 10 render pastice o the other as other? A ..mmmﬂm that would not .mEa.Em: cwmw 10
action and a rendering that would not come down just ©o nmng.zou.u. m.o put
iTT66 quickly and to formalize in the extreme the mﬁmw.ﬁw :E.w, in this inter-
pretation of the Un-Fug (whether or not it is on the basis of wﬁa.m as wwnmm:nm
and the property of the proper), would be played out the am_mmow of mmnow-
struction to the possibility of justice, the relation of deconstruction (insofar
as it proceeds from the irreducible possiblity of the Un-Fug and the anachron-

ic disjointure, insofar as it draws from there the very resource and ibjunction




of its reaffirmed affirmation) to what must {without debt and withour duty) be

s

vﬂw _ rendered to the singularity of the other, to his or her absolute precedence or to
M@Mw " RorRer absolute previousness, T to the heterogenelty of a pre-, which, to be
6 REE~ suTe, Teans what comes before me, before any present, thus betore any wmwﬁ

RRE - @R#E but also what, Tor that very reason, comes rom the future or mw@smqn
& NESS

‘as the very coming of the eventqlhe necessary disjointure, the de-totalizing
AL

Lhowen
. Mﬁ.ﬁh w " condition of justice, 1s indeed here that of the present—apd by the same token
ceune u?  the very condition of the present and of the presence of the present. "This is

oy - . v - .
ML qw where deconstruction would always begin to take shape as the thinking of the
A —— - S—
siace  gift and OF URdECORSTTUCTIDIE JUSTICE, The Tndeconstructbie condition of any
e o g,
deconstruciion, o be sure, but d conuition (Hat 15 1tsell oz deconstruction and

oy

e

remains, and must remain (that is the injuncton) in the disjointure of the Un-
Sl

Fug, Otherwise it rests on the good conscience of having done one’s duty, it
Ty
Toses the chance of the future, of the promise or the appeal, of the desire also
b - —
(that s ies * ‘own” possibility), of thisjdesert-like messianismj(withour content

mma without identifiable messiah, of this tvcw%gbn\ Qmmmﬂw “desercin the

mmvwﬁ that we will talk abous Jater (p, 167), one desert signaling toward the
—

cﬁrma abyssal and chaotic desert, if chaos describes first of all the immensity,

excessiveness, disproportion. in the gaping hole of the open mouth—-in the
L

waiting or calling for what we have nicknamed here without knowing the
I

Hnﬁmwmic. the coming of the other, the absolute and unpredictable singulari-
T

ty of the arrivant as justice. We believe that this messianic remains an meffaceable
i ————

Eﬁwfkm mark one neither can nor should efface——of Marx’s legacy, and

LT ALH ,,w\
Lovop il L.
Ly wie
iﬁvnuw frud

v 98 IR

&ocvﬁmn% of inberiting, of the experience of inheritance in general. O%QEE@

one 1e would reduce the event-ness of the event, the singularity and the alterfty”

of the other. V

u\llr'l‘nl-!lll . . . .
Otherwise justice rzsks b

‘idical-moral rules,

norms, or representations, within an inevitable totalizing horizon q:oqumE

of adequate restitution, expiation, or reappropriation). Heidegger runs this

risk, despite so many necessary precautions, when he gives priority, as he

_ému\w does, to gathering and to the same (Fervamminng, Fuge, legein, and so

forth) over the disjunction implied by my address to the other, over the inter-
el

raption commanded by respect which Tommands it 1n turn, over a difference

whose uniqueness, disseminated 1n the inpumerable charred fragments of thé

perhaps, beyond good and evil, only the necessity of the worst. A necessity

—

Pay

éocwm happen otherwise and thus also happens, like a specter, in that which does

not w%mo: Hamlet could never know the peace of a “good ending™ in any

wase irt the theater and in history. To be “out of joint,” whether it be present  4gcrga
Piy e Ty

A ————————

Being o present time, can do harm and do evil, it is no doubt the very possi-

-

that would not (even) be a fared one,
——

Injunctions and sworn faith: that is what we are trying to think here. We

ought to try to understand together, to adjoin, if Glie prefers, two signs in one,

a double sign. Hamiet declares “The time is out of joint” precisely at the

moment of the oath, of the injunction to swear, to swear fogether [conjurer], at

the moment in which the specter, who 1y always a sworn conspirator [eonuré|,

one more time, from beneath, from beneath the earth or beneath the stage,

has just ordered: “Swear” And the sworn conspirators swear together (“ They

sawear” ).

A We are stili in the process of reading, in a certain way, “Marx’s Three Voices.”

Let us not forget them. Blanchot reminds us that we are asked by them, in the

first place, to think the “holding together” of the disparate itself. Not to main-
N . ‘g
tain together the disparate, but to put ourselves there where the disparate

ieself holds together, without wounding the dis-jointure, the dispersion, or the
PSS A

difference, without effacing the heterogeneity of the other. We are asked
ettt PR

{enjoined, perhaps) to turn ourselves over o the future, 1o join oc&a?nw Shra

we, there where the m:mmnm? is rarned over to this singular j

concept or certainty of determination, without knowledge, without or before

the synthetic junction of the conjunction and the disjuncton. The alliance of

a reoining without conjoined mate, without organizaton, without party, with;

out nation, without State, witheat.propesty (the “communisie” thar we will

later nickname the new Internatdonal). >

One question is #az_yer posed. Not as such. It is hidden racher by the philo-
sophical, we will say more precisely ontological response of Marx himself. Tt
responds to what we are naming here—Blanchot does not do so—the spirit or
the specter. Hidden question, we said, for a time and to a certain degree, to

be sure. But all these words are treacherous: perhaps it is no longer at ail a

Bility of evil. But without the opening of this possibility, there remains,

WFT {E,wrv
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mvmom:nm mixed in with nr@ﬂﬁzmmimﬁ_: mever be assured in the One. Which,

Eoﬂmoﬁn never fails to happen also, but it happens ondy 1n the trace of what™

g
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matter of a question and we are aiming instead at another structure of “pre-

9 . 3 nor . . e .
sentation,” in a gesture of thinking or writing, not the measure of a certain
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time. The thing happens, it ought to happen there where Blanchot speaks of
an “absence of question,” the full measure that dispenses with the void, the

too-fir]l made to avoid the void:

Giving a response—alienation, the primacy of need, history as process of
material practice, the total man—it nevertheless leaves undetermined
or undecided the questions to which it responds: depending on how
today’s or yesterday’s readers formulate differently that which, according
to them, should take place in such an absence of the question—thus fill-
ing in a void that ought racher 1o be increasingly emptied out—this form
of Marx’s speech is interpreted here as humanism, or even historicism,
there as atheism, sntihemanism, or even nihilism. (Pp. 18-19)

Let us transiate into this language of Blanchot the hypothesis we are ven-
turing to put forward here: opened with Marx’s signature as a question, but
also as a promise or an appeal, the spectrality whose “logic” we are going to
analyze will have been covered over (“filling in a void,” as Blanchot says, there
where the void “ought rather to be increasingly emptied out”) by Marx’s eno-
logical response. ‘The response of Marx himself for whom the ghost must be
nothing, nothing period (non-being, non-effectivity, néon-life) or nothing
imaginary, even if this nothing takes on a body, a certain body, that we wiil
approach later. But also the response of his “Marxist” successors wherever
they have drawn, practically, concretely, in a terribly effective, Emwm.:ﬁ and
immediate fashion, its political consequences (at the cost of milfions and mil-
lions of supplementary ghosts who will keep on protesting in us; Marx had

his ghosts, we have ours, but memories ng longer recogpize such borders; by

definition, they pass through walls, these revemants, day and night, thev trick

consciousness and skip generatigns).

meﬁ:nﬁm 1o spell it out here, therefore, mm: less to insist on it too heavily:
id or fi i

%m right of this pecessity ro “empry out’ Ennmmemmg mun_ to deconstruct the

philosophical responses that consist in mfelizin ing in the space of the

question or in denying its possibility, in flecing from the very thing it will have

allowed one to glimpse. On the contrary, it is a matter there of an ethical and

political imperative, an appeal as unconditional as the appeal of thinking from

which it is not separated. It is 2 matter of the injunction itself—if there is one.
What also resonates in “Marx’s three voices” is the appeal or the political

injunction, the pledge or the promise (the oath, if one prefers: “swear!”), the

Mttt
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originary performativiry that does not conform to preexisting conventions,

unjike all the performatives analyzed by the theoreticians of speech acts, but

—
whose force of rupture produces the institution or the constitution, the faw

Loy . " -
Tself, which is to say also the meaning that appears to, that ought to, or that

appears to have to guarantee 1t in recurn. Violence of the law before the law

and before meaning, violence that interrupts time, disarticulates it, dislodges

i@

it, dispiaces it out of its natural fodging: “out of joint.” It is there that differ-

ance, if it remains irreducible, irreducibly required by the spacing of any

promise and by the future-to-come that comes to open it, does not mean only

(as some people have too often believed and so naively) deferral, lateness,

delay, postponement. In the incoercible differance the here-now upfurls.

Without lateness, without delay, but without presence, it is the precipitation of

an absolute singularity, singular because differing, precisely [sustement], and

ajways other, binding itself necessarily to the form of the Instant, in imminence

and 11 greency; mmwm it maves

[gage] (promise, engagement, injunction and response to the injunction, and
50 ESEQJrn pledge is given here and now, even before, perhaps, a decision

confirms it It thus responds without delay to the demand of justice. The latter

by v definition is impatient, uncompromising, and unconditional. d

(No differance without alterity, no alterity without singularity, no singular-

ity without here-now.

(Why insist on imminence, on urgency and injunction, on all that which in
them does not wait? In order to try to remove what we are going to say from
what risks happening, if we judge by the many signs, to Marx’s work today,
which is to say also to his injunction. What risks happening is that one will
try to play Marx off against Marxism so as to neutralize, or at any rate muffle
the political imperative in the untroubled exegesis of a classified work. One
can sense a coming fashion or stylishness in this regard in the culture and
more precisely in the university. And what is there to worry about here? Why
fear what may also become a cushioning operation? This recent stereotype
would be destined, whether one wishes it or not, ro depoliticize profoundly

the Marxist reference, to do its best, by @Emmm on a tolerant face, to neutralize

a potential force, first of all by enervating a corpus, by silencing in it the revolt

Eﬁ return is acceptable provided that the revols, which initially E%ﬁh cmma-

ing, indigpadon, insurrection, revolutionary momentum, does not come back].
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People would be ready to accept the return of Marx or the return to Marx,
on the condition that a silence is maintained about Marx’s injunction not juse
to decipher bus o act and to make the deciphering [the interpretation] into a
transformation that “changes the world” In the name of an old concept of
reading, such an ongoing neutralization would attempt to conpure away a dan-
ger: now that Marx is dead, and especially now that Marxism seems to be in

. e
rapid decomposition, some people seem to say, we are going to be able to con-

ut being bothered—Dby the Marxists and, why

cern ourselves with Mar.
not, by Marx himself, thatis, by a ghost that goes on speaking. We'll treat him

calmly, objectively, wichout bias: according to the academic TUIES 11 the

G..m:mﬂﬁ.m:ﬁ in the library, in colloquial We'll do 1t systemarically, by respecting

P

the norms of hermeneutical, phifological, philosophical exegesis. If one lis-

téns closely, one already hears whispered: “Marx, you see, was despite
everything & philosopher like any other; what is more [and one can say this
now that so many Marxists have fallen silent], he was a grear-philosopher who
deserves to figure on the list of those works we assign for study and from
which he has been banned for o long.*’ He doesn’t belong to the commu-
nists, to the Marxists, to the parties, he ought to figure within cur mam& canon

of Western politeal philosophy. R

great philosopher.” We have heard this and we will hear it again.

It 1s something altogether other that T wish to attempt here as I tarn or
return to Marx. It is “something other” to the point that I will have occasion
instead, and this will not be only for lack of time and space, to insist even more
on what commands us today, without delay, to do everything we can so as to
avoid the neutralizing anesthesia of a new theoreticism, and to prevent a
philosophico-philological return to Marx from prevailing. Let us spell things
out, let us insist: to do everything we can so thatit does not prevail, but not o
avoid its taking place, because it remains just as necessary. This will cause me,
for the moment, to give priority to the political gesture I am making here, at
the opening of a colloquium, and to leave more or less in the state of a pro-
gram and of schematic indications the work of philosophical exegesis, and all
the “scholarship” that this “position-taking,” today, still requires.)

But the here-now does not fold back into immediacy, or into the reappropri-

able identity of the present, even less that of self-presence. Although “appeal,”

Wl

“Wiolence,” “rupture,” “imminence,” and “urgency” are Blanchot’s words in

che following paragraph, the demand that he says is “always present” must
implicitly, it seems to us, find itself affected by the same rupture .E...ﬂ.v..m same

dislocation, the same “shert circuit” It can never be always present, it can be,
...1....|l|l.l..l|.....||
%@ if there is any, it can be only possible, it must even remain a can-be or maybe

in oaﬁ to remain a demand. Ptherwise it would become presence again, that

is, i&%mﬁnﬁ existence, essence, permanence, and not at all the evcessive demand

or urgency that Blanchot speaks of so correctly [sustement|. The “permanent

fevolution” supposes the rupture of that which links permanence to substan-

Tial presence, and more generally to ali onto-logy:

The second voice is politicak: it is brief and direct, more than brief and
more than direct, because it short-circuits every voice. It no longer car-
ries 2 meaning, but a call, a violence, a decision of rupture. It says nothing
strictly speaking, it is the urgency of what it announces, bound t© an
impatient and always excessive demand, since excess is its only measure:
thus calling to the struggle and even (which is what we hasten tw forget)
postulating “revolutionary terror,” recommending “permanent revolu-
fion,” and always designating the revolution not as a final necessity, but as
jmminence, since it 1s the characteristic of the revolution, if it cﬁﬁ:a
Traverses time, to offer no delay, giving itself to be lived as ever-present

demand,”
“This was manifest, and in a suiking mannes, during May 68. (F. 19)

[Blanchot's note]

Blanchot names finally the necessary dispunction of Marx’s languages, their
non-contemporaneity with themselves. That they are “disjoined,” and firsc of
all in Marx himself, must neither be denied, reduced, nor even deplored.
What one must constantly come back to, here as elsewhere, concerning this
text as well as any other (and we still assign here an unlimited scope to this
value of text) is an irreducible heterogeneity, an internal untranslatability in
some way. It does not necessarily signify theoretical weakness or inconsisten-

cy. The lack of a system is not a fault there. On the contrary, heterogeneity

opens things up, it lets itself be opened up by the very effraction of that which
e,

unfurls, comes, and TEmMains 1o coine—singulary from the other, MSB would

be neither injunction nor promise withour this disjuncgionj Bianchot insisred

upon this at the time (between 1968 and 1971, therefore) in order to issue a
warning not against knowledge but against scientistic ideology that often, in
the name of Science or Theory as Science, had attempted to unify or to puri-

fy the “good” text of Marx. If Blanchot seems to agree here with certain
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Althusserian motifs, he is already warning against the risk that, according o

him, was inherent in them:

The third voice is the indirect one (thus the fengthiest), that of scientif-
ic discourse. On this account, Marx is honored and recognized by other
representatives of knowledge. He is thus a man of science, Bwvom.mm to
the ethics of the scholar, agrees to submit himself to any and all critical
revision. ... Still, Capiral is an essentially subversive work. Not so much
because it would lead, by means of scientific objectivity, to the peces-
sary consequence of revolution; rather it is because it includes, without
formulating it o much, a mode of theoretical thinking that overmurns
the very idea of science. Acrually, neither science nor thinking n:%_,mmm
fram Marx’s work intact. This must be taken in the strongest sense, Uras-
much as science is designated there as radical transformation of ftself,
as theory of a mutation always in play within practice, just as, in this
practice, the mutation s always theoretical. {P. 19.)

This other thinking of knowledge, if  can put it that way, does not exclude sci-

——

cnce. Butit overmurns and overflows its received idea. Blanchot recognizes in
This “ihe example of Marx.” Why example? We will ask even before knowing
why “the example of Marx.” Before quoting again, let us insist on this point.
An example afways carries beyond itself, it thereby opens up a testamentary

dimension. The example is first of all for others, and beyond the self.

Sometimes, perhaps always, whoever gives the example is not equal to the
example he gives, even e does everything to follow it in advance, “to learn
how to live,” as we were saying, imperfect example of the example he gives—
hich he gives by giving then what he has not and even what he is not. For
this reason, the exampte thus disjoined separates enough from itselfor from
whoever gives it so as to be no longer or not yet example for itself. We do not
have to solicit the agreement of Marx—who died to this even befare being
Tond—in order to inherit it: o inberit this or that, thi . 1
comes 1o us nevertheless by him, through him if not from him. And we do not

have to suppose that Marx was in agreement with himself. (“What is certain s
Fat T am not a Marxist,” he is supposed to have confided to Engels. Must we

still cite Marx as authority in order to say likewise?) For Blanchot does not

e

hesitate to suggest that Marx bad difficulty living with this disjunction of the

injunctions within him and with the fact tirat they were mnirasisiatabie It each

other. How is one to receive, how is one to understand a speech, how s one to
i il i I 1 tself? This
berit it when it does not let 1sel] be fansiated fromn 1Lseil 1o AseRs 2 HE

Beig) 25

may appear impossible. And, we have to acknowledge, it is probably impossi-
ble. But since this sums up perhaps the strange subject of this lecture devoted
s

to the specters of Marx, as well as the avowed distortion of its axtom, permut

me then to turn the objection around. Guaranteed translatability, given homo-

geneity, systematic coherence in their absolute forms, this is surely (certainly,

‘S

a priori and not probably) what renders the injunction, the inheritance, and

e future—in a word the other——impaccible, There must be dispunction, inter-

ruption, the heterogeneous if at least theve must be, if theve must be a chance given

#H ”

to any “there must be” whatsoever, be it beyond dury.”’

Once again, here as elsewhere, wherever deconstruction is at stake, it would

be a matter of linking an m&.%xﬁam.mm%w: particular a political one), if there is

amy, to the mwvmammnmﬂom.HF.M@ESEZMWMéwwn_mmm: only be a radical experi-

ence of the perbaps,

So, once again, Blanchot; and in this very powerful ellipsis, in this almost
tacir declaration, 1 take the liberty of underlining a few words there where
Blanchot only underlines, but significantly, the words “multiple” and “at
once,” that is, at the sign of the contradiction without contradiction, of the
non-dialectical {or *almost” non-dialecticaly difference that rans through and

is at work in every injunction:

Let us not develop these remarks any furcher here. The example of Marx
helps us to undesstand that the voice of writing, a voice of unceasing _
contestation, yrust constantly develop itself and breaF el Tut0 Fltiple
forms. The communist voice is always e omce tacit and violeng, political
ang scholarly, direct, indirect, tofal and fragmeuncary, lengthy and almort
instaneaneous, Marx coes not live comfortably with this plurality of lan-
mﬂmw.mw.mmmm.m.mm always colliding and dispoiring with each other in him.
Even if these [4NgUEges SEEM 10 Converge toward the same end, they could
not Se retransiated tlo each other, and their Aeterogenetry, the divergence or
P, The distapce that decenters them, renders them non-coatempora-
n&ous. In producing an effece of irreducible distortion, they oblige those
wio have to withstand the reading (the practice} of them to submit
themselves to an ceaseless recasting.

The word “science”™ is becorning again 2 key word. Ler's admit it. But
lat us remember that although there may be sciences, there is pot yet
science, because the scientificity of science always remains dependent
on ideology, an ideology that no particular science, be it human science,
is abie to reduce today; and on the other hand, let us remember that no
writer, even if he is a Marxist, can turn himself over to writing as to a
kind of knowledge... (P. 1920} |
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So, more than thirty years ago, already, Blanchot wrote “The End of
Philosophy.” At that time, in 1959, funerary note already echoed there—
crepuscular, spectral, and %Qm?ﬁ%nmcﬁmoﬁcm&. wnlmsm:ﬂmmmoam@# 18

indeed a question of the phitosophical “spirit™ its very process consists of vis-

UG

BTy REading the march at the moment of 1ts " disappearance aRd i “putting

firthEgFound,” it consists of leading its own fanera) procession and of mwising

EalFim the course of this march, of hoping at least to right iself agdin so as to
stand up {“resurrection,” “exaltation”). This wake, this joyous death watch of
philosophy is the double moment of a “promotion” and of a “death of philos-

ophy,” 4 promotion in death. Tere 1s philosophy-—and is this absolutely

Pl s et .
pews —becoming its own revenant; it itself haunts 1ts OWn places more than it
i

inhabits them. And philosophy, of course, is always more than philosophy:

This promotion of philosophy, which has become the all-powerful force
o eTTOTId AR the sape of our desuny, can only coincide with its dis-
%an&:ﬁ announcing at least the beginning of its parfing in the grotind.
TTves death of philosophrwould belong, therefore, 10 oL philesophical time.
H..mwiwﬂwﬁy does not date from 1917, nor even from 1857, the udm:,.mn
which Mars, as if performing a casnival test of strength, would have over-
rorned the system. For the last century and a half, with his name as with
that of Hegel, Nietzsche, and Heidegger, it is philosophy itself that has
been affirming or realizing its own end, whether ic understands that end
as the accomplishment of absolute knowledge, its theoretical suppres-
sion linked to its practical realization, the nikilist movement in which
all values ase engulfed, or finally by the celmination of metaphysics, pre-
cursor sign of another possibility that does pot yet have a name. This
then is the sunser that from now on accompanies every thinker, 4 strange

fanereal moment which the philosophical spirit celebrates 0 an exalgation

(A3, moreover, olen joytuy, Teading its slow funeral procession dur-

i ] v - v - .
ing which it expects, 10 one way Or another, to obeain 1ty esurreciion. And

Sfcouies, such an expectation, crisis and feast of negativity, experience

1. avmsn—

pushed as far as it will go 1o find out what resists, does not wouch anly
on philosophy ... {(Pp. 292-93; my emphasis)

Imminence and desire of resurrection. Re-naissance or revenance’ At night-
freRce Teans that the expected one has already

fall, one does not knGW1

rfeturned. Had he not already announced himself? To announce oneself,

Thareaver, is that not already to be there in some way? One doer not know if the

expectation prepares the coming of the future-to-come or if it recalls the rep-
ctition of the same, of the same thing as ghost (“What, has this thing appear'd

37

againe tonight?”). This not-knowing is not a lacuna. No progress of knowl-
edge could saturate an opening that must have nothing to do with knowing.

Nor therefore with ignorance. The opening must preserve this heterogeneity

as the only chance of an affirmed or rather reaffirmed future. It is the future

itself, it comes from th eref The future is its En?oj&w: the experience of the

— - - - . . ’yl. N . -
rhm_hmﬁﬁm m:.m_mﬂo:ﬁ instant. always imminently eschatological coming, at the
extremity of the extreme today, there would thus be announced the future of

what comes, MOre than ever, for the future-to-come can announce itseif as

such and in its purity only on the basis of a past end: beyond, i rhat’s possible,

the last extremity. If that’s possible, #f there is any future, but how can one sus-

pend such a guestion o1 deprive oneself of such a reserve without concluding mn

adeance, without reducing in advance both the future and its chance? Without

totalizing in advance? We must discern here between eschatology and tele-

» cvias

ology, even if if e stakes of such a difference risk constantly being effaced in

the most fragile and slight insubstantiality—and will be in a certain way
always and necessarily deprived of any insarance against this risk. Is there not
a messianic extremity, an eskhaton whose ultimate event {immediate rupture,
unheard-of interruption, untimeliness of the infinite surprise, heterogeneity
without accomplishment) can exceed, af each moment, the final term of a phusis,
such as work, the production, and the selos of any history?

The question is indeed “whither?” Not only whence comes the ghost but

first of all is it going to come back? [s it not already beginning to arrive and

where is it going? What of the future? The future can only be for ghosts. And

the past,

In proposing this title, Specters of Marx, I was initially thinking of all the forms
of a certain haunting obsession that seems to me to organize the dominant
influence on discourse today. At a time when a new world disorder is attempt-

ing to install its neo-capitalism and neo-liberalism, no disavowal has managed

to rid itself of all of Marx’s ghosts. Hegemony still organizes the repression

of every rmmﬂ.mcuu\uwwcﬁ 1did not have in tind first of all the exordium of the
Maniféste. In an apparently different sense, Marx-Engels spoke there already,

. ) . e
and thus the confirmation of 4 wwmcaﬁmm@?anabm belongs to the structure

in 1847—48, of a specter and more precisely of the “specter of communism”
(das Gespenst des Kommunismus). A terrifying specter for all the powers of old

Sirone £
Kurope (alle Michte des alten Eurgpa), but specter of a communism then to cone.
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Of a communism, to be sure, already namable {and welt hefore the League of
the Just or the Communist League), but still to come beyond its name. Already
promised but only promised. A specter all the more terrifying, some will say.

Yes, on the condition that one can never distinguish between the foture-to-

..x,s..x.ﬁ
come and the coming-back of a specter. Let us not forget that, around 1848,

the First Interpational had to remain quasi-secret. The specter was there (but
what is the being-there of a specter? what is the mode of presence of a specter?
¢hat is the only question we would like to pose here). Buz that of which it was
the specter, communism (4as Gespenst des Kommunismis), Was irself not there,
by definition. It was dreaded as communism to come. It bad already been
announced, with this name, some time ago, but it was not yet there. It is only 2
specter, seemed to say these aliies of old Europe so as to reassure themselves;
Jet's hope that in the future it does not become an actual, effectively present,
manifest, non-secret reality. The questdon old Europe was asking itself was
already the question of the future, the question “whither?™ “whither commu-
nism?” if not “whither Marxism?” Whether one takes it as asking about the
future of communism or about communism in the furure, this anguished ques-
tion did not just seek to know how, in the future, communism would affect
European history, but alse, in a more muffled way, already whether there
would stilt be any future and any history at all for Europe. In 1848, the
Hegelian discourse on the end of history in absolute knowledge had already
resounded throughout Europe and had rung a consonant note with many
other knells [glas]. And communisn was essentially distingnished from other

labor movements by its international characrer. No organized political move-

ment in the history of humanity had ever yet presented.itself as. geo-poltvicsl,

e T
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thereby inaugurating the space that s now ours and that today is reaching its

. B~

limits, the limits of the earth and the limits of the political.

The representatives of these forces or all these powers {ulle Michie), name-

ty the States, wanted to reassure themselves. They wanted to be sure. So they

i

wore sure, for there is no difference between “being sure” and “wantiitg to be

sure.” They were sure and certain that between a specter and an actually pre-
s

sent reality, between a spirit and a Wirklichkeit, the dividing line was assured. It

fad o be safely drawn. Tt ought to be assured. No, it ought to have been assured.

"The sureness of this certainity is something they shared, moreoves, with Marx
bimself (This is the whole story, and we are coming to it Marx thought, to be
sure, on his side, from the other side, thar the dividing line between the ghost

39

and actuality ought to be crossed, like utopia irself, by a realization, that is,
by a revolution; but Ae foo will have continued to believe, to try to believe in
the existence of this dividing line as real limit and conceptual distincrion. He
t00? No, someone in him. Who? The “Marxist” who will engender what for
a long time is going to prevail under the name of “Marxism.” And which was
also haunted by what it attempted to foreclose.)

"oday, almost a century and a half tater, there are many who, throughous
the world, seem just as worsied by the specter of communism, Just 4s con-

SR

vinced that what one is dealing with there is only a specter without body,
without present reality, withour actuality or effectivity, but this time it is sup-

posed to be a past specter. It was only a specter, an ilfusion, a phantasm, or a

ghost: that is what one hears everywhere today (“Horatio sales, ‘tis but our

Fantasie,/ And will not iet beleefe take hold of hum™). A stll worried sigh of

relief tet us make sure that in the furure it does not come back! At bottom,

the specter is the future, it is always to come, it presents itself only as that

“hich contd come or come back; in the farure, said the powers of old Europe

in the last ceptury, it must not incarnate iself, either publicly of in secret. In

the future, we hear everywhere today, it must not re-incarnate itself; it must

not be allowed to come back since it is past.

What exactly is the difference from one century to the next? Is it the dif-
ference between a past world-—for which the specter represented a coming
threat—and a present world, today, where the specter would represent a
threat that some would like to believe is past and whose return it would be

necessary again, once again in the future, to conjure away?

"« Why in both cases is the specter felt to be a threat? What is the time and

what is the history of a specter? Is there a present of the specter? Are its com-
ings and goings ordered according to the linear succession of a before and an
after, between a present-past, a present-present, and a presene-future, between
a “real time” and a “deferred time™

If there is something like spectrality, there are reasons to doubr this reas-

suring order of presents and, especially, the border between the present, the

actuil or present reality of the present, and everything that can be opposed

to 1t absence, non-presence, non-effectivity, inactuality, virtuality, or even
the simulacrum in general, and so forth. There is first of all the doubTtnl
Tontemporaneity of the present to itself. Before knowing whether one can

differentiate between the specter of the past and the specter of the future, of
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the past present and the future present, one must perhaps ask oneself whether

che spectrality effect does not consist in undong this op OSIELON, OF EVEn this

dlalectic, between actual, effective presence and its other. One must perhaps

TS oneseIT whether this opposition, be it a dialectical opposition, has not
always been a closed field and a common axiomatic for the antagonism
between Marxism and the cohort or the alliance of its adversaries.

Pardon me for beginning with such an abstract formulation.

In the middie of the last century, an atHance was constituted against this
specter, to drive off the evil. Marx did not call this coalition 2 Holy Alhance,
an expression he plays with elsewhere. In the Manifesto, the alliance of the
worried conspirators assembles, more or less secretly, a nobility and a cler-
gy—in the old castle of Furope, for an unbelievable expedition against what
will have been haunting the night of these masters. At twilight, before ot after
a night of bad drearns, at the presumed end of history, itis a “holy hunt against
this specter” “All the powers of old Europe have joined [verbinder] into a holy

lunt against this specter [z einer beiligen Hetzjagd gegen dies Gespenst].

"It would thus be possible to form a secret alliance against the specter. If
Marx had written his Manifexfo in my language, and if he had had some help
with it, as 2 Frenchman can always dream of doing, I am sure he would have
played on the word conuration. Then he would have diagnosed today the same
conguration, this time not only in old Furope but in the new Europe, the New
World, which already interested him very much a century and a half ago, and
throughout the world, in the new world order where the hegemony of this
new world, I mean the United States, would still exercise a more ot less criti-
ca} hegemony, more and less assured than ever.

The word conjuration has the good fortune to put to work and to produce,
without any possible reappropriation, a forever errant surplus value. It capi-
ralizes first of all ewo orders of semantic value. What is a “conjuration”

The French noun “conjaration” gathers up and articutates the meanings of

two English words—and also two Gefman words.

V. Conjuration signifies, on the.one band. “conjuration” (its English homonymj

which itself designates two things at once:

o

a. On the one hand, the conspiracy (Ferschwirang in German) of those who

i,

promise solemaly, sometimes secretly, by swearing together an oath {Schwur)

1 stiTpgle against a superior power. It is to this conspiracy that Hamlet

appeals, evoking the “Vision” they have just seen and the “honest ghost,” when

»
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Jie asks Horatio and Marcellus to swear {“swear’y,” “Consent to sweat”). To

swear upon his sword, but to swear or to sweas together on the subject of the spec-

tral apparition itself, and to promise sccrecy on the subject of the apparition of

A2 800 2

an honest ghost that, from beneath the stage, conspires with Hamlet to ask
the same thing from the sworn: (“The Ghost cries from under the stage: Sweare”). It
is the apparition that enjoins them to conspire to silence the apparition, and to
promise secrecy on the subject of the one who demands such an oath from
them: one must not know whence comes the injunction, the conspiracy, the
promised secret. A son and the “honest ghost” of the father, the supposedly
honest ghost, the spirit of the father, conspire together to bring about such an
event.

b. “Conjuration” signifies, on the ather band, the magical incantaton destined

to evoke, to bring forth with the voice, to convoké & CHATH 07 8 §Pirit.

Conjuration says in sum the appeal that causes to come forth with the vorce and

thras it makes come, by definition, what is not there at the present moment of

the appeal. This voice does not describe, &vhat 1t says ceriiles noting, its

words cause something to r.%@ma,w I'his is the usage encountered again in the

words of the Poet at the openitig of Timorn of Athens. Afrer having asked “How
goes the world?” and after the Painter has told him “It wears, sir, as it grows,”

the Poet exclaims:

Ay, that's well known;

But what particular rarity, what strange,

Which manifold record not matches? —See,
Magic of bounty, ali these spirits thy power
Hath comur'd to ateend. T know the merchans, (1,1)

Marx evokes more than once Timon of Athens, as well as The Merchant of
Venice, in particular in The German [deology. The chapter on “The Leipzig
Council—Saint Max,” also supplies, and we will say more about this later, a
shogt treatise on the spirit or an interminable theatricalization of ghosts. A
certain “Communist Conclusion” appeals to Timon of Athens>* The same quo-
tation will reappear in the first version of A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy. In question is a spectralizing disincarnation. Apparition of the bodi-
less body of money: not the lifeless body or the cadaver, but a life without
personal life or individual property. Not without identity (the ghost is a “who,”

itis not of the simulacrum in general, it has a kiad of body, but without prop-
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erty, without “real” or “personal” right of property). One must apalyze the
proper of property and how the general property ( Eigentum) of money neu-
tralizes, disincarnates, deprives of its difference all personal properey
( Eigentiimlichkei). The genius of Shakespeare will have understood this phan-
tomalization of property centuries ago and said it better than anyone. The
ingenium of his paternal geniality serves as reference, guarantee, or confirma-
tion in the polemic, that is, in the ongoing war—on the subject, precisely, of
the monetary specter, value, money oT its fiduciary sign, gold: “It was known to
Shakespeare better than to our theorizing petty bourgeois [unser theo-
setisicrender Kieinbiirger] ... [h)ow little connection there is between money, the
most general form of property [die allgemeinste Form des Eigentums], and per-
sonal peculiacity [mit der pevsintichen Eigentiimlichkeify ...">

The quotation will also make apparent (as a supplementary benefit butin
fact it is altogether necessary) a theologizing fetishization, the one that always
finks ideology irreducibly to religion (to the idol or the fetish) as its principal
figure, a species of “invisible god” to which adoration, prayet, and invocation
are addressed (“Thou visible god”). Religion, and we will come back to this,
was never one ideology among others for Marx. What, Marx seems to say, the
genius of a great poet—-and the spirit of a great father—will have uttered i a
poetic flash, with one blow going faster and farther than our Hirle bourgeois
colleagues in economic theory, is the becoming-god of gold, which is at once

ghost and idel, a god apprehended by the senses. After having marked the

et T —

Feterogeneity between the property of money and personal property {there is
“lietle connection” berween them), Marx adds, and it is not a negligible ar-

[

fication it seems to me, that in truth they are not only different but opposed

(entgegonsetzt). And it is then that, cutting into the body of the text and making
choices that should be analyzed closely, he wrests a jong passage from that
prodigious scene in Timon of Athens (1V, iil). Marx loves the words of this
imprecation. One must never keep silent about the imprecation of the just.
One must never silence it in the most analytic text of Marx. An imprecation
does not theorize, it is not content o say how things are, it cries out the truth,
it promises, it provokes. As its name indicates, it is nothing other than a prayer.
Marx appropriates the words of this imprecation with a kind of delight whose
signs are unmistakable. Declaring his hatred of the human race (“Tam
Misanthropos and hate mankind™), with the anger o%mwwimmr ?o,@rmﬁ and

sometimes the very words of Ezechiel, imon curses corruption, he casts
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down anathema, he swears against prostitution—prostitution in the face of
gold and the prositution of gold itself. But he takes the time to analyze, nev-
ertheless, the transfiguring alchemy, he denounces the reversal of values, the
falsification and especially the perjury of which it is the law. One imagines
the impatient patience of Marx (rather than Engels) as he transcribes in his
own hand, at length, in German, the rage of 2 prophetic imprecation:

...’ Thus much of this will make

Black white, foul fair, wrong right,
Base noble, oid young, coward valiant.
wm _umm A5 {3 mmmu«W

Will....
uw\wmmwn the hoar leprosy adored. ..

This is it

That makes the wappered widow wed again.

She whom the spittie house and ulcerous sores
Would cast the gorge at, this embalms and spices
Ta th' April day again...

Thou visible god

Thar sold rest closest impossibilities

And mak’st them kiss. .. —

stchtbare Gottheit,
Die du Unwiiiglichbeiten eng verbrilderst
Zum Kusz sie zwingst!

Among all cthe traits of this immense malediction of malediction, Marx will
have had to efface, in the economy of a long citation, those that are most
important for us here, for example the aporias and the double bind that carry
the act of swearing and conjusing off into the history of venality itself. At the
moment he goes to bury the gold, a shovel in his hand, the prophet-gravedig-
ger, anything but a humanist, is not content to evoke the breaking of vows,
the birth and death of religions (“This yeliow slave/ Will knit and break reki-
gions; bless the accurs'd”), Timon also begs [coninre] the other, he pleads with
HE to promise, but he conjures thus by perjuring and by confessing his per-
jury in a same and single bifid gesture. [n truth, he conjures by feigning the sruth,
by feigning at least to make the other profmse. But if be leigns to make the

OtheT PTOTIISE, 115 10 truth to make the other promise not to keep his promise,
that is, not to promise, even as he pretends to promise: to perjure or to abjure

in the very moment of the oath; then following from this same logic, he begs
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him to spare all caths. As if he were saying in effect: 1 beg you [je vous en con-
Jurel, do not swear, abjure your right to swear, renounce your capacity to swear,
maoteaver no one is asking you to swear, you are asked to be the non-oath-
ables that you are (“you are not oathable”), you, the whores, you who are
prostitution irseff, you who give yourselves to geld, yon who give yourselves
for gold, you who are deseined o general indifference, you who confuse in
equivalency the proper and the improper, credit and discredir, faith and e,
the “true and the false,” oath, perjury, and abjuration, and so forth. You che
whores of money, you would go so far as o shjure (“forswear”} your trade or
your vocation (of perjured whore) for money. Like a madam who would give
up even her whores for money.

The very essence of humanity is at stake. Absolute double bind on the sub-
ject of the hind or the bond themselves. Infinite misfortune and incalculable

R

chance of the performative—here named litesally {“perform,” “perform none”

are Timon's words when he asks [consure] the other to promise not to keep a
promise, calling therefore for perjury or abjuration). Force, as weakness, of an
ahuman discoarse on man. Timon to Alcibiades: “Promise me friendship, bug
perform nore. If thou wilt promise, the gods plague thee, for thou art a man. If
thou dost not perform, confound thee, for thou art a man” (IV, 1ii). Then to

Phytnia and Timandra whoe ask for gold—and whether Timon has any more:

Enough to make a whore forswear her trade,

And o make wholesomeness a bawd. Hold up, vou slurs,
Your aprons mountant. You are not oarhable,

Although [ know you'll sweay, rerribly swear,

Into strong shudders and o heavenly agues
I'himmortal gods that hear you. Spare your oaths;

Pl trast to your conditions. Be whores stll...

Addressing himself to prostitution or to the cult of money, to fedshism or to

idolatry itself, Timon trusts. He gives faith, he believes, he indeed wants to

eredit (“Tll trust™ but only in the imprecation of a paradoxical hyperbole: he

T
himself pretends to trust in that which, from the depths of abjuration, from

s tsn

the depths of that which is not even capable or worthy of an oath {*you are

not oathable™), remains nevertheless faithful to a narural instiner, as if there

— - - - - 0 -
were a pledge of instinct, a fidelity to itself of instinctual nature, an oath of

Rarama B - oy .

living nature before the oath of convention, society, or law, And it isithe fideli-

i =5

ty 10 infidelity, the constancy in pesiury This life enslaves itself regularly, one
A=
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can trust it to do so, it never fails to kneel to indifferent power, to that power of

mortal indifference that is money. Diabolical, radically bad in that way, nature

is wmommamom“ it enslaves itself faithfully, one can have confidence here in ir, 1t

enslaves itself to what is betrayal itself, perjury, abjuration, lie, and simu-

lacrum.
Which are never very far from the specter. As Is well known, Marx always

described money, and more precisely the monetary sign, in the figure of

g g N
rsi
appearance 0

Trem. he aiso defined them, but the figural presentation of the concept seemed
2

I S - . B T
to describe some spectral “thing,” which is to say, “someone.” What is the

mulacrum, more exactly of the ghost. He not only described

necessity of this figural presentation? What is 1ts relation to the concept? Is it
contingen® That is the classic form of our question. As we do not believe in
any contingency here, we will even begin to worry about the classical {basi-
n&.:\ Kantian) form of this question which seems to marginalize or keep at a
distance the figural schema even as it takes it seriously. The Critigne of Political
Econamy explains to us how the existence (Darsein} of money, metallic Dasern,
gold or silver, produces a remainder’? This remainder is—it remains, precise-
ly—but the shadow of a great name: “Was iibrighleibt it magni nominis unbra.”
“The body of money is but a shadow [nur noch ein Sehatten].”® The whole

A o— A —— . . .o v - .
imoverment of idealization (Tdeafisierung) that Marx then describes, whether itis

a question of money or of idenlogems, 1s a production of ghosts, illusions, sim-
ulacra, appearances, or apparitions { Scheindysein of the Schefs-Sovervign and of
the Sehein-gold). Later he will compare this spectral virtue of money with that
which, in the desire to hoard, speculates on the use of money afier death, in
the other world {(nach dem Tode in der anders %&@.& mmm_ Geist, Geiz as if money
(Geld) were the origin both of spirit (Geisr) and of avarice (Geiz). “Im Geld
licgt der Ursprung des Geizes,” says Pliny as quoted by Marx right after ¢his.
Elsewhere, the equation between Gaz and Geist will be joined to the chain.”’

The metamorphosis of commodities {die Metamorphose der Waren) was already
7 process of transhguring idealization that one may legitimately call spec-

tropoetic. When the State erits papes money at a fixed rate, its Intervention is

compared to “magic” (Magie) that transmutes paper into gold. The State

appears then, for 1T 18 an appearance, indeed an apparition; it “seemns now to

transform paper into gold by the magic of its umprint [schetnt jetzi durch die

Magie seines Stempels Papier in Gold zu verwandeln; Marx is referring to the

imprint that stamps gold and priats paper money].”*® This magic always busies



46

SN A R

itself with ghosts, it does business with them, it manipulates or busies ifrelf; it
i

Becomes a business, the business it does in the very element of haunting. An

this business atteacts the undertakers, those who deal with cadavers but so as

to steal them, to make the departed disappeas, which remains the condition of

their “apparition.” Commerce and theater of gravediggers. In periods of social

crisis, when the social “nervus rerem” is, says Marx; “buried [festarter] along-
side the body whose sinew it is” (131), the speculative burying of the treasure

inters only a useless metal, deprived of its monetary soul (Geldseele). This bur-

. PR il
ial scene recalls not only the great scene of the cemetery and gravediggers in

Hamler, when one of them suggests.that.the work of the “grave-maker” lasts

longer than any @..%nﬁ until Judgmens Day, This scene of buryipg gold also

evokes more than once, and still more exactly, Timon of Arhens, In Marx’s funer-

ary rhetoric, the “useless metal” of the treasure onee buried becomes like the

burnt-out ashes (ausgebranmte Asche) of circulation, like its caput moriuum, its

e e R S

chemical residue. In his wild imaginings, in his nocturnal delirium

(Hirngespinst), the miser, the hoarder, the speculator becomes a martyr to

e

exchange-value, He now refrains from exchange because he dreams of a pure
-

MMmemmo {And we will see later how the apparition of exchange-value, in
Capital, is precisely an appasition, one might say a viston, a hallucination, a
properly spectral apparition if this figure did not prevent us from speaking
here properly of the propet.) The hoarder behaves then like an alchemist
(alchimistisch), speculating on ghosts, the “elixir of life,” the “philosophers’

stone.” Speculation is always fascinated, bewitched by the specter. That this

alchemy remains devoted o Uie appanuon of the specter, to the haunting or

the return of revenants is brought out in the frerality of a text that transfations
e ———————— S =

sometimes overlook. When, in this same passage, Marx describes the trans-
Son

mutation, there is haunting at stake. Whart operates in an alchemical fashion
are the exchanges and mixtures of revenants, the madly spectral compositions
or conversions. The lexicon of haunting and ghosts (Spak, spuken) takes center
stage. Whereas the English translation speaks of the “alchemist’s apparitions”
(“The liquid form of wealth and its petrification, the elixir of life and the
philosophers’ stone are wildly mixed together like an alchemist’s apparitions”),
the French translation drops the reference to ghosts {spuken alchimistisch toll

durcheinander) with the phrase “fantasmagorie d'une folle achimie.””

In short, and we wiil return o wqrm repeatedly, Maex does not like ghosts

any more than his adversaries do\ Fle does not want to believe in.themp-Bot 2

I
o

he thinks of nothing else. He believes rather in what is supposed to distin-

guish them from actual reality, living effectivity. He believes he can oppose

thiem, like life to death, like vain appearances of the simlacrum to real pres-

ence. e believes enough in the dividing ling of this opposition o want ro

Tenounce, chase away, or exorcise the specters but by means of critical analy-

sis and not by some counter-magic. But how to distinguish between the

“analysts that denounces magic and the counter-magic that it still risks wmw:mv

We will ask ourselves this question again, for example, as regards The German
Ideology. “’The Leipzig Council-—Saint Max” (Stirner) also organizes, let us
recall once more before coming back to it later, an frvesistible but interminable
hunt for ghosts { Gespenst) and for revenants ox spooks (Spuk). Irresisiible like an
effective critique, but also Tike a compulsion; interminable as one says of an
analysis, and the comparison would not be at ail fortuitous.

This hostility toward ghosts, a terrified hostility that sometimes fends off

terfor with a burst of langhrer, 18 perhaps what Marx wilt always have had in

Conon with Dis adversaries. He too will have tred to conjure (away) the

gliosts, and everything that was netther life nor death, namely, the re-appariz
tion of an apparition that will pever be either the appearing or the disap-

peared, the phenomenon or its contrary. He will have tried to conpure (away)

the ghosts /ike the conspirators [conyurés] of old Europe on whom the Manifesto
declares war. However inexpiable this war remains, and however necessary
this revolution, it conspires [conjure] with them in order to exerc-analyze the
spectrality of the specter. And this is today, as perhaps it will be tomorrow,
our problem.

2, For “conjuration” means, oa the other hand, “conjurement” { Beschwirung),
namely, the magical exorcism that, on the contrary, tends to expulse the evil
spirit which would have been cafled up or convoked (OED: “the exorcising of
spirits by invocation,” “the exercise of magical or occult influence”).

A conjuration, then, is first of all an alliance, to be sure, sometimes a polio-

cal afliance, more or kess secret, i IOT tacit, a PIOT OF 4 CONSPIFacy. 1€ 1S W matet”

of neutralizing a hegemony or overturning some power. {During the Middle

Kges, comuratio also designared the sworn faith by means of which the bour-
geois joined to together, sometimes against a prince, in order to establish free
towns.) In the occult society of those who have sworn together [des comjurés},
certain subjects, either individual or collective, represent forces and ally them-

selves together in the name of common interests to combat a dreaded political
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adversary, that is, also to conjure it away. For to conjure means ko to €Xor-

cise: to attempt both to destroy and to disavow a malignant, deatonized,

At Tred Torce, most OIten an evil-doing spiric, a Specter, 4 %ind of ghost who

comes back or who still risks coming back past mortew, Exorcism conjures away

Camiimnl . . . . -
the cvil in ways that are also irrational, using magical, mysterious, even mys-

tifving practices. Without excluding, guite to the contrar analytic procedure
gp , g Vs yucp

and argumentative ratiocination, exorcism consists in repeating in the mode of

ST Thcantation that the dead man is really dead. It proceeds by formulac, and

Gometimes theoretcal formulae play this rote with an efficacity that is all the
greater because they mislead as to their magical nature, their authoritarian

et i TS

dogmacism, the occult power they share with what they claim to combat.
But effective exorcism pretends to declare the death only in order to put

1o death. As a coroner might do, it certifics the death but here it is in order 1

inflict it This is a familiar tacric. The constative form tends to reassure. The

ol

certification is effective. It wants to be and it must be e I is gffectively 2
i igself. Tt is in fact {en effér] a

mmamoﬂsﬁ.:um. But here effe: v phantormallzes

matter of a performative that seeks to reassure but first of all to reassure iself

——

By assuring itself, for nothing is less sare, that what one would like to see dead

is indeed dead. [t speaks in the name of life, it claims to know what TIAT 1.

Who knows better than someone who is alive? it seems to say with a straight
face. It seeks to convince (itself) there where it makes (itself) afraid:* now, it

says (to itself), what used to be living is no longer alive, it does not remain

effoctive in death itself, don’t worry. (What 15 goin

wanting tw know what everyone alive knows without learning and without
knowing, namely, that the Gead can often be more powerful than the living
lllltll‘llt

and that is why to iterpret a philosopily as philosophy or ontology of life1s

never a simpie matter, which means that it 13 always too simple, Tcomntestable,

——

{Tke what goes without saying, but fmally so unconvincng, as ANCOIvInCiig

as & tautology, a rather heterological tauto-ontology, that of Marx or

+ rpacorntt
whomever, which relates everything back to Tife only on The conditon of

induding there death and the ajterity oF Tt other without which it would not
I

be what it is.) In shorg, 1t is often a mattes of pretending to ceruly death there

R et

where the death cestificate is sall the pesformative of an act of war or the

——

impotent gesticulation, the restless dream, of an execution.

.

2

CORJUring—marxism

“T'he time is out of joint™ the formula speaks of time, it also says
the time, but it refers singularly to #ir time, to an “in these times,” the time
of these times, the time of this world which was for Hamlet an “our time,”
o.:? a “this world,” this age and no other. This predicate says something Mvm
W_Ea and says it in the present of the verb # be (“The time is out of joint”), but
if it says it zhen, in that other time, in the past perfect, one time in the past,

how would it be valid for all times? In other words, how can it come back and

present itself again, anew, as the new? How can it be there, again, when its

i S i
me 150 Tonger there? 1ow can it be valid Tor aililie tifes (0 Which one

NemenuN T N o
npts to say “our time”? In a predicative proposition that refers to time,

and more is¢ i i i
preciscly to the present-form of time, the grammatical present of
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the verb to be, in the third person indicative, seems 1o offer a predestined hos-
pitality to the return of any and ail spirits, 2 word that one needs merely to
write in the plural in order to extend a welcome there to specters. To be, and
especiafly when one infers from the infinitive “to be presen,” is not a mof desprit
tut fe mot de Lesprit, the word of the spinis, it iv its first verbal body.

A time of the world, today, in these times, a new “world order” seeks to sta-

e

installing an

bilize a new, necessarily new disturbance [#ér2 lentent

unpTEcedented form of hegemony. 1t is a matter, then. but s always, of a novel

foemm of war. It at least resembles a great “conjuration” against Marxism,.2

“conjurement” of Marxismy: once again, another attempt, a new. always new

e

mobilization to strugple against it, against that which and those whom it rep-

e—

resents and will continue to represent (the idea of a new International), and to

St

combat an International by exorcising it.
Very novel and so ancient, the conjuration appears both powerful and, as
always, worried, fragile, anxious. The enemy to be conjured away, for those

sworn to the conjuration, is, to be sure, called Marxisim. But people are now

b
afraid that chey will no longer recognize it They quake at the hypothesis that,
- s
By virtue of one of those metamosphoses that Marx tatked about so much

(Finetamorphosis” was one of his favorite words throughout his life), a new
«NTargem” will no longer have the face by which one was accustomed to iden-
tify 1t and put 1t down. Perhaps people arc no Tonger afraid of Marxists, but
they are stll alraid of certamn o -Marxists who have not renounced Marx’s
inhentance, CTypro MATKisis, pseudo- or para--Marxists’ who wouid be
standing by to change the guard, but hehind features or quotation marks that

the anxious experts of anti-communism are not trained ro unmask,

Besides the reasons just given, we will privilege this figure of conjuration
for still other reasons. They have already begun to make their appearance. In
its two concepts {conjuration and conjurement, Versehwirung and Beschwiruug),
we must take into account another essential meaning: the act that consists in
swearing, taking an oath, therefore promising, deciding, taking a responsibiliry,
in short, committing oneself in a performative fashion~-as well as in a more or
less secret fashion, and thus more or less public, there where this frontier
between the public and the private is constantly being displaced, remaining
less assured than ever, as the limit that would permitone to identify the pokit-
jcal. And if this important frontier is being displaced, it is because the mediun

in which it is instituted, namely, the medium of the media themselves (news,

51

the press, tele-communications, techno-tele-discursivity, techno-tele-icopic-

ity, that which in general assures ang determines the spacing of public’space,

“the very possibility of the res publica and the phenomenality of the political),

this element itself 1s neieher Living nor dead, present nor absent it spectral-

izes. 1t does not belong to ontology, to the discourse on the Being of beings, or
to the essence of life or death. It requires, then, what we call, to save time and
space rather than just to make up a word, hauntology. We will take this cate-
gory to be irreducible, and first of ail to everything it makes possible: ontology,
theology, pusitive or negative onto-theology.

This dimension of performative interpretation, that is, of an interpretation
that transforms the very thing it interprets, witl play an indispensable role in
what I would like to say this evening. “An interpretation that transforms what
it interprets” is a definition of the performative as unorthodox with regard o
speech act theory as it is wirth regard to the 11rh Thesis on Feuerbach (*The
philosophers have only #userpresed the world in various ways; the point, how-
ever, is to change it [Die Philosophen haben die Welt nur verschieden interpretiert; ex
kommt aber dvauf an, sie zy verdndern)").

If I take the floor at the opening of sach an impressive, ambitious, neces-
sary or risky, others might say historic coltoquium; if, after hesitating for a
long time and despite the obvious limits of my competence, I nevertheless
accepted the invitation with which Bernd Magnus has honored me, itis notin
the first place in order to propose a scholarly, philosophical discourse. It is
first of all so as not to flee from a responsibility. More precisely, itis in order to
submit for your discussion several hypotheses on the natare of such a respon-
sibility. What is ours? In whar way is it historical? And whar does it have to do
with so many specters?

No one, it seems to me, can contest the fact ﬂrm& dogmatics is attempting to

install its worldwide hegemony in paradoxical and suspect now%mc:@ Thiere

e e e

is today in the world a deminant discourse, or rather one that is on the way to

7

becoming dominant, on the subject of Marx’s work and thought, on the sabject

of Marxism (which is perhaps not the same thing}, on m.rm..mﬁv_.mnw of the social-

ist International and the universal revolution, on the subject of the more or

less slow destruction of the revolutionary model in its Marxist inspiration, on

the subject of the rapid, precipitous, recent collapse of societies that atternpt-

ed to put it into effect ac least in what we will call for the moment, CHINgG Once

again the Manifesto, “old B y his inat i
festo, “old Enrope,” and.so forth Q his.dominating discourse
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often has the manic, jubilatory, and incantatory form that Freud assigned to
the so-called triumphant phase of mourning work. The incantation repeats

and ritualizes itself, it holds forth and holds to formulas, Tike any animistic

ol pb LD Iot

magic. Tothe thythm of 2 cadenced march, it proclaims: mex is dead, com-

P

munism is dead, very dead, and along wich it its hopes, its discourse, :m

e

ﬁrno:rnrwmmzkwmbhwmz?m 1t says: long live nmw:mrma Ho:m live 90 Emﬂwoﬂ

i3

ion the very concept of public space in so-called liberal democracies; and at

the center of this colloquium the question of media tele-technology, economy,

here’s to.the suryival of economic and political rwrmmrmsmv

e

1f this hegemony is attempting 10 install its dogmatic oﬂnrmwﬁmco: i1 $us-

pect “and paradoxical conditions, it is first of all because @:v triy

conjuration is Striving in tr uth to %mm,\c‘& and therefore to hide m.oE mrm ?Q

that never, never in history, has the horizon of the thing whose survival is wrmzm

rr_ankm&CZEm? all the old models of the capitalist and liberal éolm?@mu

as dark, threatening, and ﬂrmwiammav»n& never more “historic,” by which we

ESD inscribed m an absolutely novel moment of a process %E is :o:rﬁro_mﬁ

chmQ toalaw of :mEF:Q

What are we doing by speaking, with these first words, of a doninant dis-

course and of an incontertable self-evidence regarding it?

At least rwo things. We are obviously having recourse to received concepts:
(1) that of hegemony (“dominant discourse”) and (2) that of testimony (“#rcon-
testable self-evidence”). We will have to account for these and justify them.

1. We have implicitly referred (particularly so as to speak of what no one,
presume, would dream of contesting) to that which everywhere organizes and
commands public manifestation or testimony in the public space. In question
here is a set constituted by shree indissociable places or apparatuses of our cul-
ture:

a. There is first of all the culture called more or less properly political (the
official discourses of parties and politicians in power in the world, virtually
everywhere Western models prevail, the speech or the rhetoric of what in
France is called the “classe politique”).

b. There is also what is rather confusedly qualified as mass-media culture:

“communicatons. and interpretations, selective and herarc 1zed production

ool iy

of “information” through channels whose power has grown in an absolutely

unheard-of fashion at a thythm that coincides precisely, no doubt not fortu-

itously, with that 0m the fall of ?mzzmm on the Marxist mode), a fall to which it

congribute )
and modes of appropriation, and at a speed thar also affect in an essendal fash-

and power, i their irreducibly spectral dimension, should cut across all our

Jiscussions. What can one do with the Marxist schemas in order to deal wich
sy . . . . .

{his today-—theoretically and practically—and thus in order to change it? To
put it in a word that would sum up the position ] am going to defend (and what
] am putting forward here, pardon me for saying this again, corresponds more
to a position-taking than to the work such a position calls for, presupposes, or
prefigures), these schemas appear both indispensable and insufficient in their

present form. Marx is one of the rare thinkers of the past.a have taken seri-

ously, at least in ics principle, the originary indissociability of technics and

Janguage, and thus of iele-technics (for every fanguage is a tele-technics). But

iTis not at all to denigrate him, it js even to speak in what we will still dare to

call the spirit of Marx, it is almost to quote word for word his own predictions,

it is to register [prendre acte] and to confirm to say: as Tegards tele-techics,

e} . 3
and thus also as regards science, he could not accede to the experience mid

to the anticipations on this subject that are ours today.
m——p——E - . -
S There is Gnally scholarly or academic culture, notably that of historians,

sociologists and politologists, theoreticians of literature, anthropologists,

e

philosophers, in particular political philosophers, whose discourse is jrself

relayed by the academic and commercial press, but also by the media in gen;

wral. Tor no one will have failed to notice that the three places, forms, and

powers of culture thar I have just identified (the expressly political discourse

of the "political class,” media discourse, and intellectual, scholarly, or acade-

mic discourse) are more than ever welded together by the same apparatuses or

by ones that are indissociable from them. These apparatuses are doubtless

complex, differendal, conflictual, and overdetermined. But whatever may be

the contlicts, inequalities, or overdeterminations among them @:&\ commil-

Ticate and cooperate at every moment toward producing the greatest force

with which to assure the hegemony or the imperialism in question. Y hey do so

thanks to the mediation of what is called precisely the media in tffe broadest,
most mohile, and, considering the acceleration of technical advances, most
technologically invasive sense of this term. As it has never done before, either

to such a degree or in these forms, the politico-economic hegemony, like the

intellectual or discursive domination, passes by way of rechno-mediatic

power—-that is, by a power that at the same time, in a differentiated and con-
et
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tradictory fashion, conditions and endangers any democracy. Now, this power,

this differentiated serof Powers cafinot be anaiyzed of potentially combat-
ted, supported here, attacked there, without taking into account so many
spectral effects, the new speed of apparition {we understand this word in s

- T N N
ghostly sense) of the simulacrum, the synthetic or prosthetic image, and the

virtual ovent, cyberspace and surveillance, the control, appropriations, and

speculations that today deploy unheard-of powers. Have Marx and his helrs

helped us to chink and 1o treat this phenomenon? I we say that the answer
this question is at once yes and ue, yes in one respect, #o in another, and that
one must filter, select, differentiate, restructure the questions, it is only in
order to announce, in too preliminary a fashion, the tone and the general form

of our conclusions: namely, that one miust assume the inberitance of Marxism,

assume its mose “living” part, which is to say, paradoxically, that which Con-

—ma

tinues to put back on the drawing board the question of life, spirit, or the

spectral, of Jife-death beyond the opposition between life and death. This

iTreritanee must be reaffirmed by transforming it as radically as will be nec-
B

essary. Such a reaffirmation would be both faithful to something that resonates
in Marx’s appeal—Ilet us say once again 1n the spirit of his injunction—and

in CODIOTIITY With e TOmepT of theritance i peneral TEeE 18 never
LY

a given, it is always a Emw.wﬁ remains before us just as unquestionably as we

are heirs of Marxism, even before wanting or refusing to be, and, Hke all inher-

itors, we are in mourning. [n mourning in particular for what is called

means, for the same reason, to inherit. All the questions on the subiect of being

or of what is to be (o1 not to be) are questions of inheritance. There is no back-

ward-looking fervor in this reminder, no traditionalist flavor. Reaction,

reactionary, or reactive are but interpretations of the structure of inheritance.

That we e heirs does not mean that we bave or that we recerve this or that,

. 3 B i i N
some inheritance that enriches us one day with this or that, but that the beng

of whatwente 7 first of all inkeritance, whether we ke it or know it or not.

And that, as Holderlin said so well, we can only bear witness w it, To bear wit-
ness would be to bear witness to what we are insofar as we inberit, and

that—here is the circle, here is the chance, or the finitude—we inherit the

very thing that allows us to bear witness 1 it. As for Holderlin, he calls this

fanguage, “the most dangerous of goods,” given o man “so that he bears wit-

ness to having inherited/ what he is [dumit er zeuge, was e seif geerbt zn haber”!
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3 When we advance at least the hypothesis that the dogma on the subject of
the end of Marxism and of Marxist societies is today, tendentially, a “dominant
discourse,” we are still speaking, of course, in the Marxist code, We must not
deny or dissimulate the problematic character of this gesture. Those who
would accuse it of being circular or begging the question would not be alte-
gether wrong. At least provisionally, we are placing our erust, in fact, in this
form of critical analysis we have inherited from Marxism: In a given situa-
tion, provided that itis determinable and determined as being that of a
socio-political antagonism, a hegemonic force always seems to be represented
by a dominant rhetoric and ideology, whatever may be the conflicts between
forces, the principal contradiction or the secondary contradictions, the over-
determinations and the relays that may later complicate this schema-——and
therefore lead us t be suspicious of the simple opposition of dominant and
dsminated, or even of the final determination of the forces in conflict, or even,
more radically, of the idea that force is always stronger than weakness
(Nietzsche and Benjamin have encouraged us to have doubts on this score,

- + — et il . . -
each in his own Wiy TAG €specially the Jatter when he associated “historical

Tateralism” with the inheritance, precisely, of some “weak messianic force™ ).
i 1

ganm_ Ermaamn& one may thus, for example, speak of a dominant discourse

or of dominant representations and ideas, and refer in this way 1o a hierar-
chized and conflicrual field without necessarily subscribing to the concept of
social class by means of which Marx so often determined, particularly in The
German Ideology, the forces that are fighting for control of the hegemony. And
even quite simply of the State. When, for example, in evoking the history of
ideas, the Manifeste declares that the “ruling ideas {die berrschenden Tdeen) of
each age have ever been the ideas of its ruling class [der hervschenden Klassel” (p.
26), it is not ot of the question for a selective critique 1o filter the mheritance

of this TiTeTanca 56 38 16 Keep This rather than that, One may continue to speak

of domination in a field of forces not only while suspending the reference o

this ultimate support that would be the identity and the seif-identity of a

social class, but even: while suspending the credic extended © whar Marx calls

et s A S e

the idea, the determination of the superstructure as ides, ideal or ideologi-

cal representation, indeed even the discursive form of this representation. All

the more so since the concept of idea implies this irreducible genesis of the

spectral that we are planning to re-examine here.

But let us retain provisicnally, for this very preliminary moment of our
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introduction, the schema of the dominant discourse. If such a discourse tends
today to be getting the upper hand on the new stage of geopolitics (in the
rhetoric of the politician, in the consensus of the media, over the most visi-
ble and resonant part of intellectual or academic space), it is the one that
diagnoses, in all sorts of tones and with an unshakeable assurance, not only
the end of societies constructed on the Marxist model but the end of the
whole Maryist tradition, even of the reference to the works of Marx, pot to
say the end of history, period. All of this would have finally come to term in
the euphoria of liberal democracy and of the market economy. This tri-
umphant discourse seems relatively homogeneous, most often dogmatic,
sometimes politically equivocal and, like dogmatisms, tike all conjurations,
secretly worried and manifestly worrisome. The protocol of our conference
evokes the example of the book by Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and
the Last Man? Ts not what we have here a new gospel, the noisiest, the most
mediatized [médiatigue), the most “successful” one on the subject of the death

of Marxism as the end of history? This work frequently resembles, it is true,

the disconcerting and tardy by-productof a “footnote”: noia bene for a certain .

Kojéve who deserved better. Yet the book is not as bad or as naive as one might
be led to think by the frenzied exploitation that exhibits it as the finest ideo-
logical showcase of victorious capitalism in a liberal democracy which has
finalty arrived ac the plenitude of its ideal, if not of its reality. In fact, although
it remains essentially, in the tradition of Leo Strauss relayed by Allan Bloom,
the gramimar school exercise of a young, industrious, but come-lately reader
of Kojéve (and a few others), one must recognize that here or there this book
goes beyond nuance and is sometimes suspensive to the point of indecision. To
the questions elaborated in its own fashion, it on occasion ingenuously adds, so
as to cover all the bases, what it calls “two broad responses, from the Left and
the Righ, respectively” (p. xxii). Tt would thus merit a very close analysis.
This evening we will have to limit ourselves to what concerns the general strac-
ture of a thesis indispensable, precisely in the very structure of its logic, in the
formulation of its formula, to the anti-Marxist conjuration.

[t is by design, of course, that we called it a moment ago a “gospel”

Why a gospel? Why would the formula here be neo-testamentary? This
book claims to bring a “positive response” 10 a question whose formation and
formulation are never interrogated in themselves. It is the question of whether

a “coherent and directional History of mankind” will eventually lead “the
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greater part of humanity,” as Fukuyama calmly, enigmatically, and in a fashion
at once modest and impudent calls it, toward “liberal democracy” {p. xii). Of
course, while answering “yes” to this question in this form, Fukuyama admirs,
on the same page, to an awareness of everything that allows one to have one’s
doubts: the two world wars, the horrors of totalitarianism—-Nazi, fascist,
Sralinist——the massacres of Pol Pot, and so forth. One can assume that he
would have agreed to extend this disastrous list. He does not do so, one won-
ders why and whether this limitation is contingent ox insignificant. But
according to a schema that organizes the argumentation of this strange plea
from one end to the other, all these cataclysms (terror, oppression, repression,
extermination, genocide, and so on), these “events” or these “facts” would
belong to empiricity, to the “empirical flow of events in the second half of the
century” {p. 70), they would remain “empirical” phenomena accredited by
“empirical evidence” (p. xx). Their accumuladon would in no way refute the
ideal orientation of the greater part of humanity toward liberal democracy. As
such, as tefos of a progress, this orientation would have the form of an ideal
finality. Everything that appears to contradict it would belong to historical
empiricity, however massive and catastrophic and global and multiple and
recurrent it might be. Even if one admitted the simplicity of this summary
distinction between empirical reality and ideal finality, one would still not
kiow how this absolute orientation, this anhistoric s of history gives rise,
very precisely in our day, in these days, in our fime, to an event which Fukuyama

"

speaks of as “good news” and that he dates very explicitly from “The most
remarkable evolution of the last quarter of the twentieth century” (p. xiii). To
be sure, he recognizes that what he describes as the collapse of the worldwide
dictatorships of the right or the left has not always “given way...to stable Hb-
eral democracies” (ibid.). But he believes he can assert that, as of this date,
and this is the good news, a dated news, “liberal democracy remains the only
coherent political aspiration that spans different regions and cultures around
the globe.” This “move toward political freedom around the globe,” according
to Fukuyama, would have been everywhere accompanied, “sometimes fol-
lowed, sometimes preceded,” he writes, by “a liberal revolution in economic
thought.” The alliance of liberal democracy and of the “free markeg,” there’s
the “good news” of this last guarter century. This evangelistic figure is remark-
ably insistent. Since it prevails or claims to prevail on a geopolitical scale, 1t

deserves o be at least underscored.
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(We are thus going to underscore it, as well as the figure of the Promised
Land, which is at once close to it and dissociated from it for two reasons that
we can only indicate here in parentheses. O the one hand, these biblical fig-
ures play a role that seems to exceed the simple rhetorical cliché they appear
to be. O the other hand, they demand attention all the more so in that, in 2
fashion that is not fortuitous, the greatest symptomatic of metonymic con-
centration of what remains irreducible in the worldwide conjuncture in which
the question of “whither Marxism” is inscribed today has its place, its figure, or
the figure of its place in the Middle Fast: three other messianic eschatologies

mobilize there all the forces of the world and the whole “world grder” in the

rathiess war they are waging against each other, directly or indirectly; they
in_order o pusthem (o work orto the test, the old

mobilize simultangous

concepts of State and nation- State, of international law, of tele-techno-medio-

et

eEnemIe and scientinco-military forces, in other words, the most archaic and

the most modern spectral forces. One would have to analyze, in the limitless
teadil of their worldwide historical stakes, since the end of the Second World
War, in particular since the founding of the State of Israel, the violence that
preceded, constitated, accompanied, and followed it on every side, az the same
timein conformity with and in disregard of an international law that therefore
appears today to be af the saine rime more contradictory, imperfect, and thus
more perfectible and necessary than ever. Such an analysis can no longer avoid
granting a determining role to this war of messianic eschatologies in what we
will sum up with an ellipsis in the expression “appropriation of Jerusalem.”
The war for the “appropriation of Jerusalem” is today the world wat. Itis hap-
pening everywhere, itis the world, it is today the singular figure of its being

BTt Now, still in too elhiptical a Tashion, Tet us say that in order to
determine in its radical premises Middle-Fastern violence as an unleashing of
messianic eschatologies and as infinite combinarory possibilities of holy
alliances {a word chat must be put in the phural to account for what makes the
triangle of the three religions said to be religions of the Book turn in these

alliances], Marxism remains at once indispensable and structurally insuffi-

cient: it is still necessary pur provided it be transtormed and adapted to new

cSndiions and to a new thinking of the ideological, w%aﬂmmsi@g

analyze the new articulaton wTiechnoeconomic causalities and of religious

-

ghosts, the dependent condition of the juridical at the service of socio-eco-

re themselves never totall :

nomic powe
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regard to capita} [but there is no longer, there never was just capital, nor cap-
(ol ™o the sigular, but capitalisms plural—whether State or private, real or
symbolic, always linked to spectral forces——or rather capitalizations whose
antagonisims are irreducible].

mwim cransformation and this epening up of Marxism are in conformity with

- .
what we werg ¢alling a moment ago the spiris of \:.awﬁza.ﬁ analysis of the

Warxist type remains, then, indispensable, it appears to be radically insaff-
cient there where the Marxist ontology grounding the project of Marxist sci-
ence of critique also itself carries with it and must carry with it, necessarily, despite
so many modern or post-modern denials, a messianic eschatology. On this
score at least, paradoxically and despize the fact that it necessarily partici-
pates in them, it cannot be simply classified among the ideologems or theolo-

gems whose critique or demystification it calls for. In saying that, we will not

claim that this messianic eschatology common both to the religions it criti-

cizes and to the Marxist critique must be simply deconstructed. While it is

e 10 both of them, with the exception of the content {but none of them

can accept, of course, this epokbé of the content, whereas we hold it here to be
essential to the messianic in general, as thinking of the other and of the event

to come], it is also the case that its formal structure of promise exceeds them

or precedes them. Well, what remains irreducible to any deconstruction, what
T o

T as undeconstructible as che possibility itself of deconstruction I8, per-

haps, a certain experience of the emancipatory promise; it is perhaps even the

P

formality of a structural messianism, a messianism without religion, gven s

essianic without messianism, anides of ustice-—which we distinguish from.

law or right and even from human rights—and an ideanf democragy——which

we distinguish from its current concept and from its determined predicates

today [permit me to refer here to “Force of Law” and The Otber Heading). Bat

this is perhaps what must now be thoughr and thought otherwise in order to

ask onesell where Marxism is going, which is also fo say. where Marxism is

ieading and where is it to be led [od conduire le Marxisme]: where to lead it by

interpreting it, which cannor happen without ransformation, and not where

can it lead us such as it is or such as it will have been.

We return to the meo-evangelistic thetoric of Fukuyama: “we bave become
so accustomed by now to expect that the future will contain bad news with
respect to the health and security of decent, democratc political practices

that we have problems recognizing good sews when it comes. And yet, the good
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mews has come” [p. xv}. The neo-evangelistic insistence is significant for more
reasons than one. A lictle fusther on, this Christian figure crosses the Jewish
prefiguration of the Promised Land. But in order to take its distance from it
right away. If the development of modern physics is not for nothing in the
advent of the good news, notably, Fukuyama tells us, inasmuch as it is linked to
a technology that permits “the limitless accumulation of wealth” and “an
increasing homogenization of all human societies,” it is “in the first place”
because this “technology confers decisive military advantages on those coun-
tries that possess it” [p. xivi. Now, although it is essential and indispensable
to the advent or the “good news” proclaimed by Fukuyama, this physico-tech-
no-military given only leads us as fag, he savs, as the gates of this “Promised
Land”: “But while modern natural science guides us to the gates of the
Promised Land of liberal democrary, it does not deliver us to the Promised
Land itself, for there is no economically pecessary reason why advanced
industrialization should produce political liberty” {p- xv].

We must be carefal not to overinterpret, but let us take seriously the insis-
tence of this rhetoric. What does it seem to be saying to us? That the language
of the Promised Land, and thus of the land promised but refused [to Moses] is,
at least by itself; bettey firted to the materialism of physics and economism. if
one takes into account the fact that Fukuyama associates a certain Jewish dis-
course of the Promised Land with the powerlessness of economist materialism
or of the rationalism of natural science; and if one takes into account that else-
where he treats as an almost negligible exception the fact that what he with
equanimity calls “the Islamic world” does not enter into the “general consen-
sus” that, he says, seems o be taking shape around “liberal democracy” [P
211}, one can form at least an hypothesis about which angle Fukuyama choos-
es to privilege in the eschatological triangle. The model of the liberal State
to which he explicitly lays claim is not only that of Hegel, the Hegel of the
struggle for recognition, it 1s that of 2 Hegel who privileges the “Christian
vision.” I “the existence of the State is the coming of God into the world,” as
one reads in ‘The Philosophy of Right invoked by Fukuyama, this coming has the
sense of a Christian event. The French Revolution wouid have been “the event
that took the Christian vision of a free and equal society, and implanted 1t
here on earth” [p. 199 and passim]. This end of History is essentially a

3

Christian eschatology. It is consonant with the current discourse of the Pope
on the Earopean, community: destined to become a Christan State 0r supats

e
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State, this community would still belong therefore 1o some Holy Alliance. It is

¢hus not unconnected with the alliance spoken of explicitly in the Manifesio
T

which also named the Pope at that point. After having disunguished Berween

the Anglo-Saxon model of the liberal State [Hobbes, Locke] and Hegelian
“liberalism” that pursues first of all “rational recognition,” Fukuyama distin-
guishes between two gestures by Kojeve. When the latter describes the
perfection of the universal and homogeneous State, he is depending oo much
on Locke and on an Anglo-Saxon model criticized by Hegel. On the other
hand, he is right to affirm that postwar America of the Earopean Community
constitutes “the embodiment of Hegel's state of universal recognition” [p.
203].

In other words, consequently and in all good logic, a Christian State. A Holy
Alliance.

We will not oppose some vulgarly “empisical” evidence to these predictive
and predictable predicatons. We will come upon the problem of empiricity
again later. If one considers, today, in Europe, the date of these declarations,
those of Kojéve and those of Fukuyamna, one has difficulry pleading attenuat-
ing circumstances for a book published and widely translated in 1992. And
let us specify once again that it is in the name of a Christian interpretation of
the struggle for recognition {p. 199}, and thus of the exemplary European
Community, that the author of The End of History and the Last Man [Christian
man] criticizes Marx and proposes to correct his materialist economism, to
“complete it”: the latter would be lacking that Hegeliano-Christian “pillar”
of recognition or that “thymotic” element of the soul. The universal and
homogeneous State, the State of the end of History, should rest on “the twin
pillars of economics and recognition” {p. 204]. As at the time of the Manifesto,
a European alliance is formed which is haunted by what it excludes, combats,
or represses. End of this parenthesis, The import—past or furare—of this
neo-evangelism will be spefled out later)

The economist materialism or the materialism of modern physics should then,
in this logic, yield the stage to the spiritualist language of the “good news.”
Fukuyama thus deems it necessary to have recourse to what he calls “Hegel’s
non-materialist account of Hlistory, based on the ‘struggle for recognition’.”

In truth, the whole book is inscribed 1n the unexamined axiomatics of this

. v \/ - - . - .
simplified—and highly Christianized—outline of the master-slave dialectic in
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the Phenomenology of Spirit. The dialectic of desire and of consciousness is nev-

ertheless presented, with an imperturbable confidence, as the continuation
of a Platonic theory of thymos, relayed all the way up to Hegel, and beyond
him, by a tradition that would pass by way of Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke,
and so on, despite so many differences and disagreements among all these
political thinkers. The Anglo-Saxon conception of modern liberalism would
also be exemplary in this regard. It would in fact have sought to exclude all
this megalothymia (characteristic of Stalin, Hidler, and Saddam Hussein {p. 190]),
even if “the desire for recognition remains all around us in the form of
isothymia.” Any contradiction would be cancelled once a State has succeeded
in conjugating what Fukuyama calls the “twin pillars,” that of economic ratio-
nality and that of the thymes or the desire for recognition. "This would be the
case, and the thing would have alrveady happened, according to Kojéve at least as
he is interpreted—and seconded-—by Fukuyama. The latter credits Kojéve
with having “identified an important truth when he asserted that postwar
America or the members of the European Community constitated the
embodiment of Hegel’s state of universal recognition” (p. 203).

Let us underscore the words “important truth.” They give a prerty good
translation of the sophisticated naiveté or the crude sophism that impels the
movement of such a book and sets its tone. They also deprive it of any credi-
bility. For Fukuyama wanis to find grist for the mill of his argument
everywhere: in the “good news” as empirical and supposedly observable event
(this is the “important truth” of the “embodiment of Hegels state of universal
recognition”) and/or in the “good news” as simple sign of an as yet inaceessible
regulating ideal that cannot be measured against any historical event and
especially against any so-called “empirical” failure.

On the one hand, the gospel of politico-economic liberalism needs che event

of the good news that consists in what has putatively acrually happened (what

s lappened in this 1ast quarter of the century, in particular, the supposed

~T&ath of Marxism and the supposed realization of the State of liberal democ-

facy). It cannot do without the recourse to the event; however since, o7 the
O 156
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offrer band, actual history and so many other realities that have an empirical
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simple ideal. The event is now the realization, now the heralding of the real-
ization. Even as we take seriously the idea that a heralding sign or a promise
constitutes an irreducible event, we must nevertheless guard against confusing
these two types of event. A thinking of the eventis no doubt what is most lack-
ing from such a discourse.

IJ
[f we have been insisting so much since the beginning on the logic of the

ghost, it is because it points toward a thinking of the event that necessarily

exceeds a binary or dialectical logic, the togic that distinguishes or apposes

effectivity or actuality {either present, empirical, living-—or not) and fdeality (reg-
e

Ulating or absofute non-presence). This logic of effectivity or actuality seems

o be of @ limited pertinence. The limit, to be sure, is not new; it has always

appearance contradict this advent of the perfect liberal democracy, one must

at the same time pose this perfection as simply a regulating and trans-histos-

ical ideal. Depending on how it works to his advantage and serves his thess,

T —————

Fukuyama defines liberal democracy here as an acrual reality and there asa

been leaving its mark on anti-Marxist idealism as well as on “dialectical mate-

rialism.” But it seems to be demonstrated roday better thap ever by the

fantastic, ghostly, “synthetic,” “prosthetic,” virtual happenings in the scien-

“fic domain and therefore the domain of the techno-media and therefore the

public or polincal domain. It is also made more manifest by what inscribes

the speed of a virguality irreducible to the opposition of the act and the poten-

rial in the space of the event, in the gvent-ness of the event. .

ot

Having neglected to re-elaborate a thinking of the event, Fukuyama oscil-
lates confusedly between two irreconcilable discourses. Even though he
believes in its effective realization (that is the “important eruth”), Fukuyama
does not hesitate all the same to oppose the ideality of this liberal democratic
idealto all the evidence that bears massive witness to the fact that neither the
United States nor the European Community has attained the perfection of
the universal State or of liberal democracy, nor have they even come close.
(And how can one overlook, moreover, the economic war that is raging today
both between these two blocs and within the European Community? How
can one minimize the conflicts of the GATT treaty and all that it represents,
which the complex strategies of protectionism recall every day, not to mention
the economic war with Japan and all the contradictions a¢ work within the
trade between the wealthy countries and the rest of the world, the phenome-
na of pauperization and the ferocity of the “foreign debt,” the effects of what
the Manifesto also called “the epidemic of overproduction” and the “state of
momentary barbarism” {p. 13] it can induce in so-calied civilized societies,
and so forth? In order to analyze these wars and the logic of these antago-

nisms, a problematics coming from the Marxian eradition witl be
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indispensable for a long time yet. For a long time and why not forever? We
indeed say a problematics from the Marxian tradition, in its opening and the
constant transformation that should have and will have o characterize it, and
not from the Marxist dogmatics linked to the apparatuses of orthodoxy.)
Since he cannot deny, without inviting ridicule, all the violence, all the
injustices, all the tyrannical and dictatorial manifestations of what he calls
“megalothymia” (excess or asymmetry in the desire for recogaition), since he
must concede that they are raging in the capitalist world of a very imperfect
liberal democracy, since these “facts” contradict the “identification” that he
had nevertheless qualified as “an important truth,” Fukuyama does not hesi-
tate to slip one discourse in under the other. For the announcement of the de
facto “good news,” for its effective, phenomenal, historical, and empirically
observable event, he substitutes the announcement of an ideal good news, the
teleo-eschatological good news, which is inadequate to any empincity. Once
obliged to de-historicize it in this way, he recognizes in this good news the
fanguage of a “Nature” (this is his word and one of the major concepts of the
book) and identifies it according to “criteria” which he qualifies as “rrans-his-
torical” In the face of so many disasters, in the face of ali the de facto failures to
establish liberal democracy, Fukuyama reminds us that he is speaking only
on the “level of principles.” He would fimit himself, he says, to defining only
the ideal of liberal democracy. Recalling his first article from 1989, “The ¥ind of
History?”, he writes in fact: “While some present-day countries might fail to
achieve stable liberal democracy, and others might lapse back into othet,
more primitive forms of rule like theocracy or military dictatorship, the fdeal
of liberal democracy could not be improved on” (p. xi; the italics are
Fukuyama’s). It would be too easy to show that, measured by the failure o
establish liberal democrary, the gap between fact and ideal essence does not
show up only in these so-called primitive forms of government, theocracy,
and military dictatorship (supposing even, concesso 707 dato, thart all theocracy
is foreign to the ideal State of liberal democracy, or heterpgeneous to its very

concept). But this failure and this gap also characterize, # priovi and by defini-

tion, 4l democracies, including the oldest and most stable of so-called Western

Je acics. At stake here is the very concept of democracy as concept of a

promise that can only arise in such a diastema (failure, inadequation, disjunc-
tion, disadjustment, being “out of joint”). That is why we always propose to
ot

speak of a democracy 7o come, not of a future democracy in the fature present,

—
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not even of a regalating idea, in the Kantian sense, or of a utopia—at least to

dreextent that their inaccessibility would still retain the temporal form of a

future present, of a futere modality of the fving present.

o

[Even beyond the regulating idea in its classic form, the idea, if that is stll

what it is, of democracy to come, its “idea” as event of a pledged injunction

that orders one to summon the very thing that will never presentitseltio the

form of fuli presence, is the opening of this gap between an infinite promise

(atways untenable at teast for the reason that it calls for the infinite respect of

the singularity and infinite alterity of the other as much as for the respect of

the countable, calculable, subjectal equality between anonymous singulari-

ties) and the determined, necessary, but also necessasily inadequate forms of
what has to be measured against this promise. To chis extent, the effectivity or
actuality of the democratic promise, like that of the communist promise, will
always keep within it, and it must do so, this absolutely undetermined mes-
sianic hope at its heart, this eschatological relation to the to-come of an event
and of a singularity, of an alterity that capnot be anticipated. Awaiting without
horizon of the wait, awaiting what one does not expect yet or any longer, hos-
pitality without reserve, welcoming saluration accorded in advance to the
absolute surprise of the arrvant* from whom or from which one will not ask
anything in return and who or which will not be asked to commit to the
domestic contracts of any welcoming power (family, State, nation, territory,
native soil or blood, language, culture in general, even humanity), jusropening
which renounces any right to property, any right in general, messianic open-
ing to what is coming, that is, to the event that cannot be awaited as such, or
recognized in advance therefore, to the event as the foreigner iself, to her or
to him for whom one must leave an empty place, always, in memory of the
hope——and this is the very place of spectrality. It would be easy, too easy, to
show that such a hospitality without reserve, which is nevercheless the condi-
tion of the event and thus of history (nothing and no one would arrive
otherwise, a hypothesis that one can never exclude, of course), is the impos-

sible irself, and that this condition of possibiliry of the event is also its condition

of impossibility, like this strange concept of messianism without content, of the

messianic without messianism, that guides us here like the blind. But it would

.

be Just as easy to show that wicthout this experience of the impossible, one

might as well give up on both justice and the event That would be stll more
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just or more honest. One might as well give up also on whatever good con-
science one still claims to preserve. One might as well confess the economic
calculagion and declare all the checkpoints that ethics, hospitality, or the var-
ious messianisms would stilf install at the borders of the event ir order 1

screen the arvivant)

Let us return to Fukuyama. What is more original than indisputable in his
logic is the fact that this ideal is not posed as an infinite regulating ideal and
the pole of an endless task or approximation, although often, and this is yet
another incoherency, he declares that this “corrent trend toward liberalism,”
despite its tendency to “recede,” “promises to be victorious in the long run” {p.

212; emphasis added). ukuyama considers this ideal also as an event. Because

ic would have already happened, because the ideal would have preseated itself in

its form as iqeal, this event would have already marked the end of a finite his-

tory. Lis 1deal 1s at once myinile and finite: infinite, since iL1s distingyished

from anv determined empirical realinror remains a tendency “in the lon
g

rup,” it is nevertheless finize since it has happened, already, as ideal and there-

fore history is over. Thar is why this book also defines itself as Hegelian and
Marxist, like a kind of exercise in the discipline of these two masters of the
end of history, Hegel and Marx. After having called to the witness stand and
heard the testimony of the two masters in his own fashion (which, it must be

said, is racher hurried), Fukuyama has made his choice. He writes:

Both Hegel and Marx believed that the evolution of human societies was
not open-ended, but would end when mankind had achieved a form of
society thar satisfied its deepest and most fundamental longings. Both
thinkers thus posited an “end of history™ for Hegel this was the liberal
state, while for Magx it was & communist sociery. {P. xii)

So the disciple has chosen berween the two masters and he chooses the
5

thinker of the liberal State. In a Christian tradition, as we have already seen,

but also, whether or not it seems consistent with this essential Christianity,
in a naturalist tradicion.

Here one would have to analyze minutely this or that page, but we must
be satisfied with just referring to them, not, however, without having quoted at

least a few sentences. For example these:
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1n the end, it would appear impossible o talk about “history,” much less
a “Universal History,” without reference to a permanens, trans-historical
standard, ie., without reference to nature. For “history” is not a given,
not merely a catalogue of everything that happened in the past, but a
Jeliharate effort of abstracnion 11 Which we separate out impartant from

wnimportant events. (P 138)
P SRR,

Solid and durable tradition of a logic according to which naturalism and ele-
e ~ .
ologism are founded one upon the other. Fukuyama rejects what he serenely

Considers to be “the ‘empirical evidence presented to us by the contempo-

arv world.”™® “We must instead,” he continues “raise directly and explicitly
rary * + b
p—————————

T nawre of the trans-historical standards by which we evaluate the good-

fese ot badness of any regime or social system” (p. 139). The measure of all

things has a single name: the rrans-historical and natural criterion against which

Fakuyama ultimately proposes to measare everything is called “man as man.”

[T 757 Tittle a8 if he hiad never comme across any Worrisome question about such
2 Man, or read either a certain Marx or the Stirner whom the latter goes after
in The German Jdeology regarding the properly ghostly abstraction of such a
concept of man, not to mention Nietzsche (constantly caricarured and
reduced to a few miserable stereotypes: for example, the “refativist™ and not
the thinker of a “last man” whom he so ofiten named as such), not to mention
Freud (evoked only once as having put “human dignity” in doubt by reducing
man to “deeply hidden sexual urges” [p. 297]), not to mention Husserl—sim-
ply passed over in silence—or Heidegger (who would be but the “follower” of
the relativist Nietzsche [p. 333]), not to mention a few thinkers who are even
closer to us, and first of all, and especially, not to mention a certain Hegel,
about whom the least one can say is that he is not a philosopher of natural
and trans-historical man. If the reference to Hegel dominates this book, that
reference is never bothered by this obvious fact. To define this supposedly

natural entity, this man as Man whom he talks about so blithely, Fukuvama

claims to eome back to what he calls “the first man,” thagis, “narural man.”

On the concept of nature, on the genealogy of this concept, Fukuyama more-

over seems unforthcoming (aimost as much as Marx, one must add, even af

the critical treatment to which the latter subjects the abstract concepts of
Nature and Man as man remaips a rich and fertile one). And when, so as t
speak of this “patural man,” Fukuyama claims to have recourse to an “entire-

ly non-materialist” dialectic issued by what he calls “a new, synthetic
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philosopher named Hegel-Kojéve,” the ariifges he propases to us seems so
inconsistent and insubstantial that we will give up devoting too much time to
it this evening. Beyond its philosophical naiveté, it must no doubt be treated
precisely as an artifact, a symptomatic montage that responds to a demand, in
order to reassute it; one could almost say it responds on demand. It doubt-
less owes its success to this soothing confusion and to this opportunist logic of
the “good news” which the confusion opportunely smuggles in as contraband.

In spite of all that, it would be, it seems, neither just nor even interesting
to accuse Fukuyama of the fate reserved for his book. One would do better
to ask oneself why this book, with the “good news” it claims to bring, has
become such a media gadget, and why it is all the rage in the ideological
supermarkets of a worried West where it is bought up just as, at the first
rumors of war, people buy sugar and oil, when there is any left.” Why this
amplification by the media? And how Is it that a discourse of this type is
sought out by those who celebrate the twinmph of liberal capitalism and its
predestined alliance with liberal democracy only in order to hide, and first
of all from themselves, the fact that this triumph has never been so critical,
fragile, threatened, even in certain regards catastrophic, and in sum bereaved?

Bereaved by what the specter of Marx represents still today and which ic

would be a matter of conjuring away one more tire in a jubilatory and manic

fashion {a necessary phase of unsuccessful mourning work, according to

Freud), but also virtually bereaved for itself. By hiding from themselves ail

these failures and all these threats, people would like to hide from the poten-

tial—force and virtuality—of what we wilt call the principle and even, stilt

in the figure of irony, the spiriz of the Marxist ¢critique. We would be tempted

£G distingaish this spirst of the Marxist critique, which seems to be more indis-
pensable than ever today, at once from Marxism as ontology, philosophical
or metaphysical system, as “dialectical materialism,” from Marxism as his-
torical materialism or method, and from Marxism incorporated in the
apparatuses of party, State, or workers’ International. But we will also distin-
guish it from what could be called, to go quickly, a deconstruction, there
where the latter is no longer simply a eritigne and where the questions it poses
to any critique and even to any question have never been in a position either
to identify with or especially to oppose symmetrically something like
Marxism, the Marxist ontology, or the Marxist critique,

I a dy he Fukuyama type play ffect the role of channel-
a discourse of the Fukuyama type plays to good effect the role of channel

135

jamming and doubly bereaved disavowal expected of it it is because, cleverly

for some, crudely for others, it performs a sleight-of-hand trick: with tbe one

hand, it accredits a jogic of the empirical event which it needs whenever itis a

question of certifying the finally final defeat of the so-called Marxist States

and of everything that bars access to the Promised Land of economic and

politicat liberalisms; but with the other hand, in the name of the trans-historic

and natural 1deal, it discredits this same logic of the so-called empinical even,

it has to suspend it to avoid chalking up to the account of this ideal and its

concep precisely whatever contradicts them in such a cruel fashion: in a word,

al! the evil, all that is zor going well in the capitalist States and in liberalism, in a

world dominated by other forces whose hegemony isJinked rothis suppos

edly crans-historical or naturai (let us say rather naturalized) ideal. We will

say a few words later about the major outlines of what is going so badly in the
world today. As for the sleight-of-hand trick berween history and nature,
between historical empiricity and teleological transcendentality, between the
supposed empirical reality of the event and the absolute ideality of the Tib-

eral telos, it can only be undone on the basis of a new thinking or a new

experience of the event, and of another logic of its relation to the phantomat-

ic. We will approach this later. The logic of this novelty is not necessarily
opposed to the most anclent ancientness.

But once again one should not be unfair to this book. Although such works
remain fascinating, their very incoherence and sometimes their distressing
primitivity play the role of symptomatic signal which one must account for
as well as possible. Arousing our attention to a geopolitics of the ideological
stakes of the moment, deploying them on the scale of the worldwide cultural
market, works like these have the value of reminding us of a complication w0
which I alluded a moment ago. Let’s be specific. If all these themes of the end
(end of history, end of man, figure of the “last man,” entry into a cestain post-
Marxism, and so forth) were, already at the beginning of the "60s, part of the
elementary culture of the philosophers of my generation, we are not stuck
today in their simple and static repetition. For it is also true that from this
fundamental event it was not possible to deduce, and still less to dare, this
other event, this other series of events in progress and still unanalyzed which
came about, three decades later, at a ##hytbm that no one in the world could
calculate in advance, not even a few months before. {kn 1981, while I was

imprisoned in Prague by those then in power, T said to myself with a naive
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sense of near cerwainty: “This barbarism could last for centuries...”) It is this
larter event-ness chat one must think, but that best resists what is called the
concept, if not thinking. And it will not be thought as long as one relies on
the simple (ideal, mechanical, or dialectical) opposition of the real presence of
the real present or the living present to its ghostly simulacrum, the opposi-
“tion of the effective or actual (wirklich) to the non-effective, inactuai, which
is also to say, as long as one relies on a general temporality or an historical
temporality made up of the successive linking of presents identical to them-
selves and contemporary with themselves.

This neo-liberal rhetoric, both jubilant and worried, manic and bereaved,

often obscene in its euphoria, obliges us, then, to interrogate an event-ness

inscribed in the gap between the moment in which the ineluctable of a certan

end was Reralded and the actual collapse of those totalitarian States or soci-

el

&ties that gave themselves the figure of Marxism. This latency period, which

o one managed to represent to themselves much less to calculate in advance,
is not just a temporal medium. No objective and homogeneous chronology
can measure it. A set of transformations of all sorts (in particular, techno-sci-
entifico-economico-media) exceeds both the traditional givens of the Marxist
discourse and those of the liberal discourse opposed to it. Even if we have
inherited some essential resources for profecting their analysis, we must firse
recognize that these mutations perturb the onto-theological schemas or the
philosophies of technics as such. They disturb political philosophies and the
common concepts of democracy, they oblige us to reconsider all relations
between State and nation, man and citizen, the private and the public, and so
forth.

“T'his is where another thinking of historicity calls us beyond the metaphys-

ical concept of history and the end of history, whether it be derived from”

Hege! or from Marx. This is where one could put to work in 2 more demand-

ing fashion the two moments of the Kojevian postscript on pose-history and
post-historical animals. It would be necessary, of course, to take into account
Kojéve’s sometimes genial, often naively joking baroquism. Fukuyama does
not do so encugh, even if the irony of certain provocations does not entirely
escape him. But it would also have been necessary to analyze with all possible
rigor the numerous chronological and logical articulations of that long and
famous footnote. As he tells us in the postscript to his Note, Kojéve went to
Japan in 1959. {There is a French tradition, a kiad of “French specialty” of
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peremptory diagnoses upon returning from a quick trip to a faraway land
whose language one does not even speak and about which one knows next to
nothing. Charles Péguy already made fun of this vice in 1913 when Gustave
1anson dared to claim expertise after a trip of a few weeks to the United
States.) Upon returning from chis visit which he made as an important public
official of the European Community, Kojéve concluded that “post-historical”
Japanese civilization had set out on a path diametrically opposed to the
“American path,” and this because of what he then names, in that profoundly
offhand, nutty, and pataphysician manner which is, to be sure, his genius but
which is also his entire responsibility, “the Snobism in the pure state” of the
cultural formalism of Japanese society. But he nevertheless maintains what is
most important in his view, namely his previous diagnosis concerning prop-
erly American post-history, If’s just that he will have had to revise something
in an incredible and indecent tableau: the United States as the “final stage of
Marxist ‘communism’.” The only thing Kojéve now pats in question is the
idea that this American end represents, if one may say so, the ultimate figure
of the ultimate, namely of “the Hegelian-Marxist end of History” as present
and not as future. Revising and contesting his first hypothesis, Kojéve comes
around to thinking that there is an even more final end of history, an even
more eschatological end than the American (and even Californian, as he says
somewhere) “happy end,” and it is the more than extreme Japanese extremity
(in the competition between the two capitalisms whose war will have inau-
garated, let us not forget, the era of nuclear destruction!). According to Kojeve,
the final stage of communism in the postwar United States does indeed, as it
must, reduce man to animality. But chere is something even more chic, “snob-

bier,” there is a nee plus ulrra in the end of history and that is Japanese

“post-historicity. The latter succeeds, thanks to the “snobism” of its culwre, in

saving post-historical man from his rerurn to animal naturality. Nevertheless,
and one must emphasize this, despite the regret that caused him to think, after
his 1959 ¢rip, that Japan had gone further, so to speak, in its race affer the end of
history, Kojéve does not put in question again his description of man’s return
to animality in the postwar United States. An extravagant description, not
because it compares man to animals, but in the first place because it puts an
imperturbable and arrogant ignorance to work in the service of doubtful
effects; and it is on this point that it would be appropriate to compare Kojéve’s

impudence to the incantation of those who, like Fukuyama, sing {as for Kojéve,
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he is not singing} “the universalization of Western liberal democracy as end-
point of human government” and the victory of capitalism that would have
“successfully resolved” the “class problem,” and so forth.” Why and how was
Kojéve able to think that the United States had already reached the “final
stage” of “Marxist ‘communism’”? What did he think he perceived there, what
did he want to perceive there? Answer: the appropriation, in abundance, of
everything that can respond to need or desire, the cancelation of the gap
between desire and need suspends any excess, any disadjustinent, in partic-
ular in work. It is not at all surprising that this end of the disadjustment {of
the being “out of joint”} “prefigures [an] eternal present.” Bur what about the
gap between this prefiguration and what it represents before its presence
itself?

Practically [this “practically” is the grotesque signatre of this seaten-
tious verdict], all the members of a “classless society” can appropriate
there as of now (1046} whatever they like, without having for all thac to
work any more than they wish to.

Several comparative trips (between 1948 and 1958) to the United
States and the USSR have left me with the impression that if Americans
appear to be Sino-Soviets who have gotten rich, it is because the Russians
and the Chinese are still but impoverished Americans, moreover on a
rapid road toward wealth. I was led o conclude that the Ameriean way of
life |in English in the original] was the kind of life praper to the post-
historical period and that the presence today of the United Srates in the
World prefigures the future “eternal present” of all of humanity. Thus
Man's resurn to animality seemed no longer a possibility still to come,
but an already present certainey.

It was after a recent teip to Japan (1959) that I radically changed my
opinion on this point. .. R

Whe could deny that the neo-Marxist and para-Fleideggerian reading of
the Phenomenology of Spirit by Kojéve is interesting? It played a formative and
not negligible role, from many standpoints, for a certain generation of French
intellectuals, just before or just after the war. Things are not as simple in this
regard as people generally maintain, but that is not our point here. On the
other hand, if one wants to read with some seriousness that which is not alto-
gether serious, namely Kojéve’s note and postscript o post-Marxism as post-
history of humanity, then one must stifl underscore at least a few points. First

of all, the last and also most enigmatic sentence of this note, which we are
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going to quote, remains a prescriptive utterance. Who has ever read ie? Tt is
perhaps the most irresistible opening in this “Postscript.” It defines a task and
a duty Tdevoir] for the furre of post-historical man, once what Kojéve calls the
“Tapanization” of the West (including the Russians) will have been realized.
Post-historical man doir. ..,” writes Kojéve. “Doit” what? Is “doit” to be trans-
lated here as “must” or “should™? Whatever may be the case concerning the modall-
ty or the content of this “devoir,” whatever may be the necessity of this
-

prescription, even if it calls for eternities of interpretation, there is an it 1s

necessary” for the future. Whatever may be its indetermination, be it that of
“i¢ is necessary {that there be] the furure” {“i fau lavenir”], there is some
future and some history, there is perhaps even the beginning of historicity for
post-historical Man, beyond man and beyond history such as they have been
represented up until now. We must insist on this specific point precisely
because it points to an essential lack of specificity, an indetermination that
remains the ultimate mark of the furure: whatever may be the case concerning the
modality or the content of this duty, this necessity, this preseription or this
injunction, this pledge, this task, also therefore this promise, this necessary
promise, this "it is necessary” is necessary, and that iy the law. This indifference to
the content here is not an indifference, it is not an aftitude of indifterence, on

the contrary. Marking any opening to the event and to the future as such, it

therefore conditions the interest in and not the indifference to anything

whatsoever, to all content in general. Without it, there would be neither

\RTENTOn, hor need, nor desire, and so on. The concept of this singuiar wdit-

ference (difference itself) is not projected by our reading onto Kojeve's text.

THe Tatier speaks of it. It characterizes in his view a furnre that would carry

beyond what has up unti] now been called history, Apparently “formalist,”

this indifference to the content has perhaps the value of giving one to think
the necessarily pure and purely necessary form of the furure as such, in its
being-necessarily-promised, prescribed, assigned, enjoined, in the necessari-
ly formal necessity of its possibility—in short, in its law. It is this faw that dis-

lodges any present out of its contemporaneity with itself, Whether the

o

promise promises this or that, whether it be fulfilled or not, ot whether it b

unfilfillable, there is necessarily some promise and therefore some historicity

a5 Fature-ro-come. It is what we are nicknaming the messianic without mes-

sianism. For lack of time, let us do no more than read this sentence w which,

in another context and at another rhythm, it would have been necessary to
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devote all the meditative attentton it demands;

Which means that even while he speaks from now on in an adeguate fash-
ion of all that ke has been given, post-historical Man must/ shoutd {doit]
[we underscore this doif that doubtless takes us back to the common con-
dition of possibility of the two forms of the necessary, musr and should)
continue to detach {underscored by Kojdve] “forms” from their “con-
tents,” doing this not in order to trans-form the larter actively, but in
order to ogpose bimself funderlined by Kojéve] as a pure *form” to him-
self and to others, taken as whatever sorts of “contents.” (P. 437)

Is it possible to reread this text of Kojéve's otherwise? Is it possible to rescue
P (! p

it from the crude manipuladon it has received in the hands not so much of

Fukuyama himself {who, moreover, is not interested in this enigmatic con-
chasion), but of those who exploit him? Read with some sense of the actor’s
ploy, the one demanded by Kojéve, and therefore with more philosophical,
political, or “ideological” vigilance, this text resists. It servives perkaps those
who waste no time translating it and putting it on display as a weapon of
philosophical propaganda or an object of prime-time media consumption.
The “logic” of the propesition fust quoted might indeed correspond to a law,
the law of the law. This law would signify the following to us: in the same
place, on the same limut, where history is finished, there where a certain deter-
mined concept of history comes to an end, precisely there the historicity of
history begins, there finaily it has the chance of heralding irself—of promising

itsell. There where man, a certain determined concept of man, is finished,

. -+ T e «
there the pure humanity of man, of the ezber man and of man as other begins

or has finally the chance of heralding jtself-—of promising itself. [n an appar-

G S T

ently inhuman or else a-human fashion. Even if these propositions still call

for critical or deconstructive questions, they are not reducible to the vulgate of

the capitalist paradise as end of history.

{(Permit me to recall very GTielly that a certain deconstructive procedure, at
east the one in which I thought 1 had 10 engage, consisted from the outset in
utting into question the onto-theo- but also archeo-teleological concept of
history—in Hegel, Marx, or even in the epochal thinking of Heidegger. Not
i order to oppose it with an end of history or an anhistoricity, but, on the

dontrary, in order to show thar this onto-theo-archeo-teleology Tocks up, neu-

tralizes, and finally cancels historicity. It was then a matter 6f TRIIKIng another

e

historicity—not a new history or siill Jess a “new historicism,” but another

openin of event-ness as FWSDQQ ﬁwm; mmmsﬁﬂrm one not to renounce, but on’

THe ComTEaTY t open up access 1o an mmrzmmdﬁ thinking of the messianic and
%i‘i

mamzn%mﬁcg promise s Promise: a3 promise and not as onto-theological or
releo-eschatological program or design. Not only must one not renounce the

emancipatory desire, it is necessary to insist on it more than ever, it seems,
: T - - n
and insist on 1t, moreover, as the very indestrucubility oF thé™iT i necessary=

This 1s the condition of 2, icization.perhape of another concept of the

political.

Pt at a certain point promise and decision
owe their possibility to the ordeal of undecidability which will always remain
ther condition, And all the grave stakes we have just named in a lew words
would come down to the question of what one understands, with Marx and
after Marx, by effectivity, effect, operativity, work, labor [ Wirklichkeit, Wirkung,

work, operation], living work in their supposed opposition to the spectral

N . - - i M
Jogic thac also governs the effects of virtuality, of simulacram, of “mourning
work,” of ghost, revenant, and so forth. And of the justice that is their due. To
]

put it in a few words, deconstructive thinking of the trace, of iterability, of

prosthetic synthesis, of supplementarity, and so forth, goes beyond this oppo-

sition, bevond the ontology it presumes Tnsceibing the possibility of the
reference o the other, and thus of radical alterity and heterogeneity, of dif-
ferance, of technicity, and of ideality 1n the very event of presente i the
presence of the present that it dis-joins a priori in order to make it possible

s ampossible in its identity or its contemporaneity with itself], it does not

deprive itself of the means with which to take into account, or to render an
E.,.mcsm: of, the effects of ghosts, of simulacra, of “synthetic images,” or even, to
putit ip texos of the Marxist code, of ideologems, even if these take the novel
forms to which modern technology will have given rise. That is why such a

deconstruction has never been Marxist, no more than it has ever been non-

Marxist, although it has remained faithful to a certain spirit of Marxism, to

at least ome oF ts spirits for, and this can never be repeated too often, there is

maore than one of them and they are heterogeneous.)

—
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wears and tears

{rableau of an ageless world)

The time ix pat of foins. The world is going badly. It is worn but ics
wear no longer coants. Old age or youth—once no lenger counts in that way.
The world has wore than one age. We lack the measure of the measure. We no
longer realize the weas, we no longer take account of it as of a single age in
the progress of histery. Neither maturation, nor crisis, nor even agony.
Something else. What is happening is happening to age itself, it strikes a biow
at the teleological order of history, What is coming, in which the untimely
appears, is happening to tine but it does net happen in time. Contretemps.
The time is out of joint. Theatrical speech, Hamlet's speech before the theater
of the world, of history, and of politics. The age is off its hinges. Everything,
beginning with time, seems out of kilter, unjust, dis-adjusted. The world is
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going very badly, it wears as it grows, as the Painter also says at the beginning
of Timon of Athens (which is Marx's play, s it not). For, this time, it is a painter’s
specch, as if he were speaking of a spectacle or before a tableaw: “How goes the
]

world? —It wears, sig, as it grows.

This wearing in expansion, in growth jgself, which is to say in the becoming

worldwide [mondialisation] of the world, is rot the unfolding of a normal, nop-

mative, o normed process. 1t 1s not a phase of development, one more crisis,

growth crisis because growth is what 1s bad (“it wears as tt grows”); it Is no

longer an end-of-ideologies, a last crists-—of-Marxism, 6T 4 new Crisis-of-cap-

o ety e

iralism.

by

The world is going badly, the pictuze is bleak, one could say almost black.

Let us form an hypothesis, Suppose that, for lack of time {the spectacle or the
tableau is always “for lack of time”), we propose simply to paing, like the

Painter in Timon of Athens. A black picture on a blackboard. Tazonomy or

S A

freeze-frame image. Tidle: “The time is out of joint” or “What s going so badly

today in the world” We would Jeave this banal title in its neutral form so as to

avoid speaking of crisis, a very insufficient concept, and so as to avoid decid-

i,

ing between the bad as suffering and the bad as wrong or as crime.

We would add to this GtE of & possible blackboard picture mietely a few
subtitles, What are they?

One might already have been shocked by the Kojevian picture of the state of
the world and the state of the United States after the war. The optimism of
the picture was tainted by cymicism. It was afready insolent to say then that
“all the members of a ‘classless society’ can appropriate there as of now what-
ever they like, without having for all that to work any more than they wish
to.” But what is one to think today of the imperturbable thoughtlessness that
consists in singing the triumph of capitalism or of economic and political lib-
eralism, “the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the endpoins
of human government,” the “end of the problem of social classes”? What cyn-

icism of good conscience, what manic disavowal could cause someone to write,
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form has never been so much in the minority and so isolated in the world?

£ary
That it has never been in such a state of dysfanction in what we call the

luﬁmwmmu democracies? Electoral ?mmmvgﬂmwﬁﬂ% or ElEEmsEQ lifeig ot

¥ v distorted, as was always the case, by a great number of socio- ~eCONOMIC

only the case, b

.anmm:x,:; bur it is exercised with more and more 9%9_5\ in a wﬁ_u:r
mmmmn ﬁwomoﬁzmq upset EN techno-tele- media mm?:..mgwnm and by new

rhythms of information and communication, by the devices and the speed. of

i

forces represented by the latter, but also and consequently by the new Bomm\m@
Ilublnﬂiiill!!\ Eal

of appropriation they put t work, by the new structure of the event and of

its spectrality that chey produce m\ h inven \mmﬁ bring up Holmmmm\ok naugurate

.ER_ roveal, cause to come about and bring to light a¢ the same time, there wheve

&5 were alveady there without being there: it is the relation of the concept of pro-
duction to the ghost ehat is in question here). This transformation does not

“affect only facts bur the concept of such “facts.” The e very concept BT the event.

-

The relation between deliberation and dedision, the very functioning of gov-

ernment has changed, not only in its technical conditions, 1S t1me, 158 $pace,

and its speed, but, wichout anyone having really realized it, in its concept. Let

“us recall the technical, scientific, and economic transformations that, in
FEuarope, after the First World War, already upset the topological structure of
the res publica, of public space, and of public opinion. They affected not only
this topological structure, they also began to make problematic the very pre-
sumption of the ropographical, the presumption that there was a place, and
s an dennhiable and stabilizable body for public speech, the public thing,

ot the public cause, throwing liberal, parliamentary, and capitalist democracy

if not believe, that “everything that stood in the way of the reciprocal recog-

nition of human dignity, always and everywhere, has been refuted and buried
R

by Emﬂoﬁxﬁw
I St A

Provisionally and for the sake of convenience, let us rely on the outdated
opposition between civil war and international war. Under the heading of civil

war, is it still necessary to point out that liberal democracy of the parliamen-

inte crisis, as is often said, and opening thereby the way for three torms of

totalitarianism which then allied, fought, or combined with each othEr in

countless ways. Now, these transformations are being amplified beyond all

medsure today. This process, moreover, no longer corresponds to an amplifi-

et

camon, if one understands by this word homogeneous and continuous growth,

What can no longer be measured is the leap that alreudy distances us from
those powers of the media that, in the 1920s, before television, were pro-
foundly transforming the public space, dangerously weakening the authority
and the representativity of elected officials and reducing the field of parlia-
mentary discussions, deliberations, and decisions. One could even say that
they were already putting in question electoral democracy and political rep-

resentation such at least as we have known them up until now. If there is a tendency

i o
B et
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in all Western democracies no longer to sespect the professional @ozmmwm: oF

even the party member as such, 1t 15 no longer only becadiise of some @rmmo:&

insufficiency, some fault, or some incompetence, o1 because of some scandal

that can now be more widely known, amplified, and 1n fact often mxomci& if

:oﬁ ,mmrmw.m&ﬁﬁmg by the power om me Bo&m Rather, it is v?m:mm to_EnEam

xom at the very moment when ﬂrm ransformation of the publicspace,

L ——— b A TR G g e R

?mcmmw% by the media, causes them to lose the essential part of ‘ﬁwm power

and even of the moawogwnm they were granted before by the Struc

ires of

huioiiuiy

partiamentary representation, by the pasty apparatuses thar were linked to ir,

and so forth. However competent they may personaily be, vmommmzosa ﬁorﬂ-

[RSEv—

cians who conform ro the old model tend today to become structurally

incompetent. The same media power accuses, produces, and amplifies ar the

same time this i incompetence of traditional politicians: on the one hand, it takes

sabwilivieinerszis Moo S

aways from them the legitimate power they held in the former political space

(party, parliament, and so forch), but, on the other hand, it owrmmu them to

heddme mere silhouettes, I not marionettes, on the stage of televisual Hrmwo&n.

They. were thought to be actors of politics, they now often risk, as everyone

G

knows, being no more than TV actors.” Under the heading of international or

civil-international war, is it still necessary to point out the economic wars,

national wars, wars among minorities, the unteashing of racisms and xeno-
phobias, echnic conflicss, conflicts of culture and religion that are tearing apart

so-called democratic Europe and the world today? Entire regiments of ghosts

have returned, armies from every age, camoutlaged by the archaic symptois

of the paramilitary aid of The postIOdern excess of arms {informaton tech-

nology, panoptical surveillance via satellite, puclear threag, and so FOTTH), L.¢t

us accelerate things. Beyond these two types of war {civil and international)

whose dividing line cannot even be distinguished any longer, let us biacken
stiil more the picrure of this wearing down beyond wear. Let us name with a
single trait that which could risk making the euphoria of liberal-democrat
capiralism resemble the blindest and most delirious of hallucinations, or even
an increasingly glaring hypocrisy in its formal or juridicist rhetosic of human
rights. It will not be a matter of merely accumulating, as Fukuyama might say,
“empirical evidence,” it will not suffice to point one’s finger at the mass of
undeniable facts that this picture could describe or denounce. The question
posed too briefly would not even be that of the analysis with which one would

L.9)

then have to proceed in all these directions, but of the double interpretation, the
concurrent readings that the picture seems to call for and to oblige us to asso-
ciate. If one were permitted to name these plagues of the “new world order” in
a ten-word telegram, one might perhaps choose the following ten words.

1. Unemployment, that more or Jess well-calculated deregulation of a new

market, new technologies, new worldwide competitiveness, would no doubt,

like labor or production, deSéTve another name woday. ALl the MOore $o 1n that

relo-work inscribes there a niew st of givens that perturbs both the methods of

traditional calculation and the concepiual opposition between work and non-

work, activity, employment, and their contrary. This regular deregulation is at

onee mastered, calculated, “soctalized” (that is, most often disavowed), and

sireducible to prediction—Iike suffering itself, a suffering that suffers sGIT

Thore, and more obscurely, for having lost its habitual models and language

once it no longer recognizes itself in the old word unemployment and in the

scene that word named for so long. The function of social inactvity, of non-

WOrk of of underemployment is entering into a new era [t calls for another

‘politics. And another concept. The “new unemployment” no more resembles

Tnemployment, 1n the very lorms of its experience and its calculation, than

what in France is called the “new poverty” resembles poverty.

27The massive exclusion ol homeless citizens from any participation in the

demderatic e of States, the expulsion of deportation of so many exiles, state-

I&ss persons, and immigrants from a so-called national territory already herald

anew experience of frontiers and identity-—whether national or civil.

77The ruthless economic war among the countries of the European

Community themselves, between them and the Eastern European COUNLrIes,

Getween Europe and the United States, and berween Europe, the United

States, and Japan. This war controls everything, beginning with the other wars,

because it controls the practical interpretation and an inconsistent and

“Unequal apphcation of international law. There have been too many exam-

ples in the fast decade or more.

4. The inability to master the contradictions in the concept, norms, and

reality oF the free market (the barriers of a protectionism and the interven=

fromist brdding wars of capitalist States seeking to protect their nationals, or
even Westerners or Europeans in general, from cheap labor, which often
has no comparable social protection). How is one to save one’s own inter-

ests in the global market while claiming to protect one’s “social advantages”



852

and so forth?
5. The aggravation of the foreign debt and other connected mechanisms are

starving or driving to despair a large portion of humanity. They rend thus to

exclude it simultaneously from the very market that this logic nevertheless

seeks to extend. This type of contradiction works through many geopolitical

fluctations even when they appear t be dictated by the discourse of democ-
ratization or human rights.

6. The arms industry and trade (whether it be “conventional” arms or at the

cutting edge of tele-technofogical sophistication) are inscribed in the normal

Coainity » - v . . . T
regulation of the scientfic research, economy, and socialization of labor in

Western democracies. Short of an unimaginable revolution, they cannot be
suspended or even cut back without running major risks, beginning with the
worsening of the sald unemployment. As for arms trafficking, to the (limit-
ed) degree that it can still be distinguished from “normal” commerce, it
remains the largest in the world, Jarger than the drug traffic, from which it is
not always dissociated,

7. The spread (“dissermination” of nuclear weapons, maintained by the very

g,

countries that say they want to protect themselves from it, Is no longer even

controllable, as was the case for a long fime, by statist structures. It exceeds

not only statist control but every declared market.

8. H.wﬂm?m%in wars (have there ever been another kind?) are proliferating,

driven by an archaic phantasm and concept, by a primitive conceptnal phantasm of

community, the nation-State, sovereignty, botders, native soil and blood.

cHtbircmmcarre

Archalsm i$ not a bad thing in itself, it doubtless keeps some izreducible

resource. But how can one deny that this conceptual phantasm is, so to speak,

made more outdated thap ever, in the very ewoselogy it suppases hytele-tech-

nic dis-location? (By entopelegy we mean an axiomatics linking indissociably
the ontological value of present-being {on] to its situation, to the stable and
presentable determination of a locality, the ropos of territory, native soil, city,
body in general). For having spread in an unheard-of fashion, which is more
and more differentiated and more and more accelerared (it is acceleration
itself, beyond the norms of speed that have until now informed human cul-
ture), the process of dislocation is no less arch-originary, that is, just as
“archaic” as the archaism that it has always dislodged. This process is, more-

mamsaee

over, the positive condition of the stabilization that it constantly Teldtnches.

All stabifity in a place being but a stabilization or a SedERTATIZATION, Towilh~
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haveto have been necessary that the local differance, the spacing of a dis-
%@E ~s the movement its start. And gives place and gives rise |donne
* . Jrrﬂiluui‘il'll‘ld.l’li

lien. All national rootedness, for example, 1s rooted first of all in the memory

or the anxiety of a displaced—or displaceable—population. It is not only time
a.‘iilillﬂ_!lul .. - . . P
that is “out of joint,” but space, space In time, spacing.

TR . - -
5 Tow can one ignore the growing and undelimitzble. thatis, worldwide

it S
power of those super-efficient and propely capitalist phantom-States that are

o afia and the drug cartels on every continent, including in the former so-

RS p 4 - ...
~mTed socialist States of Eastern Europe? These phantom-5States have infil-

crated and banalized themselves everywhere, to the point that they can no

|onger be strictly identified. Nor even sometimes clearly dissociated from the

processes of democratization {think-for example—of the schema, tele-

graphically simplified here, that would associate them with the history-of-a-
mmn.ﬂ:ﬂ?ﬁmmm-wﬁmmwnmlgArmg.,mmnmmﬁaorrwzgdmmo:imnlmSSA?&;E&BL
_.:m:?msagm%B_u.”omnmETm:mmm-norHrm-Ew.#mmL:]Mwm-mm:ﬂoﬂmmw?nmamgcs-
both-sides-of-che-Atlantic-as-well-as-in-the-reconstruction-of-the-Iralian-
Christian-democtatic-State-which-has-today-entered-into-a-new-configura-
tiop-of-capital, about which the least one can say is that we will understand
nothing of what is happening there if we do not take account of its genealo-
gy). All these infiltrations are going through a “critical” phase, as one says,
which is no doubt what aflows us to talk about them or to begin their analy-

sis. These phantom-States invade not only the socioe-conomic fabric, the gen-

eral circulation of capital, but also statist or inter-statist ipstutations.
10. For above allgibove all, one would have t©o analyze the present state o*,v .
international law and of its institutions. Despite a forrunate perfectibility,

despite an undeniable progress{these international institutions suffer from at

o T The first and most radical of the two stems from the fact that
Rt norms, their charter, the definition of their mission depend on a certain

historieal colture. L hey cannot be dissociated from certain European philo-

sophical concepts, and notably from a concept of State or natonal sovereignty

whose genealogical closure is more and more evident, not only in a theoretiy,
co-juridical or speculative fashion, but concretely, practically, and practically
quotidian. Anorher limit is strictly finked to the first: This supposedly uni-

versal international law remains, in its application, largely dominated by

particular nation-States. Almost always their techno-economic and military

power prepares and applies, in other words, carries the deciston. As one says 1n
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English, it makes the decision. Countless examples, recent or not so recent,
would amply demonstrate this, whether it is a question of deliberations and
resolutions of the United Narions or of the putting into practice or the
“enforcement” of these decisions: the incoherence, discontinuity, inequalicy of
States before the law, the hegemony of certain States over military power in
the service of international law, this is what, year after year, day after day, w

are forced to acknowledge*

Am.rrwm facts do not suffice to disqualify international institutions. Justice

demands, on the contrary, that one pay tribute to certain of those who are

working within them in the direction of the perfectibility and emancipation of

imstitutions that mughevetbe 1 zoﬁmnmu. However insufficient, confused,

ot s T - . . .
ot equivocal such signs may still be, we should salute what is heralded today in

the reflection on the right of interference or intervention in the name of what

is obscurely and sometimes hypocritically called the hunmanitartan, thereby

limiting the sovereignty of the State in certain conditions. ] erussalate such

signs even 4s one remains vigilantly on guard against the manipulations or

appropriations to which these novelties can be subjected. v

Tet us return now to the immediate vicinity of the subject of our confer-
¥
ence. My mmvﬁ.&m@% New International,” refers to a profound transforma-

tion, projected over a long term, of international law, of its concepts, and its

field of intervention. Just as the concept of human rights has slowly been
determined over the course of centuries through many socio-political
upheavals (whether it be a mater of the right to work or economic rights, of
the rights of women and children, and so forth), likewise international law

A irerp—"

should extend and diversify its field w include, if at least it is to be consistent

with the 1dea of democracy and of human rights it proclaims, Ye worldwide

econommic and social field, beyond the sovereignty of States al of the phan-
tom-States we mentioned a moment ago. Despi sarances, what we are

saying here is not simply anti-statist: in given and limited conditions, the

super-state, which might be an international institution, may always be able

to limit the appropriations and the violence of certain private socio-econom-

ic Forces, But Without necessarily subscribing o the whole Marxist discourse

= - . B I
(which, moreover, is complex, evolving, heterogeneous) and s

appropriation by a dominant class, on the distinction between State power

and State apparatus, on the end of the political, on “the end of politics” or on
PP P ; P

5y

the juridical idea in itself, one may still find inspiration in the Marxist “spirit”

(o criticize the presumed autonomy of the juridical and to denounce endless-

s . - .. .
[y the de facto take-oves of international authorities by powerful Nation-

$fates, by concentrations of techno-scientific capital, symbolic capital, and

financial capital, of State capital and private capital. A “new international” is

Being sought through these crises of internacional law; it already denounces

the limits of a discourse on human rights that will remain inadequate, some-

m‘EQm hypocritical, and in any case formalistic and inconsistent with 1tself as

momm as the law of the market, the “foreign debt,” the inequality of rechno-sci-

entific, military, and economic development maintain an effective inequali-

the withering away of the State,” and, on the other hand, withour suspecting

ty as monstrous as that which prevails today, to a greater extent than ever in

the history of humapity. For jt must be cried out, at atime when some have

the sudacity to neo- mé;m&rwﬁm\ the name of the ideal of 4 liberal democra-
cy THiT #ww.mdwmﬁ;mﬂgwmm :momm as the ideal of human history: never have vio-

B

lénce, inequality, oxn?ﬁo: ?EE@ and thus economic oppression affected

as many lluman beings in the Ristory of the €arth and of humanity. Instead of

singing the advent of the ideal of liberal democracy and of the capitalist mar-
ket in the cuphoria of the end of history, instead of celebrating the “end of

ideologies” and the end of the great emancipatory discourses, et us never

aeglect this obvious macroscopic fact, made up of innumerable Z:m:_mm sites

of suffering: no degree of progress allows one to ignore that never before, in

absolute figures, never have so many men, womnen, and children been subiuz

wﬁma starved, or exterminated on the earth. {And provisionally, but with

HmmHmﬁ We must leave aside here the nevertheless indissociable question of
what is becoming of so-called “animal” life, the life and existence of “animals”
in this history. This question has always been a serious one, but it will become
massively unavoidable.)

The “New International” is not oaly that which is seeking 2 new interna-
gional law through these crimes. It is & link of affinity, suffering, and hope, a
stilf discrees, almost secret link, as it was around 1848, but more and more
visible, we have more than one sign of it. It is an untimely link, without status,
without title, and without name, barely public even if it is not clandestine,
without contract, “out of joint,” without coordination, without party, without
country, without national community {International before, across, and
beyond any national determination), without co-citizenship, without com-

mon belonging to a class. The name of new International is given here to what
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calls to the friendship of an altiance without institution among those wheo,
even if they no longer believe or never believed in the socialist-Marxist
International, in the dictatorship of the proletariat, in the messiano-eschato-
logical role of the universal uniop of the proletarians of all lands, continue to
be inspired by at least one of the spirits of Marx or of Marxism {they now
know that there is move than one) and in order o ally themselves, in a new, con-
creie, and real way, even if this ailiance no longer takes the form of a party or
of a workers’ international, but rather of a kind of counter-conjuration, in the
{theoretical and practical) critique of the state of international law, the con-
cepts of State and nation, and so forth: in order to renew this critique, and
especially to radicalize it.

There are at least 7wo ways to interpret what we have just called the “black-
board picrure,” the ten plagues, the mourning and promise it announces while
pretending to expose or to count. Between these two interpretations, which
are at once in competition and incompatible, how is one to choose? Why can
we not choose? Why must we not choose? In both cases, it is a matter of fideli-
ty to @ certain spirit of Marxism: one, this one, and not the other.

1. The first interpretation, the most classical and paradoxical at the same time,
would still remain within the idealist logic of Fukuyama. But so as to draw
other consequences. Let us accept provisionally the hypothesis that all that

is going badjyin the world today is but @ measure of the gap between an empir-

ieatreatity and a regulating ideal, whether the lateer is defined as Fukuyama

doEs G Whether one refines and transforms the concept. The value and the

ShviGtiness of the 1deal would not be compromised, intrinsically, by the his-

torical inadequation of empirical realities. Well, even within this idealist

hypothesis, the recourse o a certain spiriz of the Marxist critique remains
\\I.Il\l\.llﬁll-« - . . - .
ufgent and will have to remain indefinitely necessary in order to denounce

and reduce the gap ay much ar . ip order to adjust “reality” to the “ideal”

in the course of a necessarily infinite process. This Marxist cridque can stili be

fruitful if one knows how to adapt it to new conditions, whether it is a matter
of new modes of production, of the appropriation of economic and techno-
scientific powers and knowledge, of juridical formality in the discourse and
the practices of national or international law, of pew problems of citizenship
and nationality, and so forth.

2. The second interpretation of the blackboard picture would obey another Jogic.

Beyond the “facts,” Beyond the supposed “empirical evidence,” beyond all that,

F

s inadequate to the ideal, it would be a question of putting into question again,

in certain of its essential predicates, the very concept of the said ideal. This

s

would extend, for example, to the economic analysis of the market, the laws of

capital, of types of capital (financial or symbolic, therefore spectral), liberal

mmmmmac_:mg democracy, modes of representation and suffrage, the deter-

- - - .o ,
Tnining content of human rights, women's and children’s rights,” the current

Toncepts of equality, liberty, especially fraternity (the most problematic of

all), dignity, the relations between man and citizen. It would also extend, in
e N

the quasi-rotality of these concepts, Lo the concept of the human (therefore

of the divine and the animal) and to a determined concept of the democratic

fhat supposes it (let us not say of afl democracy of, precisely [yustement], Df
“]!iilkl‘ r . - . - .
democracy to come). Now, even in this last hypothesis, fidelity to the inheri-

rance of a certain Marxist spirit would remain a duty.

TTere are two different reasons to be faithful to a spirit of Marxism. They
must not be added together but intertwined. They must be implicated with
each other in the course of a complex and constantly re-evaluated strategy.
There will be no re-politicization, there will be no politics otherwise. Without

this strategy, each of the two reasons could lead back to the worst, to worse
than the bad, if one can puc it that way, namely to a sort of fatalist idealism or
abstract and dogmatic eschatology in the face of the world’s evil

Which Marxist spirit, then? It is easy to imagine why we will not please the
Marxists, and still less all the others{by insisting in this way on the spirit af

Marxisin, especially if we let it be undérstood that we intend to understand

spiritsin the plural and in the sense of specters, of untimely specters that one

must not chase away but sort our, critique keep close by, and allow to come
bacld And of course, we must never hide from the face that the principle of
selectivity which will have to giide and hierarchize among the “spirits” will
fatally exciude in its turn. fe will even annhilate, by watching (over) 1t8 ancCs™
tors rather than fover) certain others.’ At this moment rather than at some
other Soamzﬁﬁw% forgetfulness (guilty or innocens, it little matters here), by
foroclosure oF marder, this watch itself will engender new ghosts. It will do

so by choosing already among the ghosts, its own from among its own, thus
by killing the dead: law of finitude, faw of, decision and responsibiliry for finite
existences, the only living-mortals for whom a decision, a choice, a responsi-
mwﬁmu\ s Theaning and a meaning that will have to pass through the ordeal
of the :Eﬁn.ﬁug% fiich is why what we are saying here will not please any-
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one, But who ever said that someone ever had to speak, think, or write in order
to please someone else? And if one interprets the gesture we are risking here
as a belated-rallying-to-Marxism, then one would have to have misunder-
stood quite badly. It is true, however, that I would be today, here, now, less
insensitive than ever to the appeal of the contretemps or of being out-of-step,
as well as to the style of an untimeliness that is more manifest and more
urgent than ever. Aiready 1 hear people saying: “You picked a good time to
salute Marx!” Or else: “It’s about time!” “Why so late?” T behieve in the politi-
cal virtue of the contretemps. And if a contretemps does not have the good
luck, a more o less calculated Tuck, to come fast iu time, then the inoppor-
tuneness of a strategy (political or other) may still bear witness, precisely
[ustement], to justice, bear witness, at least, to the justice which is demanded
and about which we were saying a moment ago that it must be disadjusted,
irreducible to exactness [fuszessel and to law. But that is not the decisive moti-
vation here and we need finally to break with the simplism of these slogans.
What is certain is that I am pot a Marxist, as someone said a long tme ago,
Jet us recall, in a witticism reported by Engels. Must we still cite Marx as an
authority in order to say “I am not a Marxist”? Whatis the distinguishing trait

of a Marxist statement? And who can still say “T am a Marxist”?

To continue o take inspiration from a certain spirit of Marxism would be to

keep faith with what has atways made of Marxism in principle and first of all a

radical crisique, namely a procedure ready to undertake its setf-critique. This
fies

critigque anls itielfto be in principle and explicitly open to its own transfor-

mation, re-evaluation, self-reinterpretation. Such a criteal “wanting-itself”

nécessarily takes root, it is involved in a ground that it not yee critical, even if

its not, not yet, pre-critical. This latter spirit 1s more than a style, even though

it is also a style. It is heir to a spirit of the Enlightenment which must not be
renounced. We would distinguish this spirit from other spirits of Marxism,
those that rivet it to the body of Marxist doctrine, to its supposed systemic,
metaphysical, or ontological torality (notably to its “dialectical method” o

to “dialectical materialism™), to its fundamensal concepts of labor, mode of
production, social class, and consequently to the whole history of its appara-
tuses (projected or real: the Internationals of the labor movement, the
dictatorship of the proletariar, the single party, the State, and finally the total-
itarian monstrosity). For, let us speak as “good Marxists,” the deconstruction of

any metaphysico-religious determination, from any messianicn. >:m

\bmﬂmp
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Marxist ontology does not go after only a theoretico-speculative layer of the
Marxist corpus but everything that articulates this corpus with the most con-
crete history of the apparatuses and strategies of the worldwide labor
movement. And this deconstruction is not, in the fast analysis, 2 methodical or

theoretical procedure. In its possibility as in the experience of the impossi-

e
ble that will always have constitated it, it is never a stranger to the event, that

sk T

s, very simply, to the coming of that which happens. Certain Soviet philoso-

phers told me in Moscow a few years ago: the best translation of perestrotka
was still “deconstruction.”

For this apparently chemical analysis that will isolate in sum the spirit of
Marxism to which one ought to remain faithful by dissociating it from all the
other spitits—and one will observe perhaps with a smile that the latter
include almost everything—our guiding thread this evening will be precisely
the question of the ghost. How did Marx himself treat the ghost, the concept
of the ghost, the specter or revenans? How did he determine 1t? How did he
bind it, finally, after so many hesitations, through so many rensions and con-
eradictions, to an ontology? What is this attachment of the ghost? What is the
bind of this bind, of this ontology, with materialism, the party, the State, the
becoming-totalitarian of the State?

To critique, to call for interminable self-critique is still to distinguish

bet®eEn everyihing and almost everything. Now, 1f there 1s a spirit of
ything ytaing P

Marxism which I wifl never be ready to renounce, it is not only Hrm nm&nm_

idea or the guestioning stance (a consisient deconstruction :Eﬁ Emmm_“ on

them even as it also learns that this is not the [ast or first écav : is even

et et e e el imtnnr LT e e NS i

more a certain emancipatory and mecriauic. affirmation, a certain mxmmmmsnm

= ilui...liixein\ns.iil B
of the promise that one can try. to liberate from any dogmatics and even from

O

m:dn:vm must promise o be wm? that is, not to remain m?:Em

“abstract,” but to Eomc? events, new mmPQEo forms of action, practice

osganization, and so forth. "o break é:r the wmmg mo:d or with some form

S,

of the State or the International does not mean 1o give up every form of prac-

:nmm or effective organization. TS exactly the contrary that Bmﬂm? k) us

In saying that, one is in opposition to two dominant tendencies: on the ane
hand, the most vigilant and most modern reinterpretations of Marxism by cer-

tain Marxists {notably French Marxists and those around Althusser) who
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believed that they must instead try to dissociare Marxism from any teleology
or from any messianic eschatology (but my concern is precisely to distinguish
the latter from the former); on the other band, and-Marxist interpretations thar
determine their own emancipatory eschatology by giving it a metaphysical

or oato-theological content that is always deconstructible. A deconstructive

thinking, the one that matters to me here, has always pointed out the irre-

ducibility of affirmation and therefore of the promise, as well asthe”

indeconstractbility of a certain idea of jusgice (dissociated here from taw®),

Such a thinking cannot operate without justifying the principle of a radical
—— ; . s . P S ——
E&::ﬁm:mm_u_mfm:mm:m?o%ﬂrwoaan&m:mmamncnmrmwomm:mmmSmmE
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critique. This eritique belongs to the movement of an experience open to the

absolute furare of what is coming, that is to say, a necessarily indeterminate,

abstract, desert-like experience that is confided, exposed, given up to its wait-

g for the other and for the event. In its pure formality, in the indetermination

;:: it requires, one may find yet another essential aftinicy between it and 2

certain messianic spirit. What we have said here or else

priation (the radical contradiction of all “capital.” of all property or

appropriation, as well as all the concepts that denend on it, beginning with
that of free subjectiviry, thus of emancipation as ordered by these concepts)

does not justify any bondage. It is, if we may say so, exactly the opposite,

Servitude binds (itself) to appropriation.

Now, this gesture of fidelity to a certain spirit of Marxism is a responsibili-
ty incumbent in principle, o be sure, on anyone. Barely deserving the name
community, the new International belongs only to anonyrnity. But this respon-
sibility appears today, at Jeast within the limits of an intellectual and academic
field, to return more imperatively andl, let us say so as pot to exclude anyone, by
privvity, in urgency 1o those who, during the last decades, managed to resist a
certain hegemony of the Marxist dogma, indeed of its metaphysics, in its

political or theoretical forms. And still more partcularly o those who have

insisted on conceiving and on practicing this resistance withour showing any

leniency toward resctionary, conservative Or NEOCONSErvative, mza‘mancamn

or obscurantist temptations, to those who, on the contrary, have nwmma_omv:\

proceeded in a hyper-criticat fashion, I will dare to say in a deconstructive

fashion, in the name of a new Enlightenment for the century to come. And

without renouncing an ideal of democracy and emancipation, but rather by

tfying to think it and to put it to work otherwise.

e T

2

91

wr responsibility, once.again world here he that of anbeic Whether they

éar it or know it or not, all men and women, all over the earth, are twday (0 a

e -
certain extent the heirs of Marx and Marxism. That is, as we were saying a

—ment ago, they are heirs of the absolute singularity of a projece—or of a

promise—which has philosophical and scientific form. This form is in prife-
Qmwm non-religious, in the sense of a positive religion; it is not mythological; it
is %SQS@ not patonal—for beyond even the alliance with a chosen people,

|\|.ll‘
there is no nationality or nationalism that is not religious.or mythological det

us say “mystical” in the broad sense. The form of this promise or of this proect

% absolutely unigue. Ifs eventis aronce-skgikas: +>?r;:~h:s®@mm®!
able—uneffaceable except by a dencgation and in the course of a work of

mourning that can only displace, without effacing, the effect of a rauma.

There is no precedent whatsoever for such an event In the whole history
of humanity, in the whole history of the world and of the earth, in all thar to
which one can give the name of history in general, such an event {let us
repeat, the event of a discourse in the philosophico-scientific form claiming
to break with myth, religion, and the nationalist “mystique”) has been bound,
for the first time and inseparably, to worldwide forms of social organization
(a pacty with a universal vocation, a labor movement, a confederation of
states, and so forth). All of this while proposing a new concept of the human,
of society, economy, nation, several concepss of the State and of its disappear-
ance. Whatever one may think of this event, of the sometimes terrifying fail-
ure of that which was thus begun, of the techno-economic or ecological
disasters, and the totalitarian perversions to which it gave rise {perversions
that some have been saying for a long time are precisely not perversions, that
is, they are not pathological and accidental corruptions but the necessary
deployment of an essential logic present at the birth, of an originary dis-
adjustment—let us say, for our part, in a too-elliptical fashion and without
contradicting this hypothesis, they are the effect of an ontological treatment of
the spectrality of the ghost), whatever one may think also of the rauma in
human memory that may follow, this unique attempr ook Emnw A messianic
promise, even if ir was not filGlled atleast in the formin-which Eﬁ?ﬁuﬁﬁp

even if it rushed headlong toward an ontological content, will have imprint-

ed an inaugural and unique mark in history. And whether we fike it or not,

whatever consciousness we have of it, we cannot not be i1s heirs. There 15 no

inheritance Without a call to responsibility. An inheritance is always the eaf-
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firmation of a debe, but a critical, selective, and fltering reaffirmation, which

is why we distinguished several spirits, By inscribing in our subtitle such an

equivocal expression as “the state of the debt,” we wanted to announce, to be
sure, a certain number of ineluctable themes, but above all that of an unef-

faceable and insoluble debt toward one of the spirits inscribed in historical

E ]

memory under the proper names of Marx and Marxism. Even where it is not

acknowledged, even where it remains unconscious or disavowed, this debrt
remains at work, in particular in political philosophy which structures implic-
e e

itly all philosophy or all thought on the subject of philosophy.

Let us limit ourselves, for lack of time, to certain traits, for example, of what
is called deconstruction, in the figure that it intally took over the course of
these last decades, namely the deconstruetion of the metaphysics of the “prop-
er,” of logocentrism, linguisticism, phonologism, the demystification or the
de-sedimentation of the autonomic hegemony of language (a deconstruction
in the course of which is elaborated another concepr of the text or the trace, of
their originary technization, of iterability, of the prosthetic supplement, buc
also of the proper and of what was given the name exappropriation). Such a

.

deconstruction would have been impossible and unthinkable in a pre-Marxist

e o

uwmmnm. Deconstruction has never had any sense or interest, in my view at least,

except as a radicalization, which is to say also in the pradition of a certain

et

METSESm, 10 a certain sprrit of Marxism. There has been, then, this arttempted

radicalization of Marxjsm called deconstruction (and in which, as some have
noted, a certain economic concept of the differantial economy and of exap-
propriation, or even of the gift, plays an organizing role, as does the concept of
work tied to differance and to the work of mourning in general}. If this
attempt has been prudent and sparing but rarely negative in the strategy of
its references to Marx, it is because the Marsist ontology, the appellation
Mary, the legitimation by way of Marx had been in a way too solidly taken
gver arraisonnées]. They appeared to be welded to an orthodoxy, to appara-
tuses and strategies, whose least fault was not only' that they were, as such,
deprived of a future, deprived of the future iwself. By “welded” one may under-
stand an artifacreal but solid adherence whose very event constituted the
whole history of the world for the last century and a half, and thus the whole
history of my generation.

But a radicalization is always indebted to the very thing it radicalizes” That

S e
is ;%H spoke of the Marxist memory and tradition of deconstruction, of its
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Marxist “spirit” It is not the only one and itis not just any one of the Marxist
spirits, of course. One ought to extend and refine these examples, but time is
lacking.

If my subtitle specified the Swute of the debt, 1t was also in view of problema-
tizing the concept of the State or the state, with or without capital inicial, and

in three ways.
First of all, we have said it often enough, one cannot establish the state of a

debt, for example as regards Marx and Marxism, as one would a balance sheet

or an exhausave record, in a staric and stafistical manner. These accounts cannot

Terhulnted. One makes oneself accountable by an engagement that selects,

interprets, and orients. In a practical and petformative manner, and by a deci-

sion that begins by getting caught up, fike a responsibility, in the snares of an
injunction that is already multiple, heterogencous, contradictory, divided—
cherefore an inheritance that will always keep its secret. And the secret of a

crime. The secret of its very author. The secret of the one who says to Hamlet:

Ghest-1 am thy Fathers Spirig,

Doonm'd for a certaine terme to walke the night;
And for the day confin'd 1o fast in Fires,

Til§ the foule crimes done in my dayes of Natuze
Are burnt and purg’d away: But that T am forbid
To tell che secrets of my Prison-House;

[ could a Tale unfold. .. (Lyv).""

Every revenant seems here to come from and return to the enrth, to come
from it as from a buried clandestiniry (humus and mold, eomb and subter-
ranean prison), to return to it as to the lowesg, toward the humble, humid,
humilated. We must pass by here, we too, we must pass over in silence, as low
as possible to the earth, the retorn of an animal: not the figure of the old mole
(“Well said, old Mole™), not of a certain hedgehog, but more precisely of a
“frecfull Porpentine” that the spirit of the Father is then getting ready to con-
jure away by removing an “eternal blazon” from “ears of flesh and blood.”

Secondly, another debt, all the questions concerning democracy, the univer-
sal discourse on human rights, the future of humanity. and so forth, will give..
rise only to formal, right-thinking, and hypocritical alibis as long as the
“foreien Debt” has not been treated head-on, 1n as responsible, consistent,

il ;
and systematic manner as possible. With this name or with this emblematic
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figure, we are pointing to the fmeresr and first of all the interest of capital in

general, an interest that, in the order of the world today, namely the world-

wide market, iolds a reass of humanity under s yoke and in 2 new form of

slavery. Lhis happens and is avthorized always in the statist or inter-statist
i

forms of an organization. Now, these problems of the foreign Debt—and

everything that is metonymized by this concept—will not be treated with-

out at least the spitit of the Marxst critique, the critique of the market, of the

multiple logics of capiral, and of that which links the State and international

law to this market.

TFivdly, Tastly, and consequently, a profound and critical re-elaboration of
e M . - ~ . 3
the concepts of the STELE; O T THIOIFSTae; ol TIINUTTL SOVEreignty, and of

citizenship must correspond to a phase of decisive mutation. The latter would

be impessible without vigilant and systematic reference to a Masxist prob-

[ematic, if not to the Marxist conclusions regarding the State, the power of

the State, and the State apparatus, the illusions of its legal autonomy as con-

cerns socio-economic forces, but also regarding new forms of a withering or

A THET 4 TERSCTIpron, 3 Te-qeHTmitation ol the state in a space that1t no fonger

dominartes and that moreover it never dominated by itself.

in the name of the revolution,

the double barricade

(impure “impure impure history of ghosts”)

June, 1848, was, let us hasten to say, a thing apare, and almost
impossible o class in the philosophy of history.... Bus, at
bottorm, what was June, 18482 A revolt of the people against
itself.. ; let us then be permitted for a moment to arrest the
reader’s atrention upon the two absolutely unique barricades of
which we have just spoken....these two frightful masterpieces of
civil war.... The barricade Saint Antoine was Honstrous. ...
Ruin. You might say: who built that? You might also say:

who destroyed that?. ... It was grear and it was lirtle. It was the
botromless pit parodied upon the spot by chaos come again.....
This barricade was farious. ... It was huge and tiving; and, as

from the back of an electric beast, there came from it a crackling
of thunders. 1he spirit of revalution covered with its cloud that

St whereon prowled this voice of the people which is like

the voice of Ged; a strange majesty emanated from tha titanic
hodfal of refuse. Tt was a garbage heap and it was Sinak,
s we have said before, 1t attacked in the name of the

Revolution, what? the Revolution...

A mile from there, ar the corner of the Rue du Temple. .. rose
this obstruction, which made of the street a cul-de-sac; an
immovable and quiet wall; nobody could be seen, nothing could
be heard; not a cry, not a sound, nota breath. A sepulchre. . the
chief of that barricade was a geometer or a spectre. ...

The barricade ot, Antoine was the ramault of thunders; the

barricade du Temple was silence. There was between these two
redoubrs the difference between the terrible and the ominous.
The one seemed a gaping mouth; the other a mask.
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Admitring that the gloomy and gigantic insurrection of June
was composed of an anger and an enigma; you felc in the first

bagricade the dragon, and behind the second the sphinx.

WHAT CAN BE DONE IN THE ABYSS BUT TO TALK

Sixteen years teli in the subterranean education of the
émeute, and June 1848 understood it far better than June
1832....

There were no longer giants against colossi. It resembled
Milton and Dante rather than Homer, Pemons attacked, spec-
tres resisted. ...

A voice from the most obscure depths of the groaps,
cried. . “Citizens, let us offer the protest of corpses...”

Fhe name of the man who thus spoke was never known... that
great anonymous always found in human criges and in social
births....

After the man of the people, who decreed “the protest of
corpses,” had spoken and given the formula of the common
soul, from all lips arose a strangely satisfied and terrible cry,
funereal in meaning and triumphant in tone: “Long live death!
Let us all stay?”

“Why all?” said Enjoiras.
“AL AL .

—Victor Huga, Les Misérables

Specters of Marx: The title of this lecture would commit one 10
speak first of all about Marx. About Marx himsetf. About his testament or his
inheritance. And about a specter, the shadow of Marx, the revenant whose
return so many raised voices today are attempting to conjure away. For it does
resemble a conjuration or conspiracy, because of the agreement or the con-
tract signed by so many political subjects who subscribe to the more or less
clear or more or less secret clauses (the point is always to conquer 0T to keep
the keys to a power), but first of all because such a conjuration is meant {0

conjure away. One must, magically, chase away a specter, exorcise the possible

return of a power held to be baleful in itself and whose demonic threat coii-

tinues to haunt the century.

e
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Since such a conjuration today insists, in such a deafening consensus, that

what is, it says, indeed dead, remain dead indeed, it arouses a suspicion. It

rvakens us where 1t would Tike to put us to sleep. Vigilance, therefore: the
i

cadaver is perhaps not as dead, as simply dead as the conjuration iries to

“Jelude us into behieving. The one who has disappeared appears sull to be

There, and his apparition is not nothing, It does not do nothing, Assuming that

the remains can be identified, we know better than ever roday that the dead

st be able to work, And to cause to work, perhaps more than ever. There is

e

atso a mode of production of the phantom, itself & phantomatic mode of pro-

Juction. As in the work of mourning, after a trauma, the conjuration has to
rmake sure that the dead will not come back: quick, do whatever is needed o
keep the cadaver localized, in a safe place, decomposing righe where it was
inhumed, or even embalmed as they liked to do in Moscow. Quick, a vault to
which one keeps the keys! These keys would be nothing other than those of
the power that the conjuration would like thus t reconstitute upon the death
of Marx. We were speaking earlier of an unfocking. The logic of the key in
which I hoped to orient this keynote address was one of a politico-logic of
trauma and a topology of mourning. A mourning in fact and by right inter-

. - . . <y . . - .- 0
minable, without possible normality, without refiable limit, in its reality or 1n

its concept, between introjection and incorperation. But the same logic, as we

Suggested, responds to the injunction of a justice which, beyond right or law,

rises up in the very respect owed to whoever i #ol, 10 langer or not yet, living,

presently living,

presen Y s
Mourning always follows a trauma. I have tried to show elsewhere that the
P i .

work of mourning is not one kind of work among others. It is work itself, work

in general, the trait by means of which one ought pethaps o reconsider the

very concept of production—in what links it to trauma, to mourning, to the

idealizing iterability of exappropriatiof, thus tothe spactral spiritualization

that is at work in any rekhué. There is the temptation to add here an aporetic

postscript to Freud’s remark that linked in a same comparative history three of
the traumas inflicted on human narcissism when it is thus de-centered: the
peychological trauma (the power of the unconscious over the conscious ego, dis-
covered by psychoanalysis), after the biolgical trauma (the animal descent of
man discovered by [darwin-—to whom, moreover, Engels alludes in the
Preface to the 1888 Manifesto), after the cosmological trauma (the Copernican

Earth is no longer the center of the universe, and this is more and more the
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case one could say so as to draw from it many consequences concerning the
Jlimits of geopolitics). Our aporia would here stem from the fact that there i3 no

Jonger any name or teleology for determining the Marxist coup and its sub-

ject. Freud thought he knew, for his part, what man and his narcissism were,
The Marxist blow is as much the projected unity of a thought and of a labor
movement, sometimes in a messianic or eschatological form, as it is the histg-
ry of the totalitarian world (including Nazism and fascism, which are the
inseparable adversaries of Stalinism). This is perhaps the deepest wound for
mankind, in the body of its history and in the history of its concept, still more
teaumatizing than the “psychological” lesion (Krinkung) produced by the blow
of psychoanalysis, the third and most serious in Freud’s view.! For we know
that the #low struck enigmatically in the name of Marx also accumulates and
gathers together the other three. It thus presupposes them today, even if such
was not the case in the last century. It carries beyond them by carrying them
out, just as it bears the name of Marx by exceeding it infinitely. The century of
“Marxism” will have been that of the techno-scientific and effective decen-
tering of the earth, of geopolitics, of the anthropes in its onto-theological
identity or its genetic properties, of the ego cogito—and of the very concept of
narcissism whose aporias are, let us say in order to go too quickly and save
ourselves a lot of references, the explicit theme of deconstruction. This trau-

M SR
ma is endlessly denied by the very movement through which one tries to

nc,wzcs it to assimilare it, to interiorize and incorporate it Ip this mourning

work in process, in this interminable task, the ghost remains that which gives

one the most to think about—and to do. Let us insist and spell things out: to

do and to make come about, as well as to let come (about).

But the specters of Marx come on stage from the other side. They are

named according to th
says more than grammar. The specters of Marx are also his. They are perhaps

first of 2]l the ghosts that inhabited him, the revenants with which Marx himself
will have been occupied, and which he will have wanted in advance to make
his thing; which does not mean that he knew their secrets, nor even that he
thematized in his turn the obsessive recurrence of what would be a theme if
one could say of the revenant that it lets iself be posed there, exposed before you,
as a theme or a system, a thesis o a synthesis ought to do. All of these values
are disqualified by the specter, if there is any.

The specters of Marx: with these words we will name from now on certain

Pk
R
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figures whose coming Marx will have been the first to apprehend, sometimes
1o describe. Those that herald the best and whose event he will have greet-
«d, those that arise from or threaten the worst, whose testirnony he will have
rejected. There are several times of the specter. It is a proper characteristic
of the specter, if there is any, that no one can be sure if by returning it testifies
0 a living past or to a living future, for the revenant may already mark the
promised return of the specter of living being. Once again, untameliness and
disadjustment of the contemporary. In this regard, communism has always
been and will remain spectral: it is always still to come and is distinguished,
like democracy itself, from every living preseat understood as plenitude of a
presence-to-jtself, as totality of a presence effectively identical to itself.
Capiralist societies can always heave a sigh of relief and say to themselves:

Chmmuntsm 15 fAmshed since the collapse of the rotalitarianisms of the ﬁém:l

tieth centary and not only is it finished, but it did not take place, it was omq a

e

ghost. They do no more than disavow the andeniable itself a ghost never dies,

it remains always to come and to come-back.

In the Manifesto of the Communist Party, let us recall, a first noun returned
three times on the same first page, the noun “specter” (Gespenst): “A specter
is haunting Europe,” says Marx in 1848, “the specter of communism [Fin
Gespenst gebt um in Europa—das Gespenst des Kommumismius] ”. Marx, unless it is
the other one, Engels, then puts on stage, for the time of a few paragraphs, the
terror that this specter inspires in all the powers of old Europe. No one speaks
of anything anymore but this specter. All phantasms are projected onto the
screen of this ghost (that is, on something absent, for the screen itself is phan-
tomatic, as in the television of the future which will have no “screenic”
support and will project its images—sometimes synthetic images—directly
on the eye, like the sound of the telephone deep in the ear). One watches for
the signals, the tables that turn, the dishes that move. Is it going to answer? As
in the space of a salon during a spiricdalist séance, but sometimes that space is
what is called the street, one looks out for one’s goods and furniture, attempt-
ing to adjust all of politics to the frightening hypothesis of a visitation.?
Politicians are seers or visionaries. They desire and fear an apparition which
they know will not present anyone in person but will serike a series of blows to

be deciphered. All possible alliances are thus forged o conjure away this com-

mon adversary, “the specter of communism.” The alliance signifies: death to

the specter. It 1s convoked to be revoked, everyone swears [jure] only on the
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specter, but in order to conjure it away. No one talks of anything else. Bus

what else can you do, since 1t is not there, this ghost, like any ghost worthyor

the name*And even when it is there, that is, when it is there without being

there, you feel that the specter is looking, although through a helmet; 1t iy
watching, observing, staring at the spectators and the blind seers, but you do
npot see it seeing, it remains invulnerable beneath its visored armor. So one

speaks of nothing else but in order to chase it away, 10 exclude it, to exorcise ir,

‘Thie salon, then, is old Burope which is gathering all its forces (alle Miichte dec
alten Furopas). 1f the conspiratoss attempt to exorcise or conjure away the
specter, it is without knowing at bottom what or whom they are talking about.
For the conspirators, communism 1s a name, the holy alliance is a holy hune:
“All the powers of old Europe have joined [verbindet] into a holy hunt [z
etner beiligen Hetzgagd| apainst this specter [gegen dies Gespenrt]”

Who could deny it? If an alliance is in the process of being formed against
communism, an alliance of the old or the new Europe, it remains a holy
alliance. The paternal figure of the Holy Father the Pope, who is then cited by
Marx, still figures today in a prominent place in this alliance, in the person
of a Polish bishop who boasts, and in this he is confirmed by Gorbachev, that
he was not for nothing in the collapse of communist totalitarianism in Europe
and in the advent of 2 Europe that from now on will be what it should afways
have been according to him, a Christian Europe. As in the Holy Alliance of
the nineteenth century, Russia could once again take part. That is why we
insisted on the neo-evangelism—Hegelian neo-evangelism—of a rhetoric of
the “Fukuyama” type. It was a Hegelian neo-evangelism that Marx derounced
with great verve and vehemence In the Stirnerian theory of ghosts, We will
get to this later, but already here we must point out the intersection. We
believe it is significant.

The specter that Marx was talking about then, communism, was there with-

out being there. 1t was not yer there. It will never be there. There is no Dasein

of TE specter, bug there iy no Dasey without the uncanniness, without the
strange familiarity ( Unbeimlichkeit) of some specter, What is a specrer? What
is 1t history and what1s its time?

e indics Geguency of a certain visibility, But

the visibility of the invisible, And visibilizy, by its essence, is not seen, which is

The specter is also, among other things, what one imagines, whar one thinks
L

» 01
e 1

one sees and which one projects—on an imaginary screen where there is

pothing to see. RIoT oven the screen sometimes, and a screen always has, at

Ecom, I the bottom oF background that it 15, a structure of disappearing
“Fppariuon. Bat now one can no longer get any shut-eye, being so mtent to
==7F out for the return. Whence the theatricalization of speech itself and the

e - - . R ot . .
m@mnﬂmnimdmﬁm speculation on time. The perspective has to be reversed, once

again: ghOSt OF revesant, SENSUOUS-NON-SENSUOUS, visible-lavisible, the specter
frst of all sees as. From the other side of the eye, visor effect, it looks at us even

mﬂmwwms(é see it or even before we see period. We feel ourselves observed,

somerimes under surveillance by it even before any apparition. Especially—
T this is the event, for the specter 1s of the event—it $e¢s us during a vis It

(feypays us a visit [# mous rend visite]. Visit upon visig, since it refurns to see
e and since visitare, frequentative of visere (1o see, examine, contempiate},
translates well the recurrence or returning, the frequency of a visitarion.
The latter does not always mark the moment of a generous apparition or a
friendly vision; it can signify strict inspection or violent search, consequent
persecution, implacable concatenation. The social mode of haunting, its eriginal
style could also be catled, raking into account this repetition, freguentation.
Marx lived more than others, we are going to make this clear, in the frequen-

e
tation of specters.

& specter appears o present itself during a visitation. One represents it

1o oneself, but it is not present, 1tself, in Nesh and blood THis non-presence of
et ) - . . - .
the specter demands that one take its imes and its history into consideration,
the singularity of its temporality oz of its historicity. When, in 184748, Marx
names the specter of communism, he inscribes 1t in an historical perspective
that is exactly the reverse of the one I was initially thinking of in proposing a
title such as “the specters of Marx.” Where [ was tempted to name thereby
the persistence of a present past, the return of the dead which the worldwide
work of mourning cannot get rid of, whose return it runs away from, which
it chases (excludes, banishes, and at the same time pursues), Marx, for his part,
announces and calls for a presence to come. He seems to predict and pre-
scribe: What for the moment figures only as a specter in the ideological
representation of old Europe must become, in the future, a present reality,

that is, a living reality. The Manifesto calls, it calls for this presentation of the

living reality: we must see to it that in the future this specter and first of all

an associacion of wogkers forced to remain secret until about 1848—becomes
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a reality, and a living reality. This real life must show itself and manifest itself,
it must present itself beyond Europe, old or new Europe, in the universal
dirension of an International.

Bu it must also manifest itself in the form of 2 manifesto that will be the
Manifeste of a party. For Marx already gives the party form to the properly
political structare of the force that will have to be, according to the Manifesto,
the motor of the revolution, the transformation, the appropriation then final-
ty the destruction of the State, and the end of the political as such. (Since this
singular end of the political would correspond to the presentation of an
absohutely living reality, this is one moze reason to think that the essence of the
political will always have ¢he inessential figure, the very anessence of a ghost.)

Here is perhaps one of the strange motifs we should talk about this evening:
What tends perhaps to disappear 10 the political world that is shaping up, and

perhaps 10 a new age of demoeracy, is the domination of shis form.of prgani-
perhaps 2 7 LY
ation catled the party, the party-State relation, which finally will have lasted,

strictly speaking, only two centuries, barely longer than that, a period to which
belong as well certain determined types of parliamentary and liberal democ-
racy, constitutional monarchies, Nazi, fascist, or Soviet totalitarianisms. Nos
one of these regimes was possible withous what could be called the axiomarics

of the party. Now, as one can s¢e foreshadowed, it seems, everywhere in the

world today, the structure of the party is becoming not only more and more

sUSpéct (and for reasons thatare no Tonger always, necessarily, Treactonary,”
S

hose of the classical individualist reaction) but also radically unadapted 1

e new——rtele-techno-media—conditions of public space, of political life, of

démacracy, and of the #ew modes of representation (both parliamentary and

non-parniamentary) that they call up. A reflection on what will become of

Marxism tomorrow, of its inheritance or its testament, should include, among
so many other things, a reflection on the finitude of a certain concept or of a
certain reality of the party. And, of course, of its State correlative. A move-
ment is underway that we would be rempted to describe as a deconstruction of
the traditional concepts of State, and thus of party and labor unjon. Even
though they do notsignify the withering away of the State, in the Marxist or
Gramscian sense, one cannot analyze their historical singularity outside of
the Marxist inheritance—where inherjtance is more than ever a critical and
cransformative filter, that is, where it is out of the question to be for or against

the State in general, its life or its death in general. There was a moment, in the
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history of Furopean (and, of cousse, American) politics, when it was a reac-
dionary gesture to call for the end of the party, just as it was to analyze the
inadequation of existing parfiamentary strucrures to democracy itself. Letus
put forward here with many precautions, both theoretical and practical, the
hypothesis that this is no longer the case, nor always the case {for these old
forms of struggle against the State may survive fora long time}); one must do
away with this equivocation so that it will no longer be the case. The hypoth-
esis is that this mutation has already begun; it is irreversible.

The universal Communist Party, the Communist International will be, said
the Manifisto in 1848, the final incarnation, the real presence of the specter,
thus the end of the spectral. This future is not described, it is not foreseen in
the constative mode; it is announced, promised, called for in a performative
mode. From the symptom, Marx draws a diagnosis and a prognosis. The
symptom that authorizes the diagnosis is that the fear of the communist ghost
exists. One gets signs of this if one observes the Holy European Alliance. These
signs must mean something, namely that the European powers recognize,
through the spectet, the power of communism (“Communism is already
acknowledged by all European powers to be itself a power [als eine Macht]”).
As for the prognosis, it does not consist in merely forseeing (a gesture of the
copstative type) but in calling for the advent, in the future, of a manifesto of
the communist party which, precisely in the performative form of the call,
will transform the legend of the specter not yet into the reality of communise
society but into that other form of real event (between the legendary specter
and its absolute incarnation) that is the Manifesto of the Communist Party.
Parousia of the manifestation of the manifest. As party. Not as party thatin
addition would be, in this case, communist, or whose communisi would be
only a predicate. Bur as party that would accomplish the essence of the party
as communist party. Here is the call, namely the Manifesto in view of the
Manifesto, the self-manifestation of the manifesto, in which consists the
essence of any manifesto that calls itself: by saying “it is time,” time rejoins
and adjoins itself here, now, a now that happens to itself in the act and the
bady of this manifestation: it is “high time” that I become manifest, that
become manifest the manifesto that is no other than this one here, now, me,
the present is coming o pass, itself conjoined witness, here precisely is the
manifesto that | am or that [ operate in the work, in an act, [ am myself but

this manifestation, at this very moment, in this book, here I am: “ltis high
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time [ Es ist hobe Zeit] that communists should openly, in the face of the whole
world, publish their views, their aims, their tendencies, and meet [or oppose:
entgegenstellen] this nursery tale of the specter of communism {den Méirohen vom
Gespenst des Kommunismas| with a Manifesto of the party itself.” What does this
manifesto testify to? And who testifies to what? In which languages? The fol-
lowing sentence speaks of the multiplicity of languages: not of alt languages
but of a few, and of communists of different natiopalities gathered in London.
The Manifesto, says The Manifesto in German, will be published in English,
French, German, Italian, Flemish, and Danish. Ghosts also speak different
languages, national languages, like the money from which they are, as we shall
see, inseparable. As circulating currency, money bears local and political char-
acter, it “uses different national langnages ared wears different national
uniforms.” Let us repeat our question of the manifesto as speech or language
of testimony. Who testifies to what? In what way does the “what” determine
the “who,” the one never preceding the other? Why does this absolute mani-
festation of self attest to itself [s'atteste~s-elle elle-méme], while taking the side of
the party, only by contesting and detesting the ghost? What about the ghost,
therefore, in this struggle? The ghost that finds itself called upon to take sides,
as well as to testify, with the helmet and visor effect?

The structure of the event thus called for remains difficult to analyze, The
tegend of the specter, the story, the fable (Marchen) would be abolished in the
Manifesto, as if the specter itself, after having embodied a spectrality in leg-
end and without becoming a reality {communism itself, communist society),
came out of itself, called for an exit from the legend without entering into the
reality of which it is the spectet. Since it is neither real nor legendary, some
“Thing” wilt have frightened and continues to frighten in the equivocation of
¢his event, as in the singular spectrality of this performative utterance, name-
ly, of Marxism itself {(and the question this evening could be summed up as
follows: what is a Marxist utterance? a so-called Marxist utterance? or moge
precisely: what will be from now on such an utrerance? and who could say “fam
a Marxist” or “T am not a Magxist'?).

To make fear, to make onesell fear? To cause fear in the enemies of the
Manifesto, but perhaps also in Marx and the Marxists themselves. For one
could be tempted to explain the whole totalitarian inheritance of Marx’s
thought, but also the other totalitarianisms that were not just by chance or

mechanical juxtaposition its contemporaries, as a reaction of panic-ridden

fear before the ghost in general. To the ghost that communism represented
for the capitalist (monarchist, imperial, or republican) States of old Europe
in general, came the response of a frightened and ruthiess war and it was only
in the course of this war that Leninism and then Stafinist rotalitarianism were
able to constitute themselves, harden themselves monstrously into their
cadaverous rigor. But since Marxist ontology was also struggling against the
ghost in general, in the name of living presence as material actuality, the whole
“Marxist” process of the tosalitarian society was also responding to the same
panic. We must, it seems to me, take such an hypothesis seriously. Later,
Cetween Stirner and Marx, we will get around to this essenti al inetacrability of
the reflexive reflex, of the “make oneself fear” in the experience of the ghost It

Y

is as if Marx and Marxism had run away, fled from themselves, and had scared

Themselves. In the course of the same chase, the same persecution, the same

e

infernal pursuic. Revolution against the revolution as the figure of Ler

Miscrables suppests. More precisely, given the number and the frequency, it is
as if they had been frightened by someone within themselves. They should not

s

Tave done so, we might think a little hastily, Nazi and fascist rotalitarianisms

found themselves now on one side, now on the other in this war of ghosts, bur

in the course of 2 sole and same history, And these are so many ghasts.inthis

st

tragedy, in the charnel houses of all the camps, that no one will ever be sure of

U S

being on a single and same side. Tt is better to know that. In a word, the whole

history of European politics at Jeast, and at Teast since Marx, would be that

e

of a ruthless war between solidary camps that are equally terrorized by the.

ghost, the ghost of the other, and its own ghost as the ghost of the other. The

fToly Alliance is terrorized by the ghost of communism and undertakes a war
against it that is still going on, butitis a war against a camp that is itself orga-
nized by the terror of the ghost, the one in front of it and the one it carries
within ftseif.

There is nothing revisionist” about interpreting the genesis of totalitari-

anisms as reciprocal reactions to the fear of the ghost that commuiism

inspired beginning in the last century, to the terror that it inspired in its

adversarios bat that it turned inside out and felt sufficiently within iself to

precipitate the monstrous realization, the magical effectuation, the apimist

incorporation of an emancipatory eschatology which ought to have respected

the promise, the being-promise of a promise—and which could not have been

a simple ideological phantasm since the critique of ideclogy itself was inspired
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by nothing else.

For, finally we must get around to this, the revenant was the persecution of
Marx. As it was that of Stirner. Borh of them, as is quite understandable, kept on
persecuting their persecutor, their own persecutor, their most intimate
stranger. Marx loved the figure of the ghost, he detested it, he called it to wie-
ness his contestation, he was haunted by it, harassed, besieged, obsessed by it
In him, but of course in order to repulse it, outside of him. In him outside of
him: this is the place outside of place of ghosts wherever they feign to take up
their abode. More than others, pechaps, Marx had ghosts in his head and knew
without knowing what he was talking about (“Mensch, es spukt in Deinem
Kopfe!” one might say to him in a parody of Stirner). But for this very
ceason he alse did not love the ghosts he loved. And who loved him—and
ohserved him from beneath the visor. He was doubtless obsessed by them (the
word is his, as we will see} but, as he did agaist the adversaries of commu-
nism, he waged 2 merciless battle against them.

Like all obsessives, he harassed the obsession. 'There are countless signs of
this, each one more explicit than the other. To cite only two very different
examples from this rich spectrology, one could evoke in passing his 1841
Dissertacion { 1%e Difference in the Philosophy of Nature of Democritus and Epicurus).
There the very young Marx signs a filial dedication (for it is always to the
facher, the secret of a father that a frighteped child calls for help against the
specter: “I am thy Fathers Spirit...T am forbid/ To tell the secrets of my
Prison-House”). In this dedication, Marx addresses himself as son to Ludwig
von Westphalen, “personal adviser to the government” in Trier, this “very
dear paternal friend [sesnen theuren viterlichen Frennd]” He then speaks of a
sign of filial love {diese Zetlen als erste Zeichen kindlicher Licbe) as regards some-
one before whom “all the spirits of the world are called to appear [vor dem alle
Geister dev Welt erscheineri)” and who never recoiled in fear from the shadows
of retrograde ghosts {Schlagschatien der retrograden Gespenster) or from skies often
covered with dark clouds. The last words of this dedication name the spirit
{ Der Geist) as the “great magical physician [der grosse Zauberknndig Arer)” 10
whom this spiritual father entrusted himself (anversrans) and from whom he
draws all his strength to struggle against the evil of the ghost. It js the spirit
against the specter. In this adoptive father, in this hero of the struggle against
retrograde ghosts (which Marx seems implicitly to distinguish from the
specter of progress that communism will be for example), the young Marx
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sees the living and visible proof (argumentuti ad ogulos) that “idealism is not a
fiction but a truth.”

Vouthful dedication? Conventional language? Surely. But the words are not
«o common, they appear calculated and the statistical accounting can begin.
Frequency counts. The experience, the apprehension of the ghost is runed
into freguency: number {more than one), insistence, rhythm (waves, cycles, and
periods). The youthful dedication continues to speak and to proliferate itself,
it appears more significant and less conventional when one netices, in the
years that follow, the relentless determination t denounce, that is, to conjure
(away), and with great verve, but also with great fascination, what The German
Jdealogy will call the history of ghosts { Gespenstergeschichte). We will come back
to this text in a moment, it is crawling with them, a crowd of revenants are
waiting for us there: shrouds, errant souls, clanking of chains in the night,
groanings, chilling burses of laughter, and ali those heads, so many invisible
heads that look at us, the greatest concentration of all specters in the history of
humanity. Marx {and Engels) try to straighten things out, they seek to identi-
fy, they pretend to count. They have trouble.

A little later, in face, The Eighteenth Bramaire of Lonis Bonaparie deploys once
again, on the same frequency, something like a spectropolitics and a genealo-
gy of ghosts, more precisely a parrimonial logic of the generations of ghosts. Marx
never stops conjuring and cxarcising there. He separates out the good from
the bad “ghosts.” Sometimes in the same sentence, he desperately tries to
oppose (but how difficult it is and how risky), the “spirit of the revolution
[Geist der Revolution]” to its specter (Gespenst). Yes, it is difficult and risky.
Because of the lexicon, first of all: like esprit and like “spirit,” Geisf can also
signify “specter” and Marx thinks he can exploit, even as he controls, 1ts
ihetorical effects. The semantics of Gesperst themselves haunt the semantics of
Geist, If there is some ghost, it is to be found precisely where, berween the two,
reference hesitates, undecidably, or else no longer hesitates where it should
have. But if it is so difficult and risky, beyond any possible mastery, if the two
remain indiscernible and finally synonymous, it is because, in Marx’s own
view, the specter will first have been necessary, one might say even vital to
the historical unfolding of spirit. For, first of all, Marx himself fuberits from
the Hegelian remark on the repetition of history, whether one is talking about
great evenss, revolutions, or heroes {the remark is well known: first tragedy,

then farce). Victor Hugo was also atrentive, as we bave seen, to the revolu-
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tionary repetition. A revolution repeats, and it even repeats the revolution
against the H.méwﬁacmw@&m Lighteentt Bremaire conciudes from this that men

make their own history, that is the copdition of H_:Piﬁa:ﬁwfuvSﬁmwmaou in

oo
mmﬁmmmd we would say ie ip the-condition. :\m._:ra sther-and-of-dhe «muhkﬂﬂﬁﬂ
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more than one dead, 2 generation of the dead. What is said about appropria-

tion is also valid for freedom, liberation, of emancipaon.

Men rake their own history {thre eigene Gesshichie] but they do not make
jt juse as they please [aus freien Stiicken}; they do not make it under cir-
cumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly
encountered, given and Tranemitied from the past |aberlieferien
Usiaden]. The tradition of all the dead generations {afler toren

Geschlechter| weighs, | faster] ke a rhunare on the brain of the living.

(Marx writes “lastet wie ein Alp,” that is, weighs like one of those ghosts that
give nightmares; the French translation reads simply “pése d’un poids trés
lourd,” weighs very heavily; as often happens in rranslations, the ghost drops
off into oblivion or, in the best of cases, it is dissolved into approximate figures,
for example “phantasmagoria,” a word that moreover is generally relieved of

s literal sense which links it to speech and to public speech.)

And just when they scem engaged in revolutionizing themselves and
things, in creating something that has never yet existed [nock nicks
Dagewesenes zu schaffen, precisely i '} i i3l

L5kS.
they anxiously conjure w Tbesclrwiren sie dngstlich] the spiriis of the past
v ther service [die Geister der Vergangenheit 2 ibrems Dienste heranf ) and

N .
forraw [entlebnen] from them saies, bartle-cries | Sehlachiparole} and cos-

tames in order to present the new scens of world history in this
sime-honoured disguise and this berrowed Language |mit dieser evborgten
.Meé%&.o

It is indeed a matter of convoking or conjuring (beschwiren) the spirits as
specters in & gesture of positive conjuration, the one that swears in ordes 1o
call up and not to drive away. But can one uphold this distinction? For if such
a conjuration seems welcoming and hospitable, since it calls forth the dead,
rmakes o less them come, it is never free of anxiety. And thus of a movement of
repulsion or restriction. Not only is the conjuration characterized by a cer-
tain anxiety, it does not fet itself be determined merely in addition by thas

anxiety (as the word dngsilich suggests), it is destined to the anxiety hat it is
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The conjuration is anxiety from the moment it calls upon death to invent the

quick and to enliven the new, to summon the presence of what is not yet there

{mach nicht Dagewesenes). This anxiety in the face of the ghost s properly revo-

tutionary. If death weighs on the living brain of the living, and stll more on the

Frrains of revolutionaries, it must then have some spectral density. To weigh

i
{Jasten is_also to charge, tax, impose, indebt, accuse, assign, enjoin. And the

more life there is, the graver the specter of the other becomes, the heavier its

imposition. And the more the living have to answer for it. To anrwer for the dead,

o respond 10 1he dead. Lo carrespond and have it cut with [expliquer avec] obses-

i . . - .
sive Baunting, in the absence of any certainty or symmetsy. Nothing 1s more
serious and nothing is more true, nothing is more exact [juste] than this phan-

tasmagosia. A.,.Wm specter weighs [pére, it thinks {pense], it intensifies and

condenses itself within the very nside of life, within the most living life, the

most singular (05, if one prefers, individual) life. The latter therefore no longer

fias and must no fonger have, insofar as 1t 1 living, a pure identity to mmw:oﬂ
any assured inside: this is what all philosophies of life, or even philosophies
of the Jiving and real individual, would have to weigh carefully.

The paradox must be sharpened; the more the pew erupts in the revolu-

rionary crisis, the more the period is in crisis, the more it is “our of juint,” then

the more one has to convoke the old, “borrow” from it. Inheritance from the

R

e ; : : . . .
spirits of the past” consists, as always, in borrowing. Figures of borrowing,

borrowed figures, igurality as the figure of borrowing, And the borrowing

speaks. borrowed language, borrowed names, says Marx, A question of credir,

thet, or of faith. But an unstable and barely visible dividing line crosses

through this law of the fiduciary. It passes between a parody and a Qz@ﬂrdn

one trUth A8 incarnation or nving repetivon ol the other, a regencratng

e ~ . .. -
Feviviscence of the past, of the spirit, of the spirit of the past from which one

inherits. The dividing line passes between a mechanical reproduction of the

UM

specter and an appropriation that is so alive, so interiorizing, so assimiladng of

the inheritance and of the “spirits of the past” that it is none other than the

life of forgetting, life as forgetting itself. And the forgetting of the maternal

in order to make the spirit live in oneseif. These are Marx's words. Tt is his
language, and the example of the language is not just any example ampong oth-

ers. It designates the very element of these rights of succession.

Thus Luther donned the mask of the Apostle Paul, the revolution of
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1789 to 1814 draped itself alternately as the Roman Republic and the :
Roman Empire, and the revolution of 1848 knew nothing better to do

than to parody [paredicren], now 1789, now the revolutionary tradition of

1793 1o 1795. In like manner a beginner who has learnt a new langaage
always eranslates it back into his mother tongue, but he has assimilated
lappropriated: bat er sich nur angeeignet] the spirit of the new language

and can freely express himself in it {produce in it it i produsieren | only
when he finds his way in it without recalling the old and forgets his
native tongue in the use of the new. (2 104)

From one inheritance to the other. The living appropriation of the spirit,
the assimilation of a new language 18 alTeady e IR AT e apps=

priation of another language here figures the revolution, This revolutionary

n«.;l)l‘j]i-llol.\ll\{n! -
Theritance supposes, 1o be sure, that one ends up forgetting t
of the primitive or mother tongue. In order to forget not what one inherits
O D e s ]

but the pre-inheritance on the basis of which one inherits. This forgetung ss

he specter, that

only a forgetting. For what one must forget will have been indispensable. One
must pass through the pre-inheritance, even if it is to parody i, in order to
appropriate the life of a new fanguage or make the revolation. And while the
forgetting corresponds to the moment of living appropriation, Marx never-
theless does not valorize it as simply as one might think. Things are very
complicated. One must forget the specter and the parody, Marx seems (0 say,
so that history can continue. But if one is confent to forgetit, then the resultis
bourgeois platitade: life, that's all. So one st not forget it, one must remem-
ber it but while forgetting it enough, in this very memory, in order w0 “find
again the spirit of the revolution without making its specter return [den Gelst der
vevolution wiederzufinden, nicht ibr Gespenst wieder umgehen machen, emphasis
added].”

"This is the fold of “a striking difference [ein springender Unterschied|,” says
Marx, berween two modalities or two temporalities in the conjuration of the
dead { Threnbeschwirung), in the evocation or convocation of the specter. One
has to admit that they resemble each other. They contaminate each other
sometimes in such a troubling manner, since the simulacrum consists pre-
cisely in miming the phantom or in simulating the phantasm of the othef, that
the “striking” difference strikes, precisely, at the origin, and leaps into view
only in order to jump up and down before your eyes. To disappear by appear-

ing, in the phenomenon of its phantasm. Marx holds to this difference, all the
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same, as he holds to life; he illustrates it in one of those eloquent revolutionary
epics to which one can only do justice by reading it aloud, until one is out of
breath, Tt begins thus, by the conjuration (Beschwirung) of the dead on the scale
of worldwide history {weltgeschichtliche Totenbeschwdrung):

Consideration of this world-historical necromancy [ Totenbeschuirung|
reveals at once a striking difference. Camille Desmouting, Danton,
Robespierre, Saint-Just, Napoleon, the heroes as well as the pardes and
the masses of the old French Revolution, performed the task of their
time [die Aufgabe ibrer Zeit] in Roman costume and with Roman phrases,
the task of unchaining and setting up modesn forrgeois sociery. The first
ones knocked the feuda basis to pieces and mowed off the feudal heads
which had grown on it. The other created inside France the conditions
under which free competition could first be developed, parcelled landed
property exploited. ..and beyond the French borders.... {Thid.)

But synchrony does not have a chance, no time is contemporary with iwself,
peither the time of the Revolution, which finally never takes place in the pre-
sent, not the rimes that follow or follow from it. What happens? Nothing,
nothing other at least than forgetting. First of all this task, which was moreover
the task of their time (die Aufiube ihrer Zeit), appears in a time that is already
dislocated, disjointed, off its hinges (“out of joint” or “aus den Fugen”): it can
present Iiself only through the Roman haunting, in the anachrony of antique
costume and phrases. Then, once the revolurionary task is accomplished,
amnesia necessarily sets in. It was already on the program of the anachrony, in
the “task of their time.” Anachrony practices and promises forgetting.
Bourgeois society forgets, in its sober platitude, “that ghosts from the days of
Rome had watched over its cradle [dass die Gespensier der Rimerzert ihve Wiege
gehiitet hatten]. A question of the head, as always according to Marx, a @Ewww
tion of the head or the cap- and the spirit: in the amnesiac order of capizalist
bourgeoisie (the one that fives, like an animal, on the forgetting of ghosts), the
muzzle [guenle] replaces the head at the summit, the lard-head of a fattened,
sedentary, bourgeois king, replaces the political and vigorous head of revo-
futionaries on the march.®

[Iits real commanders [ihre wivklichen Heerfithrer| sat behind the counter,
and the hogheaded [Speckkopf] Louis XVITT was its political chief [4r
politisches Haupt}. Wholly absorbed in the production of wealth and in
peaceful competitive struggle, it no longer comprehended that ghosts
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from the days of Rome had watched over its cradle. But unheroic as
bourgeois society is, it nevertheless ook heroism, sacrifice, terrog, civil
war and battles of peoples to bring it into being. {Ibid.).

Marx then accamulates the examples of this rhythmic asachrony. He ana-
lyzes its pulses and impulsions. He takes pleasure in it, the pleasure of
repetition; on seeing him so sensitive to these compulsive waves, one gets the
impression thac he is not just pointing his finger: he is taking the pulse of his-
tory. And he is listening o a revolutionary freguency. in regular bursts, the
latter alternates conjuration and abjuration of the specters. The great specter
of the classical tradition {Rome) is convoked (this is the positve conjuration)
so as to allow one to sise to the height of the historic rragedy, but already also
s0 as to hide, in the illusion, the mediocre content of bourgeois ambition.
Then, this done, the phantasm 1s revoked, which is the abjuration; one forgets
the ghost as if one were waking up from an hallucination. Cromwell had
aiready spoken the language of the Hebrew prophets. The bourgeois revolu-
tion accomplished, the English people prefer Locke to Habakkuk. Then
comes the Eighteenth Brumaire and the repetition repeats itself. Tt is at this
point thar Marx intends to distinguish between the spirit (Geist) of the revo-
tution and its specter {Gespenst), as if the former did not already cail up the

latter, as if everything, and Marx all the same recognizes this himself, did not

pass by way of differences within g fantastics a3 general ag it s iriedgcible. Far

from organizing the good schematics of 4 constitution of time, this other tran-

scendental imagination is the law of an invincible angebropy Uniimely, “out

of joint,” even and especially if it appears to come in due dime. the spirit of
. as to be so—

the revolution is fantastic and anachraniitle

and among all the questions that thisdiscourse asslens to us, one of the most -

i
necessary wouid no doubt concern the articulation among these indissociable

e

concepts which must, if not jdentify with each other, at least pass one into the

- \-l.‘.‘l\-l\!ll‘!‘\ . . - .
other without crossing any rgorous conceptu al border: spirit of revolution,

actual reality, {productive or reproductive) imagination, specter { Geist der
.&‘l!lrllll.lllllf

Revolution, Wirklichkett, Phatasie, Gespenst):

Thus the resurtection of the dead {Die Totenerweckunglin those revalu-
AORTSETVET the purpose of ploniving |verberrlichen] the new strugules,
ToTof parodying |paredieren) the old; of magnifying the given task in
imagination |2n der Phantasie], not of fleeing from its solution jn reality; of
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finding once more the spirit of revolution, not of making its ghost walk
about again.

From 1848 to 1851 only the ghost [ Gespensz} of the old revolution
walked about, from Marrast, th républicasn en gants jaunes, who disguised
himself as the old Bailly, down to the adventurer who hides his com-
monpiace repulsive features under the iron death mask of Napoleon.
(P. 105)

Marx often aims at the head—and the chief. The figures of the ghost are

first of all faces, It is a matter then of masks, if nog, this time, of a he mierand a
ror. But between the spirit and the specter, between tragedy and comedy,
Ssam ara? . N X H
hetween the revolution on the march and what installs it in parody, there is

only the difference of a ime between two masks. 1t is a matter of spirit when
Luther takes the mask (maskierse sich) of the Apostle Paul, it is a martter of
specter, “parody,” and “caricature” with the lard-head Louis XVII or the
death mask of Napoleon the Great on the face of Napoieon “le Petit”

One must take another step. One must think the future, that is, life. That

is, death. Marx recognizes, of course, the law of this fatal anachrony and, final-

iy, be is perhaps as aware as we are of the essentia contamination of spirit

(Geirry by specter (Gespenst), But he wants to be done with it, he deems that

one can, he declares that one should be done with it. He detests alf ghosts,
the good and the bad, he thinks one can break with this frequentation. [t 1s as
if he were saying to us, we who do not believe a word of it What you think
you are calfing so subtly the law of anachrony 1s precisely anachronistic. That
fate weighed on revolutions of the past. Those that are coming, af present and i
the future (namely, what Marx always prefers, like everyone, like life irself, and
this is the tautology of preference), those that are heralded already in the
nineteenth century must turn away from the past, from its Geis as well as its
Gespenst, In sumn, they must cease to inherit. ‘They must no Jonger even do that
mourning work in the course of which the living maintain the dead, play dead,
busy themselves with the dead, let themselves be entertained and occupied
and played or tricked fjouer] by the dead, speak shem and speak io them, bear their
name and hold forth in their language. No, no more revolutionary memory,
down with the monument, bring down the curtain on the shadow theater and
fanerary eloquence, destroy the mausoleum for popular crowds, shatter the
death masks beneath the glass caskets. All of that is the revolution of the past.
Already, still in the nineteenth century. Already in the nineteenth century,
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one must stop inheriting in this way, one must forget this form of forgetting on
the frequency of what is cailed mourning work, the haunting of the spirit ag

much as the haunting of the specter:

“The sociaf revolution: of the nineteenth century cannot draw jts poetry
{idre Poesie] from the past, but only from the furure. Tt cannot begin with
iself before it has stripped off all superstition about the pase. Earlier rev-
olutions required recollections of past world history in order to dull
chemselves to their own content {um sich dber ihren eigenen fihalt 2y
betuben). i ordex 1o arsive at its own content [ bei ihrem eignen f nhalt
anzukommen), the revolution of the nineteenth century must ler the dead
bury their dead. There the words went beyond the content; here the con-
tent goes beyond the words { Dor? ging die Phrase iiber den Inhals, bier gebt dev
Inehalt iiber die Phrase hinans). (P. 106; my emphais)

"Things are not simple by along shot. One must Jend an ear and read close-
Iy, reckon with every word of the language; we are still in the cemetery, the
gravediggers are working hard, digging up skulls, trying to identify them, one
by one, and Hamjet recalls that this one “had a tongue” and it used to sing.
What does Marx mean? He too has died, let us not forget, and more than
once, precisely {justement], we ought to know it, it is not so easy given that this
happens too often; we inherit from him in our fashion, at least from each one
of his surviving words, which he could never have wanted us to forget with-
out having at least some respectful attention for them, without having, for
example, heard the revolusionary injunction to let the dead bury their dead,
the imperative of an “actve forgesting,” as a certain Nierzsche will soon put
it What does Marx mean, the dead Marx? He knew very well that the dead
have never buried anyone. Nor have the hving wha were not also mortals, that
is, who properly bear within themselves, that is, outside themselves, and
before themselves, the impossible possibility of their death. [ will always be
necessary that sall living mortals bury the already dead living. The dead bave
never buried anyone, but neither have the living, the living who would be
only living, the immortal living. The gods never bury anyone. Neither the
dead as such, nor the living as such have ever put anyone in the ground. If
Marx cannot not know this, what then does he mean? What does he want
exactly |au juste]? What did he want then, he who is dead and buried? He
wanted first of all, it seems, to recall us to the make-oneself~fear of that fear of

oneself. During past revolutions, the dead ones, the conjuration convoked the
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great spirits {Jewish prophets, Rome, and so forth), but only in order to for-
get, (0 TEPIESS, Out of fear, to anesthesize itself (sich betduben) in the face of the
siolence of the blow it was striking. The spirit of the past protected the con-
juration against its “own content,” the spirit was there to protect it against
iself. Everything is concentrated therefore in the question of this “content”
and of this “own content” to which Marx refess so often, three times in these
few famous lines. The whole anachronistic dislocation plays in the inadequa-
tion between the phrase and the content—the proper content, the appropri-
ate content. Marx believes in it.

This disadjustment will no doubt never end. Doubtless it will reverse iself,

and we'll have the revolution within the revolution, the future revolution that,

wihont mourning, wins out over the past revolution: it will finally be the

event, the advent of the event, the coming of the futire-to-come, the victory

"

of an “own content” that ends up winnipg OULOver the “phrase” All the same,

bttt

in the past revolution, when the gravediggers were alive, in sum, the phrase

excecded the content. Whence the anachrony of a revolutionary present

fraunted by its antique models. But in the future, and already in the social rev-

olution of the nineteenth century still to come in Marx’s view {the whale

movelty of the new would inhabic this secia/ dimension. beyond the political

or economic revolution), the anachrony or untimeliness will not be erased in

some plenitude of the parousia and the presence to itself of the preseni. Time
j @ T T— S > ‘
will still be “out of joint.” But this time the inadequation will stem from the

e ————T i

o of its “own content” with regard to the “phrase.” The “own content” will

no longer frighten, it will not hide itself, driven back behind the bereaved
rhetoric of antique models and the grimace of death masks. [t will exceed the
form, it will break out of the clothes, i¢ will overtake signs, models, eloquence,
mourning. Nothing there will be any longer an affected mannerism, giving
itseif aivs [affécté, apprété]: no more credit and no more borrowed figure. But as
paradoxical as it seems, it is in this unleashed overflowing, at the moment
when ail the joints give way between form and content, that the atter will be
properly its “own” and properly revolutionary. By ail logic, one ought to rec-
ognize it by nothing other than the excess of this untimely dis-identification,
therefore by nothing that is. By nothing that is presently identifiable. As soon

as one identifies a revolution, it begins to imitate, it enters into a death agony.

That is the poetic difference, for we recall that Marx tells us where the social

revolution will have to draw forth its “poetry.” That s the difference of poet-
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ry itself between the aver there of the political revolution of yesterday and the
jere of the social revolution of today, mere precisely of this imminent today
about which, alas, we know, now, today, that in its tomorrow, for the last cen-
tury and a half, it will have to have exposed itself indefinitely, imperturbably,
sometmes for the best, more often for the worst, here rather than over there,
to one of the most inexhaustible phraseologies of modern history: “Dort ging
die Phrase fiber den Inhalt, hier geht der Inhalt iiber die Phrase hinaus.” Yes
and no, alas.

It would, of course, have been necessary to cite more examples of this
implacable anachrony in the Eighteenth Brumaire of Louts Bonaparte {and this
title, with the dare, already furnishes the first example of bereaved parody:in
what is both a family, the Bonapartes, and France, at the genealogical junc-
ture of public and private). We will retain only one example, closest to the
Jetter, that is, 1 the spectral body that takes its place. This time it is a matter in
effect of a parody of the specter itself. A revolution begins itself to caricature

: g . - - recduars ies di N hs R
ﬁ:mammmwmmﬂﬂﬁrm;ro counter-revolutionaries did everything to conjure

(away). The “red specter” was also the name of a revolutionary group.” The

supplementary fold that matters to us here is the one that regularly assures

ihe reflexive recurn of a conjuration: those who inspire feas frighten them-

it

selves, they conjure the very specter they represent. The copjuration is in

P

mourning for ireelfand turns its own force against itself.

“Here is our hypothesis: well beyond an “eighteenth Brumaire” this has
never stopped happening to what is called Marxism. Far from protecting it
from the worst, this return conjuration, this counter-conjuration will have
precipitated it more surely in that direction. In chapter 3 of the Eighteenth
Brumaire, Marx opposes once again the Revolution of 1848 to the first French
Revolution. A sure and effective rhetoric accumulates the traits of an opposi-
tion dominated by a major figure: 1789 is the ascending curve, andacity
(mounts, one goes ever farther (constitution als, Girondins, Jacobins), while in-
1848 things follow a descending curve, the constitutionals conspire against
the constitution, the revolutionaries seek to be constitutionals, and the
omnipotence of the National Assembly gets bogged down in parliamentaristi.

‘The phrase decidedly wins out over content

wild, inane agitation: {without content: inhaltdose Agitation] in the name of
cranquillity; most solemn preaching of tranquillity in the name of revo-

i

lution; passions without truth, truths without passion; heroes without
heroic deeds, history without events [Geschickte ofe Ereignissel. (P.125)

Now, in what does this absence of events, and finally this ahistoricity, con-
sist? What does it fook like? Answer: an absence of body, of course, But who or
what has lost its body? Well, not a living individual, not, as one says, a real
subject, but a specter, the red specter that was conjured {(away) by the counter-
revolutionaries (in fact, by all of Europe: the Manifesto was vesterday). That
is why one must “reverse” things, invert the tale by Chamisso, “The Wonderful
Story of Peter Schlemihl” the man who lost his shadow. Here, Marx tells us,
“Men and events appear as inverted Schlemihls [a/s umgekebrte Schiemible],”
che shadow has lost its body at the moment the revolution appeared in the
uniform of order. The specrer itself, the red specter, has been in effect disin-
carnated. As if that were possible. But is that not also possibility, precisely
[fustement], virtuality iself? And to understand history, that is, the event-ness
of the event, must one not reckon with this virtuealization? Must one not think
that the loss of the body can affect the specter itself? To the point that it is
then impossible to discern between the specter and the specter of the specter,
the specter searching for proper content and living effecrivity? Not the night
in which all cows are black, but grey on grey because red on red. For fer us
never forget that in describing these overturnings, inversions, conversions
without border, Marx means to dencunce appearances. His critigue alse con-
sists in saying: these men apd these events who lose ftesh like an inverted
Schlemihi whose body has disappeared (abhanden gekommen ist), that's how they
appear (evseheinen), 1o be sure, but this is but an apparition, therefore also an
appearance and finally an image, in the sense of phenotizenon and in the sense of
rhetorical figure. It remains the case that what seems to be finally an image is
also, provisionally, the final image, what “appears in the end” (endlich escheint),

grey on grey like red on red, in the parousia of this aborted revolution:

If any section of history has been painted grey on grey {grau in gran, 1t
is this. Men and events appear as inverted Schlemihls [erscheinen als
nmgekehrte Schlemible], as shadows that have lost their bodies. The revo-
lution itself paralyses its own bearers and endows only its adversaries
with passionate forcefuiness. When the “red spectet” [das “role Gespenst”]
continually conjured up and exorcised [heranfbeschworen wund gebamnt} by
the counter-revolutionaries, finally appears {endlich erscheint], it appears
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not with the Phrygian cap of anarchy on its head, but in the vaiform of
ordes, in red breeches {in roten Plumphosen]. (ibid.)

On both sides, between revolution and counter-revolution, between the
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rations, animist spelis and magic incancations, but simulacra of simulacra. On

o

both sides, a specular reflection endlessly sends the simulacrum away, thatis,
Sy

defers up to the abyss the encounter with a living body, with the real, living,

actual event, with the revoluton itelf, the revolution properly speaking, n~

person, This does not prevent Marx from giving a date, It is true that he points
L

out, each time within brackets, that it is 2 Sunday. Now, in its very singularity,

a date always repeats, resuscitates the ghost of another date for which it
mouras. What is more, a Sunday is not just any day for a revolution. Hegel
had already named a certain speculative Good Friday, Marx gives one to see
what is seen on the Lord’s day, the awaited apparition, the retugn of the dead,

resurrection as reapparition:

beneficial cotsequences of the second [Sunday of the month: Sowntag des
Monars) May 1852. In their minds [Messieurs the Democrats] the second
[Sunday of | May 1852 had become a fixed idea, a dogma, Jike the day en
which Christ should reappear [wiedererscheiner sollre] and the miflenium
begin, in the minds of the Chiliasts, As ever, weakness had taken refuge in
abelief in miracles, fancied the enemy overcome when it had only con-
jured him away in imagination [in dev Phantaste weghexte]. .. (P. 107; the
first three brackesed insertions are Marx’s)

And a little later—it is still Sunday, the same day, another Sunday, the floor is
rurned over to phantoms, to the phantasmagoria, to anathema as formula of
exorcism (Bannformel), 1 sorcery, the survival will have lasted but the blink
of an eye—here is the will and testament of a people. With its own voice, with
its own hand, an immediately blinded people signs its own death warrant in a

Mephistophelean decree:

the sheet lightning of the daily press, the entire Jiterature, the political
names and the intellectual reputations [die geistigen Renommeen], the civit
law and the penal code, the fibers, égalité, fravermité and the second
[Sunday of | May 1852—all has vanished like a phantasmagoria
[ Phantarmagorie] before the spell {Bannformel} of a man whom evea his

119

(THoTE

enemies do not make outto be a magician T_,Hmkawsm.nﬁ. Universal suf-
frage seems to have survived [iiberlebt] only for a moment, in order that
with its own hand it may make its last will and testment before the eyes
of all the world and declare in the name of the people irself: “All that
comes to birth is fit for overthrow, as nothing worth.” (Ibid.)

What happened in this blink of an eye? How to describe this sleight of hand?
A fake magician, as insubstantial as a sort of back-up ghost, auxiliary specter,
or revenant on call (Louis Bonaparte), himself haunted by the quasi-paternal
figure of a great specter (Napoleon Bonaparte and the Revolution of 1789),
taking advantage of a day on duty, makes the revolution disappear, like a phan-
tasmagoria, by means of a perverse, diabolical, and non-apparent exorcism.
For if his conjuration makes the people disappear, it signs in fact by the same
woken his own disappearance, it signs it with his own hand: absolute alienation
.nd now without body, alienation of self that appropriates in this way only its
own death and bequeaths only the patrimony of its expropziation.

Do these paradoxes correspond to a consistent and irreducible logie? Or
must one make certain allowances? Must one allow for rhetoric? Is It just a
matter here of seeking certain effects in what some (for example, Michel
Henry'?) have occasionally wanted to qualify among the “political” or
“historical” texts of Marx, in opposition to his “philosophical” texts? Our
hypothesis is different. No doubt one must take the measure of the polemic,
the oratosical talent, an uncommon linguistic arsenal: a panoply of arguments
but also of images, a fantastic panoply at a time when people had a taste for
ghosts (for a eertain theater of ghosts, according to a historically determined
scenography-—every age has its scenography, we have our ghosts). One must
also consider, to be sure, the singular involvement in the mobility of a highly
differentiated historical, tactical, and strategic context. But this should not
prevent one from recognizing certain invariables beyond these limits, There is
constancy, consistency, and coherence here. There are discursive layers whose
stratification allows long sequences to remain subjacent to ephemeral forma-

tions, Even if a certain structural heterogeneity remains, as we are constantly

suggesting here, 1t does rordivide different types of dSCGuTse, BUT rather i5at
work-withirenchrome et thenh s philosophicat TSt the paradoxy of the
specter was already part of the program of The German ldeology and will remain

on the program of Capital. And the fantastic panoply, while it furnishes the

rhetoric or the polemic with images or phantasms, perhaps gives one to think
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that the figure of the ghost is not just one figure among others. It is perhaps
the hidden figure of all figures, For this reason, it would perhaps no longes
figure as one tropological weapon among others, ‘There would be no meta-
thetoric of the ghost.

In the face of these paradoxes, what would be the task here? One of the
tasks, at least, would be for example to reconstitute a battle plan, the spectro-
logical map of what was, in The German Ideology, the most gigantic phan-
tomachia in the whole history of philosophy. One wouid have to follow it in
detail, through the extraordinary play and the reciprocal excesses of what
Marx called, in the passages we have just quoted, an “own content” and a
“phrase.” Pleasure ought not to lose a single spark of the wit, the spirit of
Marx (and Engels) through and beyond the witticism [mor desprir}, not only
in the cconomy of the izz, its features and its barbs, but through and beyond
the trans-substantiation between Gaz and Gerst)!

We will be able to isolate only a few traits in a long and witty [spirituelle]
diatribe. Once again it is a question of a bus. Anything close at hand is made
to serve as arrow for the bow. There is harassment always without mercy,
sometimes without respect for the rules of conduct (which is to say, without
too much good faith), of someone who is accused of belonging to that lineage
of neo-evangelists we were salking about above. Saint Max (Stirner), if one
can believe Marx (and Engels), would have caused the Apocalypse of Saint
John to lie. Where the tatter heralded the whore of Babylon (that other center
of our Middie Eastern ellipsis, still today), the neo-evangelist Stirper pro-
ctaims man, the secret {das Gebeimnis), the unique {den Einzigen). And then
follows, in the desert of the spirit (die Wiiste des Geister), the whole history
of spirits, ghosts, or revenants: first the pure history of spirits (reine
Geistergeschichte), then the history of the possessed (die Bessesenen) as impure
history of phantoms (unreine Geistergeschichie), then the impuare impure history
of spiries (wmnreine unreine Geistergeschichre). Stirner proclaims it himself: “ever
since the word was made flesh, since the world was spiriraalized {vergersrigt],
bewitched [verzaubert], it is a ghost [ein Spuk].”'* Marx ironizes on the
“Stirner” case {the proper name in quotation marks because, as everyone
knows, it is a pseudonym); “‘Stirner’ sees spirits [sieht Geister|.” For, like a
tourist guide or a professor, Stirner would claim to teach us the rutes of
method for a good introduction to ghosts. After having determined the spirit
to be something other than (the) self (“Der Geist ist ecwas Andres als Ich”), 2

definition, we dare say, not lacking in insight, Stirner poses yet another excel-
Jent question {“But this other, what is it [ Dieses Andre aber, was is152]"), a big
question which Marx, it seems, is too quick to scoff at and too eager to do
whatever necessary to exorcise 1n his turn. All the more so In that, as Marx
himself remarks in order to mock it easily, this question does no more than
modify, with a supplementary “metamorphosis” { Wandlung), the originary
question (4t urpspriinghiche Frage), the abyssal question that bore in effect on
the non-identity to self, on the inadequation and thus the non-presence t0
self, the dis-adjusted untimeliness of this thing that is called spirir. Marx
should not have made fun of it, but he does, and maliciously, with an ingenu-
ousness that would like to appear feigned. Perhaps it is less so than it appears.
(So let us not try to hide the fact here, although this is not exactly the right
moment, that we take seriously the originality, audacity, and, precisely, the
philosophico-poiitical seriousness of Stirner who also should be read with-

out Marx or against him; but this is not our topic here). Marx:

Now, therefore, the question arises: ‘What is the spirit other than the ego?
whereas the original question was: What is the spirit, owing to its cre-
ation out of nothing, other chan ieself | Was ist der Geist durch setne Schipfiog
s Nichts andeves als ev selbst]? With this Saint Max jumps to the next
“cransformation.” {P. 152; another equivalent reading: spirit is created
from nothing other than itself)

L1

In its first and simple “impurity,” the history of ghosts unfolds in several
moments. Even before one watches from the comfort of one’s chair®? what is
called the theory of specters, the procession of the ghosts of concepts that
would be these concepts of ghosts (their mere names, Marx thinks), it is
important to underscore that this theory besrays its origin, namely, facther
Hegel, Tt betrays and it betrays: It allows one to see its ancestral line and it is
unworthy of that ancestor. It denounces that ancestor. Stirner’s Hegelian
genealogy would also be a decline of the son. Stirner descends from Hegel,
he is haunted by the author of The Phenomenology of Spirit and he cannot stand
it. He spits out living ghosts like a whale suffering from indigestion. In other
words, he does not comprehend Hegel as well as another one of the descen-
dants, guess who. The latter, just as persecuted by the shadow of this great
father who comes back every night, ready also to betray him or to avenge him

(it is sometimes the same thing), is busy giving a lesson here in Hegehanism to
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brother Stirner. Stiener always slips into Hegelian language, he slides his words
into “the long-familiar orthodox-Hegelian phrases” (p. 149). But this unwos-
thy heir has not nnderstood the essentials of the will and testament, he has
not read very well The Phenomenology of Spirit which is his inspiration and
which he wants to give to us in a Christian version (“Saint Max intends to
give us a phenomenology of the Christian spirit” [p. 153]). What has he not
understood? What is the essential? On the subject of the becoming-specter of
the spirit, he has not seen that, for Hegel, the world was not only spititual-
ized (vergeistigr) but de-spiritualized (entgeisigs), 2 thesis that the author of
The German Tdeofogy seems to approve: this de-spiritualization is quite cor-
rectly {ganz richtig) recognized by Hegel, we read. Hegel managed 1o relate
the two movemenis, but our “saintly dialectician,” who is ignorant of the “his-
torical method,” has not learned how to do so. What is more, if he had been a
better historian, he would have ended up breaking with Hegel. For the
reproach against Stirner is both that he does not understand Hegel and—-this
is not necessarily a coneradiction—that he 1s too Hegelian in his genealogy
of the ghost. This bad brothes sees himself accused at once of being the too
filiat son and a bad son of Hegel1* A docile son listens to his father, he mimes
him but does not understand him at all, implies Marx—who would have liked
to do not the opposite, that is, become another bad son, but something else
by interrupting filiation. Easier said than done. In any case, the work of Stirner
remains null and void. “But even if he had given us this phenomenology
(which after Hegel is moreover superfluous), he would all the same have given
us nothing” (pp. 153-54). .
A bad son and a bad historian, Stirner would be unable to break with the
ancestor and the precedent of the Phemomesnology (and what is a phenomenology it
not a logic of the phainesthai and of the phantasma, therefore of the phantom?
Unless one goes to desperate lengths, as Marx finally does himself, to try to
distinguish between spirit and specter). The author of The fgo and His Own
does not see that concepts as abstract as Self-Consciousness or Man are reli-
gious in nature. He makes of religion a ceusa sui, as if specters could move
about on their own. He does not see that “Christianity’ has no history what-
soever,” no history of its own. Jt does not manage to explain, as it should have
done, the “self-determinations” and the “developments” of “the religious spir-
it” based on “empirical conditions” and “empirical causes,” on “a determined

form of society,” “determined relations of exchange and industuy.” He missed
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both the being-determined, therefore “necessary,” he missed the determing-
rion {the master-word of the accusation) and more precisely the empiricity of
chis determination. He thus :mmm@mmmrmzamm what determines this derermi-
nation of spirit as hetero-determination. The apparently declared empiricism
that inspires this critique always leads it back, in fact, to a law of alterity. As
always, empiricism has a vocation for heterology. One recognizes actual expe-
rience by its encounter with some other. Now, for having overlooked chis
hetero-determination of the Christian spirit, Stirner is under a spell, he hal-
lucinates, he phantomalizes, one might say he fantasizes the spirit. In truth,
b is haunted by the Hegelian frequency. He is inhabired only by that. The
only “alterity” of which he is capable is the “being-other” of the professorial
chair, “a ‘being-other” of the thoughts of the Berlin professor” The “meta-
motphoses” of Stirnerian man and world are universal history incarnated in
the shadow of Hegel, incorporated into “the body of Hegelian philosophy [
den Leih der Hegelschen Philosophie),” metamorphosed and incorporated “into
ghosts, which only apparently are a ‘being-other’ of the thoughss of the Berlin
professor.” They are only thag, and they are apparently that. In The
Phenomenology of Spirit, in this Bible or this Book, Hegel transfigures the indi-
vidual into “consciousness” and the world into “object” Life and history are
thus transfigured, in their very diversity, into relations of consciousness Yo the obfect.
It3s still 2 matter of truth and it is a phenomenologization of the truth as truth
of consciousness that is here put in question. The history of the ghost remains a
history of phantomalization and the latter will indeed be a history of truth, a
history of the becoming-true of a fable, unless it is the reverse, a fabulation
of truth, in any case a history of ghosts. The phenomenology (of spirit)
describes (1) the relation of consciousness to the object as truth or as relation 7o
the truth as mere object; {2) the relation of consciousness, insofar as it is rhe
true, to the object; (3) the #rue relation of consciousness with truth {wabres
Verbalten des Bewusstseins zur Wabrbeit).

This tripleness reflects the Trinity: God the Father, Christ, and the Holy
Spirit. The spirit provides mediation, thus passage and unity. It gives rise, by
the same token, to the metamorphosis of the spiritual into the spectrak: this is
the very error of Saint Max. One therefore has the feeling that, in the critique
of Stirner in any case, Marx is out to get the specter above ail and not the
spirit, as if he still believed in some de-contaminating purification in this

regard, as if the ghost were not watching the spirit, as if it were not haunting
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the spirit, precisely, from the threshald of spiritualization, as if iterability
itself, which conditions both the idealization and the spiritualization of the
“idea,” did not erase any critical assurance as to the discernment between
these two concepts. But Marx insists on discerning, That is the price of the

krinetn of the critique.

Pt e e

5
apparition of the inapparent

the phenomenological “conjuring trick”

An articulation assures the movement of this relentless indict-
ment. It gives some play. It plays berween the spirit (Geirr) and the specter
(Gespens), between the spirit on the one hand, the ghost or the revensant on the
other "T'his articulation often remains inaccessible, eclipsed in its turn in shad-
ow, where it moves about and puts one off the trail. ¥irst of ali, let us once
again underscore that Geist can also mean specter, as do the words “esprit” or
“spirit” The spirit is also the spirit of spirits. Next, The German Ideslogy uses
and abuses this equivocation. It is its principal weapon. And especisally,
although it operates with constancy or consistency, and even if it is Jess tenable
than Marx himself thinks, the argument that permits him to distinguish

between spirit and specter remains discreet and subtle. The specter is of the
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spiriz, it participates in the latter and stems from it even as it follows it as its
ghostly double. The difference between the two is precisely what tends to
disappear in the ghost effect, just as the concept of such a difference or the
argumentative movement that puts it to work in the rhetoric tends to vanish,
All the more so in that this rhetoric is in advance devoted to the polemic, in
any case to the strategy of a huntor chase [une chasse]. And even to a counter-
sophistics that at every moment runs the risk of replicating the reply:
reproducing in a mirror the logic of the adversary at the moment of the retoxt,
piling it on there where one accuses the other of abusing language. This
counter-sophistics (Marx as paradoxical heir of Plato, as we shall see) has to
manipulate simulacra, mimemes, phantasms. It has to watch out for, 50 as
denounce, the maneuvess of an illusionist, the “conjuring tricks” of a pres-
tidigitator of the concept, or the sleights of hand of a nominalist rhetor.

We can try 1o grasp this serategy as close as possible to its literality, and first
of all its Stirnerian literality, in what Marx calls the series of “conjuring tricks”
(French: escamotage, German, Eskamotage), which he intends to take apart at
the beginning of “Saint Max” (“The Leipzig Council HI").' The production of
the ghost, the constitution of the ghost effect is not simply a spiritnalization
o even an autonomization of spirit, idea, or thought, as happens par excellence
in Flegelian idealism. No, once this aatonomization is effected, with the cor-
responding expropriation ot alienation, and only then, the ghostly moment

At ——e

comes upon it, adds to it a supplementary dimension, one more simulacrum,

alienation, or expropriation. Namely, a body! In the flesh {Lei)! Fos there is no

ghost, there is never any becoming-specter of the spirit without ac least an

appearance of flesh, in a space of iny isible visibility, like the dis-appearing of
“!l‘i‘:ll‘l‘l-‘
an apparition. For there to be ghost, there must be a return to the body, but to

abody that is more abstract than ever. The spectrogenic process correspands

therefore o a paradoxical imcorporation. Once ideas or thoughts (Gedanke) are

Jor—Tred from their substratum, one engenders some ghost by piving them a

body. Not by returning to the living body from which ideas and thoughts have
am————

Been torn loose, but by incarpating the Jatter-t grorber-priirenalbody o pros-

'll‘al‘l.‘
thetic body, a ghost of spirit, one might say a_ghost of the ghostif, as Marx

sometimes leads one to think, the first spiritualization also, and aleeady, pro-

duces some specter. But a more acute specificicy belongs to what could be

called the “second” ghost, as incorporation of autonomized spirit, as objec-

tivizing expulsion of interior idea or thought. (In this sense, there is always
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some mourning work in this incorporation of interiority, and death is on the

nwmmmmmm. The ﬁrooJ» of ideology depends in many of Tts featifes, as we wiil
emphasize, oa this theory of the ghost. As Stirnerian theorem critiqued, cor-
rected, or reversed by Marx, it formalizes less a process of spirimalization,
the autonomization of spiritual ideality, than a paradoxical law of incorporation:
the ideological as well as, musatis mutandis, the fetish would be the given, or
rather lent, borrowed body, the second incarnation conferred on an initial
idealization, the incorporation in a body that is, 1o be sure, neither perceptible
sor invisible, but remains flesh, in a body without natare, in an a-physical body
that could be called, if one could rely on these oppositions, a technical body or

an institutional body. Like the one who says. from the safety of his visos, “1

am thy Fathers Spirit,” it is even a visible-invisible body, sensuous-non-sen-
—

suous, and always undes the tough institational or cultural protection of some

artifact: the helmet of the ideologem or the fetish under armot)

But that is not all. The specificity of the process can still capitalize the spec-
tralization. Once the ghost is produced by the incarnation of spirie {the
autonomized idea or thought), when this first ghost effect has been operated, it
s in turn negated, integrated, and incorporated by the very subject of the
operation who, claiming the uniqueness of its vw human bedy, then becomes,
according to Marx as critic of Stirner, the absolute ghost, in fact the ghost of
the ghost of the specter-spirit, simulacrum of simulacra without end. This
would be, if one believes Marx, the delirious and haflucinogenic moment of
the properly Stirnerian bubris: in the name of critique, and sometimes pofitical
critique (for Stirner also maintains a political discourse; one must recall the
infinite entanglement of the debate that formed the context of this “Leipzig
Council I1): Saint Max™), this would be but a raising of the ante of negativity, a
rage for reappropriation, an accumulation of ghostly layers. Marx dencunces
the suphistics of this “conjuring trick” in one of the clearest moments of this
verbose and sometimes vertiginous argamentation—which itself seems to
give into the vertigo to which such tropics necessarily lead, for a specter does
not only cause séance tables to turn, but sets heads spinning. In truth itis a
matter of another “Fskamotage.” Marx loves this word. Why does this profif-
eration of ghosts proceed by so many conjuring tricks? A conjuring teick in fact
multiplies itself, it gets carried away with itself, and is unleashed i a series.
Marx begins to count them and then gives up. The word “Fskamotage” speaks

of subterfuge or theft in the exchange of merchandise, but first of all the
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sleight of hand by means of which an iliusionist makes the most perceptible
body disappear. It is an art or a technique of miaking disappear, The escamotenr
knows how to make inapparent. He is expertin a hyper-phenomenlogy. Now,
the height of the conjuring trick here consists in causing to disappear while
producing “apparitions,” which is only contradictory in appearance, precise-
ly, since one causes to disappeas by provoking hallucinations or by inducing
visions. Stirner has just been quoted at length and there then follows a nearly

literal commentary, a paraphrase:

Thus, the man, identified here with the “unique,” having first given
thoughts [den Gedanken)] corporeality [Leibbafiigheir], i, having trans-
formed them into specters {d.h. sie zu Gespensteri gemachi bat] now
destroys this corporeality again [gerribrt er nunt wieder diese Leibbaftigheit?,
by taking them back into his own body, which he thus makes inte a body
of specters [inden ey si¢ In seinen eignen Leib zuviicksimmt wid diesen somit
als den Leib der Gespenster setzt]. The fact that he arrives at his own cor-
poreality only through the negation of the specters, shows the aature of
TR TS TpoTeality of the twan [ Lesbhafiighert des Mannes{, which
he hae fitst 1o “anmounce” to “himself” in ordep e believe in it But what
T anmounces to hmsell he does not even “announce” correctly. The
fact that apart from his “unigue’’ body there are not also to be found
hisTead all Linds of lndependent bodies spermaiozoa. fg cransforms
into the Yable" Lalone am gor [Teh allein bin leibbaffig]. Another con-
juring trick. (Pp. 125-26)

e i

The spectral effect corresponds then, according to Marx, to a position
(Setzung) of the ghost, a dialectical position of the ghostly body as body proper.
All of this would take place among ghosts, between two ghosts. 1wo according
to Marx, while for Stirner only the first moment would be spectral, and the
ego or T would sublate it in the reappropriation of a living and unique body.
"The living body, the “mine,” “my property” returns by annulling or taking
back into it the phantomatic projections, the ideal prostheses. This second
moment marks the “destruction” or “negation” of a ghost previously posed,
exposed on the outside, objectified, namely, the idea or the thought that has
been incorporated a first time. This first spectral incorporation is then negated
and interjorized. The self is what takes it back within (zurdickuimme): “I” incor-
porates the initial incorporation by negating or destroying, by deposing the
previous position from its objective exteriority, by de-objectifying the ghost.
Obviously, Marx is here paraphrasing Stirner in his description of the discov-
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ery of self by the adolescent becoming an adult. But only up to the point
where Marx, and not Stirner, determines the uirimate moment to be a ghost,
the body proper of the I, the mine, my property (#ls die Meinige, als Mein
Eigentun). There where Stirner sees a carnal and living reapproptiation, more
life (there where there would be no more death), Marx denounces a hyperbolic
surplus of spectrality, more death (there where there would be wo more /ife): since
the living body, mine, the unique, is but the common place, the space in which
thoughts or ideal, autonomized entities are gathered, is it not itself the “body
of ghosts [ Leib der Gespenster]™?

In this whirling dance of ghosts, let us try to hold on to the at least apparent

firmness of a few obvious facss. What Stirner and Marx seem to have in com-

mon is the critique of the ghostly. Both of them want to have done with the

revenant, both of them hope to get there. Both of them aim at some reappro-

Pristi . proper. This hope at least s what impels the
prescriptive injuncgon or the promise of their discourses. It is perhaps even
what gives its first determining content to the messianic formality of their

call. But whereas Stirner seems to entrust this reappropriation to a simple

conversion of the self that zakes back tnto itself (a self that m truth ir nothing but

(his movement of INtenorzing gathering) and auihentcally reanimates, in
some fashion, the objectified ghosts, the ghost at large, Marx, for his parrt,
amwmuﬂmﬁmm this egological body: there, he CEIES, 18 e gnost of all ghostst L here
mmlmm.mlmm%mamm place toward which all the repatriated specters run: the forum

or agora for all those who come back, for chere is a lot of talking going on.
Marx then prescribes that one proceed with the reappropriation while

taking into account all the practcal a11d SOCIAL ST UCTUlas, ali the CHIpHICco-

e
coehnical detours that had produced the initial ghosts. It is not enough to

destroy as if with a spell, in an instant, the “corporeality” (Leibbafiigkeit) of the
ghosts in order 1o reincorporate them alive. This magic of immediacy, which
would give life back to the specters by simple transition from exterior to inte-
rior body, from the objective to the subjective, in the simple auto-affection of
the “I-Me,” “creator and owner” of these thoughts, that is what Stirner seems
to recommend. In the absolute certitade of the pure contact with itself, the
immediacy of an “I-Me” would have exorcised the ghost by depriving it from
then on of any interstice, lodging, or spacing favorable to haunting. This
resembles an epokhé, a phenomenological reduction of the ghost, but Marx crit-

icizes it as a phenomenological reduction # 7he ghost (1o the phenomenality or
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phantasm of a phantom). The reduction as subjectivization of the corporeal
form of the external phantom is but a super-idealization and a supplemen-

tary spectralization. Marx guotes and comments on StiFner:

“How [ find myself” (it should read: “how the youth finds himself”)
“behind the shings [Dinge], and indeed as spirir [Geist}, so subsequently,
too, | must find myself” (it should read “the man mrast find himself™)
“behind the thonghts [Gedanken], Le, as their creator and owner {als ibr
Schipfer wne Eigner). 1o the period of spirits {In der Geisterzeit], thoughts
outgrew me” {the youth), “although they were the offspring of my brain;
like delirious fantasies [wie Fieherpbantasient, they flo ated around me and
agitated me greatly, a dreadful power. The thoughts became themselves
corporeal {leibhaftig], they were specters [Gespenster], like God, the
Emperos, the Pope, the Fatherland, etc; by destroying their corporeality
[ Leihhaftigheit], 1 take them back into my own corporeality and announice,
I alane am corporeal [zerstire ok irbe Leibhaftigheit, s0 nebme lch sie in die
Meinige suriick und sage: Ich allein bin leibhafiig). And now I take the world
as it is for me, as my world, as my property: Erelate everything to myself
[ Und nun sehime Tcb die Welt als das, was sie Mir isi, als die Meinige als Mein
Eigentum: Joh beziche Alles auf Michy.” (P. 125 ),

In the story of what is being said here, in this fabujous reconstruction that
often proceeds by simple nomination and is content 1o substitute a “pompous
series of resounding names” for proper names (p. 131), Marx dencunces a sur-
plus of hallucination and a capitalization of the ghost what is really (wirklich)
destroyed are merely the representations in their form as representation
( Vorstellung). The youth may indeed destroy his hallucinations or the phan-

tomatic appearance of the bodies—of the Emperor, the State, the [fatherland.

[Te does not actually {wirklich) destroy them. And if he stops relating to these

realities through the prostheses of his representation and the “spectacles of

his fantasy [durch die Brille sciner Phantasicl,” if he stops transforming these

reahnies nto obiects, objects of theoretical intuition, that is, into a spectacle,

then he will have to take ingo account the “practical structuge” of the world:

Work, production, actualization, techniques. Only this practicality, only this
actuality (work, the Wirken or the Wirkung of this Wirklichkeir) can get to the
1’ . . . I!I

otron of a purely imaginary or spectral flesh (phantastische. .. gespenstige
Lethhaftigheir).

Marx seems to be warning Seirner: If you want to conjuse away these ghosts,

then believe me, T beg you {je vous en congurel, the egological conversion is not
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enough, nor is the change in the direction of a gaze, nor a putting into parei-
theses, nor the phenomenological reduction; one must work-—practically,
actually. One must think work and work at it. Work is necessary, agigan

———

account of reality as practical actuality. One does not chase away the real

emperor or pope in a single blow by exorcising or by conjuring away

i

[escamotant | the mere ghostly form of their bodies. Marx is very m:ﬂﬁérmz one

has destroyed a phantomatic body, the real body RE&:@QE: the ghastly

”ﬁmw\ {die gespenstige Leibhafiigheir) of the emperor disappears, it is not the
body that disappears, merely its phenomenality, its phantomality

L il i . - f
ﬁQ&?&&%@&?ﬁ?&.@ he emperor is then more real than ever and one can

measure better than ever his actual powerXwirkliche Macht). When one has

A . . . .
negated or destroved the fantastic or phantomatic form (die phantastische und

gespenstige Gestalr) of the fatherland, one has not vet touched upon the “actual

E\_.mﬁu ns [wirkliche Verbiltnisse]” that constitute it. In his abstract reconstruction
of the various stages of life, Stirner gives us but a “spectral shade” that we
ought to “confront” with its disappeared body, for what he has Jost in this sup-
posed destruction of specters is quite simply his body, “life” and “actual reality
[ Wirlichkeif].” He lost his body out of love of his body. For this whole history
remains under the control of the paradoxes of narcissism and the work of
mourning. Lverything begins, everything ought 1o begin and begin again,

according to the Stirnerian axiomatics, with the love of one’s own body (“wenn

man sich letbhatug nebgewonnen ; only when one has grown fond of oneself

corporeally”). Ope then mougns for the ghosts in which one had already expro-

priated oneself (ideas, objectified thoughts, and so forth), in which one had

alteady Jost one's body and one's hife. To this immediate work of mourning, to

this mourning for work, to this work of mourtning without work, to this imme-

diately narcissistic conversion, Marx opposes a work on this work of mourning

that liberates us from this hyper-phantomality: the ego of the Stirnerian body.

This critique does not eliminate the death and expropriation at the heart of

the living; it calls one back to what always defers the work of mourning,

mourning itself and narcissism. Marx merely determines the differance or

dCTeTTal as practical and as a delay of reappropriation,

Fas this backward glance allowed us to distinguish between the voices
which are sometimes so close? In the political dispute that Marx wants to
proveke with Stirner, these voices seem. to echo each other. If there were a

confabulation for the initiated, it would turn around the question of who is
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better able to have the ghost’s bide: ar what rthythm, according to which
detours and strategies. In real time, immediately, or in deferred time. Why
call this 2 confabulation [eonciliabule}?* Beneath the absolute, infinite, appar-
ently definitive discord, the one that Marx insists on above all and that he
constantly recalls as if no one wanted to believe him, a proximity is hidden,
indeed a fearsome analogy. Let us be clear: fearsome for Marx. And if there is
a confabulation, it is because a common stake incites the polemic. Itis called
the specter. And Marx and Stirner want to be done with it. That is the com-

mon axiom, which is not open to discussion. One must have the ghost’s hide

and to do that, one must have it. To have it, one must see 1t situate it identify

it. One must possess it wichout Jetting oneself be possessed by it, withous being

possessed of it {pesessen—that is the title of one of Marx’s accusarions: “The
T e

Possessed,” Die Besessenen [Unreine Geistergeschichte]). But does not a specter
R om0ty

consist, t0 the extent that it consists, in forbidding or bluzring this distinction?

in nobﬁm:mm in this very undiscernability? 1s not to possess a Specter to be

possessed by it, possessed period? 'To capture it, is that not to be captivated

E\ it And yet Marx seems to agree essentially wich Stig £ Must Win out

over the specter, put an end to it. The disagreement is over the means to this

end, and over the best solution. This disagreement [différend] over how to put

. s

the ghosts to death seems methodological, but by definition it knows no limit:

without fail, it becomes ongolomcal, ethical, political. The fact remains that

a comeiliabule is a schismatic or heretical council, a secret council, a lively dis-
cussion. The sworn members [conurés], who are sometimes plotters, contradict
each other, erect plans, ready their arms, or exchange secrets. There, whether
or not they agree on strategy, all these opponents of darkness realize in vain
that Furope is trembling in the face of a certain ghost, the one named by the
Manifesto with its first noun; they too plot against an army of specters, against
spectrality itself, and no doubt they all think itis a good war. We realize it
bettes now: it will have taken more than a century before The German Ideology
began to be exhumed, brought from beneath the carth, before one began to
untangle the crossed threads of its roots and the knot of irs complicities and
antagonisms among Marx, Engels, Feuerbach, Stirner, Hess, Bauer, and so
forth. This has begun but it is not over. And the paternal shade of Hegel con-
tinues to come back, the plot thickens with its first reapparition. To accuse
the other, in this poisoned conspiracy, is always to announce or denounce the

imminence of its return (“if again this apparition come. ..”).
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For if this backward glance had made us more attuned to the cunning of
such a “logic,” to all its disguises, to the impregnable arms or armors that it
provides to the phantom body, to the endless strategy to which it gives rise,
we berter understand Stirner. We betrer understand how and why he would
have given himself up to this general and precipitous spectralization.
According to Marx in any case, Stirner accepted a series of disguises
(Verkleidungen) of the Hegelian idea. Trusting them, accrediting them dog-
matically (auf Treu und Glauben), he would have raken them for the world itself,
a world before which he then had to affirm himself, assert his self-worth, and
to that end oppose himself to a non-self in the face of which he would reap-
propriate himself as /iving and incarnate individual (als leibbafliges fndividuam).

Scirner has often been read, in fact, as a Fichtean thinker. Bur this Ego, this

fiving individual would itself be inhabited and invaded by ifs own specter. It

would be constituted by specters of which it becomes the host and which it

assembies in the haunted community of a single body. Ego =ghost. Therefore

“I am” would mean “I am haunted”™ I am haunted by myself who am {haunted

by myself who am haunted by myself who am...and so forth). Wherever

there is Ego, es spuks, “it spooks.” {The idiom of this “es spukt” plays a singular

role 1n all these texts, as it does in Freud’s “Ias Unheimliche.” Its translation
always fails, unfortunarely, to render the link between the impersonality or
the quasi-anonymity of an operation {spuken] without act, without real sub-
ject or object, and the production of a figure, that of the revenant {der Spuk]:

not simply “it spooks,” as we just ventured to translate, but “it returns,” “it

ghosts,” “it specters.”) The essential mode of self-presence of the cogite would

be the haunting obsession of this “es spukt” It would be a niatter there of the

Stirnerian cogito in the logic of an accusation, to be sure, but is this limit
impassable? Can one not extend this hypothesis to any cogito? The Cartesian
eogito, the Kantian “I think,” the phenomenological ego cagito?® A real presence
is promised here to a eucharistic Narcissus, The Stirnerian living being, its
unique Ego, would be in effect visited by its own apparition, The individual
himself gives to himself his “this is my body.” Sancho-Stirner and Christ
resemble each other moreaver as two “beings of flesh [beleibre Weven],” notes
Marx who is not content just to underscore incessantly the Christian-
Hegelian dimension of the enterprise and thus to recall that all phenomenol-
ogy is a phenomenology of spirit {Jet us translate here: phenomenology of the

specter) and that, as such, it cannot hide its Christian vocation. He also claims
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to analyze and take apart what is literalty in his view a “construction.” Now,
in order to deconstruct what resembles a speculative edification, sometimes
merely an edifying discourse and a new form of right-thinking, Marx sug-
gests that beneath this resemblance with Jesus Christ, the Stirnerian phantasm
projects an identification, in truth a uniqueness: “Sancho is the modern Christ,
at this ‘fixed idea’ of his the whole historical construction {dic ganze
Geschichiskonstruktion) is ‘aimed™ (p. 382). A systematic stady would repeat-
edly bring out that the theme of food, the Last Supper, and the host crosses
the critique of language, the disguises and conjuring tricks that always con-
sist in naively accrediting discursive powers {abuse of etymology that serves
as explanation, play on homonyms, privileging of nomination, autenomiza-
tion of language, and so forth).*

A question, then, must be asked, and it is a question of method, & second
propaedeutic (Anfeitung) to the vision of spirits: How does one transform the
world into a “specter of the truch [in das Gespenst der Wabrbeit]”? And how
does one transform oneself “into something holy or spectral {in einen
Gebeiligten oder Gespenstigen]”? This critical question is addressed first of all by
Saint Max (Stirner) t Szeliga in the course of a fictive dialogue. The latter
is reproached for the very thing that Marx reproaches Stirner for, namely,
that he should not be “suzprised” when “‘he now finds nothing but a specter’
in himself {in sich ‘nichts als einen Spuk finde')” From the moment Szeliga trans-
figures the object into truth, he is no longer concerned with details, he treats
the object in general, he produces the thing wholesale, he installs “the first
manufacture of specters on a large scale [Erste Gespensterfabrikation i
Grossen]” He believes in that with which Stirner threatens him and the rea-
son Stirner accuses him: conceiving the truth as specter (die Wabrbeit als
Gespenst). But this is precisely what Marx is reproaching Saint Max for! He
reproaches relentlessly by reproducing this staging of positions and oppositions
that will end up in an “arithmetical series of appositions” whose “dialectical
method” he will pretend to admire {p. 156). Vertiginous asymmetry: the tech-

nique for having visions, for seeing ghosts is in truth a technique to make arioself

seen by ghosts. The ghost, always, 15 looking at we “Instructions in the art of seeing

spirits. First of all one must become transformed 1nto a complete fool, 1.e,
e

imagine oneself [pose oneseif: sich setzen) to be Szeliga, and then say to one-

self, as Saint Max does to this Szeliga: ‘Look around You in the world and say

for Yourself whether a spirit is not looking at You from everywhere!’ (245
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Allem Dich ein Geist anschaut!]” (p. 152),

Follow my gaze, the specter seems to say with the imperturbable authority

and the rock hardness of 2 Commandatore. Let us follow this gaze. Right away

we Jose sight of it: disappeared, the departed, in the ha!l of mirrors where it
it iw: .n

multiplies. There is not only one spirit watching You. Since this spirit “is

everywhere, since it comes from everywhere (aus Allem), it proliferates 4 priovi,
et

it puts in place, while depriving them of any place, a mob of specters to which

ot

one can no longer even assign a pomnt of view: they invade all of space. Number

is the specter, But in order w inhabit even there where one is not, to haunt
all places at the same time, to be afepic (mad and non-localizable), not only is
it necessary to see from behind the visor, to see without being seen by whoever
makes himself or herself scen {me, us), it is also necessary to speak. And to
hear voices. The spectral rumor now resonates, it invades everything: the spir-
it of the “sublime” and the spirit of “nostalgia” cross all borders. “One hears,”
Marx quotes, “‘miilions of spirits speak through the mouths of people’ [und
wman hivt ass den Menschen Millionen Geister veden’]” (ibid.). A merciless spiraling
movement then draws in a series of quotations that lead to rwe conclusions.
Marx wants at the same time to extract them from Stirner’s witness-text and to
use them against him. As aiways, he grabs the weapons and turns them back
against the one who thought he was their sole owner. We underscore here the
objections that one might be tempted to address to the phenomenological
piincipte in general. Two conclusions, then: (1) the phenomenal form of the
world itself is spectral; (2) the phenomenological ego (Me, You, and so forth) is
a specter. The phainesthai itself (before its determination as phenomenon or
phantasm, thus as phantom) is the very possibility of the specter, it brings
death, it gives death, it works at mourning®

Consequence, concatenation, rattle of chains, endless procession of phe-
nomenat forms that file by, all white and diaphanous, in the middle of the
night. The apparition form, the phenomenal body of the spirit, thatis the def-
inition of the specter. The ghost is the phenomenon of the spirit. Let us cite
Marx who, citing Stirner, wants to force him to admit that he identifies ure-
sistibly with the witness-adversary whom he calls to appear, the poor Szeliga.
The latter will have survived oblivion only in this insubstantial guise, he
speaks only through this indirect voice. Everything is concentrated then in
the German expression es fpuks, which translations are obliged to circumvent.

One would have to say: it haunts, it ghosts, it spectess, there is some phantom



there, it has the feel of the living-dead——manor house, spiritualism, occult
science, gothic novel, obscurantism, atmosphere of anonymous threat or
imminence. The subject that haunts is not identifiable, one cannot see, local-
ize, fix any form, one cannot decide between hallucination and perception,
there are only displacements; one feels oneself looked at by what one cannot

see:

Ifone has achieved this level [where talk passes through millions of spir-
its, aus den Menschen Millionen Geister reden], if one can exclaim with
Stirner: “ Yes, ghosts are teeming in the whole world [7a, er spukt in der
Ganzen Welt], then it is not difficult to advance to the point” (p. 93}
where one makes the further exclamation: “Only i it? No, the world irself
is an apparition [Nz in ibs? Nein, sie selber spuks]” {let your communi-
cation be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these cometh of
evil, i.e, 2 logical transition), “it is the wandering pseudo-body of a spir-
it, it is an appagition [sde Lt dev wandelnde Scheinleib vines Geistes, sie ist ein
Spukl.” Then cheerfully “look near at hand or into the distance, you are
surrounded by a ghostly world.... You see spirits [in die Nithe oder in die
Ferne, Dich umgibt eine gespenstige Welr—Du siehst Geister] ”....[A]nd then
“you should not be surprised” if; in these circumstances and from: the
heights of Szeligality, you discover also that “your spirit is a ghost haunt-
ing your body [ Deine Geist in Deinem Leibe spuke],” that you yourself are a
ghost [Du selbst ein Gespenst bisf} which “awaits salvation, that is, a spirit”
Thereby you will have arrived at the point where you are capable of see-
ing “spirits” and “ghosts” in “all” people, and therewith spirit-seeing
“reaches its final goal” (Pp. 46-47).

The basis of this instruction, only much more corsectly expressed, is
to be found in Hegel, inter alia, in the Geschichte der Philosophic, 111, pp.
124, 125.(P. 153)

This passage will have clarified, among other things, the difference
R,

between specter and spirit. It is a differance. The specter is not only the car-

nal apparition of the spisit, its phenomenal body, 1ts fallen and guilty body; it

is also the impatient and nostalglc waiting for a redempuion, amety, once

again, ot a spirit (auf Erldsung baret, ndmlich ein Geist). The ghost woul® be the

deferred spirit, the promise or calculation of an expiation. What is this dif-
" oo

ferance? Al or nothing. One must reckon wich it but it upsers all calculations,
. i e

interests, and capital. A transition between the two moments of spirit, the
ghost is just passing through. Stirner, notes Marx while citing him, takes “seri-
ously” this passage of the “spirits” (in the plural) that are the “offspring of

v em

spirit” in the singular (Sankt Max macht jerzi Ernst mit den “Geistern,” welche die
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“Kinder des Geistes sind™). He at least imagines this spectrality of evervthing
{ Gespensterhaftigheit Aller). 1o this whole progeniture, to all these children
whose sex is never determined, neither by Max nor Marx (but everything
suggests that they are brothers of the same Son, thus sons of the same Father,
through the mediation of the same Holy Spirit), he is content just to give
names. Incantatory magic of onomastics and appellations controlées. The names
are new, the concepts have aged, they drag along behind them a single idea:
the idea that men represent, precisely by means of new appellations, general
concepts. The whole debate here concerns, of course, the status of conceptu-
al generality and the rough reatment it receives from Stirner, who according
to Marx, phantomalizes ic. These “representatives” { Repriisentanten) that are
men present or represent the generality of concepts in “the Negroid form”
(im negerbafien Zustande). Perfidious, bifid, the word “Negroid” does double
duty. On the one hand, it denounces the confusion within whick Stirner
maintains the concept, more precisely the presentarion of the concept, the
manner in which concepts “come onstage” in the intuition: the indetermina-
tion of the homogeneous, in the dark element of a nocturnal obscurity. The
“Negroid state” is thus also, as some august ancestor had said just a little
while earlier, the night in which all cows are black, Marx’s insinuation utilizes

a classic stratagem: when you accuse someone of being too generous with

generality and, moreover, 100 meOnnammmm 1n the penumbra, with ghosts, you
? ? ? p ? lnllm:l.llu uw..ll

AT - = . .
try to conclude that the crime 1s one of obscurantism, or even occultism.

Here is someone, you then exclaim, who continues to believe in ghosts: he

must believe in them to expend so much energy trying to get i of theme In

the name of Enlightenment and Reason, you then rise up to condemn any

ohscurity in the presentation of the general concept: “N egroid form” equals

obscurantism plus occultism, mystery plus mysticism and mystification.
Biackness is never far from the obscure and the occult. Spiritualism is but a
spiritism, Bur, on the other hand, “Negroid form” might signal the enslave-
ment of these pseudo-concepts that have no autonomy. They are not
acknowledged as having any internal necessity. For they are working merely
as objects in the service of men, fir men, “These general concepts appear here
first of all in the Negroid form as objective spirits having for people the char-
acter of objects [uls objektive, den Menschen gegenstindliche Geister}, and ar this
level are called specters or—apparitions! [und heissen auf dieser Stufe Gespenster
oder—Spuk!]” (p. 157/
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If the ghost is disseminated everywhere, the question becomes a distress-
ing one: where does one begin to count the progeniture? Tt is again a question
of the head. Who is to be put at the Lead of all those whom one gets in one’s
head? { Mensch, es spukt in detnen: Kopfe!) At the head of he progession comes
capital, the capital representation, the oldest Son: Man. The arch-specter, the
one who is at the beginning and ac the conirols, the capital ghost {das
a capital M {das Haypigespenst ist nattirlich

Hasptgespenst) 1s 1man himself with

“Jor Mensch™ selbst). Bt if men exist, in this logic anlv as representatives

(Repriisentanien) of an abstract generality, ag 35
foreign Q#&x%i sacrality gr altesdadhen hev are nresensforeach other

ence aconcent, of a spirit, of a

ﬁmmw in a ghostly fashion, as specters {nur als gespenstige, Gespenster fiir etnarder
worbanden sind) {ibid.). Humanity is byt acollection or series of ghosts. Docile
application of the Hegelian logic? Careful recitation of The Phesomenology of
Spirit? S0 Marx suggests and he amuses himself by having the procession,
precisely, in theory, the parade of these specters march across the page. With
the irony of a happy pamphletect and a somewhat nervous self-satisfaction,
one whose body no doubt is worked over by some compulsive disavowal, he

pretends to count off the specters on his fingers. For there would be ten of

them, as if by chance. Marx only feigns to connt them, he pretends to enu-
merate for he knows that one cannot count here. He intends precisely to give
a demonstration of the innumerable. These simulacra of identity are classed
according to a logic that uses every means to confound the adversary. Both the
grouping of sets and the discrete and ordered (in a row: der Reihe nach) serial-
ization of spectral singularities. There is in sum, no doubt, buta single ghost,
a ghost of ghosts, and it is but a concepg, Not even a CONCepy, the obscure
“Negroid” presentation of a larger concept, more englobing than all the oth-
ers, indeed it is but a pame, 4 metonyny that lends itself to any and ali sub-
sticutions (the part for the whole that it then exceeds, the effect for the cause
of which it is in turn the cause, and so forth). Nominalism, concepiualism,
realism: all of that is routed by the T hing or the Athing called ghost. Lhe rax-

orBTIIC OLEr becomes too easy, at once atbitrary and impossible: onE can

neither classify nor count the ghost, it is number itself, it is numerous, inng-

ATEERITas number, one can merther Count Of 1T NOT With 1t There 15 DUt Oe

SFhem ana already there are too many. Tt proliferates, one can no longer

AR D TR T

count its offspring or interests, its supplements or surplus values (the same
fighre m Greek—FPlato knew something of this-associated the offspring of

EE T
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the father and the interest of capital or the Good).® For the singular ghost, the
whost that generated this incalculable multiplicity, the arch-specter, is a father
or else it is capital. These two abstract bodies are both visible-invisible.
Apparitions without anybody [sans personse|. That does not prevent specula-
tion, on the contrary. Nor the desire to count what can no longer be counted.
Arichmetical desire finds there on the contrary its spur, indeed its very ori-
gin. And the desire to classify, And the hierachizing compulsion that, on the

cmwﬂm hand, does not prevent imng the ghosts up in a row, horizontally, like
s0 many concepts equal before the law and ready to move over a level field.
.@1@ are labelled, a number 15 sewn on their backs as if they were playing on
2 soccer team the night of the big final beneath the lights, from GhostNo. 1
to Ghost No. 10. Only one of them would be missing, one may well wonder

which one 1t 15.

We are going to count the ghosts. On Marx’s fingers. But we cannot help
asking ourselves, once again, at the opening of this fabulous scene: Why such
relentless pursuit [ackarnement]? Why this hunt for ghosts? What is the rea-
son for Marx’s rage? Why does he harass Stirner with such irresistible irony?
One has the impression, since the critique appears so insistent and redundant,
both brilliant and ponderous, that Marx could go on forever launching his
barbs and wounding to death, He could never leave his vicdm. He is bound to
it in a troubling fashion. His prey captivates him. The acharnement of a hunter

consists 1o setting out an animal lure, here the living lifeless body of a ghost, in
¥

: . T : - -
order to trick the prey.” 1 have my own feeling on this subject (I insist that 1t s

a feeling, my feeting and I have no reason to deny that it projects itself neces-
sarily into the scene [ am interpreting: my “thesis,” my hypothesis, or my
E%oﬁmm? precisely, is that it is never possible to avoid this precipitation,
since everyone reads, acts, writes with bir or ber ghosts, even when one goes
after the ghosts of the other). My feeling, then, is that Marx scares himself [re

T —

fait peur], he bimself pursaes [ il sacharne lui-méme] relenttessly someone who

almost resembles him to the point that we could mistake one for the other: a

Broter, 7 doubte, thus a diabolical image. A kind of ghost of RIMSE. Whom
he would Tike to distance, distinguish: to gppese. He has recognized someotie
.i_o. Tike him, appears obsessed by ghosts and by the figare of the ghost and by
its names with their troubling consonance and reference (Geisz, Gespenst).
Someone who is besieged, like him, by the same and by another, by the same

that 1 :
hat is each time another, because tie Wdentty of the ghost is precisely the
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“problem” {problema: at once question, task, program, and shield, the apozro
paic armor, armor against armor, one helmet fascinated by the other, a due]
under visors). I am describing then this feeling: that of a Marx obsessed,
haunted, possessed fike/as Stirner, and perhaps more than him, which is even
hatrder to take. Now, Stirner talked about all this before e did, and at such great
length, which is even more intolerabie. In the sense given to this word in hunt-
ing, he poached the specters of Marx.'® Marx tried afl the exorcisms, and wich
what eloquence, what jubiladon, what bliss! He so loved the words of the exor-
cism! For these words always cause to come back, they convoke the revenant
that they conjure away. Come so that I may chase you! You hear! I chase you. |
pursue you. | run after you to chase you away from here. | will not leave you
alone. And the ghost does not leave its prey, namely, its hunter. It has under-
stood instantly that one is hunting it just to hunt it, chasing it away only so as

to chase after it. Speculag Glre sabbaninorder to chase away, one

pursues, ses off in pursuit of someone to make him flee, but orte makes him

flee, distances him, expulses him so as to go after him again and remain in

e "
pursuit. One chases someone away, KiCks NTTOOTT s ercelree T, OF
o s

drives him away. But it is in order to chase after him, seduce hum, reach him,

and thus keep him close at hand. One sends him far away, puts distance

between them, so as to spend one’s life, and for as Jowg a rime as possible, com-

ing close to him again. The long rine is here the time of his distance bunt (a

hunt for distance, the prey, bur also a hunt wih distance, the lure).”™ The dis-

tance hunt can only hallucinate, or desirg if you prefer, or defer proximiicy:
lure and prey.

This logic and this topology of the paradoxical bunt (whose figure, begin-
ning before Plato, will have traversed the whole history of philosophy, more

precisely of the ontological inquest or inquisition) should not be treated as a
rhetorical ornament when one reads The Manifesto of the Communist Party: its
first sentences, as we saw, immediately associate the figure of haunting with
that of hunting. This is the very experience of conjuration. The conjuration is
[3
holy

hunt” against the communist specter), but also in the opposite camp where

on all sides, in the camp of the powers of old Europe (who are leading a

they are also on a hunt. There, two great hunters, Marx and Sgrner, are 1n

principle sworn to the same conjuration. But the first accuses the other of

betraying and serving the adversary, Ghrisgap Furope in sum. 1 he first

begrudges the second his having been the first to place the specter at the
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center of his system, his logic, and his rhetoric, even if it was only to expulse it.
{sn’t that inadmissible? He begrudges him {#/ /i en veut], he wants not t want
the same thing as him ard it is not a thing: the ghost. Like him, and like al!
those wheo are occupied by specters, he weicomes them only in order to chase
them. As soon as there is some specter, hospitality and exclusion go together.
One is only occupied with ghosts by being occupied with exorcising them,
Kicking
nothing other than this ghost hunt, but nothing but this singular nothing that

- them out the door. That is what Marx and Stirner have in common:

a ghost remains. All the same, let us not forget that, unlike the spirit, for exam-
ple, or the idea or simply thought, this nothing is a nothing that fakes on a body.
And since the two adversaries want to conjure away this body, nothing can
efface in this regard a resemblance between them that is by definition trou-
bling. The deconstructive critiques that Marx will address to the Stirnerian
“historical constructions” or “montages” risk coming back at him ke a
boomerang. Whence the endless, relentless pursuit. Endless because it main-
tains itself by izself; it is talking with jtself [df sentretient de lni-méme]. He wants
to classify [dlasser], he can only chase [chasser]. The pursuit pussues relent-
lessty, as we were suggesting, a kind of double or brother. Both of them love

M et RS

life, which is always the case but never goes without saying for finite beings:

they know that life does not go without death, and thar death is not beyond,

outside of life, unless one inscribes the beyond in the inside, in the essence of

the living. They both share, apparently like you and me, an unconditional

preference for the living body. But precisely because of that, they wage an

endless war against whatever represents it, whatever is not the body but

belongs to it, comes back to it: prosthesis and delegation, repetition, differ-

ance. The living ego is auto-immune, which is what they do not want to know.
RS

To protect its life, to constitute itself as unigue living ego, to relate, as the

PR

same, to itself, it is necessarily led to welcome the other within (so many

figures of death: differance o the technical apparatus, iterabiiity, non-unique-

ness, prosthesis, synthetic image, simufacrum, all of which begins with

language, before language), it must therefore take the immune defenses appar-

ently meant for the non-ego, the enemy, the oppuosite, the adversary and direct

them at once for itself and against itself Marx thinks he 1s a better expert {a bet-

ter “scholar” of ghosts), let us recall that he says in effect to Saint Max: [ know
my way around specters better than you; the ghost is my affair [is looking at

me: ga me regarde], if you want to save life and conjure away the living-dead,

Sy
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you must not go at it immediately, abstractly, egofogically, fantasmatically,
with the word, with the language act of a phantasmagorencin; yOu MUSt pass
through the laborious ordeal of the detou, you must traverse and work o the
practical structures, the solid mediations of real, “empirical” actuality, and so
forth, Otherwise, you wiil have conjured away only the phantomality of the
body, not the body itself of the ghost, namely, the reality of the Stare, Emperor,
Nation, Fatherland, and so on. But obviously, for the ime of this detour, you
must accept to take into account the autonemous, relatively autonromous body
of ghosuy reality.

By himself pursuing this double who is in a rush to get things over with,
and who is therefore all the more insubstantial, Marx always tuns the risk of
going after in this way his own ghost: a specter at once speculative and spec-
ular. This risk irritates him, so he has to keep endlessly piling on the traits,
che distinctive traits and the polemical traits. He will never be done with it
bur it is in order to be done with it, to close out his account that he counts
things up.

He counts off the other’s ghosts, There are ten of them. Well, anyway, he
stops at ten. Is it simply so he can count on his fingers? A manual operation in
view of a manual? But what is Marx's hand doing here, underhandedly so to
speak, as Patrice Loraux might say?'? Why ten?

One might read the whole German Ideology, we will not do it here, as the
inexhaustible gloss o this table of ghosts. For one can wake it in this way, asa
table, a Table of the law in ten parts, the specter of a Decalogue and a deca-
logue of specters. The new table is presented also as a tableay, the ironic
tabularization, the fictive taxonomy, or the statistic of ghosts. A table of the
categories of the object or of being as specter in general. And yet, despite the
stasis that is appropriate for the exhibition of a tableau or pictute, this one
Kknows no rest in any stability. This tablesu of spirits moves on the madel of a
séance table [ruble tournante]. It begins to dance before our eyes, like a certain
“table” in Capital which we will later see move, when 1ts becoming-commod-
ity opens up the dimension of secrecy, mysticism, and fetishism. For in this
list of ghosts, in this new table whose capital categories stand like the counts of

an indictment, the concepts cannot be distinguished. They are not added one
to the other, they supplement each other and thereby pass in turn one it
the other, each figuring a tarn of the other. We cannot read bere The Germatt

[destogy, which at botrom is but the developed exposition of this table. Without
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even quoting the mocking remarks in the exclamatory style {the curious read-
er is referred to them) with which Marx accompanies each one of the ten
apparitions, we will limit ourselves to a few observations about this or that
distinctive trait. Whereas in the “pure history of spirits [reine Geistergeschichte],
Marx had counted “ten theses,” here, a few pages later, in the “impure history
of spirits,” he banks on [table sur} ten ghosts:

Gespenst No. I (ghost No. 1): the supreme being (das hichste Wesen), God. Not
a2 minute is wasted speaking of this “incredible belief,” Marx notes, Neither
Stirner nof Marx, moreover, stops to consider the essence of believing, here
the essence of faith par excellence, which can only ever believe in the unbehev-
able, and would not be what it is without that, beyond any “proof of the
existence of God.”

Gespenst No, 2. Being or essence (Das Wesen). [Apparently, we are going dow:
from the highest, das bichsic Wesen, to the less high, das Wesen period. An old
problem, at least since Aristotle. Descending hierarchy, from theology to
antology. Will it be so simple? Wesen remains the common concept, as we shall
see, and the guiding thread of this classificaiton that therefore remains essen-
rally ontological, in truth onto-theological.'’}

Gespenst No. 3: the vanity of the world. Nothing to say about that, notes
Marx, except that it serves to introduce what follows, to link “easily,” “lightly,”
Jeieht with what follows. And what is lighter, in fact, more vain, precisely, more
non-existent (here, no more Weser) than the shadow and the vanity of a ghost?
"The vanity of the world, then, just to make a link with what follows, namely

Gespenst No. 4: good and evil beings (die gusen ynd bisen Wesen). Das Wesen has
come back but, notes Marx, Max has nothing to say on this score, even if there
is so much to be said. It is just to make a link with what follows, namely:

Gespenst No. 5: Being and its realm (das Wesen and sein Reich). This 1s the first
determination of Being. It possesses an empire, whence its metamorphosis
(Verwandlung) into a plurality of beings. This is the first birth of the plural,
birth itself, the origin of number and progenitare. Of course, the word “realm”
already transfers the table of the commandments or the table of categories
from Being to an evangelical ground.

Gespenst No. 6: beings, therefore (die Wesen). We have passed over into the
phural, into the proliferation of the progenitare, from 5 0 6, through meta-
morphosis and spontaneous generation (dass es “das Wesen” ist, worauf es sich
flugs in Gespenst Nr 6. “die Wesen” verwandelt}.
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Gespenst No. 7 the Man-God (der Gotrmensch). In this descending hierarchy,
this is, in sum, the moment of conversion or reversibility {descent gnd ascen-
sion). It is also the category of the third, the middle or the mediation, for the
synthesis of speculative idealism, the hinge |charniére] of this onto-theology as
anthropo-theology of the ghost. Does not the Man-God play the same role
i The Phenomenalogy of Spivit? This ardiculating joint also sitwates the place of
the becoming-flesh, the privileged moment of the spectral incarnation or
incorporation. It is not at all surprising that Marx, following Max, devotes his
longest commentary to it, which is also, precisely, the most relentless Lacharnd,
the most captivated. Is not the Christic moment, and within it the eucharistic
instant, the hyperbole of acharnement itself? If every specter, as we have amply
seen, is distinguished from spirit by an incorporation, by the pbenomenal
form of a quasi-incarnation, then Christ is the most spectral of specters. He
tells us something about absolute spectrality. Stirner himself would be ready
to grant him the singularity of this transcendental privilege. Without this
incarnation, would the concept of incarnation have any sense at all, any his-
torical chance? Jesus 1s at once the greatest and the most “incomprehensible of

ghosts” (wubegreifiichste Gespenst). Marx insists on this:

[3 M kel
OF him Stirner is able to say that he was “corpulent” [dass er “beleibt
gewesen ist]. I Saint Max does not believe in Churist, be at least believes in
his “actual corpus” [an seiner “wirklichen Leib™]. According to Stirner,
Chuist introduced great distress into history, and our sentimental saint
relates with rears in his eyes, “how the strongest Chrisiians have racked
their brains in order to comprehend him”—Yes—“there has never been

1 sh,..” (P 1581

a specter that caused such mental anguish,..” (P .

It is thus easy to go from him to the “horrible being” {zum grauenbafien

Wesern):
Gespenst No. 8 man Here we come closest to ourselves but also to the most

terrifying thing Itis of the essence of the ghost in general to be frightening.

: HPR . .
This is especially tue of man, of the most “unheimlich” of all ghosts, a word

STTer uses that the French transtations overlook mest often and that 1ntet
S0 the highest degree. It is the word of irreducible haunting or obses-

T e most familiar hecomes the most disquieting. The economic Or

egoiogical home of the sikus, the neagpy, the familiag, the domestic, or even

e natonal m?‘...e:.g&_,_.mmrﬂm:m irselfAlt feels itself oﬁd?a% in the propef

ey

secret (Gebeimnis) of its inside, by what is most strange, distant, threatening,

We will come back to this in conclusion. If Christ, that absolute specter, caus-
es fear and pain, the man that this Gosmensch becomes (and man only arrives
at himself, here, in this becoming) causes even morte fear as he comes closer

to us. He is even more spectral than the spectral. Man makes himself fear He

makes himself into the fear that he inspires.”” Hence the contradictions that

render humanism untenable. We see rise up here the logic of this fear of oneself

that is guiding our remarks. The ipseity of the self is constiuted there. No

one will have escaped it, neither Marx, nor the Marxists, nor of course their
mortal enemies, all chose who want to defend the property and integrity of
their home [¢hez s0i}: the body proper, the proper name, nation, blood, terri-
tory, and che “rights” that are founded thereon. Marx exposes the fatefulness
of this, but he does so in the other, precisely, exposed in the opposite, on the
side facing, in Saint Max.'® It has to do with the phenomenological fold,
Marx seems to suggest, with that difference, both decisive and insubstantial
at the same time, that separates being from appearing. The appearing of
being, as such, as phenomenality of its phenomeneon, is and is not the being
that appears; that is the fold of the “unheimlich™

Specter No. 8, man. Flere our bold writer is seized with immediate “hor-
ror’—*he is terrified of himself " | ‘er evschricks vor sich selbst”), he sees in
every man a “frightful specter” {einen grausigen Spuk”], a “sinister
spectes” [einen “unbeimiichen Spuk'], in which something “stalks” [ dem es
“umgeht™; the same word as in the Manifisto]. He feels highly uncomfort-
able. The split [ Zwiespalt] becween phenomenon {Erseheinung] and
essence | Wesen] gives him no peace. He is like Nabal, Abigail’s husband,
of whom it is written that his essence too was separated from his phe-
nomenal appearance. .. {Ibid.)

Everything always happens closest to the head and to the chief. This fear of
oneself couid have led the writer to suicide. The writer, the man-writer could
have chased after himself, hunted himself down, Saint Max 1s ready to blow
his brains out (once again the sign of the bunt: eine Kugel durch den Kopf jagr)
from the moment the persecution is internal and the other makes him suffer in
the head. What saves this man from man is still another ghost. He remembers
that the ancients “took no notice of anything of the kind in their slaves” He
then thinks of the “spirit of the people” wherever it is incarnated. This leads
him 1o deduce (Dies bringt ibn auf) the next ghost.
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Gespenst No. 9: the spirit of the people (Falksgeist). 'There would be too much
to say foday about this deduction—not oniy about the Tefiin Or Tretional-pop-
wTisms, but about what has always linked them, 1n the founding story they tell

hemselves, to apparitdons of reverdnts, The founder of the spirit of 2 people,

am—c— : .
one could show, always has the figure of a revenant-survtvant, a ghost-survivor,

[t Rlways obeys the temporality of s requn Trs reapparigon 1s awaited but
ofiscurely feared. Marx speaks with so much lucidity elsewhere about nation-
altsm, but here he remains very taconic. He merely remarks the necessary
transition toward the final metamorphosis:

Gespenst No. 10: Everything, Max will have succeeded in transmuting every-
thing, the All itself, into a ghost { Alles” in ein Spuk zu verwandelr). So we have to
stop the counting. And the recounting, And the story, and the fable, and the
gothic novel, And the numerological occultism that puts on airs of Aufkliruny.
One has to admit that, forthwith [séance tenante], “all enumeration ends” (alles
Ziblen anfbirt) once everything comes back to haunt everything, everything is
in everything, that is, “in the class of specters” (in der Klasse Gespensier). One

could throw it all together in any order, and Stirner does not fail to do so: the

Holy Spirit, truth, law, and especially, especially the “good cause” in all its
forms (die gute Sacke, which Marx, who is as always a lucid analyst of modern
times, accuses Stirner of never beiny able to forget, as if he too had made of
good conscience, already, a vocatjon and of rightful law a rechnique of per-
sonal promotion).
Stirner’s exemplary fauls, for which he must be judged, judged for the
ek . . ) :
example, would be the vice of modern speculation. Speculation always spec-

JTates on Some specter, It speculates 1n the microf of WRat 1t produces, on the

spectacle that 1 gives ieself and that 1t gives Ttelf to sce. It believes in whatit

helieves it sees: in representations. “All the ‘specters’ that have filed before us
(die wir Revue passicren liessen) were representations (Porstelfunger)” (p. 160). In
this sense, speculation is always theoretical and theological. To explain the

origin of this “history of ghosts,” Marx refers to Feuerbach and to his distinc-

tion between ordinary theology, which believes in the ghosts of sensuous
imagination, and speculative thealogy, which believes in the ghosts of non-sen-
suous abstraction. But theology i geweral is “belief in ghosts” (Gespensterglasbe).
One might say belief in general, the belief in this alliance of the sensuous and
che non-sensuous where the two theologies intersect, the ordinary and the

specutative. We will talk again later about the sensuous nON-SENSUOUS, with
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the apparition of another table: neither the Table of the ten commandments,
nor the table of the ten categories, but a wooden table this time, a table with
four legs, a table with a wooden head. It is che birth, quite simply, of exchange-
value. And we will have spoken of nothing other than heads, tableaux, and
cables, and tables armed from head to toe. And the origin of exchange-value is
¢he birth of capital. Of mysticism and the secret.

In their common denunciation, in what is at once most ¢ritical and onto-
Jogical about it, Marx and Satnt Max are also heirs to the Platonic rradition,
more precisely to the one that associates in a strict fashion image with specter,
and ido! with phantasm, with the phantasma in its phantomatic or errant
dimension as living-dead. The “phantasma,” which the Phacdo (81d) or the
Timaeus {712) do not separate from the eidla, are figures of dead souls, they
are the souls of the dead: when they are not hanging around funeral monu-
ments and sepulchers { Phacdo), they are haunting the souls of certain living
persons, day and night ( Timaeus). Serict and recurrent, this coupling does not
let itself be undone. ft leads one to think that the survival and the return of
the living dead belong to the essence of the idol. To its inessential essence, of
course. To what gives body to the idea, but a body with a fower ontological
content, a body that is less real than the idea itself. The idof appears or lets
itself be determined only against the background of death. Tvis doubtless a
hypothesis withour originality, but one whose consequence can be measured
by the constancy of an immense tradition, or rather one must say of the phifo-
sophical patrimeny such as it is handed down, through the most parricidal
mutations, from Plato to Saint Max, to Marx and beyond. The lincage of this
patrimony is wrought, but never interrupted, by the question of the idea, the
question of the concept and of the concept of the concept, the very one that
harbors the whole problematic of 1he German Ideology (nominalism, concep-
tualism, realism, but also rhetoric and logic, literal meaning, Proper meaning,
figural meaning, and so forth). And this question would be a question of life or
death, the question of life-death, before being a question of Being, of essence,
or of existence. It would open onto a dimension of irreducible sur-vival or sur-
wiving {survivance] and onto Being and onto some opposition between living
and dying.

What is ideology? Can one translate with regard to it the logic of surviving
that we have just glimpsed with regard to the patrimony of the idol, and what
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would be the interest of such an operation?

The treatment of the phantomatic in The German Ideology announces or con-
fiems the absolute privilege that Marx always grants to religion, to ideology as
religion, mysticism, or theology, in his analysis of ideology in general. If the
ghost gives its form, that is to say, its body, to the ideologem, then it is the
essential feature [fe proprel, so to speak, of the religious, according to Mary,
that is missed svhen one effaces the semantics or the lexicon of the specter, as
cranslations often do, with values deemed to be more or less equivalent {fan-
wasmagorical, hallucinatory, fantastic, imaginary, and so on). The mystical
character of the fetish, in the matk it leaves on the experience of the religious,
is fisst of all a ghostly character. Weil beyond a convenient mode of presenta-
tion in Marx’s rhetoric or pedagogy, what seems to be at stake is, on the one
band, the irreducibly specific character of the specter. The latter cannot be
derived from a psychology of the imagination ot from a psychoanalysis of the
imaginary, no more than from an onto- ot me-ontology, even though Marx
seems to inscribe it within a socio-economic genealogy or a philosophy of
labor and production: all these deductions suppose the possibility of spectral
survival. On the other band and by the same token, at stake is the irreducibility of
the religious modei in the construction of the concept of ideology. When
Marx evokes specters at the moment he analyzes, for example, the mystical
character or the becoming-fetish of the commodity, we should therefore not
see in that only effects of thetoric, turns of phrase that are contingent or mere-
ly apt to convince by striking the imagination. If that were the case, moreover,
one would still have to explain their effectiveness in this respect. One would
still have to reckon with the invincible force and the original power of the
“ohost” effect. One would have to say why it frightens or strikes the imagina-
tion, and what fear, imagination, their subject, the life of their subject, and s0
forth, are.

[et us situate ourselves for a moment in that place whese the values of value
(between use-value and exchange-value), secret, mystique, enigma, fetish, and the
ideological form a chain in Marx’s texs, singulasly in Capital, and let us try at
least to indicate {it will be only an indicator} the spectral movement of this
chain. The movement is staged there where itis a question, precisely, of form-
ing the concept of whar the stage, any stage, withdraws from our blind eyes
at the moment we open them. Now, this concept is indeed constructed with

reference to a certain haunting.
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It is a great moment at the beginning of Capital as everyone recalls: Marx
is wondering in effect how to describe the sudden leoming up of the mystical
character of the commodity, the mystification of the thing itself-—and of the
money-form of which the commodity’s m_w,:im form is the “germ.” He wants to
analyze the equivalent whose enigma and mystical character only strike the
bourgeois economist in the finished form of money, gold or silver. Ft is the
moment in which Marx means to demonstrate that the mystical character
owes nothing to a use-value.

Is it just chance that he ilustrates the principle of his explanation by causing
a table to turn? Or rather by recalling the apparition of a turning tabler?’

This rable is familiar, too familiar; it is found at the opening of the chapter
on the fetishism of the commodity and its secret (Gebeimnix).'® This table has
been worn down, exploited, overexploited, or else set aside, no longer in use,
in antique shops or auction rooms. The thing is at once set aside and beside
itself. Beside jeself because, as we will soon be surprised to see, the said table is
a little mad, weird, unsetded, “out of joint.” One no longer knows, beneath
the hermeneutic patina, what this piece of wood, whose example suddenly
looms up, is good for and what it is worth. .

Will that which is going to loom up be a mere example? Yes, but the exam-
ple of a thing, the table, that seems to loom up of itseffand to stand ail at once
on its paws. It is the example of an appariton.

Let us take the chance, then, after so many glosses, of an ingenuous reading.
Let us try to see what happens. But is this not right away impossible? Marx
warns us with the first words. The point is right away to go beyond, in one fell
swoop, the first glance and thus to see there where this glance is blind, to open
one’s eyes wide there where one does not see what one sees. One must see, at
fiest sight, what does not let itself be seen. And this is invisibility wself. For
what first sight misses is the invisible. The flaw, the error of first sight is to
see, and not to notice the invisible. If one does not give oneself up to this invis-
ibility, then the table-commodity, immediately perceived, remains whar it is
not, a simple thing deemed to be trivial and too obvious. This trivial thing
seems to comprehend itself (cin selbstverstindliches, triviales Ding): the thing
itseif in the phenomenality of its phenomenon, a quite simple wooden table.
So as to prepare us to see this invisibility, to see without seeing, thus to think
the body without body of this invisible visibility—the ghost is already taking
shape-—Marx declares that the thing in question, namely, the commodity, is
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50t so simple (a warning that will elicit snickers from all the imbeciles, until the
end of time, who never believe anything, of course, because they are so sure
that they see what is seen, everything that is seen, only what is seen). The
commodity is even very complicated; it is blurred, tangled, paralyzing, aporet-
ic, perhaps undecidable (ein sehr vertracktes Ding). Tt is so disconcerting, this
commodity-thing, that one has to approach it with “metaphysical” subtlety
and “theological” niceties. Precisely in order to analyze the mecaphysical and
the theological that constructed the phenomenological good sense of the thing
itself, of the immediately visible cornmodity, in flesh and blood: as what itis
“at first sight” (azf den ersten Blick). This pheoomenological good sense may
perhaps be valid for use-value. It is perhaps even meant to be valid only for
use-value, as if the correlation of these concepts answered to this function:
phenomenology as the discourse of use-value so ac zor to think the market or
i view of making oneself blind to exchange-value. Perhaps. And it is for chis
reason that phenomenological good sense of phenomenotogy of perception
(also at work in Marx when he believes he can speak of a pure and simple use-
value) can claim to foster Enlightenment since use-value has nothing at all
“mysterious” about it (uicht Mysteriises an ibr). U one keeps to use-value, the
properties ( Eigenschaffen) of the thing (and it is going 1o be a question of prop-
erty) are always very human, at bottom, reassuring for this very reason. They
always relate to what is proper to man, to the properties of man: either they
respond to men’s needs, and that is precisely their use-vaiue, or clse they are
the product of a human activity that seems to intend them for those needs.
Yor example—and here is where the table comes on stage—the wood
cemains wooden when it is made into a table: it is then “an ordinary, sensu-
ous thing [ein ordindires sinuliches Ding] " 1t1s quite different when it becomes a
commodity, when the curtain goes up on the market and the table plays actor
and character at the same time, when the commodity-table, says Marx, comes
on stage (aufiritd), begins to walk around and to put itself forward as a market
value. Coup de thédre: the ordinary, sensuous thing is transfigured (verwandels
sich), it becomes someone, It assumes a figure. This woody and headstrong
denseness is metamorphosed into a supernatural thing, a sensuous #on-sensuons
thing, sensuous but non-sensuous, sensuously supersensible {verwandelt e stch
i ein sinslich iibersinnfiches Ding). The ghostly schema now appears indispens-
able. The commodity is a “cthing” without phenomenon, a thing in flight that

surpasses the senses (it is invisible, intangible, inaudible, and odorless); but
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<his transcendence is not altogether spiritual, it retains that bodiless body
which we have recognized as making the difference between specter and spir-
it What surpasses the senses still passes before us in the silhouette of the
sensuous body that it nevertheless tacks or that remains inaccessible to us.
Marx does not say sensuous @id NON-SENSUOUS, OT SEASUOUS but nON-sENSUOUS;
he says: SEBSUOUS NON-SENSUONS, Sensuously supersensible.” Transcendence,
the movement of super-, the step beyond (iiber, epekeina), is made sensuzous in
that very excess. It renders the non-sensgous sensuous. One touches there on
what one does not touch, one feels there where one does not feel, one even
cuffers there where suffering does not take place, when at least it does not
take place where one suffers (which is alse, let us not forget, what s said about
phantom limbs, that phenomenon marked with an X for any phenomenology
of perception). The commodity thus haunts the thing, its specter is at work
in use-value. This haunting displaces itself like an anonymous sithouette or
the figure of an extra [figurante] who might be the principal or capital charac-
ter. It changes places, one no longes knows exactly where it is, it turns, it
invades the stage with its moves: there is a step there [l y a ki un pas] and its
allure belongs only to this mutant. Marx must have recourse to theatrical fan-
guage and must describe the apparition of the commodity as a stage entrance
{quftrint). And he must describe the table become commodity as a table that
turns, to be sure, during a spiritualist séance, but also as a ghostly sithouette,
the figuration of an actor or a dancer. Theo-anthropological figure of inde-
terminate sex { Tisch, table, is a masculine noun), the table has feet, the table
has & head, its body comes alive, it erects its whole self like an institution, it
stands up and addresses itself to others, first of afl to other commaodities, 5ts
feliow beings in phantomality, it faces them or opposes them. For the specter
is social, it is even engaged in competition or in a war s 5000 a5 it makes its
first apparition, Otherwise neither socius, nor conflict, nor desire, nor love,
nor peace would be tenable.

One would have to put this table on the auction block, subject it to co-
occurrence or concurrency, make it speak with so many other tables in our
patrimony, so many that we have lost count of them, in philosophy, thetoric,
poetics, from Plato to Heidegger, from Kant to Ponge, and so many others.
With all of them, the same ceremony: a séance of the table.

Marx, then, has just announced its entrance on stage and its transmuration

into a sensuously supersensible thing, and now here it js standing up, not only
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holding itself up bue rising, getting up and lifting itself, lifting its head, re-
dressing itself and addressing itself. Facing the others, and first of all other
commodities, yes, it lifts its head. Let us paraphrase a few lines as literally as
possible before citing the translation. It is not enough for this wooden table
to stand up (Er stebt uich nur), its feet on the ground, it also stands (sonders er
telir sich——and Marx does not add “so to speak” as certain French translators
had made him concede, frightened as they were by the literal audacity of the
description)—it also stands on its head, a wooden head, for it has become a
kind of headstrong, pigheaded, obstinate animal that, standing, faces other
commodities (er stellt sich allen andren Waren gegeniiber anf den Kopf'), Facing up
to the others, before the others, its fellows, here then is the apparition of a
strange creature: at the same time Life, Thing, Beast, Object, Commodity,
Automaton—in a word, specter. This Thing, which is no longer altogether a
thing, here it goes and unfolds (enrwickelt), it unfolds irself, it develops what it
engenders through a quasi-spontaneous generation {parthenogenesis and
indeterminate sexuality: the animal Thing, the animared-inanimated Thing,
the dead-living Thing is a Father-Mother), it gives birth through its head, it
extracts from its wooden head a whole lineage of fantastic or prodigious crea-
tures, whims, chimera (Grille), non-ligneous character parss, that is, the lineage
of a progeniture that no longer resembles it, inventions far more bizarre or
sarvelous ( viel wanderlicher) than if this mad, capricious, and untenable table,
its head beginning to spin, started to dance on its own initiative [ de son propre
chef. aus freien Sticken)’® Whoever understands Greek and philosophy could
say of this genealogy, which transfigures the ligneous into the non-ligneous,
that it also gives a tableau of the becoming-immaterial of matter. As one
knows, bule, matter, is first of all wood. And since this becoming-immaterial of
matter seerms to take no time and o operate its rransmutation in the magic of
an instan, in a single glance, through the ompipotence of a thought, we might
also be tempted to describe it as the projection of an #nimism or a Spiritism.
The wood comes alive and is peopled with spirits: credulity, occultism, obscu-
rantism, lack of maturity before Englightenment, childish or primitive
humanity. But what would Enlightenment be without the market? And who
will ever make progress without exchange-value?

Capital contradiction. At the very origin of capital. Immediately or in the
end, through so many differantial relays, it will not fail to induce the “prag-

matic” double consteaint of all injunctions. Moving about freely (aus freien
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Stiicker), om its vwn bead [de son propre chef |, with a movement of its head but
(hat controls its whole body, from head to toe, ligneous and dematerialized,
the Table-Thing appears to be at the principle, at the beginning, and at
che controls of itself. It emancipates itself on its own initiative: all alone,
autonomous and automaton, its fantagtic silhouette moves on its own, free
and without attachment. It goes into trances, it levitates, it appears relieved
of its body, like all ghosts, a litde mad and unsettled as well, upset, “out of
joint,” delirious, capricious, and unpredictable. It appears to put itself spon-
taneously into motion, but it also puts others inro motion, yes, 1t puts
everything around it into motion, as though “pour encourages les autres” (to
encourage the others), Mars specifies in French in a note about chis ghost
dance: “One may recall that China and the tables began to dance when the
rest of the world appeared to be standing still-—pour encourager les autres”!
The capital contradiction does not have to do simply with the incredible
confunction of the sensuous and the supersensible in the same Thing; it is the
contradiction of automatic antonony, mechanical freedom, technical life. Like
every thing, from the moment it comes onto the stage of a market, the table
resembles a prosthesis of itself. Autonomy and automatism, but automatism
of this wooden table that spontaneously puts itsell into motion, to be sure,
and seems thus to animate, animalize, spiritualize, spiritize itself, but while
remaining an artifactual body, a sort of automaton, a puppet, a stiff and
mechanical dofl whose dance obeys the technical rigidity of a program. Two
genres, two generations of movement intersect with each other in it, and that
is why it figures the apparition of a specter. It accumulates undecidably, in its
uncanniness, their contradictory predicates: the inert thing appears suddenly
inspired, it is all at once transfixed by a presma ora pryche. Become like a fiving
being, the table resembles a prophetic dog that gets up on its four paws, ready
to face up to its fellow dogs: an idol would like to make the law. But, inversely,
the spirit, soul, or life that animates it remains caught in the opaque and heavy
thingness of the Aulz, in the inert thickness of its ligneous body, and autonomy
is no more than the mask of automatism. A mask, indeed a visor that may
always be hiding no living gaze beneath the helmet. The automaton mimes
the living. The Thing is neither dead nor alive, it is dead and alive at the same
time. It survives. At once cunning, inventive, and machine-like, ingenious and
unpredictable, this war machine is a theatrical machine, a mekbane. What one

has just seen cross the stage is an apparition, a quasi-divinity—fallen from the




sky or come out of the earch, But the vision also swrvives. Its hypertucidity
1nSiSTs.

Challenge or invitation, “encouragement,” seduction countering seduction,
desire or war, love or hate, provocation of other ghosts: Marx insists on this a
lot for there is a mutiple of this sociality (there is always more than one com-
modity, more than one spirit, and even more specters) and mumber belongs w
the movement itself, to the non-finite process of spectralization {Baudelaire
invoked number very well in the anthill-city of modern capitalism—ghost,
crowd, money, prostitution——and Benjamin likewise in his wake). For if no
use-value can i itrelf produce this mysticality or this spectral effect of the
commodity, and if the secret is at the same time profound and superficial,
opaque and transparent, a secret that is all the more secret in that no substan-
tial essence hides behind i, it is because the effect is bocn of a relation (ferance,
difference, reference, and differance), as double relation, one should say as
double social bond.

This double socius binds on the one band men to each other. It associates them
insofar as they have been for all imes interested in time, Marx notes right
away, the time or the duration of tabor, and this in all cultures and at all stages
of techno-economic developmenat. This socius, then, binds “men” who are first
of all experiences of time, existences determined by this relation to time which
iself would not be possible without surviving and returning, without that
being “out of joint” that distocates the self-presence of the living present and
installs thereby the relation to the other. The same socius, the same “social
form” of the relation binds, on the other hand, commodity-things t each
other. On the other band, but how? And how is what takes place ox the one hand
among men, in their apprehension of time, explained by what takes place on the
other hand among those specters that are commodities? How do those whom
one calis “men,” living men, temporal and finite existences, become subjected,
i1 their social relations, to these specters thatare velations, equally social rela-

tions among commodites?

rSince temporality appears to be essential here to the process of capitaliza-
tion and to the socins in which an exchange-value is merchandized while
spectralizing itself, since the existence of the men and women inscribed in
this process is determined first of all, in Capital, as temperal, let us indicate

quickly, in passing, the possibility of an inheritance or a filiation that would

g s i 155
deserve a more sustained analysis, In question is the formufa that, at the open-
ing of Capital, defines exchange-value and determines the table as
“non-sensuous sensuous” thing,” sensuously supersensible. This formula hit-
erally recalls (and this literality cannot be taken as fortaitous ot external) the
definition of time

of time as well as of space—in Hegel's Encyclopedia
(Philosophy of Narure, Mechanics). Hegel subjects the Kantian definition to a
dialectical interpretation, that is, to the Aufbebung. He analyzes time as that
which is first of all abstract or ideal (e7n ldeelles) since it is the negative unity of
being-outside-self (like space of which it is the truth). (This ideality of time 1s
obviously the condition of any idealization and consequently of any ideolo-
gization and any fetishization, whatever difference one ust respect between
these two processes.) Now, it is in order to make explicic the movement of
Aufbebung as temporalization of abstract and ideal time that Hegel adds this
remark: “As space, time is a pure form of sensibility or of the act of intuition,
the non-sensuous sensous | das unsinnliche Sinnliche]..."” (§258; | proposed a

reading of this passage in Margins—af Philosophy).”’]

‘The commaodity table, the headstrong dog, the wooden head faces up, we
recall, o all other commoditics. The market is a front, a front among fronts, a
confrontation. Commodities have business with other commodities, these
hardheaded specrers have commerce among themselves. And not only in #éze-
i-téte. That is what makes them dance. So it appears. But if the “mystical
character” of the commodity, if the “enigmatic character” of the product of
labor a5 commodity is born of “the social form” of labor, one must still analyze
what is mysterious or secret about this process, and what the secret of the
commodity form is (dar Gebetmuisvolle der Warenform). "This secret has to do
with a “quid pro quo.” The term is Marx’s.* It takes us back once again to
some theatrical intrigue: mechanical ruse (mekbané) or mistaking a person,
repetition upon the perverse intervention of a promprer [soufflenr], parole sonf-

ie2* substitution of actors or characters. Here the theatrical guid pro quo stems
from an abnormal play of mirrors. There is a mirror, 2nd the commodity form
is also this mirror, but since all of 2 sudden it no longer plays its role, since it
does not reflect back the expected image, those who are looking for them-
selves can no longer find themselves in it. Men no longer recognize in it the
social character of their ews Iabor. Tt is as if they were becoming ghosts in their

turn. The “proper” featuse of specters, like vampires, is that they are deprived
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of a specular image, of the true, right specular image ?E‘ who 15 not 50
deprived?).”’ How do you recognize a ghost? By the fact thatit does not rec-
ognize itself in a mirror. Now that is what happens with the 8.25%% of the
commodities among themselves. 'These ghosts that are commodities transform
human producers into ghosts. And rhis whole theatrical waonmmm. ?wm:m‘r nrmo.a
retical, but also optical, opiician) SCLS off the effect of a mysterious mirror: if
the latter does not return the right ceflection, if, then, it phantomalizes, thisis
first of alt because it paturalizes. T he “mysteriousness” of the commodity-
form as presumed reflection of the social form is the incredible Bw:anw in
which this mirror sends back the image (zuiickspiegelr) when one thinks it is
reflecting for men the image of the “social characteristies of ﬂm:,m og.ﬂ fabor™
such an “image” objectivizes by naturalizing. Thereby, this is its m:&.%. .: m.roéw
by hiding, it reflects these “objective” hmmmsimmm&.ﬁ._&ﬁ.nrmEQmEmﬁ.nw as
inscribed right on the product of tabor, as the “socio-natural properties of
these things” (ar gesellschaftliche Natureigenschaften dieser Dinge). Therefore,
and here the commerce among commodities does not wait, the returned
{deformed, objectified, naturalized) image becomes that of a social relation
among commodities, among these inspired, autoROMOUS, and automatic
“objects” that are séance tables. The specular becomes the mmmnﬁﬁ at the
threshold of this objectifying naturalization: “it also reflects the social rela-
tion of the producers to the sum total of labour as a social wm_msos,v)ngnmm
objects, a relation which exists apart from and outside the producers. :E_ummw
this substitution [quid pro guo], the products of tabour become commodities,
sensuous things which are at the same time supersensible or social” (pp.
164-65). o
For the thing as well as for the worker in his relation to time, socialization 01
the becoming-social passes by way of this spectralization. The “phantas-
magoria” that Marx 1s working here to describe, the one that is going .8 o?.wm
up the question of fetishism and the religious, is the very element A.um this an.E_
and spectral becoming: at the same time, by the same token. While @E,ﬁ::.m
his optical analogy, Marx concedes that, in the same way, of course, Q.dm fumi-
nous impression left by a thing on the optic nerve aiso @:.&mmmw ieself m.w
objective form before the eye and outside of it, not as an excitation of the optic
nerve iself, But there, in visual perception, there is really (wirklich), he says, 8
light that goes from one thing, the external object, t0 another, E,w eye: “phys-
ical relation berween physical things.” But the commodity-form and the

relation of value between products of labor in which it presents itself have
pothing to do either with its “physical nature” or with the “thingly (material)
relations” (dingliche Beziehungen) that arise from it. "It is nothing but the defi-
nite social relation between men themselves which assumes here, for them,
the fantastic form [dies phantasmagorische Form] of a relation between things”
(p. 165). As we have just observed, this phantasmagoria of a commerce between
market things, on the mereatus o the agora, when a piece of merchandise (merx)
scems to enter into a relation, to converse, speak (agorewein), and negotiate
with another, corresponds ar the same time to a naturalization of the human
sacius, of labor objectified in things, and to a denaturing, a denaturalization,
and a dematerialization of the thing become commodity, of the wooden table
when it comes on stage as exchange-value and no longer as use-value. For
commodities, as Marx is going to point out, do not walk by themselves, they
do not go to market on their own in order to meet other cornmodities. This
comimerce among things stems from the phantasmagoria. The autonomy lent
to commodities corresponds to an anthropomorphic projection. The latter
inspires the commodities, it breathes the spirit into them, a human spirit, the
spirit of a speech and the spirit of a will.
A. OFf a speech first of all, but what would this speech say? What would this per-
sana, actor, or character say? “If commodiries could speak, they would say this:
our use-value may interest men, but it does not belong to us as objects, What
does belong to us as objects, however, is our value. Our own intercourse [ Unser
vigner Verkebr] as commodities proves it. We relate to each other [ Wir beziehn
uns] merely as exchange-values” (pp. 176-77). This rhetorical artifice is
abyssal. Marx is going to claim right away that the economist naively reflects
or reproduces this fictive or spectral speech of the commodity and lets himself
be in some way ventriloquized by it: he “speaks” from the depths of the soul of
commaodities {aus den Warenseele beraus). But in saying “if commodities could
speak” (Kinmten die Waren sprechen), Marx implies that they cannot speak. He
makes them speak (like the economist he is accusing) but in order to make
them say, paradoxically, that inasmuch as they are exchange-values, they
speak, and that they speak or maintain 2 commerce among themselves only
insofar as they speak. That to them, in any case, one can at least lend speech.
To speak, to adopt or borrow speech, and to be exchange-value is here the
same thing, It is use-vatues that do no speak and that, for this reason, aze not

concerned with and do not interest commodities——fudging by what they seem
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to say. With this movement of a fiction of speech, but of speech that sells itself
“Me, the commedity, T am speaking,” Marx wants to give a lesson to

by saying,
eve (but is he not doing the same thing?) that it sufiices for

economists who beli
odity to say “Me, Lam speaking” for it to be true and for it to have a
d one which is proper to it. We are touching here on

a comin
soul, m.wﬁomcdb& soul, an
that place where, between speaking and saying “I am speaking,” the differ-

ence of the simulacrum is no longes operative. Much ado about nothing? Marx

cites right after this the Shakespeare play while making a rather tortuous use
osition between fortune {chance or destiny) and nature (law, neces-

of the opp
«Tg be 1 well-favoured man is the gift of fortune, but to

sity, history, culrure):
write and read comes by patare” (ibid.).

B. Of the will next. Since commodirties do not w
o market, their “gaardians” and “possessors” pre-
‘will” begins to “inhabit” (hansen)

alk in order to take themselves

willingly, sponteaneously, ¢
tend to inhabit these things. Their *
nodities. The difference between ihabit and baunt becomes here more
rsons are personified by letting themselves be haunt-

comi
ungraspable than evet. Pe
ed by the very effect of objective haunting, so {0 speak, that they produce by
inhabiting the thing Persons (guardians Or pOSSESSOTS of the thing) are haunt-
od in return, and constirutively, by the haunting they produce in the thing by
e their speech and their will like inhabitants, The discourse of

lodging ther
opens like a discourse on haunting-—and

Capiral on the “exchange process”

on the laws of its reflection:

Commodities capnot themseives go £0 market and perform exchanges
in their own righe.... [T1heir guardians must place themselves in rela-
tion to one another as persons whose will [ Willen| resides [haust] in those
objects, and must behave in such a way that each does not appropriate
the commodity of the other, and alienate his own, except through an act

to which both parties consent. (£ 178y

From this Marx deduces a whole theory of the juridical form of the pact, the

pledge, the ¢

chemselves—and which figare but “the personifications of economic refa=

tons.”
This description of the phantasmopoetic o phantasmagoric process is going
to constitute the premise of the discourse on fetishism, in the analogy with

the “seligious world.™”’

ontract, and the “economic masks” with which persons cover

e
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But before we get to that, let us take a few steps backward and formulate a
few questions. At least two.

E.“ﬂ. of all: Tf what Capital is analyzing here is not only the phantomaliza-
tion of ﬁ.vw commodity-form but the phantomalization of the social bond, its
spectralization in return, by means of a perturbed reflection, then what is .wum
to think (still retrospectively) of the stinging irony with which Marx treated
Stirner when the latrer dared to speak of a becoming-ghost of man himsel,
and for bimseif? Of a man who became frightened of his own ghost, a no:m&«hu
tive fear of the concept that he formed of himself, and thus of his whole
history as a man? Of a make-oneself-fear by which he made himself, frighten-
ing himself with the very fear that he inspires in himself? His history as the
history and work of his mourning, of the mourning for himsef, of the ;EOEEW
ing he wears right on the surface of what is proper to man? And when he
describes the phantomalization of the wooden table, the ghost that engenders
ghosts and gives birth to them from itr bead in 115 bead, outside of itinside of it
heginning with itself, departing from itself [ partir delle-méme], what kind ohn
reflection causes Marx to reproduce the literal language of Stirner, which he
himself cited in The German Ideology and rurned back, in some way, ,mmmmswﬁ its
author, that is to say, against an accuser who is then charged with “ﬁrm indict-
ment count he had himself elaborated (“After the world has confronted the
fantasy-making [phansasicrenden] youth (of page 20) as a world of his ‘fever-
ish fantasies’ [Fieberphantasien], as a world of ghosts [als Gespensterwelr}, ‘the
offsprings of his own head’ {eignen Gerburten seines Kopfs] inside his head mn n
to dominate him”)** -
This question could be developed endlessly. We will interrupt its course
and follow one of its other relays. |
Secondly: To say that the same thing, the wooden table for example, comes on
stage as commodity affer having been but an ordinary thing in its use-value is
0 mn.mmﬁ an origin to the ghostly moment, Tts use-value, Marx seems to imply,
ﬁmm intact. It was what it was, use-value, identical to itself. The gm:mmmammc.ﬁ
wm_ like capital, would begin with exchange-value and the commeodity-form. It
is only then that the ghost “comes on stage.” Before this, according to ?Hmmx. It
was :.oﬁ there, Not even in order to haunt use-value. But whence comes H,To
n.m:EmQ concerning the previous phase, that of this supposed use-value, pre-
cisely, a use-value purified of everything that makes for nxn:mnmmém?w and

the cor ity- is distinct
ymodity-form? What secures this distinction for us? It is not a matter
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here of negating a use-value ot the necessity of referring to it. But of doubting
its strict posity, If this purity is not guaranteed, then one would have to say
that the phantasmagoria began before the said exchange-value, at the thresh-
old of the value of vatue in general, or that the commodity-form began before
the commodity-form, itself before iself, The said use-value of the said ordi-
nary sensuous thing, simple hule, the wood of the wooden table concerning
which Marx supposes that it has not yet begun to “dance,” its very form, the
form that informs its b/, must indeed have at least promised it £ iterability,
o substitution, to exchange, to value; t must have made a stast, bowever min-
imal it may have been, on an idealization that permits one o identify it as the
same throughout possible repetitions, and so forth. Just as there is no pose
use, there is no use-value which the possibilicy of exchange and commerce (by
whatever name one calls it, meaning itself, value, culrure, spint {1, significa-
tion, the world, the relation to the other, and first of all the simple form and
crace of the other) has not in advance inscribed in an out-gf-use—an excessive
signification that cannot be reduced to the useless. A culwure began before
culrure—and humanity. Capitalizadon also. Which is as much as to say thas,
for this very reason, it 1s destined to survive them. (One could say as much,
moreovet, if we were venturing into another context, for exchange-value: it
is likewise inscribed and exceeded by a promise of gift beyond exchange. In
a certain way, market equivalence arrests of mechanizes the dance thatit
seemed o initiate. Only beyond value itself, use-value and exchange-value,
the value of technics and of the market, is grace promised, if not given, but
never rendered or given back 10 the dance.)

Without disappearing, use-value becomes, then, a sort of limit, the cosrel-
ative of a limit-concept, of a pure beginning to which no object can or should
correspond, and which therefore must be complicated in a general (in any
case more general) theory of capiral. We will draw from this only one conse-

quence here, among all the many other possible ones: if it itself retains some

. . . e .
use-value (namely, of permitting one to evient an analysis of the phaneas-

magoric” process beginning at an origin chat is itself fictive or ideal, thus
already purified by a certain fantastics), this limit-concept of use-value is in
advance contaminated, that is, pre-occupied, inhabited, haunted by its other,
namely, what will be born from the wooden head of the table, the commodi-
ty-form, and its ghost dance. The commodity-form, to be sure, is 1ot use-

value, we must grant this 10 Marx and take account of the analytic power this
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distinction gives us. But if the commodity-form is noz, presently, use-valne, and
even if it is not actuaily present, it affects in advarice the use-value of the wood-
en table. Tt affects and bereaves it in advance, like the ghost it will become,
but chis is precisely where haunting begins. And its time, and the untimeli-
ness of its present, of its being “out of joint.” To haunt does not mean to be
present, and it is necessary to introduce haunting into the very construction
of a concept. Of every concept, beginning with the concepts of being and
me. That is what we would be calling here a hauntology. Ontology oppos-
es it only in a movement of exorcism. Ontology is a conjuration.

The “mystical character” of the commodity is inscribed before being
inscribed, traced before being written out letter for letter on the forehead or
che screen of the commodity. Everything begins before it begins. Marx wants
(0 know and make known where, ar what precise moment, at what fnstant the ghost
comes on stage, and this is a manner of exorcism, a way of keeping it at bay:
before this limit, it was not there, it was powerless. We are suggesting on the
contrary that, before the coup de thédtre of this instant, before the “as soon as
it comes on stage as commodity, it changes info a sensuous supersensibie
thing,” the ghost had made its apparition, without appearing in person, of
course and by definition, but having already hollowed out in use-value, in the
hardheaded wood of the headstrong table, the repetition (therefore substitu-
tion, exchangeability, iterability, the loss of singularity as the experience of
singularity itself, the possibility of capital) without which a use could never
even be determined. This haunting is not an empirical hypothesis, Without
it, one could not even form the concept either of use-value, or of value In gen-
eral, or inform any matter whatsoever, or determine any table, whether a
wooden table

usefl or saleable—or a table of categories. Or any ‘Tablet of
commandments. One could not even complicate, divide, or fracture suffi-
ciently the concept of use-value by pointing out, as Marx does for example,
this obvious fact: for its first presumed owner, the man who takes it to mar-
ket as use-value meant for otbers, the first use-value is an exchange-value.
“Hence commodities must be realized as values before they can be realized
as use-vafues” (p. 179). And vice versa, which makes the diachrony circalar
and transforms the distinction into a co-implication, “On the other hand,
Tcommodities] must stand the test as use-values before they can be realized as
values” Even if the transformation of one commodity into use-vajue and some

other into money marks an independent stopping point, a stasis in circula-




tion, the latter remains an infinite process. If the total circulation C-M-Cis a
“series without beginning of end,” as the Critigue of Political Economy constant-
ly insists,”” it is because che metamogphosis is possible in mz.m.:mn:omm
between the use-value, the commeodity, and money. Not to mention that the
use-value of the money-commodity (Geldwarey is also .;v_im:n_m&_,” natural
teeth can be replaced by gold prostheses, but this use-value is @_mﬁwmﬂn from
the one Marx calls “formal use-value” which arises out of the specific social
function of money."”

Since any use-value is marked by this possibility of being used &y F@. ather o1
being used another tire, this alverity or iterability projects it @ priort oo .%n
market of equivalences (which are always equivalences between mow-ﬁﬁél
lents, of course, and which sappose the double socins we were ralking about
above). In its originary iterability, a use-value is in advance promised,
promised o exchange and beyond exchange. It is in advance thrown onto 9.m
market of equivalences. This is not simply a bad thing, even if the wmm..ﬁ_co is
always at risk of losing its soul in the commodity. %rm.nc::do&s\ is a born
“cynic” because it effaces differences, but although it 1s congenitally W:.&T
ling, although itis “a born leveller and cynic” (Geborner _m.;én&% el N&Ebi
(p. 179), this original cynicistm was already being prepared in use-value, in the
wooden head of that dog standing, like a table, on its four paws. One can say of
the table what Marx says of the commuodity. Like the commodity that it will
become, that it is in advance, the cynic already prositutes itself, “it is always
ready t exchange not only soul, but body, with each m:a 963.“ m.:rmn. mo.B-
modity, be it more repulsive than Maritornes herself” (ibid.). ke .a in Jﬁ.r:mﬂnm
of this original prostitution that, as we recall, Marx fiked 8. cite Timon of
Athens and his prophetic imprecation, But one must say that if the commod-
ity corrupts (art, philosophy, religion, morality, Jaw, when their works become
market values), it is because the becoming-comimodity already attested t0 ﬁ“ra
value it puts in danger. For example: if a work of art can become a 8%:5%?

and if this process seems fated to oceur, it is also because the commodity began
by putting to worlg, in one way of another, the principle of an m;. B
This was not a critical question, but rather a deconstruction of the critical
limits, the reassuring limits that guarantee the necessaty and _mmmmamﬁ@. w\xﬁr
cise of critical questioning. Such a deconstruction 15 not a critique of eritique,
according to the typical duplication of post-Kantian German ideology. And

most of all it does not necessarily entail a general phantasmagorization 1
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which everything would indifferently become commodity, in an equivalence
of prices. All the more so in that, as we have suggested here and there, the
concept of commodity-form or of exchange-value sees itself affected by the
same overflowing contamination. If capitalization has no rigorous limit, it s
Also because it comes itself to be exceeded. But once the limits of phantas-
magorization can no longer be controlled or fixed by the simple opposition
of presence and absence, actuality and inactuality, sensuous and supersensible,
another approach to differences must stracture (“conceprually” and “really”)
the field that has thus been re-opened. Far from effacing differences and ana-
Iytic determinations, this other logic calls for other concepts. One may hope it
wilt allow for a more refined and more rigorous restructuration. It alone in
any case <an call for this constant restructuration, as elsewhere for the very
progress of the critique. And this de-limitation will also affect discourse on

religion, ideology, and fetishism. But one has to realize that the ghost is there,

be it in the opening of the promise or the expectation, before its first apparition:
the latter had announced itself, from the first it will have come second. Two

times af the same time, originary iterabiliey, irreducible virtualicy of this space
and this time. That is why one must think otherwise the “ume” or the date of
an event. Again: “ha’s this thing appear'd againe tonight?”

Would there be then some exorcism at the opening of Capital? When the
curtain rises on the raising of a curtain? From the first chapter of its first book?
However potential it may appear, and however preparatory, however virtu-
al, would this premise of exorcism have developed enough power to sign and
seal the whole logic of this great work? Would a conjoration ceremony have
scanned the unfolding of an immense critical discourse? ‘Would it have accom-
panied that discourse, followed or preceded it like its shadow, in secret, fike an
indispensable and-—if one can still put it this way—vital surviving, required in
advance? A surviving inherited at the origin, but at every instant afterwards?
And is not this surviving conjuration a part, ineffaceably, of the revolation-
ary promise? Of the injunction or oath that puts Capital in motion?

Letus not forget that everything we have just read there was Marx's point of
view on a finite delirium. Tt was his discourse on a madness destined, according
to him, to come to an end, on a general incorporation of abstract human labor
that is still eranslated, but for a finite time, into the language of madness, into
a delisium { Verriickbeir) of expression (p. 169). We will have to, Marx declares,

and we will he able to, we will have 10 be able to put an end to what appears in “this
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absurd form” {in dieser verriickten Form). We will see (translate: we will see come)
the end of this delicium and of these ghosts, Marx obviously thinks. It is nec-
essary, because these ghosts are bound to the categories of bourgeois economy.

This madness here? Those ghosts there? Or spectrality in general? This is
more or less our whole question—and our circumspection. We do not know if
Marx thought to be done with the ghostin general, or even if he really wane-
ed that, when he declares unequivocally that this ghost here, this Spak which
Capital takes as its object, is only the effect of the market economy. And that, as

such, it ought to, it witl have to disappear with other forms of production.

“The categories of bourgeois economics cansist precisely of forms of this
kind [ie., deliious, Marx has just said}. They are forms of thought which

are socially valid, and therefore objective, for the relations of produc-
tion belonging te this historicaily determined mode of social production,
i.e. commodity production. The whole mystery of commodides, all the
magic and necromancy that surrounds the products of labour on the
basis of commodity production, vanishes therefore as s00a as we come to
fescape to: fliichen] other forms of production [dller Mystizismus der
Warenwelt, all der Zauber und Spuk, welcher Arbeiteprodukre auf Grundlage dev
:wééé%m:.c: wmnebelt, verschwindet daber safort, sobald wir 2u andren
Produksionsfarmen flichten] (Ibid.)

This translation, like so many others, manages to efface the keeral reference to
the ghost (Spuk).” One must also underscore the instant immediacy with
which, as Marx would like at least to believe or make us believe, mysticism,
magic, and the ghost would disappear: they will vanish (indicative), they wili
dissipate in truth, according to him, as if by magic, as they had come, at the
very second in which one will {would) see the end of market production.
Assuming even, along with Marx, that the lacter will ever have a possible end.
Marx does indeed say: “as soon as,” sobald, and as always he is speaking of a
disappearance to come of the ghost, the fetish, and religion as cloudy appasi-
tions. Everything is veiled in mist, everything is enveloped in clouds { amnebelr),
beginning with truth, Clouds on a cold night, landscape or setting of Hamlet
wpon the apparition of the ghost (Tt is past midnight, bitterly cold, and dark
except for the faint light of the stars”}.

Toven if Capital had thus opened with a great scene of exorcism, with a bid 0
raise the stakes of conjuration, this critical phase would not be at all destroyed,
¢ would not be discredited. At least it would not annul everything about its
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event and its inaugurality. For we are wagering here that thinking never has
done with the conjuring impulse. {t would instead be bora of that impulse,
To swear or to conjure, is that not the chance of thinking and its destiny, no
Jess chan its limit? The gift of its finirude? Does it ever have any other choice
except among several conjurations? We know that the question itself—and it
is the most ontological and the most critical and the most risky of all ques-
tons—still protects itself. lts very formulation throws up barricades or digs
wrenches, surrounds itself with barriers, increases the fortifications. It rarely
advances headlong, at total risk to life and tmb [4 corps perdu]. In a magical,
rirual, obsessional fashion, its formaiization uses formulas which are sometimes
incantatory procedures. It marks off its territory by setting out there strategies
and sentinels under the protection of apotropaic shields. Problematization
ieself is careful to disavow and thus to conjure away (we repeat, problema isa
shieid, 2n armor, a rampart as much as it is a task for the inquiry to come).
Critical problematization continues to do battle against ghosts. [t fears them as
it does itself.

"[hese questions posed, or rather suspended, we can perhaps return to what
Capital seems o want to say about the fetish, in the same passage and following
the same logic. The point is also, let us not forget, to show that the epigma of
the “money” fetish is reducible to that of the “commodity” fetish once the lar-
ter has become visible (sichtbar)—but, adds Marx just as enigmatically, visible
or evident to the poiat of blinding dazziement: the French translation to which
[ am referring here says the enigma of the commodity fetish “creve les yeux,”
Jiterally, puts out one’s eyes (die Augenblendende Ritrel des Wavenfetischs).*

Now, as we know, only the reference to the religious world allows one to
explain the autonomy of the ideological, and thus its proper efficacy, 1ts
incorporation in apparatuses that are endowed not only with an apparent
autonomy but a sort of automaticity that not fortuitously recalls the head-
strongness of the wooden table. By rendering an account of the “mystical”
character and the secret (das Gebeimnisvolle) of the commodity-form, we have
been introduced into fetishism and the ideological. Without being reducible
one ta the other, they share a common condition. Now, says Capital, only the
religous analogy, only the “misty realm of religion” (die Nebelregion der
religigsen Welr) can allow one to understand the production and ferishizing
auronomization of this form. The necessity of turning roward this analogy is

presented by Marx as a consequence of the “phantasmagoric form” whose
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genesis he has just analyzed. If the objective relation between things (which
we have called commerce between commadities) is indeed a phantasmagoric form
of the social relation berween men, then we must have recourse to the euly
analagy possibie, that of religion; “It is nothing but the definite social relation
berween men themselves which assumes here, for therm, the fantastic form of
a relation between things.” Consequence: “fr arder, therefore, 1o find an analogy
(my emphasis: Um daber eine Analogie zu finden), we must take flight [fichien
again or already] into the misty realm of religion” {p. 165).

Needless to say, the stakes are enormous in the relation of fetishism to the
ideological and the religious. In the statements that immediately follow, the
deduction of fetishism is also applied to the ideological, to its autonomiza-

tion as well as to its automatization:

There [in the religious world] the products of the human brain {of the
head, once again, of men: des menschlischen FKopfes, analogous to the wood-
en head of the table capable of engendering chimera-—in its head, out-
side of its head—once, that is, e sesn a5, its form can become
commodity-form] appear as autonomous figures endowed with a life of
their own, which enter into relations both with each other and with the
human race. ... I call this the ferishism which atraches itself [ankldt] to
the products of labour as soon as they are produced as commodities, and
is therefore inseparable from the production of commodities.

As the foregoing analysis has already demonstrated, this feqshism of
the world of commodities arises from the peculiar social character of the
Jabour whicl: produces them. {Ibid.)

In other words, as soon as there is production, there is fetishism; idealiza-
tion, autonomization and automatization, dematerializadion and spectral
incorporation, mousning work coextensive with ail work, and so forth. Marx
believes he must limit this co-extensivity to commodity production. In our
view, this is a gesture of exorcism, which we spoke of carlier and regarding
which we leave here once again our question suspended.

The religious is thus not just one ideological phenomenon or phantomatic
production among others. On the one hand, it gives to the production of the
ghost or of the ideological phaniasm its origimary form or its paradigm of ret-
erence, its first “analogy.” On the other hand (and first of all, and no doubt
for the same reason), the religious also informs, along with the messianic and

the eschatological, be it in the necessarily undetermined, empty, abstract, and
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dry form that we are privileging here, that “spirit of emancipatory Marxism

whose injunction we are reaffirming here, however secret and contradictory it
appears.

We cannot get involved here in this general question of fetishization.* In
work to come, it will no doubt be necessary to link it to the question of phan-
tomatic spectrality. Despite the infinite opening of all these borders, one might
perhaps attempt to define what is at stake here from at least three poisnts of view:

1% Even before

1. Fetishist phantomaticity in general and its place in Capira
commodity value makes its stage entrance and befose the choreography of
the wooden table, Marx had defined the residual product of labor as a phan-
tomatic objectivity (gespenstige Gegenstindlichkern).”

2. The place of this theoretical moment in Marx’s corpus. Does he or does he
not break with what is said about the ghost and the ideological in The German
Tdeolayy? One may have one's doubts, The relation is probably aeither one of
break nor of homogeneity.

3. Beyond these dimensions, which are not only those of an exegesis of Marx,
at stake is doubtless everything which foday kinks Religion and Technics 1n a
singular configuration.

A. At stake first of all is that which takes the original form of a return of the
religious, whether fundamentalist or not, and which overdetermines all ques-
tions of nation, State, international law, human rights, Bill of Rights—in short,
everything that concentrates its habitat in the at least symptomatic figure of
Jerusalem or, here and there, of its reappropriation and of the system of
alliances that are ordered around it. How to relate, but also how ro dissociate
the two messianic spaces we are talking about here under the same name?
If the messianic appeal belongs properly to a universal structure, to that
irreducible movement of the historical opening to the future, therefore to
experience itself and to its language (expectation, promise, commitment to
the event of what is coming, imminence, urgency, demand for salvation and for
justice beyond law, pledge given to the other inasmuch as he or she is not pre-
sent, presently present or living, and so forth), how is one to think it with the
figures of Abrahamic messianism? Does it figure abstract desertification or
originary condition? Was not Abrahamic messianism but an exemplary pre-
figuration, the pre-name |prémom] given against the background of the
possibility that we are attempting to pame here? But thea why keep the name,

or at least the adjective (we prefer to say messianic rather than messianisn, so as
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to designate a structure of experience rather than a religion), there where no
figure of the arrivant, even as be or she is heralded, should be pre-determined,
prefigured, or even pre-named? Of these two deserts, which one, first of all,
will have signalled toward the other? Can one conceive an atheological her-
itage of the messianic? Is there one, on the contrary, that is more consistent? A
heritage is never natural, one may inherit more than once, in different places
and ar different times, one may choose w0 wait for the most appropriate time,
which may be the most untimely—write about it according to different /in-
cages, and sign thus more than one impors. These questions and these
hypotheses do not exclude each other. At least for us and for the moment.
Ascesis strips the messianic hope of all biblical forms, and even all deter-
minable figures of the wait or expectation; it thus denudes itself in view of
responding to that which must be absolute hospitality, the “yes” to the
arvivant(e), the “come” 10 the future that cannot be anticipated—which must
not be the “anything whatsoever’ that harbors behind it those roo familiar
ghosts, the very ones we must practice recognizing. Open, waiting for the
event as justice, this hospitality is absolute only if its keeps watch over 1ts own
universality. The messianic, including its revolutionary forms (and the mes-
sianic is always revolutionary, it has to be), would be urgency, imminence but,
irreducible paradox, a waiting without hosizon of expectation. One may
always take the quasi-atheistic dryness of the messianic to be the condition
of the religions of the Book, a Jdesert that was not even theirs (but the earth
is always borrowed, on loan from God, it is never possessed by the occupier,
says precisely {justement] the Old "Testament whose injunction one would also
have to hear); one may always recognize there the arid soil in which grew,
and passed away, the living figures of all the messiahs, whether they were
announced, recognized, O still awaited, One may also consider this compul-
sive growth, and the furtiveness of this passage, to be the only events on the
basis of which we approach and first of all name the messianic in general,
that other ghost which we cannot and ought not do without. One may deem
strange, strangely famitiar and inhospitable at the same time { unbeimlich,
uncanny), this figure of ahsolute hospitality whose promise one would choose
{0 entrust o an experience that is so impossible, so unsure in its indigence,
to a quasi-"messianism” s0 anxious, fragile, and impoverished, to an always
presupposed “messianism,” 10 & ﬁamww]ﬂmwmnw:agam “messianism” that also

has such an obstinate interest in a materialism without substance: a materl-
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alis of the &b for a despairing “messianism.” But without this laster despair
and if one could connt on what is coming, hope would be but the calculation of
a program. One would have the prospect but one would not longer wait for
anything or anyone. Law without justice. One would no longer invire, either
body or soul, no longer receive any visits, no longer even think to see. To see
coming. Some, and I do not exclade myself, will find this despairing “mes-
sianism” has a curious taste, a taste of death. Ttis true that this taste is above all

a taste, a foretaste, and in essence it is curious, Curious of the very thing that it

conjures—and that leaves something to be desired.

B. Bur also ar stake, indissociably, is the differantial deployment of tekbne, of
techno-science or tele-technology.®® It obliges us more than ever to think the
virtualization of space and time, the possibility of virtual events whose move-
ment and speed prohibit us more than ever (more and otherwise than ever,
for this is not absolutely and thoroughly new) from opposing presence to its
representagion, “geal time” to “deferred time,” effectivity to its simulacrum,
the living to the non-living, in short, the living to the living-dead of its ghosts.
It obliges us to think, from there, another space for democracy. For democ-
racy-to-come and thus for justice. We have suggested that the event we are
prowling around here hesitates between the singular “who” of the ghost and
the general “what” of the simulacrum. In the virtual space of all the tele-

technosciences, in the general dis-location to which our time is destined

as
are from now an the places of lovers, families, nations—the messianic trem-
bles on the edge of this event itself. It is this hesitation, it has no other
vibration, it does not “live” otherwise, but it would no longer be messianic if it
stopped hesitating: how to give rise and to give place {donner fieu], stll, to ren-
der it, this place, t render it habitable, but without killing the future in the
name of old frontiers® Like those of the blood, nationalisms of native soil not
only sow hatred, not only commit crimes, they have no futare, they promise
nothing even if, like stupidity or the unconscious, they hold fast to life. This
messianic hesitation does not paralyze any decision, any affirmation, any
responsibility. On the contrary, it grants thern their elementary condition. Teis
their very experience.

As we must hasten the conclusion, let us schematize things. If something
seerns not to have shifred between The German [deslogy and Capital, itis two
axioms whose inheritance is equaily important for us. Butitis the inheritance

of 2 double bind which, morcover, signals toward the double bind of any inher-
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itance and thrus of any responsible decision. Contradiction and secret inhabit
the injunceion (the spirit of the father, if one prefers). On the one hand, Marx
insists on respecting the originality and the proper efficacity, the autono-
mization and automatization of ideality as finite-infinite processes of
differance (phantomaric, fantastic, fetishistic, or ideological)—and of the
simulacrum which is not simply imaginary in it. It is an artifactuat body, a
technical body, and it takes labor to constitute or deconstitute it. This move-
ment will remain valuable, no doubt irreplaceable, provided chat it is adjusted,
as it will be by any “good Marxism,” to nove} structures and situailons, But, on
the other hand, even as he remains one of the first thinkers of technics, or
even, by far and from afar, of the tele-technology that it will always have been,
from near or from far, Marx continues to want to ground his critique or his
exorcism of the spectral simujacrum in an ontology. It is a—critical but pre-
deconstructive—ontology of presence as actual reality and as objectivity. This
critical ontology means to deploy the possibility of dissipating the phantom,
let us venture o say again of conjuring it away as representative conscious-
ness of a subject, and of bringing this representation back to the world of labor,
production, and exchange, so as to reduce it to its conditions. Pre-decon-
structive here does not mean false, unnecessary, or illusory. Rather it
characterizes a relatively stabilized knowledge that calls for questions more
radical than the critique itself and than the ontology that grounds the critique.
These questions are not destabilizing as the effect of some theoretico-specu-
lative subversion. They are not even, in the final analysis, questions but seismic
events. Practical events, where thought becames act [se fait agir], and body and
manual experience (thought as Handeln, says Heidegger somewhere), labor
but always divisible labor—and shareable, beyond the old schermnas of the divi-
sion of labor (even beyond the one on whose basis Marx constructed so many
things, in particular his discourse on ideological hegemony: the division
between intellectual labor and manual labor whose pertinence has certainly
not disappeared, but appeass more limited than ever). These seismic events
come from the future, they are given from out of the unstable, chaotie, and
dis-located ground of the times. A disjointed or dis-adjusted time without
which there would be neither history, nor event, nor promise of justice.
The fact that the ontological and the critical are here pre-deconstructive
has political consequences which are perhaps not negligible. And they are
doubdless not negligible, to go too quickly here, with regards to the concept of
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the political, as concerns the political itself.

To indicate just one example among so many others, let us evoke ance again
in conclusion a passage from The German Ideology. It puts to work a schema
that Capital seems to have constantly confirmed. In it, Marx advances that
helief in the religious specter, thus in the ghostin general, CONsists in autono-
mizing a representation { Forstellung) and in forgening its genesis as well as its
ceal grounding (reale Grundiage). To dissipate the factitious autonomy thus
engendered in history, one must again take into account the modes of pro-

duction and techno-economic exchange:

In religion people make cheir empirical world into an entity that is only
conceived, imagined [zu einem nur gedachten, vorgestellten Wesen), that con-
fronts them as something foreign [das ibnen fremd gegensibertrizey. ‘This
again is by no means to be explained from other concepts, from “self-
conscicuspess” and similar nonsense, bur from the entire hitherto
existing mode of productinn and intercourse, which is just as indepen-
dent [unabbingig) of the pure concept as the invention of the self-acting
mute [in English in the text] and the use of railways are independent of
Hegelian philosophy. If he wants to speak of an “essence” of religion, ie,
of 2 material basis of this inessentialicy, [4.5. von einer matertellen Grundlage
dieses Unwesen], then he should look for it neither in the “essence of man”
[im “Wesen des Menschen], not in the predicates of God, but in the mate-
rial world which each stage of religious development finds in existence
{cf. above Feuerbach). All the “specters” which have filed before us [die
wir Revue passieren liessen] were representatons [ Forstellungen]. These rep-
resentations—leaving aside their real basis [abgesehen von ihrer realen
Grundiage) (which Stirner in any case leaves aside}—understood as rep-
resentations internal to consciousness, as thoughts in people’s heads,
wansferred from their objectality [ Gegenstindiichkeit | back into the subject
[inr das Subjeks zuriickgenommen, elevated from substance into self-con-
sciousness, are obsessions [der Sparren} or fixed ideas. (P. 160-61)

If one follows the Jetter of the text, the critique of the ghost or of spirits
would thus be the critique of a subjective representation and an abstraction, of
what happens in the bead, of what comes only out of the head, thatis, of what
stays there, in the head, even as it has come out of there, out of the head, and
survives outside the read. But nothing would be possible, beginning with the
critique, without the surviving, without the possible survival of this autonomy
and this automatism outside the head. One may say that chis is where the spir-

it of the Marxist critique situates itself, not the spirit that one would oppose
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its letter, but the one which supposes the very movement of its letter. Like the
ghost, it is neither in the head nor outside the head. Marx knows this, but he
proceeds as if be did not want to know it In The German Ideofogy, the following
chapter will be devoted to this obsession that made Stirner say: “Mensch, es
spukt in deinem Kopfe!” commonly translated as “Man, there are specters in
your head!” Marx thinks it is enough to turn the apostrophe back against Saint
Max (p. 160).

Es spuke: difficuit to translate, as we have been saying. It is a question of
ghost and haunting, to be sure, but what else? The German idiom seems to
name the ghostly return but it names it in a verbal form. The latter does not
say that there is some revenant, Spectes, of ghost; it does not say that there is
some apparition, der Spuk, nor even that it appears, but that “Iit ghosts,” “it
apparitions.” /¢ ir a matier 11 s'agit], in the neutrality of this altogether imper-
sonal verbal form, of something or someone, neither someone nor something,
of 2 “one” that does not act. I is a matter rather of the passive movement of an
apprebension, of an apprehensive movement ready to welcome, but where?
In the head? What is the head before this apprehension that it cannot even
contain? And what if the head, which is neither the subject, nor conscious-
ness, nor the ego, nor the brain, were defined first of all by the possibilicy of
such an experience, and by the very thing that it can neither contain, not
delimir, by the indefiniteness of the “es spukt”? To welcome, we were saying

- s,
then, but even while apprehending, with anxiety and the demre to exclude

pe

the stranger, to invite the stranger without accepting him or her, domestic /
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hospitality that welcomes without welcoming the stranger, Bt d stanger i
- LR

is already found within {das Heimliche- Unbeimliche), more intimate ne

than one js oneself, the absolute proximity of a stranger whose power is sin-

gular and anonymous (es puki), an unnameable and neutral power, that is,
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undecidable, neither active nor passive, an an-identity that, without duing aiy-

thing, invisibly occupies places belonging Fimally neither to us nor to it. Now,
I S 1 S R el

ATTPBE A whichwe Tiave failed to say anyihing whatsoever that s log-

“icatly determinable, #hir that comes with s much difficulty to language, #is
- s
that seems BOT to mean any thing, rbis that puts o rout OuL TeALINg-t0-5aY,

et

making us speak regularly from the place where we want to say nothing,
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where we know clearly what we do not want to say but do not know what we

would itke to say, as T rhiv were noongeccitherobthe Srder.obknowle
s rmme——— ki

will or will-to-say, well, tbis comes back, this Teturns, tA inSists 1N Urgency,
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and this gives one to think, but b, which is each time irresistible enough,

=§hgular enough to engender as AuCH dnguishy as 4o the THHITE AN deathy; vhis

sterns less from a “repetition automatism’” (of the automatons that have been

rurping before us for such a long dime) than it gives us to think ail zéis, affo-

gether viher, every other, from which the repetition compuision arises: that every

_other s alto azﬁa«mwwroﬂ:Vﬁrm:‘:@m%oza mwoﬁ@ﬁé:immo?rm ﬂmw.mmmm.m“
“produces an automatism of repetition, no less than it finds its principle of rea-
son there. In an incredible paragraph of “Das Unheimliche,” Freud moreover
recognizes that he should have begun his research {on the Unbeimliche, the
death drive, the repetition compulsion, the beyond of the plesure principle,
and so forth) with what says the “es spukt.”*® He sees chere an example with
which it would have been necessary to begin the search. He goes so far as to
consider it the strongest example of Unbeimitchkeit (“Wir hiitten eigentlich unsere
Untersuchung mit diesem, vielleiche stirksten Beispei! von Unheimlichkeit
beginnen konnen,” “We could, properly speaking, have begun our inguiry
with this example of uncanniness, which is perhaps the strongest”). But one
may wonder whetber what he calls the strongest example fets itself be reduced
to an example-—merely to the strongest example, in a series of examples. And
what if it were the Thing itself, the cause of the very thing one is seeking and
that makes one seek? The cause of the knowledge and the search, the motive
of history or of the epistemé? If it is from there that it drew its exemplary force?
On the other hand, one must pay attention to the conjuring mechanism that
Freud then puts forward to justify himself for not having thought that he ought
to begin from where he ¢onfd have begun, from where he eaght to have begun,
nevertheless, bim for example (you understand well what I mean: Marx, bim
o).

Freud explains this to us in the serene tone of epistemological, method-
ological, rhetorical, in truth psychagogical caution: if he had to begin not
where he could have or should have began, it is because with the thing in
question (the strongest example of Unbeimlichkeit, the “es spuky,” ghosts, and
appatitions), one scares oneself too much [one makes oneself fear 1o much: oz
se fait trop penr). One copfuses what is hetmliche-unbeimiiche, in a contradictory,
undecidable fashion, with the terrible or the frightful (mit dem Granenhafier).
Naow, fear is not good for the serenity of research and the analytic distinction
of concepts. One should read also for itself and from this point of view all the

rest of the text {we will try o do so elsewhere), while crossing this reading
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with that of numercus other texts of Heidegger.”” We chink that the mﬁmm:.p
decisive, and organizing recourse that the latrer has to the value of
Unibeimiichkeit, in Being and Time and elsewhere, remains generally unnoticed
or neglected. In both discourses, that of Freud and that of Heidegger, this
recourse makes possible fundamental projects or trajectories. But it does so
while destabifizing permanently, and in a more or less subterranean fashion,
the order of conceprual distinctions that are put to work. k should disturb
both the ethics and the politics that follow implicitly or explicitly from that
order.

Our hypothesis is that the same is true for Maryx’s spectrology. Is this not
our own great problemaric constellation of haunting? It has no cestain bar-
der, but it blinks and sparkles behind the proper names of Marx, Freud, and
Heidegger: Heidegger who misjudged Freud who misjudged Marx. This is no
doubt not aleatory. Marx has not yet been received. The subtide of this address
could thus have been: “Marx—das Unbeimfiche” Marx remains an immigrant
chez nous, a glorious, sacred, accursed but still a clandestine immigrant as he
was all his life. He belongs to a time of disjunction, to that “time out of joint” in
which is iraugurated, laboriously, painfully, tragically, a new thinking of bor-
ders, a new experience of the house, the home, and the economy. Between
¢arth and sky. One should not rush to make of the clandestine immigrant an
iilegal alien or, what always risks coming down to the same thing, to domesti-
cate him. To neutralize him through naturalization. To assimilate him so as to
stop frightening oneself (making opesclf fear) with him. He is not part of the
family, but one should not send him back, once again, him too, to the border.

However alive, healthy, critical, and still necessary his burst of taughter
may remain, and first of all in the face of the capital or paternal ghost, the
Hauptgespenst that is the general essence of Man, Marx, das Unbeimliche, per-
haps should not have chased away so many ghosts too quickly. Not alf of them
at once of not so simply on the pretext that they did not exist {of course they
do not exist, so what?}—or that all this was or ought to remain past (“Let the
dead bury their dead,” and so forth). All the more so in that he also knew how
to let them po free, emancipate them even, in the movement in which he ana-
lyzes the {relative) autonomy of exchange-value, the ideologem, or the fedish.
Fven if one wanted 1o, one could pot let the dead bury the dead: that has no
sense, that is impossible. Only mortals, only the living who are not living

gods can bury the dead. Only mortals can watch over them, and can watch,
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period. Ghosts can do so as well, they are everywhere where there is watching;
the dead cannor do ro—it is impossible and they must not do so.

That the without-ground of this impossible can nevertheless ke place is on
the contrary the ruin or the absolute ashes, the threat that must be thoughs,
and, why not, exorcised yet again. To exorcise not in order to chase away the
ghosts, but this rime to grant them the right, if it means making them come
back alive, as revenants who would no longer be revenants, but as other
arrivants to whom a hospitable memory or promise must offer welcome—
without certainty, ever, that they present themselves as such. Notin order to
grant them the right in this sense but out of a concern for fustice. Present exis-
tence or essence has never beeh the condition, object, or the shing [chose] of
justice. One must constantly \mnSoEvmm that the impossible (“to let the dead
bury their dead”) is, alas, alays possible. One must constantly remember that
this absolute evil ?.H:wmr is, is it not, absolute life, fully present life, the one
that does not know death and does not want to hear about ir) can take place.
One must constantly remember that it is even on the basis of the terrible pos-
sibility of this impossible that justice is desirable: through but also beyond right
and law.

If Mary, like Freud, like Heidegger, like everybody, did not begin where he
ought to have “been able to begin” (beginnen kinnen), namely with haunting,
before life a5 such, before death ar such, it is doubtless not his fauit. The fault,
in any case, by definition, is repeated, we inherit it, we must watch over it Ie
always comes ar a great price—and for humaniry precisely. What costs
humanity very dearly is doubtless to believe that one can have done in his-
tory with a general essence of Man, on the pretext that it represents only 2
Hauptgespenst, arch-ghost, but also, what comes down to the same thing——at
bottem—to still believe, no doubr, in this capital ghost. To believe in it as do
the credulous or the dogmatic. Between the two beliefs, as always, the way
Temmaing narrow.

In order for there to be any sense in asking oneself about the rerrible price
to pay, in order to warch over the future, everything would have to be begun
again, But in memory, this time, of that impure “impure impure history of
ghosts.”

Can one, in order to question it, address oneself to a ghost? To whom? To
him? To i, as Marcellus says once again and so prudently? “Thou art 2
Scholler; speake to &7 Horatio. ... Question 2"
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The question deserves perhaps to be put the other way: Could one address
oneself in generalif already some ghost did not come back? If he loves fustice at
least, the “scholar” of the future, the “tellectual” of tomorsow should learn it
and from the ghost. He should learn to live by learning not how to make con-
versation with the ghost but haw 1o talk with him, with her, how to let them
speak or how t© give them back speech, even if it is in oneself, in the other, in
the other in oneself they are always there, specters, even if they do not exist,
even if they are ne longer, even if they are not yet. They give us to rethink the
“ehere” as soon as we open our mouths, even ata colioquinm and especially

when one speaks there in a foreign language:

Thou art & scholar; speak to it, Horatio.

BT R AP

notes

exordinm

Not very far because “apprendre & vivre” means both t teach how to live and
to learn how to live. {T1)

The expression here is “g'expliquer avec la mort”: literally, to explain oneself
with death. But the idiomatic French sense here is close to the (German expres-
sion: auseinandersetzen, to have it out with someone, 10 argue with someong, (0
come to grips with a problem, and so fortl, We will translate the expression in
various ways when it recurs, signalling itin brackets when necessary, (Tr)

The distinction being made here is between justice and droit. The French rerm
droit means both a legal system and a right, but it is often correctly wanslated
as simply law. Hence a certain possible counfusion. Derrida will return several
times below to the distinction he insists upon here between Justice and droin
see note 4 below. (Tt}

On a distinction between pustice and law [dreit], on the strange dissymmetry
that affects the difference and the co-implication between these two concepts,
oh certain consequences that follow from this {notably as concerns a certain
“undeconstuctibility” of “justice”—but it could be calied by other names},
permit me to refer to my “Horce of Law: “The Mystical Foundation of
Authoricy’,” in Decosstrucion and the Possibility of Justice, eds. D. Cornell, M.
Rosenfeld, D.G. Carlson, trans. M. Quaintance (New York: Routledge, 1992}
The French text will appear in 1994.

Desrida writes “I'a-venir,” which spaces out the ordinary word for the future,
avenir, into the componenis of the Infinitive: to come. Wherever this insistence
recurs, we will transtate “fisture-to-come,” but in general one should remem-
ber that even in the ordinary translation as simply “furure,” avenir has the
sense of a coming, an advent. (1r)

1 ingunctions of mars

A common term for ghost or specter, the revenant is literally that which comes
back. We leave it in French throughout. {Tr)

The term huntise, translated here as “haunting,” also has the common sense of
an obsession, a constant fear, a fixed idea, or a nagging memory. We will con-
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tinue to transiate it simply with the gerund “haunting” 5o as to maintaiy »
clearer link with the ghostly in general. (T¥.) e
Paul Valéry, “La Crise de P'espriv,” in Qezvres (Paris: Gallimard, Bibliocha
de la Pléiade, 1957}, vol.l, p. 993. Ought one to have recalled here that msﬁwwxw
West, near the end of the Furopean peninsula, Denmark almost became .F
cisely along with England, the last State of the resistance to a certain m:umm_ M.
—.&M: of Maastricht? No, this corollary on the royal head would be olmmﬁwm
instead toward other places. First of all the places of articulation berween
these propositions and those of The Other Heading {Bloomington, Ind. Indiana
d_&ﬂm;:% Press, 1992} which also analyzed a treatment of the capital {the
nr.wmm and the head), in particular by Valéry, so as to reintroduce the guestion
of Furope as the question of spirie—which is tw say that of the specter. And we
will not fail to insist as well, accordingly [cest ke premier chef, on a certain fig-
ure of the head, if one can put it that way, der Kopf and das Haups, on the sa%m:
returns, regularly, to impose itself in many places of Marx’s corpus, and
among those that are most hospitable to the ghast. [n a more momnmmm ared
more implicit manner, the present essay pursues earlier paths: around the
work of mourning that would be coextensive with all work in general (in pas-
ticular in Glas [Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1986]}, on
the problematic border berween incorporation and introjection, on the qu.@np
tive but limited pertinence of this conceprual opposition, as well as the one
that separates failure from success in the work of movrning, the pathology
and the normality of mourning {on these points, cf, “Fors,” Preface to The
Walfman's Magic Word, by N. Abraham and M. Torok {Mianeapolis: University
om. Minnesota Press, 1986], esp. pp. xxi ff,, “Shibboleth,” in Midrash and
TR..‘\EE.Q. eds. Geoffrey Hartman and Sanford Budick [New Haven, Cr: Yale
University Press, 1986], Cinderr [Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska
Press, 1991), Of Spivit: Heidegger and the Question [Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1989), Mémoires, for Paul de Man [INew York: Columbia
University Press, 1989]), on the surviving of a survival that is reducible nei-
ther to living not dying {“Living On,” in Deconstruction and Criticiem, eds.
Geoffrey Hartman et al. [New York: Seabury Press, 1979]}, on the mno:omwc\ of
debr and gift (Given Time {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992]). As for
&m logic of spectrality, inseparable from the idea of the idea {of the idealiza-
tion of ideality as effect of iterability), inseparable from the very motif (let us
not say the “idea”) of deconstruction, it is at work, most often explicitly, in all
the essays published over the last twenty years, especially in Of Spiriz.
“Revenant” was afso there the first noun (“1 will speak of the revemant...”).
Valéry, p. 1025,
Valéry, p- 1029,
Also it concerns us, it is our concern: “[1l} nous regarde.™(Tr)
Paul Valéry, Lestre sur lp soctété des esprits, op. cit, p. 1139
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8 La Nenvelle Revue Frangaise 80, 1 August 1959

0 1n LAmitié {Paris: Gallimard, 19713, pp. 109-17 “Marx’s Three Voices,” rrans,
Tom Keenan, New Pulitical Scierice 15 (Summer 1986}, Page pumbers in the text
refer to this translarion, which has been somewhat modified here in accor-
dance with the emphasis on certain terms. {1}

10 There are three idiomatic expressions here—¢a v4, (2 marche, par les tewps gui

courent—that all speak of movement: going, walking, running. ('Fr.)

11 Hamier, irans. Yves Bonnefoy (Paris: Gallimard, Folio, 1992).

{2 Hamiet, trans. Jean Malaplate (Paris: Corti, 19913,

13 Hamler, trans. Jules Derocquigny (Pasis: Les Belles Letwes, 1989}

14 Hamdet, trans. André Gide (Paris: Gallimard, Bibliothéque de la Piélade, 19593,

{5 T must here refer to a more systematic approach to these questions of law and

the oblique (especiaily with regard to Kant), notably in my D drott & la phtlose-
phie (Paris: Galiiée, 1990), p- 80 and passim, and in Passions (Paris: (Galiiée,
1993), pp. 33F.

16 That is, respectively, “co rejoin,” “to return o order,” “to put right again,” “to
put back in place” (¥r)

17 On the mannes in which these values are in tarn gathered up in chose of the
atle, cof. my “Title (to be specified),” in Sub-Stance 31, 1981,

18 Emmanuel Lévinas, Totalité et infini (The Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1961), p.
62.

19 “Dike, aus dem Sein aly Anwesen gedacht, ist dev fligend-fugende Fug. Adikia, die Un-
Fuge, is1 der Un-Fug,” Martin Heidegger, “Der Spruch des Anaximander,” in
Holzwege (Frankfurt am Main: Klostermana, 1950}, p. 329; “Diké, thought on
the basis of Being as presencing, is the ordering and enjoining Order. Adikia,
disjunctiosn, is Disorder,” “The Anaximander Fragment,” in Eqrly Greek
Thinking The Dawn of Western Philssoply, trans, David Farrel] Krell and Frank
A, Capuzzi (New York: Harper & Row,1975), p. 43.

20 Holzwege, pp. 32627, Early Greek Thinking, p-41.

21 Holzwege, p. 323 Farly Greek Thinking, p. 37.

22 Holzwege, p. 330; Early Greek Thinking, p- 4%,

23 Tbid

24 “Fr sagt es und sagt es nichy,” Holzwege, p. 328; Farly Greck Thinking, p. 2.

25 Holzwege, p. 327, Eavly Greek Thinking, p. 41,

26 Cf Givew Time, p. 2, n 2 and ff,, and pp. 159-60, n. 28, and Sauf fe nom (Paris:
Galilée, 1992), pp. 83 and 112.

27 Holzwege, p. 329; Early Greek Thinking, p. 43.

28 The rerm used here is prévenance, which ordinarily has the sense of thought-
fulness, consideration, kindoess, but is here being taken also in its etymologi-
cal sense of “caming before.”(Tx.)

This is perhaps a reference specifically to the “programmes Fagrégation,” that

is, to the list of works drawn up annuaily by the French university establish-
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ment for the competitive examination that qualifies the successful candidates
for advanced teaching positions in each discipline. (T}

This point is developed in Passions, op. cit.

For a novel elabaration, in a “deconstructdve” style, of the concept of hegemony,
I refer to Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Moufte, Hegemony and Soctalist Strategy:
Toward a Radical Democratic Politics (London: Verse, 1985}

Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideology, in Collected Works (New
York: [nternationat Publishers, 1976), pp. 230-31.

The German Ideology, p. 230.

A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economy, chapter 2, part 26 (*The
Circulation of Money™) (New York: International Publishers, 1970).

Critigue, p. 109

Critigue, p. 132,

Critigne, p. 142, This is a semantic chain that we have examined in Glas (in
Hegel) and in Of $pivir Heidegger and the Question,

Critigue, p. 119 and 140,

Critigue, p. 134,

The idiomatic expression here is “(se} fait peur,” frightens (itself). Literally,
however, it says: to make (itself) fright. Later, the text will exploir this literality
when it describes a structure of the seif as fear or fright, as that which makes
itself into fear. (Tr.)

2 compuring—marxism

This fragmentary ousline of Holderlin’s (1800) is quoted by Heidegger in
Hilderlin und das Wesen dev Dichtung, in Gesamrausgabe vol. 'V (Frapkfurt am
Main: Klostermann, 1981), p. 35; “Hoiderlin and the Essence of Poetry,” trans.
Douglas Scott, in Existence and Being, ed. Werner Brock {Chicago: Henry
Regnery Company, 1949).

Benjamin does so in a texe that interests us here for many reasons, in particu-
lar for what it says, at its beginning, about the automaton. We will refer more
than once to the figure of the autematon, notably whea we get around to what
Capital has to say about a certain sable: figure of market value, at once an
autonomous and automaton spectes, the irreducible origin of capitalizations if
not of capital. Benjamin begins by evoking the story “of an automaton con-
structed in such a way that it could play a winning game of chess, answering
each move of an opponent with a countermove.” This automaton also sits on a
“table” that a system of mirrors made appear transparent. Then he looks for
philosophical “counterpart” { Gegenstiick) to this “device” (Apparatur). It 1s “the
puppet cailed ‘historical materialisom’™: “It can easily be a match for anyone if
it enlisss the services of theology, which today, as we know, is wizened and has
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to keep out of sight.” The following paragraph names messianism or, more
precisely, messianic without messianism, a “weak messianic power” (eine
schwache messianisobe Kraft, Benjamin underscores). Let us quote this passage
for what is consonant there, despite many differences and keeping relative
proportions in mind, with what we are trying to say here about a certain mes-
sianic destitution, in a spectral logic of inheritance and generations, but a
logic turned toward the future no fess than the past, in a heterogeneous and
disjointed time. What Benjamin calls Anspruch {claim, appeal, interpetlation,
address) is not far from what we are suggesting with the word injunction. “The
past carries with it a secret index [heimlichen Index] by which it is referred to
redemprion | Erfisung].... There is a secret agreement between. past genera-
tions and the present one. Our coming was expected on easth. Like every gen-
eration that preceded us, we have been endowed with a wesk messianic power,
a power to which the past has a claim {Amspruch]. That claim cannot be settled
cheaply. Historical marteriabists are aware of that {Der historische Marerialist
weirz darsom)” (“Uber den Begriff der Geschicht,” in Tuminationen |Frankfurt
am Main: Suhrkamp, 19551, pp. 183-84; “Theses on the Philosophy of
History,” in Huminations [New York: Schocken, 1969], pp. 253-54; trans. modi-
fied). We should quote and reread here all these pages—which are dense,
enigmatic, burning—up to the final allusion to the “chip” (shard, splinter:
Splitter) that the messianic inscribes in the body of the at-present { Ferzrzerty
and up to the “strait gate” for the passage of the Messiak, namely, every “sec-
ond.” For “this does not imply, howeves, that for the Jews the future turned
into homogeneous, empty time” (p. 264).

New York: The Free Press, 1992, La fin de Phistoive et le Dernier Homme, the
French transiation by D.A. Canal (Paris: Flammarion), was published zbe same
year.

Le, the one who or that which arrives, or simply the arriving. Derrida makes
extensive use of the word in another recent text, Apervas (trans. Thomas Dutoit
[Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1993]). We have left it untransiated
throughout. (T

Ihid,, p. 203.

ibid., p. 139; the quotation marks around “empirical” disappear whea itis a
question of “empirical evidence of challenges to democracy,” p. 288.

There is an allusion here to the fact that not enly was Fukuyama's book trans-
lated into French (and doubtless into other languages as well} the same year
the original appeared (1992}, but it was also given a lot of “play” by the French
media, including television “reviews” (Tr)

In a work that is remackable in many respecss, and which 1 became aware of,
unfortunately, only afrer having written this text, Etienne Balibar recalls that
the formula “dialectical materialism” was not literally used eicher by Marx or
Engels (La Philosophic de Marx [Paris: La Deécouverte, 1993], p. 4). Among all
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the priceless contributions of a book that alse interprets and displaces in a
very dense fashion a whele history of Marxism {and notably of French
Marxism of the last decades), T will pick up schematically those that are mose
pertinent to me here: (1} The necessity of taking into accounat the motif of
Marx's “injunction” (the word returns frequently, for example, pp. 19, 20, 24,
and so forth); (2) the theme of the “spellbound” world as world of market-val-
ues (pp. 5% ) around the “non-sensuous sensuous” {which we will talk about
fater); (3) the category of imminence-—whether messianic or not, in any <ase
anutopic— (pp: 38, 39, 69, 118), but especially that of “transition,” a category
“glimpsed by Mars” as “a political figure of ‘non-contemporaneity’ to icself of
historical time, yet which remains inscribed by him in the provisional” {p. 104),
{On “transition” and non-contemporaneity, of. above, pp. 24-25). Of course, it
is not in 4 last-:inute note that one can initiate a discussion or spell out one’s
agreement. To begin to do so, T would have 1o adjust what T am attempting o
say here, behind these words, about the phifosophy or the ontology of Marx (that
which remains deconstructible in his phitosophems) to what Balibar advances
in La Philosopbie de Marx: “chere is not and there never will be a Marxist phi-
losophy” (p. 3), which should not prevent one from “secking...the philosophiec
of Marx” (p. 7). Since what [ am calling here Marx’s philosophy or ontology
does not belong exactly o the space or the level of urrerances analyzed by
Balibar, the protocels of a discussion, wherever they may lead,would require a
long and detailed elaboration. But I hepe that such protocols are readable, at
least in the implicit state, in an essay that is as schemaric and preliminary as
this one.

Quoted by Michel Surya, “La puissance, les riches et la charité,” in Lignes 18,
1993, pp. 21 and 29.

Alexandre Kojéve, futroduction & la leeture de Hegel: Legons tur "La Phénoménalogte
de [Esprir"{Panis: Gallimard, 1947), pp. 436-37.

3 wears and fears

The text cites Frangois-Victor Hugo's translation: “Le Pedte: Iy a longtemps
que je ne vous ai vu. Comment va le monde? Le Peintre: {1 s’use, Monsieur, &
mesure qu'il croicen dge.” (Tr}

Ailan Bloom, quoted by Michel Surya (op. cit,, p. 30) whe points out that
Bloom was Fukuyama's “master and laudator”

Two recent examples, snatched out of the stream of “information,” at the
morment of rereading this pages. They are two more or less calculared “faux-
pas” whose possibility wouid have been unthinkable without the current
medium and rhythms of the press. (1} Two cabinet ministers astempt to influ-
ence a governmental policy that is being formulated (under the direction of
one of their colleagues) by explaining themselves to the press {essentially the
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television press) on the subject of a letter said to be “private” (secret, “person-
al,” or unofficiat) which they wrote to the head of the government and which
they regret has been divalged against their will. Despite himself, and without
trying to hide his discontent, the head of the government nevertheless follows
them, followed by the government, followed by the Parliament. (2) While
“improvising” what looks like a blunder during a morning radio interview,
another minister of the same government provokes in a neighboring country a
sharp reaction by its central bank and a whole politico-diplomatic process.
One should also analyze the role played by the speed and power of the media
in the power of a certain—individual and internasional--speculator who,
every day, attacks or shores up this or that national currency. His telephone
calls and his little remarks weigh heavily io all the legislative bodies of cthe
wotld on what is called the political decision of governments.

To which one would have to add the economic dependency of the UN,,
whether one s ralking about its major interventions (political, socio-educa-
tional, celeural, or military) or simply its administrative management. Now,
one must also acknowledge that the UN. is going through a serious financial
crisis. The largest States do not alt pay their dues. Solution: a campaign to
attract the support of private capital, constitution of “councils” (associations of
the bipgest leaders in industry, commesce, and finance) meant to Suppost, 4n
certain conditions, either spoken or unspoken, a politics of the UN. that can
go {often, here ot there, here rather than there, precisely) in the direction of
the interests of the market (ine must underscore and reflect on the fact that
the principles chat are today guiding international institutions often agree
with such interests. Why, how, and within what iimits do they do so? What do
these limits signify? This is the only question we can pose here for the
moment.

On these points, cf. Etienne Balibar, Cing études du matévialisme bistorigue (Paris:
Maspero, 1974), notably the chapter on “La rectification du Manifesic commu-
wiste” and the pages on “The ‘end of politics’,” “The new definition of the
State,” and “A new political practice,” pp. 83 ff.

By specifying “women’s and children’s rights,” the text is not distinguishing
them from human rights, but rather remarking on the possible exclusion indi-
cated by the French expression: “les droits de 'homme,” the rights of man.
(Te)

The phrase “en veillant {sur} ses ancétres” puts in play first of all the sense of
keeping watch over the bodies of the dead until they are buried, as is the cus-
tom in France and elsewhere, (Tt}

On this difference between justice and law [droif], permit me to refer once
again to “Force of Law” {op. cit, above p. 177, n, 4). The necessity of this dis-
tinction does not entail che least disqualification of the juridical, its specificity,
and the new approaches it calls for today. Such a distinction appears on the
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contrary to be indispensable and prior to any reelaboration. In particular, in
all the places where one may remark what is called today, more oz less calmly,
“uridical voids,” as if it were a matter of filling in the blanks withous re-doing
things from top to borcom. There is nothing surprising in the fact thatitis
most often a question of the properey and proper nature of life {la propriécé de 1a
vie}, of its inheritance, and of its generations (the scientific, juridical, econom-
ic, and political problems of the so-called human genome, gene therapy, organ
rransplants, surrogate mothers, frozen embryos, and so forth). To believe that
it is merely a matter of filling in a “uridical void,” there where the point is to
think the law, the law of the law, right, and justice, to believe that it is enough
to produce aew “articles of the legal code” to “regulate the problem,” would
be tantamount to turning over the thinking of echics to an ethics committee,
But what does “to radicalize” mean? It is not, by a long shor, the best word. [t
does indicate a movement of going further, of course, and of not stopping. Bue
that is the limit of its pertinence. The point would be to do mere or less than
“radicalize,” or rather something other, for the stakes are precisely those of the
root and its presumed unity. The point would be not to progress stil further
into the depths of radicality, of the fundamental, or the originary {cause, prin-
ciple, arkh?), while taking another step in the same direction. One would tey
instead to go there where the schema of the fundamental, of the originary, or
of the radical, in its srrelogical unity and in the form in which it continues to
govern the Marxist eritique, calls for questions, procedures of formalization,
genealogical interpretations that are wof or wef sufficienrdy put ro work in what
dominates the discourses that call themselves Marxisz, Not sufficiently in the
thematics and in the consequence. For the questioning unfolding of these for-
malizations and of these genealogies affects almost the whole discourse, and
in a way that is not just “theoretical,” as one says. The stake that is serving as
our guiding thread here, namely, the concept or the schema of the ghost, was
heralded long ago, and in its own name, across the problematics of the work of
mourning, idealization, simulacrum, mimesss, icerability, the double injunction,
the “double bind,” and undecidability as conditrion of responsible decision,
and so forth.

This is perhaps the place ro underscore the fact that relations berween
Marxism and deconstruction have calted forth, since the beginning of the
1970s, approaches that are various in all respects, often opposed or irreducible
the one to the other, but numeraus. Too numerous for me to be able to do
them justice here and recognize my debt to them. Besides those works which
took this as their proper subject (such as that of Michael Ryan, Aarxism and
Deconstrnction: A Critical Avticularion [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University
Press, 1982], or Marx est mort, by Jean-Marie Benoist {Paris: Gallimard, 19707,
the first part of which, despite its title, salotes Marx, aims to be deliberacely
“deconstructive,"and less negative tha: the death cerdficate would leac one to

ELRERR

wn

185

think; the title of this present work may be read as a reply to that of J.-M.
Benoist, however much time it may have taken or left to time, to the con~
tretemps——that is to the revenani), one would have to recall a great pumber of
essays that it is impossible to list here (those in particular by J.-}. Goux,
T: Keenan, T, Lewis, C. Malabou, B. Martin, A. Parker, G. Spivak, M. Sprinker,
A. Warminski, 5. Weber).

It is not clear whether the “foule crimes” that Lappened “in my dayes of
Nature” were his or not. And this is, perhaps, the secrerof these “secrets of my
Prison-House” which it is “forbid” to the King to reveal. Performatives ex
abyme. The oaths, the calls to swear, the injunctions, and the conjurations that
then proliferate—as in ali of the plays of Shakespeare, who was a great thinker
and great poet of the oath—suppose & secret, 0 he sure, some impossible tes-
timony, one which cannot and especially must not be exposed in a confession,
stifl less in a proof, a piece of evidence, or & constative utterance of the type S
:s P Bur this secret also keeps the secret of some absolute contradiction
between two experiences of the secrec T rell you that I cannot tell you, I swear
it, that is my first crime and my firse confession, a confession without confes-
sion. They do not exclude any other of the kind, believe me.

4 in the name of the revolution

Sigmund Freud, “Eine Schwierigkeit der Psychoanalyse,” Gesamelte Werke,
Bd. X1, p. 8; Standard Fdigion, Vol. XVII, p. 141,

We will approach this scene below (pp. 147 £}, around a certain table, regard-
ing fetishization as spectralization of exchange-value. It is the very opening,
the figst scene, if not the primal scene, of Capital

A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Economy (1859), trans. S, W. Ryazanskaya,
ed. Maurice Dobb {New York: Interpational Publishers, 1970}, p. 107.

On the expression “faire peur,” ¢f. above, p. 180, n. 4G.{Tr)

Perverse logic, abyssal perversity of all “revisionisms” that mark the end of
this century and will doubtless continue Into the next, Of course, there must
be no let-up in the oppositien to the worst revisionisms and negationisms,
those whose figure and interests are now fairly well determined, even if their
manifestations continually proliferate and get renewed. The task will there-
fore always be urgent, always something to be reaffirmed. But here and there
one sees advance signs of a symmetrical perversity that is no less threatening.
Armed with a good conscience that is imperturbable becanse often enveloped
in ignorance or obscurantism, shejtered from any effective right w reponse In
the mass media ([ am thinking of a certain recent article by Michiko Kakurani,
“When History and Memory Are Casualties: Holocaust Denial,” New York
Times, 30 April 1993), there are those who are not content profit from the
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ghosts that haunt our most painful memory. They also authorize themselves
thereby, in the same élan, to manipulate with impunity, without any scruple,
the very word “revisionism.” They are prepared to use it to accuse anyone
who poses critical, methodological, epistemological, philosephical questions
ahout history, about the way it s thoughs, written, or established, about the
status of truth, and so forth. Whoever calls for vigilance in the reading of his-
tory, whaever complicates a litdle the schemas accredited by the doxe, or
demands a reconsideration of the concepts, procedures, and productions of
historical truth or the presuppositions of historiography, and so forch, risks
being accused wday, through amalgamation, contagior, or confusion, of “revi-
sionism” or at least of playing into some “revisionism.” This accusation is now
at the disposal of the first comer who understands nothing of this ¢ritical
necessity, who wishes to be protected from it, and wanss first of all his or her
culture or fack of culture, his or her certainties or beliefs to be left untouched.
A very disturbing historical sicuation which risks imposing an 4 prieri censor-
ship on historical research or on historical reflection wherever they touch on
sensitive areas of our present existence, It is urgent to point out that entire
wings of history, thac of this cenrury in particular, in Europe and outside of
Europe, will 71/l have to be interrogated and brought to light, radical ques-
tions will have to be asked and reformulated without there being anything at
all “revisionist” about that. Let us even say: on the contrary.

The Eighteenth Brawmaire of Louts Banaparte, in Karl Marx, Frederick Engels,
Collected Wirks, vol. 11 (New York: International Publishers, 1979}, pp. 103-04;
emphasis added,

We are obviously thinking here of the work of Michel Henry {Marx in two
volumes [Paris: Gallimard, 1976]) who classifies the Fighteenth Brumaire, as
well as The Manifesto of the Communist Pavey and a few other works, among the
“potitical” or “historico-political” texts. They are, according to Henry, less
philosophical, if indeed they are philosophical, because they “do not bear
¢heir principle of intelligibilicy within themselves” (1, p. £0). (What does it
mean, strictly speaking, for a text to bear a prineiple of inzelligibility within itself?
[Patrice Loraux devotes to this strategy of Michel Henry several very tucid
pages of his book (Les Sons-Main de Marx [Paris: Hachette, 1986}, pp. 34-26) in
the foreword titled “The Theory of Texts”; in particular, he recalls the tradi-
tion of this strategy]; has there ever been an example of ie? This is not the

place to discuss it—even though the strange and confident belief in such an
immagence of inteiligibility s not foreign to the concept of life that supports
this whole book.) This “histegico-political” dimension (either weakly philo-
sophical or non-phifosophical) would be manifest, according to Henry, in the
“case notably of the Fighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte, written for an
American newspaper” {1, p. 11). Now, this latter work does not seem to be at
all bounded by the closare of “political” or “historico-political” texts, assurm-
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ing that one can accept such a problemasic distinction, in particular in the
case of 2 work like that of Marx. Notably one finds again his spectral paradox-
ology, the one that matters to us here, in the most “philosophicai” and signifi-
cant texts in Henry’s own view, for example, as we will soon see, in The
German Ideology. By weighing and thinking chis spectrology, we are not directdy
apposing the phitosophy of life or of the “radical subjectvity from which any
objectivity is excluded” (I, p. 326), nar its interpreration by Henry {with whom
we share at least some concerns, but doubtless from a wholly different point
of view, about the way Marx has been read until now), But we are trying to
accept the necessity of complicating it in an abyssal fashion, there where the
supplement of an internal-external fold forbids simply opposing the living to
the non-living. Whoever subscribes, as we would be tempted o do, to the final
words of the very last conclusion of Henry’s Marx (“Marx’s thought places us
before the abyssal question: what is 1ife?") has indeed to refer to this abyss,
which is to say, to re-problematize all the preceding statements of that book
which is so wholly about the Jving, the Jiving individual, /iving subjectiviry, real
work as Jiving work, and so forth, in other words, the whotle critical arsenal of a
profoundly polemical work. For it is finaily in the name of this univocal refer-
ence to the living that it tries, with great violence, to discredit more or tess all
previous readings of Marx, and especially in their pelitical dimensien. One
wonders: Why would the question of life be “abyssal,” precisely? In other
words, why this question? Does it nat open onto the unthought non-self-iden-
tity of the concept or the being called “life” Onto the essential obscurity, for
both science and philosophy, of what is called life? Does not ail of this mark
the internal or exterpal limits, the closure or principle of ruin of a philosophy
of life? And of subjectivity, however novel its conceptual presentation may be,
once it is determined as essentially living? If one integrates into the life of this
living subjectivity the work of negativity or of objectivity, the phenomena or
rather the non-phenomena of death and so forch, why persist in calling it life?
On the other hand, we do not think this interpresation of being or of produc-
tion as manifestation—or radical immanence—of a living and monadic sub-
jectivity (cf. for example i1, pp. 41-42), an interpretation that is found to be
widely justified in the letter of numerous texts of Mary, should be opposed by
some philosophy of death (which could claim just as many rights and refer-
ences in the same texts read differently). We are attempting something else.
To try to accede to the possibility of this very alterpative {life and/or death),
we are directing our atrention to the effects or the petitions of a survival or of
a return of the dead (neither life nor death) on the sole basis of which one is
able to speak of “living subjectivity” {in opposition € its death): to speak of it
but also  understand thac it can, itself, speak and speak of itself, leave traces
or legacies beyond the living present of its life, ask {itself) questions regarding
jts own subject, in short, also address itself to the other or, if one prefers, to
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other living individuals, te other “monads.” For all these questions, and such is
the hypothesis of our reading, the work of the specter here weaves, in the
shadow of a labyringh covered with mirrors, a reruous but indispensable guid-
ing thread.

The texe introduces this passage by pointing out that “the French transiation
meost often loses these traits.” (Tr)

Before T had found this allusion 1o the “red specter” in The Eighteenth Braumaire,
Ftienne Balibar had alerted me to the existence of a newspaper titled The
Red Specter (“during the Revolution of "48.. apparently after the June mas-
sacres...that is, the specter of the dead proletarian revolutionaries”). T am
announciag the jacguerie!’ writes Romiea in The Red Specter. "The proletarians
are ready, lying in ambush in the least little village, hate and envy in their
hearts..."” {cited by ]. Bruhat, Le Sociafisme frangais de 1848 4 1871, in Histotre
générale du socialisme |Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1972-78}, vol. |, p.
507). “One also thinks,” adds Balibar, “of ‘the specter of the red deach’ by
Villiers de I'Isle-Adam, written, if | am not mistaken, after the Commune,
even if the ‘red death’ is not apparenty che same thing as the ‘death of the
reds’...”

Cf. above, p. 186, n. 7.

“Srirner discovers that at the end of the ancient world, ‘spirit’ ‘again foamed
and frothed over irresistibly because guses’ {spirits) [Gase/ Geister] *developed
within it...”” Marx then analyzes the “wondesful play” that Saint Max thus
describes { The German Ideology, in Marx and Engels, Collected Works 5 (New
York: International Publishers, 1976), pp. 186-87). Hegel had already been
attentive to the aflinity Ger-Geist: the work of death, the fermentation of the
cadaver in decomposition mark the passage from a philosophy of nature to a
philosophy of spirit. On these themes, permit me to refer to Glas (especially
pp. 59, 91, 235) and Of Spirir (p. 99). _
The German Ideology, p. 153. As is well known, Marx constantly weaves intw his
polemical remarks long quotations from Der Einzige und sein Figentbun (1 845;
translated as The Ego and His Ouwn).

"The word “chaire,” pulpit or professorial chair, is 2 homonym of “chair,” flesh.
(Te)

On the tangled and overdetermined history of the relations with Stimer and
on the historico-potitical context of this polemic, cf. Henr: Arvon, dux sources
de Pexistentinlisme, Max Stirsrer {Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1954),
pp. 128,

S apparition of the inapparent

The English cranslation of The German Ideology retains “conjuring trick” for
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Marx and Engels' term Eskamorage. We will do so as well for obvious reasons,
although the French werd “escamotage” could also be translated by “dodge,”
“evasion,” “filching,” “pinching,” and so forth. {Tr.)

The French rerm has the sense of a secret conversation, sometimes with con-
spiratorial overtones. See below, Derrida’s own gloss. ('fr).

On the strangely murmured implication of death (aot only of an “I am mor-
cal” but of an “I am dead”) in the deciaration of the “T am,” cf. my Speech and
Phenomena (Evanston, 11L: Northwestern University Press, 1973}, pp. 88 fF.

Cf. pp. 157,449, and especially 229.

In French, ¢z me rogarde it is Jooking at me, but also more idiomatically, that’s
my concern. (Tt

Of course, the narrow and strict concept of the phantom or the phantasma will
never be reduced to the generality of the phainesthai. Concerned with the
original experience of haunting, 2 phenomenology of the spectral oughs,
according to good Hussertian logic, to isolate a very determined and relacive-
ly derived field within a regional discipline {for example, a phenomenology of
the image, and so forth). Without contesting here the legitimacy, or even the
fertility of such a delimitation, we are merely suggesting the following, with-
out being able here to go any furthes: the radical possibility of all spectrality
should be sought in the direction that Husserl idencifies, in such & surprising
but forceful way, as an intentional but nou-reaf [nor-réelle] component of the
phenomenological lived experience, namely, the noene. Unlike the three other
terms of the two correlations (noese-noeme, morphé-hulé), this non-reality
[mon-réelfité], this intentional but won-real inclasion of the noematic correlare s
peither “in” the workd nor “in” consciousness. But it is precisely the condition
of any experience, any objectivity, any phenomenality, namely, of any noetico-
noematic correlation, whether originary or modified. It is no longer regional.
Without the non-real inclusion of this intentional component (therefore
inclusive gnd non-inclusive inclusion: the noeme is included without being a
part), one could not speak of any manifestation, of any phenomenality in gen-
eral {that being-for-a-consciousness, that appearing appearance which is nei-
ther consciousness nor the being thar appears to it}. Is not such an “irreality”
Lirvéellizé), its independence both in relation to the world and in relation to the real
stuff of egological subjectivity, the very place of apparition, the essential, gen-
eral, non-regional possibility of the specter? Is it not also what inscribes the
possibility of the other and of mougning right ento the phenomenality of the
phenomenon?

When The German ldeology recalls the Hegelian origin of Stirner’s philesophy
of history, it insists on another thematics of the Negro, the one for which
“I'he Negroid chavacter {die Negerbaffigheis] represents antignity, dependence cn
things' (child),” pp. 163 {f.

Cf. The Republic, 55 5¢.
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This precise sense of the word from venery has been glossed over in everyday
usage where acharnement, s'acharner mean, as we will continue o translate,
ferocity, relentless pursuit. But the form of the word retains what is most per-
tinent here and will be exploited more later: its link to flesh, to the carnal, 10
chair. We will insert it in hrackets whenever this link needs to be underscored.
()

"The term used here is voler (1] & volé les spectres de Marx™). The play is on
the exact homonyms which mean “o steal” and “to fly,” the latter also having
a relation to volerie, that iy, hunting with birds of prey. (T}

The phrase is “chasse 4 'éloignement” in which “éloignement” could indeed
designate either the hunter’s prey or the means of the hune. The other
untransiatable fearure of chis sentence is the link between “longremps” and
“éloignement,” which is not repeated in “long gme” and “distance.” {Tx}

As we are attempting here to reaffirm the heritage of Marx while according it
or bending it to a thinking of the spectral that takes into account {in particalar
in the political apprebension of the res publica and its—more or less new—
space} an irreducible virtmality (virmal space, virmal object, synthetic image,
spectral simulacrum, teletechnological differance, ddealiterability, trace beyond
presence and absence, and so forth), we must attach great importance to what
Patrice Loraux himself says, in a well-chosen formulation, about “Marx’s writ-
ing” as “*synthetic image” and “virtual object.” He is talking abour a Marxist
discourse that “does not, therefore, accede by itself to the threshold of read-
ability” "The written does not remain under “Marx’s hand,” within reach of his
body thar “takes pleasure in holding on to it” {but also, we should say, in not
helding on to i, and everything begins with this other pleasure, which is nev-
ertheless the same). Loraux then comments: “But, with us in mind, publishers
fabricate a completely other object: Marx’s text, product of a sophistical
manipulation that must furnish the reader with a symtheric image of Marx's writ-
ing, for the lfatter is never but a virtual object, and no one holds it in his band”
{ Les Sons-main de Marx, pp. 21-22; emphasis added).

As a necessary and fascinating task, one ought of course to read Stirner
beyond the extracts {which are generous, it is true) that The German Ideclogy
selects and submits most eften to the twist of satire. One ought as well to
reconstitute a tradition or genealogy, which traverses Stirner’s text, of this the-
matics of the ghost in the nineteenth century, at least, from Kant (not only the
Kant interested in Swedenborg, but the thinker of the transcendental imagina-
tion and thus of all the conceptual third terms that the fantastic introduced
between the sensible and the intelligible, which are so many propitious piaces
for spectrality), ro the Schopenhauner of the Ecsay on Ghosts (Versueh diber
Gelsterseben und was damit zusammenhdngt, 1851), to Nietzsche—who had indi-
rect knowledge of Stirner’s texts and recomimended them to Baumgartner in
1874, or to Mallarmé, whose work keeps watch next to & “ghost white as a st
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unwritten page” (Mimique). As such a reconstitution exceeds the limits of our
concerns here, let us cite at least once a few passages from The Ego and His
Gwr: “The Romantics felt the attack on the very faith in God represented by
the abandonment of belief in spirits and ghosts; they sought to remedy the
faral consequences of this, not only by resuscitating the world of fable bur
especially by ‘opening the gates to a higher world’ wich their steep-walkers,
Prévorst’s clairvoyants, etc. The faithful and the Church Farhers did not real-
ize that by destroying belief in ghosts, they were also taking away the basis of
religion, which left it floating, detached from the ground that nourished ir,
Whoever no longer believes in ghosts has only to puzsue his unbelief w its
conclusion to realize that there is no being hidden behind things, no ghost
or—what comes down to the same thing if one understands the word in its
naive sepse~—no ‘spirit’.” And under the heading of “specter” or “spook™
“With ghosts, We enter into the realm of spirits, of beings. What haunts the
universe, pursuing there its secret and unfathomable activites, is the mysteri-
ous spook We cail the Supreme Being, For centuries, men have given them-
selves the task of knowing its nature, of concefving it, of discovering reafify there
{of proving ‘the existence of God’); it is in this frightening, impossible, and
endless labor of Danaides that they persist, seeking to change the specter into
a non-specter, the unreal into the real, the spivit into a toral person of flest and
blosd” The Ego and Hir Own, trans. Steven T. Byington, ed. John Carrell (New
York: Harper & Row, 1971). [This is an abridged edition of Byington’s 1907
translation and does not include the passages quoted by Derrida. These may
be found in ['Unigue et sa Propriété et antres éevits, trans. P, Gallissaire et A.
Sauge (Paris: Bibliothéque I'Age d'Homme, 1972), pp. 107 and 112 respective-

Iy (Te)]

‘Marx thus refuses the mirages of Szint Max’s Christian onto-theology as Saint
‘Max had already refused the mirages of Christian ento-theology. Both of

them relentlessly pursue [sacharnent sur] ghosts, both of them chase and hunt
chem, and they are the same except that Marx’s relentless pursuir chases {those
of) the relentless other, Saint Max. But both mean to chase the onto-theologi-
cal and erinitary specter in the name of a more demanding ontology that not
only no longer confuses the revenant with the being as living body, in flesh and
blood, but especially does not confuse it with that arch-ghost in flesh and
blood thar is, as Saint Max explains so clearly, Christ, God made Maxn in the
incarnarion. Marx and Saint Max seem to put in guestion, others might say a
litdle quickly “deconstruct,” an onto-theological and Christian phenomenolo-
gy; but it is to the extent that it is occupied, they both say, and thus inthabited,
haunted only by ghosts. Their “deconstruction” is Himited at the point ac
which they hoth oppose this spectral onto-theology—each in his own way but
regardless of the differences between them——to the hyper-pheromenological
principle of the flesh-and-blood presence of the living person, of the being
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itself, of its effective and non-phantomatic presence, of presence in flesh and
blood.

The program of this disagreement is interesting in itself, to be sure, but it
also furnishes us with a virtual model for many debates going on today. Jt also
matrers to us for this reason.

Let us once again quote Szirner beyond the excerpt that Marx supplies: “The
longing to make the spook comprehensible, or © realize mom-sens [in French in
the texr], has brought abouc a corporeal ghest, a ghost or spirit with a real body,
an embodied ghost. How the strongest and most talented Christians have tor-
tured themselves to get a conception of this ghostly apparition! But there
always remained the contradiction of two natures, the divine and human, the
ghostly and sensaal; chere remained the most wondrous spook, a thing that
was pot a thing. Never yet was a ghost more soul-torturing.... But through
Christ the truth of the matter had at the same time come to light, that the ver-
itable spirit or ghost is--man.... Henceforth man no longer, in typical cases,
shudders at ghosts ouzside him, but at himself. In the depth of his breast dwells
the spirit of sim; even the faintest chought {and this is itself a spirit, you know)
may be a devil, erc-—The ghost has puton a body, God has become man, but
now man is himself the gruesome spook which he seeks to get behind, to exor-
cize, to fathom, to bring to reality and to speech; man is—spirit” The £go and
His Own, pp. 56-57).
In the conciusion of a book that has just appeared, La pénultiéme est morte,
Spectrographies de la modernité (Paris; Champ Vallon, 1993), Jean-Michel Rabaté
underscores forcefully that “Marx and Engels pretend not o understand the
critical scope of Stirner’s anaiyses” {p. 223). Even as he denies wantng thus to
¢ ehabilitate ‘Saint Max',” Rabaté remaskably reinscribes The Ego and His Own
in a powesful lineage—which is thus spectrographic—that the anarchist pos-
terity of the book is not even close to exhausting {from Shakespeare 10 Sade,
Mallarmé, Joyce, Beckett).
In French, “une table tournante” refers most often to the spiricualist séance.
{Tr)
Capital, trans. Ben Fowkes (New York: Vintage, 1977), Vol 1, Ch. 1, sect. 4, pp.
163 ff.
The English translation conjures away this difficalty with “a thing which tran-
scends sensuousness.” {Tr.}
“The form of wood, for instance, is aftered if a table is made out of it.
Nevertheless the tabie continues to be wood, an ordinary, sensuous thing. But
as soon as it emerges as a commodicy, it changes into 2 thing which trapscends
sensuousness. it not only stands with its feet on the ground, but, in refation to
ali other commodities, it stands on its head, and evolves out of its wooden
brain grotesque ideas, far more wonderful than if it were to begin dancing of
its own free will.
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‘The mystical character of the commaodity does not therefore arise from 1ts

use-value” {pp. 163-64). .
As the editor specifies, “A reference to the simultaneous emergence in the
18505 of the Taiping revelcin China and the craze for spiritualism ér.wnr
swept over upper-class German society. The rest of the world was ‘standing
still” in the period of reaction immediately after the defeat of the 1848
Revolurious.” Even. though, as we Lave remarked, every period has its ghosts
(and we have ours}, its own experience, its own medium, and its proper
hauntological media, even though an “epochal” history of haunting pases the
same problems, and not by chance, as an “epochal” r__mﬂcmw of Wn.wﬂmu this com-
plication coght not to forbid an historical inguiry on this subject. It should
merely cause such an inguiry to be very cautious, 1t is certain, for example,
that the texts of Stirner, Marx, and Engels to which we are referring corre-
spoad-—and respond—in their own time to a powerful “craze” %m: could
summarily be called «mediumistic.” One can find social, philosophical, _m:m
lirerasy signs of this (fetus cecall Stirner’s interest in Fugéne Sue’s Mysteries of
Paris, the “spiritualist” temprations of Victor Hugo and a few oﬁrmau.msm one
can try to isolate, or even explain up to a certain point ies historical wEm.E.m:;
ty. But one must not fail to reinscribe it in a much larger spectrological
mﬁn.—_.wmwmﬂﬁﬁ.

Trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), p- 45.

The term is used in the sense of a mistaken substitution of one thing for
another, in wﬁ%&ﬁ in the theater when characters reply to each cﬂrm:. our w_q
some misunderstanding, and not in the now prevalent sense in English of tit
for tat. The English translation of the passage in question from Capital substi-
tutes “substitution” for Marx’s use of the Latin phrase. (Tr)

Both a word that is whispered, for example by the promprer [sonfflenr], but
also a word that is stolen ot pinched. “La parole soufflée” 1s the titie of
Desrida’s first essay on Arraud, in 1965, collected in Writing and Difference,
trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: Universicy of Chicago Press, 1978). (1)

In the course of an admirable reading of La Peay de chagrin, Samuel Weber
points ovt this vampiristic character of capital, this living monstet QEQ&&
Unigehener), and precisely in relation to the spectral logic of the .mnnw_.r Cf.
Unwrapping Balzac: A Reading of “La Pean de chagrin {Toronto: University of
Toronto Press, 1979), p. 86, and especially notes 1-3 devoted to Marx—and to
Balzac.

Since Marx was also, in a different way than Shakespeare, a thinker of the pact
and the oath, one may consult what he ironicaily says about the oath in The
German Ideology, p. 162.

However one interprets this trajectory, it goes back at least 10 what the third m_m
the 1844 Manuscripts says about death and the senses, about the mannerin
which the senses become “theoreticians” in their very pracrice, thus insensibi-
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lizing, one could say, the sensibie and ruining thereby in advance all wmwoﬂ-
tiong between “subjectivism and objectivism, spiritualism and materialism.”
Marx is thinking chen and, it seems to me, will never cease to think that ﬁrmm.a
oppasitions, deemed insoluble by a philosophy that would only see a ﬂrmoqm.z-
cal task in them, are and or must be lifted by the state of society and by social
practice. Cf. Economic und Philssophic Manuscripts of 1844, wans. Maren Milligan
(Buffalo, N.Y.: Prometheus Boaks, 1987}, pp. 105 it.
The Gevman Idesloyy, p. 161
See The Critigue, for example p. 93.
Capimi, p. 184.
in the French wanstation cited by the text {ed. unma Pierre Lefebvre [Paris:
Presses Universitaires de France, “Quadrige” collection, 1993]), the final sen-
tence of this passage reads: “Si done nous nous échappons vers n_.mcwm.mm. formes
de production, pous verrons disparaitre instantanément tout le mysticisme du
monde de Ia marchandise, tous les sortildges qui veilent d'une brume fan-
tomatique les produits du travail accompli sur la base de 1a production
marchande.” Derrida then comments in his text “With the expression ‘brume
fantomatique’ [ghostly fog], the recent translation we are citing marks very
well the liceral reference to the ghost (Spuk), there where so many earlier
translations regulatly effaced it.” (Tr) .
The English translation of this passage reads: “The riddle of the money fetish
is therefore the riddle of the commodity ferish, now become visible and daz-
zling te our eyes” {p. 187} (Tr) .
In its general forn, I have atcempred to approach it elsewhere (cf. w:. vm.nn_niﬁ.
Glas, pp. 42, 130, 206 f, 222 ff, 237 ff.). On the relation berween mmm._mr"m.a and
ideotogy, cf. Savah Kofman Camera sbscura-—de lidéologre (Paris: Galilée, 19733,
in particular what precedes and follows *La table tournante” {p. 21), and
Ftienne Balibar, Cing éudes du matérialisme historique, as concerns the “theory of
fetishism,” pp. 206 ff.
Cf. Balibar, Cing dindes, pp. 208 ff. .
In the figure of its sensuous materiality, the proper body of this @.Tmaoimawn
objectivity takes form, hardens, erects, or petrifies itself, exprsallizes out of a
stack and undifferentiated substance, it institutes itself out of an amorphous
residue: “Let us now look at che residue of the products of labour. There is
nothing left of them in each case but the same phantom-like objectivity; they
are merely congealed quantities [Gaflerte: gelatin, figure of the homogeneous
mass] of homogeneous human labour, i.e., of human laboar-powes expended
without regard to the form of its expenditure. All these things now tell us [ail
that is presented in them: Diese Dinge steller wur noch dar] is that human labour-
power has been expended to produce them, human labour is accumulared in
them. As crystals [4lr Kristalle] of this social substance, which is common to
them all, they are values—commodiey values” (Capital, p. 128).
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On this “phantomatic abjectivity” {gespenstige Gegenstindlichbein), of. Samuel
Weber (Unwrapping Balzac, p. 75) who, between Balzac and Marx, insists quite
rightly on the feminine charater of the commodity-chimera. There is in fact
more than one sign of this. But how o stabilize the sex of a fetish? Does it not
pass from one sex to the other? fs it not this movement of passage, whatever
may be its stases?

Tn a rext that has just appeared, Thomas Keenan also analyzes, among other
things, whar gets “sublimated” in this “ghostly reality”: “In the rigor of the
abstraction, only ghosts survive” (“The Point Is To (Ex)change It,” in Fetishism
as Caftural Discourse, E. Aprer and W. Pietz, eds. [Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1993], p. 168).

36 For ali these motifs, we refer obviously to the work of Paul Virilio, as well as

o Bernard Stegler, La technique et ie temps, La fante & Epimétbéz, (Paris: Galilée,
1994),

37 The palindromic syntax here is: “tou autre est tout autre, “both “every other

is altogether other,” and “altogether ocher is every other” (Tr)

38 Why does Fireud consider haunting to be “perhaps the most striking of all

[examples],” a kind of ?.055 pe, in the experience of Unbermlichkeir? Becauge
many people experience “in the highest degree” (im allerhichsten Grade) the
sense of the “unheimlich” “in relation to death and dead bodies, to the return
of the dead, and 1o spirits and ghosts” (Geirtern und Gespenstern’, But to the
great chagrin of translators, Freud wants to illustrate this assertion by remark-
ing not that “es spukt” is so difficult to translate (for the reasons we indicated
above), but that “seme languages in use to-day can only render the German
expression ‘ein wnbermifches Hans’ by a house in which ‘es spuke’ [manche moderne
Spracken anseren Ausdruck: etn anbeimlicher Hans gar nicht anders wisdergeben kin -
nen als durch dies Umschricbung: ein Hans, in dem e spukf]” (“Das Unheimliche,”
Gesammelte Werke, X11, pp. 254-55). In cruth, “anheimliche” is just as untrans-
latable as “es spuke.” And this yields awkward and in fact incomprehensible
translations. For example: “plusieurs langues modernes ne peuvent rendre
notre expression ‘vne maison wrbermlich’ autrement que par cette circonlocu-
tion: une maison hantée” (“LInquidtante érrangeté,” trans. M. Bonaparte et B,
Marty, in Ersals de psychanalyse appliguée [Paris: Gallimard, 1933], pp. 194-95Y,
or again: “some languages in use to-day car only render the German expres-
sion ‘an wiheimlich house’ by ‘a bawnted house’ (Standard Edition, vol, XVII, p.
241). As for whar Freud then puts forward concerning death itself, we return
to it elsewhere in order to relate it to the discourses of Heidegger and Lévinas
on this subject (cf. Aporias). Another period, another modality, another mode
for ghosts: Freud remarks, on the same page, that distinguished lectures on
communication with spirits were showing a tendency to proliferate. Subtle
minds, he notes, among men of science and especially ar the end of their lives,
give into the telepathic or mediumistic tempration. He knew what he was
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talking about. And since Hamles will have been our subjet, let us specify that
Freud deemed its apparitions wholly devoid of any power of Unbeimlichkeit
(GW, p. 265; &, p. 251). Like those of Macbeth or Julius Caesar, like those in
Dante’s Infesno. They may be tersifying {schreckbaff) ot Tugubrious (déster), to
be sure, but no more upbernlich than the world of Homeric gods. Explanation:
literature, theatrical fction. According to Freud, we adapt our judgment to
the conditions of fierive reality, such as they are established by the poet, and
treat “souls, spirits, and specters” like grounded, normal, legitimate existences
(vollberechtige Existenzen). A remark that is all the more surprising in that all the
examples of Unbeimiichbeirin this essay ate borrowed from licerature!

Freud and Heidegger, In The Post Card (Chicago: Chicago University Press,
1987), the signatory of Enveis cowuples them like two specters: “Here Freud and
Heidegger, 1 conjoin them within me like the two great ghosts of the ‘great
epoch.’ The two surviving grandfathers. They did not know each other, but
according to me they form a couple, and in fact just because of that, this sin-
gular anachsony” (p. 191).

~iven that a revenant is always called upon to come and to come back, the
thinking of the specter, contrary to what good sense leads us to believe, signals
roward the furare. Tt is a thinking of the past, 2 legacy that can come only from
<hat which has not yer artived—from the arrivant itself,
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