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Preface: Reading Dossier
I
t ,.!-:' I

As distinguished from a litigation. a differcnd (dijfiutld] would be a case of
conflict. between (at least) two parties. that cannot be equitably resolved for lack
of a rule of judgment applicable to both arguments. One sidc's legitimacy does
not imply the other's lack of legitimacy. However. applying a single rule of judg­
ment to both in order to seule their differend as though it were merely a litigation
would wrong (at least) one of them (and both of them if neither side admits this
rule). Damages result from an injury which is inflicted upon the rules of a genre
ofdiscourse but which is reparable according to those rules.~ wrong, results from
the fact that the rules of the gcnre of discourse by which onc judges are oot those
of the judged genre or genrcs ofdiscourse. The ownership ofa literary or artistic
work can incur damages (as when the moral rights of the author are assailed): '~

but thc very principle that onc ought to treat a work as an objcct of owncrship
may constitute a wrong (as when it is not recognized that the -author- is its hos- ~

tage). The title of this book suggests (through the gcneric value of the definite arti­
cle) that a universal rulc of judgmcnt between hetcrogcneous genres is lacking
in g:cncral.

Object

The only one that is indubitablc. lhc phrasc. becausc it is immediatcly presup­
posed. (To doubt that onc phrdscs is still to phrase. onc's silencc makes a phrase).
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Or better yet, phrases: because the singular calls forth the plural (as the plural
docs the singular) and because the singular and the plural are together already the
plural.

Thesis

A phrase. even Ihe most ordinary one. is constituted according to a set of rules
(its regimen). There are a number of phrase regimens: reasoning. knowing.
describing. recounting. questioning. showing. ordering. etc. Phrases from heter­
ogeneous regimens cannot be translated from one into the other. They can be
linked one onto the other in accordance with an end fixed by a genre'Of discourse.
For example. dialogue links an ostension (showing) or a definition (describing)
onto a question; at stake in it is the two parties coming to an agreement about the
sense of a referent. Genres of discourse supply rules for linking together heter·
ogeneous phrases, rules that are proper for attaining certain goals: to know. to
teach. to be just. to seduce. to justify, to evaluate. to rouse emotion. to over­
see.... There is no ~Ianguage- in general. except as the object of an Idea.

Question

A phrase -happens.~ How can it be linked onto? By its rule. a genre of discourse
supplies a set of possible phrases. each arising from some phrase regimen. An­
other genre of discourse supplies another set of other possible phrases. There is
a differend between these two sets (or between the genres that call them forth)
because they are heterogeneous. And linkage must happen ~now~: another phrase
cannot not happen. It's a necessity; time. that is. There is no non-phrase. Silence
is a phrase. There is no last phrase. In the absence of a phra~ regimen or of a
genre ofdiscourse that enjoys a universal authority to decide. docs not the linkage
(whichever one it is) necessarily wrong the regimens or genres whose possible
phrases remain unactualized?

Problem

Given I) the impossibility ofavoiding confticts (the impossibility ofinditrerence)
and 2) the absence of a universal genre of discourse to regulate them (or. if you
prefer. the inevitable partiality of the judge): to lind. if not whm can legitimate
judgment (the ~good~ linkage). then at least how to save the honor of thinking.

Stakes

To convince the reader (including the first one. the A.) that thought. cognition.
ethics. politics. history or being. depending on the case. arc in play when one
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phrase is linked onto another. To refute the prejudice anchored in the reader by
centuries of humanism and of~human sciences~ that there is -man. ~ that there is
~Janguagc. - that the former makes usc of the latter for his own ends. and that if
he docs not succeed in attaining these ends. it is for want of good cOnlrol over
language ~by means~ of a ~belter~ language. To defend and illustrate philosophy
in its ditrerend with its two adversaries: on its outside. the genre ofeconomic dis·
course (exchange. capital): on its inside. the genre of academic discourse (mas­
tery). By showing that the linking of one phrase onto another is problematic and
that this problem is the problem of politics. to set up a philosophical politics apart
from the politics of ~intellectuals- and of politicians. To bear witness to the
differend.

Context

The -linguistic lurn~ of Western philosophy (Heidegger's later works. the
penetration of Anglo-American philosophies into European thought. the develop­
ment of language technologies); and correlatively. the decline of universalist dis­
courses (the metaphysical doctrines of modem times: narratives of progress. of
socialism. of abundance. of knowledge). TIle weariness with regard to ""theory.­
and the miserable slackening that goes along with it (new this. new that. post-this.
post-that. etc.). The time has come to philosophize.

Pretexi

The two thoughts which beckon 10 the A.: the Kant of the third Cril;qu~ and the
historical-political texts (the -fourth Critique~): the Wittgenstein of the Philo­
soph;callm'~sl;gal;ons and the posthumous writings. In the context imagined by
the A.• they are epilogues to modernity and prologues to an honorable postmoder­
nity_ They draw up lhe aflidavit ascertaining the decline of universalist doctrines
(Leibnizian or RusseIJian metaphysics). They question the terms in which these
doctrines thought they could seule differends (reality. subject. community. final­
ity). They question them more rigorously than docs Husserl's -rigorous science. ~
which proceeds by eidetic variation and transcendental evidencc. the ultimate ex­
pedient of Cartesian modernity. At the opposite pole, Kant says that there is no
such thing as intellectual intuition, and Wittgcnstein that the signification of a
teml is its use. The free examination of phrases leads to the (critical) dissociation
of their regimens (the separalion of the faculties and their conftict in Kant: the
disentanglement of language games in Wittgenslein). They lay the ground for the
thought of dispersion (diaspora. writes Kant) which. according to the A.. shapes
our context. Their legacy ought to be relieved today of its cumbersome debt to
anthropomorphism (the notion of~use" in both. an anthropomorphism that is tran­
scendental in Kant. empirical in Wingenstcin).
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Mode

The book's mode is philosophic, reflective. The A.'s only rule here is to examine
cases of differend and to find the rules for the heterogeneous genres of discourse
that bring about these cases. Unlike a theoretician, he docs not presuppose the
rules of his own discourse, but only that this discourse too must obey rules. The
mode of the book is philosophical. and not theoretical (or anything else) to the
extent that its stakes are in discovering its rules rather than in supposing their
knowledge as a principle. In this very way, it denies itself the possibility of set­
tling, on the basis of its own rules. the differends it examines (contrary to the
speculative genre. for instance, or the analytic). The mode is that of a metalan­
guage in the linguist's sense (phrases are its object) but not in the logician's sense
(it docs not constitute the grammar of an object-language).

Genre

In the sense of poetics, the genre is that of Observations. Remarks, Thoughts.
and Notes which are relative to an object: in other words. a discontinuous form
of the Essay. A notebook of sketches? The reftections are arranged in a series of
numbers and grouped into sections. The series is interrupted on occasion by No­
tices. which are reading notes for philosophical texts. but the whole is to be read
in sequence.

St}"le

The A. 's naive ideal is to attain a zero degree style and for the reader to have the
thought in hand. as it were. There sometimes ensues a tone of wisdom, a senten­
tious one. which should be disregarded. The book's tempo is not that of "our
time." A little out of date? The A. explains himself at the end about the time of
"our time."

Reader

A philosophical one. thaI is, anybody on the condition that he or she agrees not
to be done with "language" and not to "gain time.- Nevertheless. the present read­
ing dossier will allow the reader, if the fancy grabs him or her, 10 "talk about the
book" without having read it. (For the NOIices. a lillIe more professional a reader.)

Author

Announced the prosent renections in thc -Pricre de dcsinscrer" of Rudiments
parens (1977) IPagan Ru(/ill/emsl and in the Inlroduction to n,l' Po.wm(x/erll Con-
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ditioll (1979). Wcre he not afraid ofbcing tedious, he would confess that he had
begun this work right after the publication of Ecotlomie libidinale (1974). Or for
thaI matter ... These reflections could not in the end have seen the light ofday
without an agreement reached between the University of Paris VIII (Vincennes
in Saint-Denis) and the C. N. R. S. , and without the obliging help of Maurice
Caveing and Simone Debout-Oleszkiewicz. researchers at the C. N. R. S. The
A.. if not the reader, thanks them for this.

Address

So. in the next century there will be no more books. It takes too long to read.
when success comes from gaining time. What will be called a book will be a
printed object whose "message" (its information content) and name and title will
first have been broadcast by the media, a film, a newspaper interview, a television
program. and a cassette recording. It will be an object from whose sales the pub­
lisher (who will also have produced the film, the interview. the program. etc.)
will obtain a cenain profit margin. because people will think that they must "have"
it (and therefore buy it) so as not to be taken for idiots or to break (my goodness)
the social bond! 11le book will be distributed at a premium, yielding a financial
profit for the publisher and a symbolic one for the reader. This particular book.
along with others. belongs to the last of last year's line lfin de siriel. Despite every
effort to make his thought communicable, the A. knows that he has failed. that
this is tOO voluminous, too long, and too difficult. 1lle promoters have hidden
away. Or more exactly. his timidity kept him from "contacting" them. Contented
enough that one publisher (condemned also by this very act) has agreed to publish
this pile of phrases.

Philosophers have never had instituted addressees, which is nothing new. The
reflection's destination is also an object of reflection. The last of last year's line
has been around a long time. So has solitude. Still there is something new: the
relation 10 time (I am tempted to wrile the "use of time") thaI reigns today in the
"public space. ~ Reflection is nOl thrust aside today because it is dangerous or up­
setting. but simply because it is a waste of time. It is -good for nothing." it is not
good for gaining time. For success is gaining time. A book, for example. is a suc­
cess if its first printing is rapidly sold out. This finality is the finality of the eco­
nomic genre. Philosophy has been able to publish its reflections under Ihe guise
of many genres (artistic, political. theological. scientific, anthropological), at the
price, of course, of misunderstandings and gr'~e wrongs. but still ...
-whereas economic calculation seems fmal to it. e differen~ d~s not. bear
upon the content of the reflection. 11 concerns (an tampers WIth) Its ultullate
presuppositions. Reflection requires thaI you watch out for occurrences, thaI you
don't already know what's happening. It leaves open the question: Is if Iwpp('"illg?
IArril'e-f-il?11t tries to keep up with the now Imaimenir Ie mailltemmt] (to use
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a belabored word). In the economic genre, the rule is that what happens can hap­
pen only if it has already been paid back. and therefore has already happened.
Exchange presupposes that the cession is canceled in advance by a counter­
cession, the circulation of the book being canceled by its sales. And the sooner
this is done, the better the book is.

In writing this book, the A. had the feeling that his sole addressee was the Is
it happening? It is to it that the phrases which happen call forth. And, of course.
he will never know whether or not the phrases happen to arrive at their destina~

tion, and by hYlX'thesis, he must not know it. He knows only that this ignorance
is the ultimate resistance t at the event can 0plX'se 10 the accountable or countable
lcomprable) use of time.

The Differend: Phrases In Dispute



The Ditferend

I. You arc informed Ihal human beings endowed with language were placed
in a siluation such thai none of them is now able to lell aboul it. Most of them
disappeared then. and the survivors rarely speak about it. When mey do speak
aboul il. their testimony bears only upon a minute pan or this situation. How can
you know that the situation itself existed? That it is not the fruit of your infor­
manfs imagination? Either the situation did not exist as such. Or else il did exist.
in which case your informant's testimony is false. either because he or she should
have disappeared. or else because he or she should remain sileO!. orelsc because.
if he or she docs speak. he or she can bear witness only to the particular ex­
perience he had, it remaining 10 be established whether Ihis experience was a
componenl of the situation in question.

2. -I have analyzed thousands of documents. I have tirelessly pursued
specialists and historians with my questions. I have tried in vain 10 find a single
former deportee capable of proving 10 me thai he had really seen. with his own
eyes. a gas ehamber~ (Faurisson in Pierre Vidal-Naquet. 1981: 81). To have
~rcalty seen with his own eyesM a gas chamber would be the condition which gives
one the authority to say that it exists and to persuade the unbeliever. Yet it is still
necessary to prove that the gas chamber was used 10 kill at the time it was seen.
The only acceptable proof that it was used 10 kill is that one died from it. But if
one is dead. one cannot testify that it is on account of the gas chamber. - The
plaintiff complains that he has been fooled about the existence of gas chambers.
fooled that is. about the so-called Final Solution. His argument is: in order for

J
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a place to be identified as a gas chamber. the only eyewitness I will accept would
be a victim of this gas chamber: now. according to my opponenl. there is no vic­
tim that is not dead: OIherwise. this gas chamber would not be what he or she
claims it to be. There is. therefore. no gas chamber.

3. Can you give me. says an editor defending his or her profession. the title
of a work of major importance which would have been rejected by every editor
and which would therefore remain unknown? Most likely. you do noc know any
masterpiece of this kind because. if it does exist. it remains unknown. And if you
think you know one. since it has not been made public. you cannot say that il is
of major imponance. except in your eyes. You do not know of any. therefore.
and the editor is right. - This argument takes the same form as those in the
preceding numbers. Reality is not what is ~given-to this or that -subjccl,- it is
a state ofthe referent (that about which one speaks) which results from the effectu­
ation of establishment procedures defined by a unanimously agreed-upon pnr
tocol. and from the possibility offered to anyone 10 recommence Ihis effectuation
as oflen as he or she wants. The publishing industry would be one of these pro­
tocols. historical inquiry another.

4. Either the Ibanskian· witness is not a communist. or else he is. Ifhe is. he
has no need to to testify that lbanskian society is communist. since he admits that
the communist authorities are the only ones competent to effectuate the establish­
ment procedures for the reality of the communist character of that society. He
defers to them then just as the layperson defers to the biologist or to the as­
tronomer for the affirmation of the existence of a virus or a nebula. If he ceases
to give his agreement to these authorities. he ceases to be a communist. We come
back then to the first case: he is not a communist. This means that he ignores or
wishes to ignore Ihe establishment procedures for the reality of the communist
character of lbanskian society. There is, in this case. no more credit to be ac­
corded his testimony than to that of a human being who says he has communicated
with Martians. "'There is therefore nothing surprising in the fact that the flOOn­
skianl State regards opposition activity in general as a criminal activity on the
same level as robbery. gangsterism. speculation and so on ... It is a non­
political society- (Zinoviev. 1977: 600(601). More exactly. it is a learned State
(Chatelet. 19~1). it knows no reality other than the established one. and it holds
Ihe monopoly on procedures for the eSlablishment of reality.

5. The difference. though. between communism. on the one hand. and a virus
or a nebula. on the other hand. is that there arc mcans to observe the IlIlter-they
arc objects of cognition- while Ihe former is the object of an idea of historical-

·The I~rrn is from Alexander ZillO~ic:v's satirical lIO~cl Th~ Y,I ..."i"X 11,,;,,11/$. SCI in a fictitious
local~_lbansk_ .....hosc name is a dcri~ali\"e o( l~an. lhe sterl:Ql}'pical Russian name.-lr.
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political reason. and this object is not observable (Kant Notice 4 §I). There are
no procedures. defined by a protocol unanimously approved and renewable on
demand. for establishing in general the reality oflhe object of an idea. For exam­
ple. even in physics. there exists no such protocol for establishing the reality of
the universe. because the universe is the object of an idea. As a general rule. an
object which is thought under the category of the whole (or oflhe absolute) is not
an object of cognition (whose reality could be subjected to a protocol. etc.). The
principle affirming the contrary could be called totalitarianism. If the requirement
ofcstablishing the reality ofa phrase's referent according to the protocol of cogni­
tion is extended to any given phrase. especially to those phrases that refer to a
whole. then this requirement is totalitarian in its principle. That's why it is impor·
tant to distinguish between phrase regimens. and this comes down to limiting the
competence of a given tribunal to a given kind of phrase.

6. The plaintiff's conclusion (No.2) should have been that since the only wit­
nesses are the victims. and since there are no victims but dead ones. no place can
be identified as a gas chamber. He should not have said that there are none. but
r.J.ther that his opponent cannot prove that there are any. and that should have been
sufficient to confound the tribunal. It is up to the opponent (the victim) to adduce
the proof of the wrong done to him or her!

7. This is what a wrong Iron! would be: a damage Idonvnagt'J accompanied
by the loss of the means to prove the damage. This is the case if the victim is
deprived of life. or of all his or her liberties. or of the freedom to make his or
her ideas or opinions public. or simply of the right to testify to the damage. or
even more simply if the testifying phrase is itself deprived of authority (Nos.
24-27). In all of these cases. to the privation constituted by the damage there is
added the impossibility of bringing it to the knowledge ofothers. and in particular
to the knowledge ofa tribunal. Should the victim seck to bypass this impossibility
and testify anyway to the wrong done to him or to her. he or she comes up against
the following argumentation: either the damages you complain about never took
place. and your testimony is false: or else they took place. and since you are able
to testify to them. it is not a wrong that has been done to you. but merely a dam­
age. and your tcstimony is still false.

8. Either you arc the victim ofa wrong. or you are not. If you arc not. you
:Ire deceived (or lying) in testifying that you are. If you are. since you can be:lr
witness to this wrong. it is not a wrong. and you are deceived (or lying) in testify­
ing thai you arc the victim of a wrong. Let I) be: you arc the victim of a wrong:
1/01 p: you arc not: Tp: phrase I) is true: Fp: it is false. The argument is: either
p or flO( p: if f1ot-I). then Fp: if p. then I/ot-I). then Fp. The ancients called this
argument a dilemma. It contains the mechanism of the (Iouhle himl as studied by
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the Palo Allo School"'. it is a linchpin of Hegelian dialectical logic (Hegel Notice.

§ 2). This mechanism consists in applying to two contradiclOry propositions, p
and not-po two logical operators: exclusion (either. ., or) and implication

(if. , then). So, at once [(either p or IIot-p) and (ifp, thelll/O/-p)). It's as

if you said both, either il is white, or il i,~ I/O/white: and ifil is white, i/ is /l0/ white.

Protagoras

I. MA story is told of thc timc Protagonls demanded his fee (mist/'os) from Euathlus.
a pupil of his. Euathlus refused to pay, saying, 'But I haven't won a victory yef (oudepa

/liktll Ilellikekii). Pr(){agonls replied, 'But if I win this dispute (igb mbl all Iliktsa). I must
be paid because I've won (oti ego elliktsa). and if you win it I must be paid because you've
won' - (Dicls and Kranz. 1952.80 AI. M: Capizzi, 1955, 158). As is proved by the fre­
quency of its occurrences in various guises (Capizzi: Apuleius. Aulus-Gcllius. Am­
monius, Diogcnes Laertius. Lucian), the fable has a didactic value. It contains sever-,ll
paradoxes (Mackie. 1964: Bumyeat. 1976).

The master and the pupil have concluded a contract: the fonner will be paid only if
the laller has been able to win. thanks to the teaching he receives. atlenst one of the cases
he will plead befo~ the tribunals during the period of said teaching. The alternative is sim­
ple and the jUdgment easy: if Euathlus has won at least once. he pays: if not. he is absolved.
And since he has not won. there is nothing to pay. In its brachylogical conciseness. Pro­
tagoras' reply transforms the alternative into a dilemma. If Euathlus has won at least once.
he must pay. If he never won, he still won at least once, and must pay.

How can it be aflinncd that Euathlus won whcn he always lost? It suflices to include
thc present litigation between him and Protagoras among the scries of litigations to be con­
sidered in order to decide whether he always lost. In every previous litigation, he lost.
Therefore. in the case against Protagoras who maintains that he won one time. he triumphs
by asccrtaining that he never won. But. if he thcreby prevails in a litigation against Pro­
tagoras. he has indeed won at least once.

2. The paradox rests on the faculty a phrase has to take itsclf as its referent. I did 001

win. I say it. and in saying it I win, Protagoras confuses the modus (the declarative prefix:
Euathlus says that) with the dictum. the negative universal that denotes a reality (Euathlus
did not win once). It is in order to prohibit this kind of confusion that Russell introduced
the theory of types: a proposition (here. the \'erdict in the litigation between master and
pupil) that refcrs to a tomlity of propositions (here. the set of prior \'erdicts) cannot be a
part of that totality, Or else, it ceases to be pertincnt with regard 10 ncgation (that is. 10

Ihc principle of non-wntradiction). It is not decidable in terms of its troth value.
The phrase whose rekrcnt is till phrases must not be part of its referent. Other..... ise.

it is -poorly fonned: and it is rejected by the logician. (This is the casc for the Pamdox
of the Liar in the form' lie.) The logician has nothing but scorn for the sophist who ignores

~1lle foremost mcmber of II.'hich was, of COUT$C. Gregory Batc.son. -tr.
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this principle: but the sophist doesn't ignore it, he unveils it (and in laughter, while Iban­
ski:lII po.....er makes one weep) (No.4).

The Russcllian axiom of types is a role for fomling logical phrases (propositions), It
delimits a genre of discourse, logic, in terms of its finality: deciding the truth of a phrase.
Protagoras' argument is not acceptable within logic because it bars coming to a decision.
Is it acceptable within another genre?

3. The totality upon which the argument b\:ars is serial: there are nlitigalions. the M cur_
renC litigation between master and pupil is added to the preceding ones. 11 + I. When Pro­
1:lgoraS takes it into aecount. he makes II = 11 + I. It is true that this synthesis requires
an additional 'act': (11 + I) + I. This act (.'Orrcsponds to Protagoras'judgment, That is why
he phrases his decision using the aoris!j~lliktsa), lhe lense for lhe indetenninate: If you
l\'il1. /lIen lill tht ....illller. The seriality of totality introduces the consideration of time.
.....hich is excluded from the genre of logic. There are. though. logics of time that at least
allow for this aspect of the litigation to be made evident.

From this aspect. Euathlus' atlinnation wouldn't be: NOlie ofmy pltt/s is a lI"illllill8 0111'
(a IICgative universal, which we can designate by /lot·p): but: NOlie o/my pleas lIYU a lI"i/l­

lIi/lg Olle, Expressed in a logic of time (Gardies, 1975), this last phrase could be written:
For (1/1 times prior to 11011', il is true durillg 111m time Ihat Ilot-p, The pinpointing of the
true is axed on the ~oow.- II is thus not ruled out for Protagoras to say: There exisls til

/nJsl 0111' lime (1m/111m lime is /lOll' or Itller, (/lId it is true during IlItII lime 111m p.
Noll' is indeed the same temporal-logical operator, even though in Protagoras' phrase

it is not in the same place in the series as is Euathlus' now. Ifwe situate them in relation
toan arbitrary origin 10 • the latter is called II and Protagoras' now /1. But the arbitrary ori­
gin 10 is precisely what one calls now.

In this respect. Protagoras has done nothing more than use the faculty given him by
the temporal deictic Mnow- for it to be both the origin of tempor-dl series (before and after)
and an element in these series (Schneider, 1980), Aristotle encounters and elaborates the
same problem when he analyzes the dyad before/after in its relation to the now (Arisl(){te
Notice). The paradoxical phrase cannot be eliminated here simply for its poor fonnulation.
The genre of discourse which ought to aceept it is not logic. but Mphysics,- whose referent
is not the phrase. but all moving objects (including phrases). Generalized relativity will
confer upon that phr-dse citizenship rights in the physics of the universe.

E"Phr-Jses form a physical universe if they are grasped as moving objects which form
an lIIfinite series: The phrase referring to this universe is therefore by hypolhesis part of
that universe: it will become pan of it in the following instant. If we call history the series
of phrases considered in this way (physically), then lhe historian's phrase -will become
pan- of the universe to which it refers. The dilliculties raised by historicism and dog­
ll:atism stem from this situation. The former decla~~ that his phr-Jse is pan of its referent.
hIstory; the latter that his phrase is not part of i!.».j

In the solution to the antinomies of pure reason (KRV). Kant writes that the question
of Ihe series resumes in itself all the conflicts that are mised by cosmological Ideas. The
~Iast~ phrase synthesizes the preceding ones. Is it or is it not pan of their set'! Dogmatism
answers no. empiricism yes. Criticism remarks that the series is never given (ge1!e!JeIl).
but only proposed (ml/gegebell), because its synthesis is always deferred. The phrase that
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synthesizes the series (the jlldgment actllally born lIpon the sct of EliathlliS' pleas) is not

pan of the series .....hen it 'alr:es place~ (as an OCCllrrence). but it is inevitably desl:ined to
become pan of the series synthesized by the following phrase. The series formed by the
work!. in panklilar the world ofhllman history. is neither finite or infinite (we can argue
cither one indifferently). but the synthesis of the series. for its sake. is ~indcfinite~ (KRV.
pp. 455-548).

5. Prolagoras' argllment is an alltis'r~pII()t1. It is re\·crsiblc. In thc vcrsm given by
AlIlliS-Gellilis. the displitc between mastcr and pupiltakcs place before a tribunal. It could
be retranscribed as follows: Protagol1lS: If you win (against me). you will have won; if
)·ou lose (against me). even if you say you always lose (against ochers). then you will still
havc ,",'00. The judges are perplcxed. Euathlus; If Ilosc (against you). I will ha\'c lost:
if I win (against you). cven if I say I always lose. then I will still havc lost. The judges
decide to put off their pronouncement until later. The history of lhe world cannot pass a
last judgment. It is made: OUI of judged jlldgments.

9. It is in the nature of a victim not to be able to prove that one has been done
a wrong. A plaintiff is someone who has incurred damages and who disposes of
the means to prove it. Onc becomes a victim if one loses thcse means. One loses
them. for examplc. if the author of thc damages turns out directly or indirectly
to be one's judge. The latter has the authority to reject onc's testimony as false
or the ability to impede its publication. But this is only a particular case. In
general. the plaintiff becomes a victim when no presentation is possible of the
wrong he or she says he or she has suffered. Reciprocally. the ~perfect crimc~

does not consist in killing the victim or the witnesses (that adds new erimes to
the first one and aggravates the difficulty ofeffacing everything). but rather in 0b­
taining the silence of the witnesses. the deafness of the judges. and the incon­
sistency (insanity) of the testimony. You neutralize the addressor. the addressee.
and the sense of the testimony: then everything is as if there were 00 referent (00

damages). If there is nobody to adduce the proof. nobody to admit it. and/or if
the argumem which upholds it is judged to be absurd. then the plaintiff is dis­
missed. the wrong he or she complains of cannot be attested. He or she becomes
a viclim. If he or she persists in invoking this wrong as if it existed. the others
(addressor. addressee. expen commentator on the testimony) will easily be able
to make him or her pass for mad. Doesn't paranoia confuse the As ifil \I'er~ ,h~

ctlse with the it is file ClIU?

10. But aren't the others acting for their part as if this were not the case. when
it is perhaps the case? Why should there be less paranoia in denying the existence
of gas chambers than in allirming it? Becausc. writes Leibniz. Wnothing is simpler
and easier than something-(Leibniz. 1714; § 7). The one who says thcre is some~
thing is the plaintiff. it is up to him or her to bring forth a demonstration. by means
of welt-formed phrases and of procedures for establishing the existence of their
rcferenl. Reality is always the plaintiffs responsibility. For the defense. it is
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sufficient to refute the argumentation and to impugn the proof by a counter­
example. This is the defense's advantage. as recognized by Aristotle (Rhetoric
loWl b 24-25) and by strategists. Likewise. it cannot be said that a hypothesis
is verified. but only that until further notice it has not yet been falsified. The de­
fense is nihilistic. the prosecution pleads for existents I/t!faIltJ. That is why it is
up to the victims of extermination camps to prove that extermination. This is our
way ofthinking that reality is not a given. but an occasion to require that establish­
ment procedures be effectuated in regard to it.

II. The death penalty is suppressed out of nihilism. out of a cognitive con­
sideration for the referent. out of a prejudice in favor of the defense. The odds
that it is not the case are greater than l.he odds that it is. This statistical estimation
belongs to the family of cognitive phrases. The presumed innocence of the ac­
cused. which obligates the prosecution wil.h adducing the proofof the offense. is
the ~humanist~ version of the same playing rule of cognition. - If the rules of
the game arc inverted. if everyone accused is presumed guilty. then the defense
has thc task of establishing innocence while the prosecution has only to refute the
argumentation and to impugn the proofs advanced by the defense. Now. it may
be impossible to establish that the referent ofa phrase docs not have a given prop­
erty. unless we have the right 10 resort 10 a refutation of the phrase in which Ihe
referent does have that property. How can I prove that I am not a drug dealer with­
out asking my accuser to bring forth some proof of it and without refuting that
proot1 How can it be established thai labor power is not a commodity without
refuting the hypothesis that it is? How can you establish what is not without
criticizing what is,? The undetermined cannot be established. It is necessary that
negation be the negation of a determination. - This inversion of the tasks ex­
pected on one side and on the other may suffice to transform the accused into a
victim. if he or she does not ha\'e l.he right to criticize the prosecution. as we see
in political trials. Kafka warned us about this. It is impossible to establish one's
innocence. in and of itself. It is a nothingness.

12. The plaintiff lodges his or her complaint before the tribunal. the accused
argues in such a way as to show the inanity of the accusation. Litigation takes
place. I would like to call a differt'lld Idijferell(fJ the ease where the plaintiff is
divested of the means to argue and becomes for that reason a victim. If the addres~

Mlr. the addressee. and the sense of the testimony are neutralized. everything
takes place as if there were no damages (No.9). A case of differend between two
parties takes place when Ihe ~regulation~ of the conmcrthat opposes them is done
in the idiom Of"one of the parties whilc thc..wrong suffered by l.he ot.b..er is not sig­
nified in that idiom. For example. contracts and agreements between economic
partners do not prevent - on the contrary. they presuppose - that the laborer
or his or her representative has had to and will have to speak of his or her work
as though it were the temporary cession of a commodity. the ~service.- which he
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or she putatively owns. This ~abSlraclion.-as Man calls it (but the tenn is had.
what concreteness does il allege?). is required by the idiom in which the litigation
is regulated ("bourgeois~ social and economic law). In failing to have recourse
to this idiom. the laborer would not exist within its field of reference. he or she
would be a slave. In using it. he or she becomes a plaintiff. Does he or she also
cease for that matter to be a victim?

13. One remains a victim at the same time that one becomes a plaintiff. Does
one have the means to eslablish that one is a victim? No. How can you know then
that one is a victim? What tribunal can pass judgment in this matter? In effect.
the differend is not a mailer for liligation: economic and social law can regulate
the Iiligation between economic and social panners but not Ihe differend between
labor-power and capital. By what well-fonned phrase and by means of what es­
tablishment procedure can Ihe worker affinn before the labor arbitrator that what
one yields to one's boss for so many hours per week in eltchange for a salary is
1I0t a commodity? One is presumed to be the owner of something. One is in the
case of the accused who has to establish a non-existent or at least a non-auribule.
It is easy to refute him or her. It all happens as if what one is could only be ex­
pressed in an idiom othcr than that of social and economic law. In the latter. onc
can only cxpress what one has, and if one has nothing. what one does not have
either will not be expressed or will be expressed in a cenifiable manner as if one
had it. If the laborer evokes his or her essence (labor-power), he or she cannot
be heard by this tribunal. which is not competent. The differend is signaled by
this inability to prove. The one who lodges a complaint is heard. but the one who
is a victim. and who is perhaps the same one. is reduced to silence.

14. 1be survivors rarely speak- (no. I). But isn't there an entire literature of
testimonies ... ? - That's not it. though. NOIto speak is pan of the abilily to
speak. since ability is a possibility and a possibility implies something and its 0p­

posite. P05Sibl~ thaI p and Possib/~ IfuJl nOI-p are equally true. It is in the very
definition of the possible to imply opposites at the same time. Thai the opposite
of speaking is possible does not entail the necessity ofkceping quiet. To be able
not to speak is not the same as not to be able to speak. The latter is a deprivation.
the former a negation. (Aristotle. De Inl~rpretlltiolll' 21 b 12-17; Metaphysics IV
1022 b 22ff.). If the survivors do not speak. is it because they cannot speak. or
because they avail themselves of the possibility of not speaking that is given them
by the ability to speak? Do they keep quiet out of necessity. or freely. as it is said?
Or is the question poorly stated?

15. It would be absurd to suppose that human beings Mendowed with language~

cannot speak in the strict sense. as is the case for stones. Necessit)' would signify
here: the)' do not speak because they are threalened with the worst in the case that
the)' would speak. or when in general a direct or indirect attempt is made against
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their abilit), to speak. Let's suppose that they kcep quiet under threat. A contrary
ability needs to be presupposed if the threat is to have an effect. since this threat
bears upon the h)'polhesis of the opposite case. the one in which the survivors
would speak. But how could a threat work when it is exened upon something
(here. the eventuality that the survivors will speak) which does not currentl), ex­
ist? What is threatened? This is said to be the life. or happiness. etc.• of the one
who would speak. 8U! the one who would speak (an unreal. conditional stale) has
no life. no happiness. elc.• which can be threatened. since one is oneself unreal
or conditional as long as one has not spoken. - if indeed it is that I am never
but the addressor of a current phrase.

16. What is subject to threats is not an identifiable individual. but the ability
to speak or to keep quiet. This ability is threatened with destruction. There arc
IWO means to achieve this: making it impossible to speak. making it impossible
to keep quiet. These two means are compatible: it is made impossible for x to
speak about this (through incarceration. for example): it is made impossible for
him or her to keep quiet about that (through tonure. for example). The ability
is destroyed as an ability: x may speak about this atul keep quiet about that. but
he or she ceases to be able eil1/er to speak or not to speak about this or about that.
The threat nf you were to tell (signify) this. it would be ),our last phrase~ or.
Mlf)'ou were to keep quiet about that. it would be your last silence-) isonl)' a threat
because the ability to speak or not to speak is identified with x's eltistence.

17. The paradox ofthe last phrase (or ofthe last silence). which isalso the para­
dox of the series. should givex not the venigo of what cannot be phrased (which
is also called the fear ofdeath). but rather the irrefutable conviction that phrasing
is endless. For a phrase to be the last one. another one is needed to declare il. and
it is then nol the last one. At the least. the paradox should give x both this venigo
and this conviction. - Never mind that the last phrase is the last one that x says!
- No. it is Ihe laSI one that has x as its direct or Mcurrent- addressor.

18. It should be said that addressor and addressee arc instances, either marked
or unmarked. presented by a phrase. The latter is not a message passing from an
addressor to an addressee both of whom are independent of it ·(Lawler. 1977).
They arp situated in the universe the phrase presents. as arc its referent and its
sense. pes phrase. my phrase. your silcnceM: do we. identifiable individuals. x.
y. speak phrases or make silences. in the sense that we would be their authors?
Or is it that phrases or silences take place (happen. come to pass). presenting
universes in which individualsx. y. you. me arc situated as the addressors of these
phrases or silences? And if lhis is so. at the price of what misunderstanding can
a lhreat exerted against x threaten "hisMor MherMphrase?

19. To sa)' that of can be threatened for what he or she might say or keep quiet
is to presuppose th"t one is free to use language or not and therefore that this free-
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dom to use can be revoked by a threat. This is not false. it is a way of talking
about language. humanity. and their interrelations which obeys the rules of the
family of certain cognitive phrases (the human sciences). The phrase. ~Under

threat. under torture. in conditions of incarceration. in conditions of 'sensory
deprivation.' etc.. the linguistic behavior ofa human being can be dictated to him
or to her:' is a well-formed phrase. and examples can, alas. be presented for
which the scientist can say: here are some cases of it. But the human and linguistic
sciences are like the juries of labor arbitration boards.

20. Just as these juries presuppose that the opponents they are supposed to
judge are in possession of something they exchange. so do the human and linguis­
tic sciences presuppose that the human beings they arc supposed to know are in
possession of something they communicate. And the powers that be (ideological.
political. religious, police. etc. ) presuppose that the human beings they are sup­
posed to guide. or at least control. are in possession of something they communi~

cate. Communication is the exchange of messages. exchange the communication
of goods. The instances of communication like those of exchange arc definable
only in terms of property or propriety I.Propribil: the propriety of infomlation,
analogous to the propriety of uses. Andjust as the flow of uses can be controlled,
so can the l10w of information. As a perverse use is repressed, a dangerous bit
of information is banned. As a need is diverted and a motivation created. an ad­
dressor is led to say something other that what he or she was going to say. The
problem of language, thus posited in terms of communication. leads to that of the
needs and beliefs of interlocutors. The linguist becomes an expert before the com­
munication arbitration board. The essential problem he or she has to regulate is
that of sense as a unit of exchange independent of the needs and beliefs ofinterlo­
cutors. Similarly. for the economist, the problem is that of the value of goods and
services as units independent of the demands and offers of economic partners.

21. Would you say that interlocutors are victims of the science and politics of
language understood as communication to the same extent that the worker is
transformed into a victim through the assimilation of his or her labor-power to
a commodity? Must it be imagined that there exists a ~phrase-power.- analogous
to labor-power. and which cannot find a way to express itselfin the idiom of this
science and this politics? - Whatever this power might be, the parallel must be
broken right away. It can be conceived that work is something other than the ex­
change of a commodity. and an idiom other than that of the labor arbitrator must
be found in order to express it. It can be conceived that language is something
other than the communication of a bit of information. and an idiom other than that
of the human and linguistic sciences is needed in order to express it. This is where
the parallel ends: in the case of language. recourse is made to another family of
phrases; but in the case of work. recourse is not made to another family of work.
recourse is still made to another family of phrases. The same goes for every
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diffcrend buried in litigation. no matter what the subject matter. To give the
differend its due is to institute new addressees. new addressors. new significa­
tions. and new referents in order for the wrong to find an expression and for the
plaintiff to cease being a victim. This requires new rules for Ihe formation and
linking of phrases. No one doubts that language is capable of admilling these new
phrase families or new genres of discourse. Every wrong ought to be able to be
put into phrases. A new competence (or ~prudence~) must be found.

22. The ditrerend is the unstable state and instant of language wherein some­
thing which must be able to be put into phrases cannot yet be. This state includes
silence. which is a negative phrase. but it also calls upon phrases which are in
principle possible. This state is signaled by what one ordinarily calls a feeling:
"One cannot find the words," etc. A lot of searching must be done to find new
rules for forming and linking phrases that are able to express the differend dis­
closed by the feeling, unless one wants this ditrerend to be smothered right away
in a litigation and for the alarm sounded by the feel ing to have been useless. What
is at stake in a literature. in a philosophy, in a politics perhaps. is to bear witness
10 ditrerends by finding idioms for them.

23. In the differend, something ~asks" to be put into phrases. and suffers from
the wrong of not being able to be put into phrases right away. This is when the
human beings who thought they could usc language as an instrument ofcommuni­
ClItion learn through the feeling of pain which accompanies silence (and of plea­
sure which accompanies the invention of a new idiom). that they are summoned
by language. not to augment to their profit the quantity of information com­
municable through existing idioms. but to recognize that what remains to be
phrased exceeds what they can presently phrase, and that they must be allowed
to institute idioms which do not yet exist.

24. It is possible then that the survivors do not speak even though they are not
threatened in their ability to speak should they speak later. The socio-linguist. the
psycho-linguist. the bio-linguist seek the reasons. the passions. the interests. the
context for these silences. Let us first seek their logic. We find that they are substi­
tutes for phrases. They come in the place of phrases during a conversation. during
an interrogation, during a debate. during the talking of a psychoanalytic session.
during a confession. during a critical review. during a metaphysical exposition.
The phrase replaced by silence would be a negative one. Negated by it is at least
one of the four instances that constitute a phrase universe: the addressee. the
referent. the sense. the addressor. The negative phrase that the silence implies
could be formulated respectively: nlis case does /lot filll wilhin your compelem:e.
77lis Cllse does /lot exist. It CllmlOt be signified. It does 1101 jallll'ithin my compe­
lellce. A single silence could be formulated by several of these phrases. - More­
Over, these negative formulalions. which deny the ability of the referent. the ad-
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dressor, the addressee and Ihe sense to be presented in the current idiom, do not
point to the other idiom in which these instances could be presented.

25. It should be said by way of simplification that ~ phrase presents what it
is about. the case, ((/ praglllata, which is its referent; what is signified about the
case, the sense, tier SimI; that to which or addressed to which this is signified
about the case, the addressee; that "through" which or in the name of which this
is signified about the case, the addressor. The disposition of a phrase universe
consists in the situating of these instances in relation to each otherIA phrase may
entail several referents, several senses, several addressees, several addressors.
Each of these four instances may be marked in the phrase or not (Fabbri and
Sbisa, 1980).

26. Silence does not indicate which instance is denied, it signals the denial of
one or more of the instances. The survivors remain silent, and it can be under­
stood 1) that the situation in question (the case) is not the addressee's business (he
or she lacks the competence, or he or she is not worthy of being spoken to about
it. etc.); or 2) that it never took place (this is what Faurisson understands); or 3)
that there is nothing to say about it (the situation is senseless, inexpressible); or
4) that it is not the survivors' business to be talking about it (they are not worthy,
etc.). Or. several of these negations together.

27. The silence of the survivors does not necessarily testify in favor of the non­
existence of gas chambers, as Faurisson believes or pretends to believe. It can
just as well testify against the addressee's authority (we are not answerable to
Faurisson), against the authority of the witness him- or herself (we, the rescued,
do not have the authority to speak about it), finally against language's ability to
signify gas chambers (an inexpressible absurdity). If one wishes to establish the
existence of gas chambers, the four silent negations must be withdrawn: There
were no gas chambers. were there? Yes. there were. - But even if there were,
that cannot be formulated, can it? Yes, it can. - But even if it can be formulated,
there is no one, at least, who has the authority to formulate it, and no one with
the authority to hear it (it is not communicable), is there? Yes, there is.

Gorgias

In its form. the argumentation establishing reality follows the nihilist reasoning of Gor­
gias in all No/-Being: MNothing is; and even if it is. it is unknowable: and even if it is and
is knowable, it cannot be revealed to others~ (Anonymous 979 a (2).

The fmmework of the argumentation (its /luis) rests on the concession granted the op­
ponent. Let's call him x. X says: there is something. - Gorgias: there is nothing at all.
X answers: there is something, and that something is apprehensible. - Gorgias: if there
were something, that something would not be apprehensibk (uk(l/oleplOlI (j/l/llfopO. writes
Sextus. 65). X continues: this something which is and which is apprehensible is able to
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be conveyed to others. -Gorgias: it is not able to be conveyed to others (onexoisw/l hi!­
l;ru. writes Se:l:tus. 83: oistos. the verbal adjective of pl/ero. to carry: for his pan, the
,\nonymous te:l:t says: Meven if they (realities] were knowable. how. he says. could some­
one make them manifest to another?M).

It is a matter of logical retreat (concession), as in - what Freud calls - the Mpieee of
wphistryM about the kettle. The plaintiff' x declares that he lent to the accused (Gorgias)
In undamaged keule which was returned to him with a hole in it. The dialectical argumen­
lation is: .r: borrowed. - Gorgias: not borroWed. x: borrowed undamaged. - Gorgias:
borrowed with a hole in it already. x: borrowed undamaged and returned with a hole in
it. - Gorgias: returned undamaged (Freud, 1905: 62). Even if there is a reality (bor­
To .....ed). it is not predicable (undamaged/with a hole in it): and if it is, the case correspond­
ing to the attribute cannot be shown (returned with a hole in it/returned undamaged). The
logical retreat, absurd when it is isolated from the course of the prosecution's argumenta­
lion. unveils the rules for the family of cognitive phrases: determination of the referent
(kellie borrowed or not), attribution ofa predicate to the subject of the utterance (borrowed
with :l hole in it or not). display of a case which proves conclusively (returned with a hole
in it or not). Note that. in this trial, Gorgias pleads for the defense.

Barbara Cassin has shown that he is MdefendingMthe thesis of Pannenides. He tries to
make an argument for it instead of sticking to its divine revelation by the goddess. and
he thereby ruins the thesis: -It is possible (Ollk eSII) neither to be nor not to be.- This is
his conclusion. and here is how it is reasoned: MFor if Not-Being is Not-Being [which is
what Pannenides writes], just as much as the existent. then the non-e:l:istent would be: in
fact, the non-existent is non-existent as the e:l:istent is existent. such that actual things (10

pragmll/a) are, no more than they are notM(979 a 25ff.). He adds: MBut then if Not-Being
is, its opposite, Being, is not. In fact, if Not-Being is. it makes sense that Being is not.
MSo nothing would be, either because Being and Not-Being arc the same thing. or because
they are not. If they are, it is because Being is Not-Being; if they arc not, it is because
Being is not Not-Being, and is only affirmed through a double negation.

Gorgias thus anticipates Hegel's argumentation in the first chapter of the Science 0/
U)gic. What Hegel calls Mbe<:omingMin order to name the Resulrlll immanent to his ar­
gumentation. Gorgias calls Mneither Being nor Not-Being. MHe -ignoresMthe rule of the re­
sult (Hegel Notice) which is the mainspring of speculath'e dialectics. This rule presup­
poses the finality ofa Self (a son of Aristotelian god). who could not hold out against the
Gorgian refutation.

In constructing itself. the logos. the argument, ruins the demonic phrase, the revelation
~~m which Pannenides' poem opens. This argument does not refute that phrase. it turns
II Into a f:nnily of phrases. Ontology, pocsis, is permitled. it is a genre. This genre docs
not have the same rules as the dialectical genre (in the Greek sense). Specifically, the god­
dc~s is not an interlocutor subject 10 the rules of refutation. It suffices for Pannenides to
indicate t.....o paths available to thought. that of Being and that of NOI-Being, for Gorgias
to turn them into a thesis and an antithesis argued by panners in a dialectic from which
the goddess is absent aoo to have Ihem refute each other. The duality of paths is intolerable
tn ontology, it implies contrariness and authorizes a negative dialectic.

The dialectic obeys rules. (Aristotle gave himself the task of establishing them. espc­
l'ially in the Topit's and the Sophislictll RefiullI;ons.) Whatever they may be. and no mailer
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how hard it is to establish them. however, these rules presuppose in themselves a kind of
mewpriociple. BarbarJ Cassin (who calls it arch-<lrigin) disengages it from the anony­
mously reported Treatise by offering an original interpretation of a disputed phrase: Rlf
nothing is therefore. then demonstrations say everylhing without exception (~i nlbl 011I1

omlin. laS (lp()(/~ix~js figdn hapallwf (980 a 9). It is from this simultaneously nihilistic
and logological standpoint that we receive and Sll.ldy the question of reality. Reality is IK)(

bestowed by some goddess at the tip of her index finger. it has to be "demonstrated," that
is, argued and presented as a case, and, once established. it is a state of the referent for
cognitive phrases. This state does IK)( prec.lude that. simply put. Rnothing is.R

Just as for Witlgenstein. color serves Gorgias as a paradigm for the qUCSIion of reality.
Phrases like ~To begin with, he does IK)( say a color but a sayingR(980 b 5). or '"There
is neither a conceiving (dianMS,hat) nor a seeing of color, no more than there is of sound.
there is only hearingM (980 b 6) are to be placed next to MFor looking does IK)( teach us
anything about the concepcs of colonR; or -Imagine a tribe ofcolor-blind people. and there
could easily be one. They would not have the same color concepts as we do. For e"en as­
suming they speak. e. g.. English. and thus have all the English color words. they would
still use them differently than we do and would l~om their use differently. Or if they ha\'e
a foreign language. it would be difficult for us to translate their color words into OUI'5.­

Or; RWe do 00( want to establish a theory of color (neither a ph)'siological one nor a psy­
chological one). but rather the logic of color concepts. And this accomplishes what people
have often unjustly expected of a theory- (Wingeostein. 1950-5 I: I 72. I 13. I 22).

28. To eslablish the reality of a referent. the four silences muS! be refuted.
though in reverse order: there is someone to signify the referent and someone to
understand the phrase that signifies it: the referent can be signified: it exists. The
proof for the reality of gas chambers canncM be adduced if the rules adducing the
proof are not respected. These rules determine the universes of cognitive phrases.
thai is. they assign cenain functions to the instances of referent. addressor. ad­
dressee. and sense. Thus: the addressor presumably seeks to obtain the addres­
scc's agreement concerning the referent's sense: the witness must explain to the
addressee the signification of the expression. gas chamber. When he or she has
nothing to object to the explicative phrase. the addresscc presumably gives his
or her agreement to the addressor: one either accepts or does not accept the signi­
fication. that is. the eltplanation given by the addressor. If one does nol accept
it. one presumably proposes another explanation for the expression. When agree­
ment is achieved. a well-formed expression becomes available. Each one can say:
we agree that a gas chamber is this or that. Only then, Can the existenceofa reality
which might suit as a referent for that expression be Mshown- by means ofa phrase
in the foml: 71/is or ,11m is a ca.fe ofa gas chamber. This phrase fills an ostensive
function. which is also required by the rules of the cognitive genre.

29. But is this really so in the sciences? It seems doubtful (Feyerabend, 1975).
_ The question docs not even need to be answered unless this is not so. for then
the game played with regard to thc phrase in question is not scientific. This is what
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L.llour (1981) aftinns when he says thatlhe game is rhetorical. But to what game
docs this last phrase. in its turn. belong'! This. rather, is what should be answered:
it's up to you to supply the proof that it is not so. but that it is otherwise. And
this will be done according to the minimal rules for adducing a proof (No. 65).
or it will not be done at all. To say that it is not really so in the sciences is to set
.•bout establishing what really happens. and that can be done only according to
thc rules of scientific cognitives. which allow for the reality of a referent to be
established. If the phrase affimling that science is really a rhetoric is sciemific.
wc have one of two things: either this phrase is itself rhctorical because it is scien­
tific. and it can bring fonh the proof neither for the reality of its referent nor for
the truth of its sense. Or else. it is declared scientific because it is not rhetorical.
It is an exception then to what it nonetheless affinns to be universal. and it should
not be said that science is rhetoric. but tbat some science is rhetoric.

30. Why say a -Well-formed expressionMrather than a Mmeaningful phrase:
The former is subject to rules for forming cognitive phrases. in which truth and
falsehood are at stake. In tum. these rules are the object of studies in formal logic.
and. insofar as the phrases bear upon domains of reference. they are the object
of axiomatic studies. With respect to their good forotation. it is 001 pertinent
whcther the phrases obeying these rules are meaningful or n01. in the sense of
their meaning in ordinary language. Transcribed into ordinary language. they
may appear absurd. Conversely. phrases from ordinary language may appear
-meaningful M in that language and be poorly formed or at least equivocal with re­
spect to the rules for cognitive phrases. X calls up his friend Y whom he hasn't
seen for a long time and says to him: I can co",~ by your piau (Nos. 137, 139.
140). In a critical situation. a highly placed bureaucrat orders his subordinates
to Disobe}'. The first phrase is equivocal. the second poorly formed. but both arc
accepted as meaningful by their addressees. Similarly. the phrase Tht! garbage
{,ail is full does not induce for the logician or the scholar the nonetheless common
rCSponse: Okay, I7l iN righllhere (Fabbri. c. 1980). Thc ~restrictions-placed on
phrases acceptable in the sciences arc necessary in order for the verification or
falsification of these phrases to be effective: they detemlinc effectible procedures
whose rciterable effectuation authorizes the consensus between addressor and ad­
dressee.

31. These arc not really -restrictions. MOn the contrary. the more you specify
rules for the validation of phrases. the more you can distinguish different ones.
<mJ conceive other idioms. The ballgame is not the same if the rule states that
the ball must never touch the ground, or that it lllay touch the ground once only
per return for each player. or only once per team for a serve. or once per team
for a return. ctc. It is as'if the conditions of sense were changing. Vidal-Naquel
quotes Lucien Febvre quoting Cyrano de Bergerac: MWe mUSI nOl believe every­
lhing about a man. because a man can say everything. We must believe only what
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is human about himR(1981: 93). The historian asks: MWhat is human? What im­
possible? The question we must answer is: Do these words still have a meaningT
Shouldn't we believe the inhumanity reported by the lestimonies of Auschwitz?
- J"/lIInllUl means incompatible with an Idea of humanity. This sense is pertinent
for the ethical. the juridical. the political. and the historical families of phrases.
where this Idea is necessarily at stake. In cognitive phrases. human predicates an
event which relates to the human species. and for which cases can be shown. The
victims. the executioners. and the witnesses at Auschwitz enter into the class of
human beings: the messages we receive from them are meaningful and offer mate­
rial for verification. even if they are incompatible with any Idea of humanity.
Voyager U's messages about Saturn can almost be said to be inhuman in the sec­
ond sense. because most humans understand nothing in them and could not vouch
for them. but they are human at least in !he first sense to (he extem that they would
not take place were they not required by the Idea of a humanity progressing in
its knowledge.

32. Even if the verification procedures are specified as they should be. how
does the addressor know that the addressee correctly understands what he or she
wants to say. and that. like the addressor. the addressee desires that the truth
about which they speak be established? - The addressor presupposes it. He or
she believes that it is so. He or she also believes that the addressee believes the
same thing about the addressor. Etc. - Here you are in the act of doing -human
sciences.-ofprobing the meanings (w}jfloir-dir~). the desires. the beliefs that you
presuPI»SC to be the property of these emities. human beings. You presuppose
by the same token that they use language for certain ends. Psychology. sociology.
pragmatics. and a cenain philosophy of language have in common this presuppo­
sition of an instrumental relation between thoughts and language. This relation
follows a technological model: thought has ends. language offers means to
thought. How can the addressee discern the addressor's ends from the means of
language pul to work in the message? For questions of language. the pertinence
of the ideas of Homo. of Homo faber. of will. and of good will. which belong
to other realms. appears not to raise any doubts!

33. It rcmains that. if Faurisson is -in bad faith. RVidal-Naquct cannot con·
vince him that the phrase 71'ere were gas-clllllllbers is true. The historian bitterly
notes that. in an analogous fashion. -there arc still anti-Dreyfusards- (1981: 93).
Consensus may be missing even in a case. such as that of the falsehoods fabricated
by Colonel Henry*. whose reality has been established as much as the procedures
for establishing reality will permit. Thus bad will. or bad faith. or a blind belief

-The llulhor uf II phony documenl injurious 10 Dreyfus'sease wrincn aflerlhe iniliallrial and designctl
as pan of a CO"cr-up b)' lhe French mi1ilary 10 pre"enl a re-()pcning or the invcsligalion. Subsequenl
10 the re"elalion of Ihe documenl\ irlaulhcnlicily. Henry ~'Qmmillcd ~uieidl:.-Ir.

Tim DIFFI;Il.I;NI) 0 19

(the ideology of the League for the French Fatherland*) can prevent truth from
manifesting itself and justice from being donc. - No. What you are calling bad
will. ctc .. is thc name that you give to the fact that thc opponent docs not have
a stake in establishing rcality. that he docs not accept the rules for forming and
validating cognitives. that his goal is not to convince. The historian need not
strivc to convince Faurisson if Faurisson is ·playingManother genre of discourse.
one in which conviction. or. the obtainmcnt of a consensus over a defined reality.
is not at stake. Should the historian persist along this path. he will end up in the
position of victim.

34. But how can you know that the opponent is in bad faith as long as you ha­
ven-t tried to convince him or her and as long as he or she has not shown through
his or her conduct a searn for scientific. cognitive rules? - One Mplays the gameR
permitted by these rules: and the addressee's rejoinder shows that he or she docs
nol observe them. - But. what if the opponent strives to hide that he or she does
not observe the rules of cognition. and aclS as if he or she were observing them?
I would need to know his or her intentions. . . . - Either way. it comes down
to the same thing: the phrases. whose addressor he or she is. satisfy or do not

satisfy the rules. 1llCy cannot be equivocal on this score. since equivocalness is
what the rules exclude. - But yoo can simulate that they satisfy the rules. that
they are univocal: you can invent convicting evidence. In the Dreyfus case. the
French high command did not hesitate. - Of course. but it is up to the defense
to refute the argument. to object to the wilneS5. to reject the proof. as much as
needed and up until the accusation is withdrawn. Then you11 see that the accuser
was playing another game. - Undoubtedly. but is it not possible to evade the
differend by anticipating it? - This seems to be impossible. What would distin·
guish such an anticipation from a prejudice. whether favorable or unfavorable.
bearing upon the person of your opponent. or upon his or her way of phrasing?
Now. prejudging is excluded by the rules of scientific cognitives. - But what
about (hose who establish these rules. aren't Ihey prejudging their competence to
establish them? How, indeed. could they not prejudge it as long as the rules have
not been established and as long as they therefore lack the criteria by which 10

distinguish competencc?

Plato

I. Slrong and weak.
MdcluS. says Socmtcs. has just broughl a charge against me before Ihe Iribunal. For

•An e~treme righI-wing orgllni1.3lion. many of ....·hose members ....·ere notorious rur lheir anI;·
Scnlllism. cgregiously supporll\'e of lhe verdiel againSl Dreyfus-e"en aftcr the proof (If his inoo­
<'CllCc had become manifesl-in order 10 prolI'C1 the "sa,1K1ily" lind R aulhorily" of France's mililary.
JUdIcial and polilieal in$lilulions.-lr.
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a long time. though. rumors have preceded him and I fear them even more: I woult! have
made suspicious investigations into what is below the eanh and in heaven: I would know
how to turn the weaker argument into the stronger argument: I would teach to disbelieve
in the gods (Apolog)' 18 b. 19 b-<:. 23 d). These are. in effect, the principal counL~of indict­
ment leveled against SocrJtes, twenty.five years earlier. by Aristophanes in the Clouds,
The comedian also anacked the sexual inversion of the Socratics.

The trial takes aim at an inversion in the way of speaking, an impious genre of dis­
course. It is to Protagoras and to Corn that Aristotle imputes the an of turning the weaker
argument into the stronger (Rhnoric II 24: 1402 a 23); it is to Protagoras that Eusebius,
Sextus, Oiogenes L...aenius, Philostratus, Hesychius. PlalO. and Cicero (OK 80 84. A12,
AI. A2. A3, A23) auribute the dedara60n that for lack of time and demonstrable proof.
it cannac be known whether the gods exist or nac. nor what they are if they do exist. Oi·
ogenes. PhilostralUs. and Eusebius also repon that Athens had Procagorns' books seized
and burned. and Sextus adds that he fled to escape prosecution for impiety (OK 80 AI,
A2. A4, A12). Except for the flight. the names of Socrales and of Protagoras are mutually
substitutable under the inculpating charge of some logical reversal.

Solving the question of impiety is one of the stakes of the Platonic opus. It is a matter
ofconfirming the decline ofthe onwlogw, and ofdefining the rules for the new fogoJogos.
The phrase that comes down to us from Parmenides is the one he heard from a divine
mouth, As a genre of discourse. ontology presupposes this obscure illumination: what it
phrases, Being, is also whal is phrased through its mouth: the referent is also the addressor.
~Being and thinking are the same.~ The ontological phrase is atxwe all a recth'ed phrase.
and the thinker of Being is an addressee. a witness. Thereupon. the metor and lhe sophist
call the witness to the Sland and ask that he exhibit his proofs. He doesn't have any: either
because there is no referent at all. or because it is not apprehensible. or finally because
it is not communicable. What Gorgias says aboul Being and Not-Being. Protagoras says
about the gods. The fonner and the lauer have become referents. instances to be estab­
lished. It is on this account that the new discourse is declared impious: it does not in\'oke
reVelation. it requires refutation ("falsification1 with a view to establishing the referent's
reality. Impiety resides in the addressor and addressee instances having charge of the ar­
gumentation. The word logos changes meaning. It is no longer speak· .....elcome. it is
speak-argue.

For Plato. it is a question of establishing argumentative rules prohibiting the weaker
argument from winning over the stronger. with all the accompanying effects of persuasion
(of enchantment. of go;/e;1I IMellut'mls 234 c-235 al). These effects are described in
Ml'llc.umls with regard 10 the genre of funeral oration, under the cover of a pastiche
(Loraull. 1974: 172-211: 1981: 267-332). Socrates pinpoinls the displacements of in­
stances operalcd by funeral oration. The logos t'pituplrios. a kind of epideictic genre, has
as its instiluted addres~r an orator proposed by the Council. as its addressee the Assembly
of citi1.cns. as its referent the citizens dead in combm for the fatherland. Its instituted sense
is pruise for the lalter, Its elt"ect on the addressee is a ~chann~ (the hearer believes himself
transported to the Islands of the Blessed).

To this fecling there corresponds a sequcllCe of displacements of names on inSl:lllCes:
death in combat is a ~beautiful death~: a beautiful death implies a ~fine~ life; Athenian life
is fine: the Athenian living Ihis life is fine: you are fine. The situations of the names upon
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the instances in Ihe manifest universe presented by the epitaphios are: I. the orator. am
tcJ1ing you (the Assembly) thatlhose dead in the field of honor are fine. In the copresented
(latent) universe. the situations are as follows: I am telling you that you are fine. Or even.
b) taking note of the final prosopopeia (where the dead heroes begin to speak) through his
(the orator's) mediation. we (the dead heroes) are telling us (the living citizens) that we
(the living and the dead) are fine. The addressee in the first uni\'erse also occupies the place
of referent in the second. The referent of the first universe also becomes the addressor in

the second (Nos. 156. 160).
It is not expected of the Assembly that it should take the floor. that it should debate,

nor e\'cn that it should judge, The epideietic is not diale<1ics. nor is it even forensic or
ddiberalh'e rhetoric: it leans rather toward poetics. It is a matter of arousing in the ad­
dressee not phrases but those quasi-phrases. which are silent feelings. If phrases took
place. they would sooner or later remove the equivocation from the pathos and dissipate
lhe charm. (It can be observed here thai cenain phnlSC families - the poetic ones - are
Slaked upon the addressee's silence as the signal offeeling.) The silence of pathos, the ver­
tigo described by Socrates. proceeds from the ubKiuity of the situations of names upon in­
S1ances: the addressee hears what is said aboul him as ifhe were not there. thus simultane­
ously alive as addressee and dead as referent. immonal. (This ubiquity could be called the
fulfillment of desire, but that appellation is metaphysicaL)

This group of paralogical operations is in the P1atonic lexicon called milobofi. mimi­
sis. {NithiJ. It presupposes in the addressee a passibility, a potht'io, an ability to be affected,
a metamorphic ability (whose symbol is the cloud): in the addressor is presupposed a dis­
simulation. an occultation. the apocrypl (it's not me, it's the gods or the heroes who are
phrased through my mouth: prosopopoeia oflhe dead, prosopopoeia of the Pannenidian
_l.

2. Impiety.
How does this group of operations relate to impiety? First of all. the gods are taken

for addressees. ~No man who believes in gods as the law would have him belie\'e can of
his own free will do unhallo.....ed deed or let slip lawless discourse. If a man acts thus. it
is because he is the victim of an affe<1ion (pusmon). of which there are three kinds. Either.
as I say, he does not believe, or again. he believes that they are. but are heedless of man­
kind. or laSlly, that they are lightly to be won over by the cajoling of offerings and pra)'ers~

(UIM'S X 885 b). Three impieties. Either the gods are not addressees for our phrases. or,
if they are, they do not answer them, and are not interlocutors: or else. if they answer
lhem. they are subject to corruption and passion. and are not just. Thus: they are nOl: if
the)' are. they are mute: if they speak. they say what they are made to say. Transcribed
into the second person. the one indicating the addressee instance. that is to say. addressed
to the gods. the impious phrases can respectively be formulated thus: you do not ellist:
you do not speak; you say what I make you say. In all of the cases. you arc less strong
lhan I. who exists. speaks. and says what I want to say. Intpicty consists in this reversul
Uflhe relation of forces. The gods arc traditionally called ~the strongest ones~ (krei"(J/J/~s).

in panicular by Aristophancs and Plato (Ot's PJrlce,f I, 299-3(0).
One can still be impious. no longer by speaking to the gods, but by speaking about

thern. They are then in the situation of referent in phrases exchanged between mcn. This
i\ the case for many traditional narratives. the //1/1llwi: the gods would be the causes of
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evil as well as of good. and they would metamorphose themselves (they would therefore
lie). two symptoms of feebleness accredited by the mytJlOpoietes and also by the logolwioi.
that is. by the iXlCts and by the rhetors and sophists (RflJl/blic 11.376 cIT.). The canonical
phrase for these genres of discourse is: [ tell you that they are as feeble as you and me.
That is why these makers of phrases are kept out of the ideal city (Repllblic) and con­
demned to the worst in the real city (Ulli's).

Finally. impiety could consist in betraying the veracity of the gods. They are situated
here as the addressor of phrases. The impiety is in making them say: We lie. we deceive
you, we say this even though it is thaI. Here. the Platonic critique (Republic III. 392 c-398
b) mainly attacks the procedure which consists in making the gods speak rather than anack­
ing what they are made to say. the le.ri.f rather than the logos. The procedure is mimetic:
by Situating the god in the addressor instance. the addressor MproperlyM called. who is in
principle the narrator. is occulted. Theater is the pure case of mimetic iXlCtics: the author
docs not appear on stage. he remains hidden. aiXlCryphal. The dithyramb. on the contrary.
is a direct writing. which conserves the traces of the "authentic- addressor. Homeric epic
mixes mimesis with diegesis (fbit/.).

In principle. mimesis must be rejected. It creates a second nature. it favors impropriety
by multiplying disguises and metabolai (Republic IU. 395 d. 397 b). It·s still okay for the
carpenter to be to the bed as the god is to the idea of the bed. That's the dual. miserable.
but ontological organization of appearance and existence. But when the painter adds the
image of the bed to this. we have a pitiful artefact that does no more than double the onto­
logical misery by doubling the most infiml and the most sensible existent.

Still. Socrates uses this same artefact in Repl/blic VIII. Having to explain that the sun
is to objects as the good is to ideas. he doubles the analogy by an analogue of the most
mimetic sort: as fire. he says, placed at the entrance to a cave is to the fabricated objects
whose shadows it projects. Socrates draws on the following accommodation: one ought
to forbid mimesis but one cannot. In fact. things themselves are not grasped. only their
images. If things were grasped. there would be no need to phrase. Or else. if we didn't
phrase. there would be no need to mime. Phrasing takes place in the lack of being of that
about which there is a phrase. Language is the sign that one docs not know the being of
the existent. When one knows it. one is the existent. and that's silence (Lel/U VII. 342
a-d). One can thus only compromise with mimesis.

The simulacrum is deceitful as idol (eidolon): but. taken as eikos (verisimilar). it is also
a signpost on the path to the true. to the "propcr- (PlIal'llnlS 261 IT.). The similar must
be regulated. There needs to be good Qpoi. good print keys that give appropriate simulacra
(eoikota) (RI'I'lIbli(" II. 377 e-379 a). A sign that imitation is necessary. language carne to
us through the stories that nurses and mOlhers told us when we were small (fbit/.• 377b).
How can you avoid it? You can merely improve the imprint. The canonical phrase of Pla­
tonic poetics would be in sum: I deceive you the least possible.

3. Dialogue.
It is within this problematics of the loss or decline of the referent's reality that rules

are instituted. which are proper to allow a consensus betwccn panners concerning a phrase
that identifies its referent as it should. A new species of discourse is needed in the very
hcan of the dialeclical genre. The quest for consensus is nOlthe regulating ideal of cristics.
which aims to win at any co~t. nor of sophistics, which is a venal eristics. nor even of
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peiras1ics. or the dialectic of experimentation. which seeks 10 test out opinions (Aristotle.
S"phi.~tiltll Rejultl/iO/rs 2. 8. II). The rules for forming and linking phrases and the adduc­
ing of proofs are far from established and far from being the object of a consensus even
for those who seek the true through discussion. Discussion is often interrupted by a tllt/ts
/lot fi,ir. The establishment of these rules likewise forms the object of the Topit·s. of the
So!,hisliI"tll Rl'jW(l/iolls. and of the Rhl'toric.

To Polus Socratesobjccts (Gorgias471 e-472 b. 474 a IT.. 475 d-476 a) that the debate
thcy are having is not of the genre of forensic or political rhetoric. but of ditilegestlllli.
We are not before the tribunal. MI am no politician.~ The lawyer and the tribune think they
can sway the decision by calling many witnesses to the stand. -This genre of refutation.­
states Socrates. Mis wonhless toward discovering the truth._The only testimony that mat­
ters to him is that of his opponent. Polus. For Polus and he to come to an agreement
(homofogia) concerning a phrase is the Olark of the true. The requirement must be recipro­
cal: Socrates' agreement is all that Polus oughtlo wish. The third pany. the witness. turns
out therefore to be impugned: the only acceptable testimony about the referent is that of
those who. in disputing over the referent. pass all of the testimony about it through the
sieve of refutation.

In the Repl/blic (I. 348 a-b). Socrates proposes to eliminate the other kind of third pany
who intervenes on the counroom floor and in the assembly. namely the judge. He
describes the antilogical genre to Thrasymachus: one argument is set up against another.
each pcrson replies in turn. it is then necessary to count up and evaluate the arguments.
and a judge is therefore needed to decide between (diakriIlOn) them. But. "if we examine
things together with a view toward bringing us to an agreement !tlllomologoumelloi. which
also means: even if not in agreement]. then we shall be ourselves both judges and pleaders
[rhi'toresl.-

This double rejection (or double condensation) frees dialogue from rhetorics and di­
alectics that are not axed upon the identification of the referent. An institution takes shape.
reIlIO\'ed from public places. In its heart. the stakes are not that of vanquishing but of com·
ing to an agreement. The tlgelll between phrases is the rule of deliberative politics (Nos.
210-215) and of political life. But inside the Academy. the rule is. as far as it can be
jUdged. analogous f'Jther to the rule observed by the lIl(llhbllatikoi. those initiated into
Orphic and Pythagorian circles. right down to demonic revelation (Detienne. 1%3). To
the polilikoi. the mathemes are taught without any elaboration.

The difference in the relalion to knowledge between the esoteric seminar and the exo­
teric exposition cuts across the dilTerence between the oral dialogue and the book. The
Wrillen signifies the dealh of dialogue: it is not its own addressor and cannot defend itself
unaided (Phaedms 275 d); it canoot choose its readers as the man of dialogue chooses his
panners (275 e): through the use of written signs it calls upon a formal and mechanical
I1lncrnotechnics and not as voice docs upon the active anamnesia ofcontents (275 a); learn­
ing through writing occurs in a simulated (shon) time. like the growth of plams in those
anilicial gardens named after Adonis. while insemination through living speech requires
the time of dialogue. which is long and slow. perhaps interminable (276 b-277 a).

That pan of the wrillen that is mourning governs politics: if laws need to be wrillen.
it is as one writes medical ordonnances. in order to be able to govern oneself in the absence
of the one who knows. the doctor. the -kingly man~ who is the living legislator (StmeSJIIlIII
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293 11.-295 c). The disappointed Pythagorean carries out his ontological and political
mourning: it is necessary to write, to govern through the wrinen. to teach through the writ­
ten, to concede to imitation (,he terrible thing about writing is its resemblance to paint­
ing,WPhtudrus 275 d). and to grant institutional status to that addressee unwonhy of dia­
logue who is called the pclilikos. the reader. As a counterpoint to oral dialogical phrases,
there will need 10 be written pedagogical ones.

4. Selection
Not just anybody can be allowed to panicipate in the living dialogue. -Socrates- comes

up against this obstacle of the panner: what if he is an idiot. or is in bad faith? It is never
doubl:ed that the final homologia can take place. it is the object of an idea, of an end that
does not need to be realized in order to stay an end. Rather. it has a need not to be realized,
whkh is perhaps \'Ihy the time of the living dialogue is infinite. What is required. though.
by the institution of the dialogue is at1east an agreement between the panners concerning
the Slakes. that is concerning the quest for an agreement. Alexander AphrodisiellSis calls
koinologia the consensus on method: if the theses are to be identical at the eDd, it is lhen
necessary that the idioms atleasl of the two panics and the use they make oflhem be com­
mon right from the SW1. Imagine a candidale for the dialogue who 'l!ould be a bumpkin.
or a fool. or a trickster. He would ha\'e to be diminated. Socrates asks the Stranger from
Elea according 10 what procedure he intends to argue, whether by long discourses or by
queslions and answers. The Stranger: wWhen the other pany 10 the conversatton is tracta­
ble ll'u~"iQS from ~tlia, bit) and gives no trouble. to address him is the easier course: other­
wise. to speak by oneselr (Sophisl 217 c-d). For instance. one can dialogue with lhe
friends of forms. they are belter -domesticated- (lamed. himiroura.) (Ibid., 246 c) than
the materialists who red~ e\'erylhing to the body. The lalter \IIl'oukll\ave 10 be Mcivilizedw

(nOmimourotl) before they could be admitted 10 dialogue. But in fact (l'rg6). there is no
question of this. One will act as if (/og6) lhey were civilized: one speaks in their place,
one reinterprets (aphl'nnitltui) their theses (246 d). one makes them presentable for di­
alogue.

In fact. it is 001 just a question of eliminating a few, infinn brutes who claim to dia­
logue, but also of anracling and of taming those recalcitranl ones who don't wanl 10 dia­
logue. The simulated dialogue serves to lure them in. The materialist does not enter upon
the scene of the dialogue. but he is represented in it. Good mimesis is to engage in imitating
lhe koinologia. /Qg6 evidently. even if it does 001 exist ugl). The procedure is described
with care by the Athenian in the Laws (X. 892 d If.). Suppose. he says to Clinias and
Megitlus. before engaging a debate about the priority of the soul to the body, suppose we
have to cross a river with a strong current. I am more athletic and experienced than you.
Let me try to cross and see if it is passable for you. If it is DOl. the risk will be for me
alone. Isn'tthat reasonable? "Well it is even so with the waters ofdiscourse which confront
us now; the current is strong. and the passage perhaps too much for your strenglh.wyou
ure not used to answering questions. you will lose your footing. MI propose that I should
llel in this same fashion now: I will first put eenain questions to myself while you listen
in safety. and then once more give the answers to them myself. This plan will be followed
throughout the argumentW(lbill.). And in passing straight to the act: "If put to the proof.
then. on such a SUbject. the safest course. I take it. is to meet the following questions with
the following answers letc.1'! - Of course. I shall reply, some arc lete.I. MThere ensues
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a simulated dialogue (893 b-894 b) which ends with: MPerhaps. my friends. we have now

letc.IT
Who are these friends? The interlocutors simulated by the Athenian in his one-voice

dialogue. or his WrealW interlocutors. Megillus of Sparta and Clinias the Crew? In any
case. Clinias goes ahead and links onto the -my friends. wwhether fictil'e or "real.wwith
:I question. He has thus crossed the torrent. The poetician calls this tum a metalepsis
(Genette. 1972: 234). a change in the le\'el ofone's take on lhe referent. AriSlOl.le examines
lhe use of the lrons/alio dispurmionis which is a metalepsis (Topics II. III b 31). but the
take whose change he describes is exerted upon the argument. not upon the panners. What
Genette has to say and the eumplcs that he cites gh'e a differenl impon to melalepsis: it
is the crossing of a -shifiing but sacred frontler belwccn two worlds. the world in which
one tells. the world of which one tells- (236). He points out some cases. innocent in Balzac
or Proust. more audacious in Sierne. DideTOl. Pirandello. and Gene!.

He sees the archelype of metalepsis in the preamble 10 the Thl'lll'll'rus. Euclides reports
to Ttrpsion a debate belween lbeaeletus, Theodorus, aDd Socrates, reponed to him by
Socralcs himself. In order, though, to a\'oid the tedious repetilion of narrative markings
such as hl' $(lid. hl' QIISM'tnd, I mid. Of h~ IJgrud, Euclides. who wrote down the con\'er­
sation from memory. suppressed such formulas from lhe book. Terpsion and we. Euclides'
readers. therefore read Socrales' dialogue with Theaetetus and Theodorus as if he (Terp­
sion) and we were listening 10 them with no intermediary informant. This is a case of per+
feet mimesis: recognizable by lhe writer's effacemenl. by Euclides' apocryptism. The
Athenian in the Lows retained al leaslthe marks of the simulation in his monologued dia­
logue. Now. the wriler Plato similarly effaces himself from the dialogues we read (and
attribute to him). He thereby violates, to all appearances. the poetic legislation decreed
by Socrates in the R~public, and runs lhe risk. by his fonn if 001 by his thesis, of being
accused of impiely.

Ho.....ever. the preambles 10 most of the dialogues bear upon the marks of the stageset­
ting: of says to Y that he encounlered ~ who told him that . . . The most imponanl shifts
in bel (Genette. 1972: 227tr.) vary here: one shift in level for the Lows: (Plato) -- the
Athenian and his interlocutors; lwoshifts in the R~publjc: (P1aIO) - (Socrates) -- Socrates
aoo his interlocutors: four levels in the Th~al'rl'tus: (Plato) - Euclides. Terpsion - Eu­
elides. Socrates - Socrales. Theodorus, Theaetetus (in writing). Moreover. the varialions
in person and diSlance (Genette. 1972: 243, 161) should be examined in theproimia. The
proliferation of levels increases the addressee's (the reader's) distance from the referent.
Thus. in our passage from the lAws. Clinias and MegilJus are sent out from Ihe stage into
the pit. where they listen to the Athenian's fictive dialogue wilh himself. As readers of lhe
dialogues written by -Plato," we undergo the same fate. Pushed back into the distance by
lhe stagescuing operations. our idenlification with the panners in the dialogue seems
llelayed.

These operators of narrative distanciation play, wilhin Platonic poetics. a role analo­
gouS to the exclusions that sirike Ihe third pany in the "SocraticMdialogue. We readers can
he neither more nor less admiued to the wrinen dialogue than the Cretan and the Spanan
arc 10 the simulated dialogue. Like them. we are too feeble or. like the materialists. we
MC vulgar and recalcitrant. We are incapable of coming to an agreement concerning the
rules of the dialogue. whose principal rule is that the agreement concerning the referent
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ought to be obtained for ourselves by ourselves. We believe in the decision of the third
pany in mailers of reality. We think that success in the eyes of the third pany is the sign
of the true:. We believe in agonistics. We allow the lesser argument 10 prevail. under the
right conditions.

S. Metalepsis
There is a differend. therefore. concerning lhe means of establishing reality between

the panisans of agonistics and the panisans of dialogue. How can this differend be regu­
lateeJ'? Through dialogue. say the latter; through the aglm. say the fonner. To stick to this.
the differend would only perpetuate itself. becoming a son of met.a-differend. a differend
about the way to regulate the differend about lhe way to establish reality. On this score.
the principle of agonistics. far from being eliminated. still prevails. It is in order to defuse
the threat of this recurrence that MPlato· stages the metalepsis of the panner. which is per­
haps the kernel of pedagogy.

The paradox of this staging is the following. By its principle. dialogue eliminates re­
COUnt to a third pany for establishing the reality of the debate's refertnl. II rtquires the
panners' consensus about the criterion for!his reality. !his criterion being a consensus over
a single ph~ regarding !his realily. The elimination o(third panies lakes place upon a
scene which is already that of dialogue. But this scene calls upon third panies. those who
are in the audience. the spectators. who are the same as those who have been eliminated
(rom the scene of diaJogue. They are dedica1ed 10 agonistics. that is. to three-way games.
the trnditklnaJ rtletorics. dialectics. and poetics (in panicular theatrical poetics). Placed in
the position o( third pany in relation to the scene of dialogue. they are led to witness Of"

to judge whether a given reply. episode. or sequence is or is not dialogical. If this is so.
however. then dialogue remains a !hree-way game. and poetical and rhetorical agonistics
remain its principle. Over and abo\'e Thrasymachus' head. "Socrates~ has in view an au­
dience altending the conversation. a public of readers who will d«ide who is the stronger.
It is necessary then that at the very moment they !hink they're intervening as a third pany.
they cease 10 be third panies. or spectators. witnesses and judges of the dialogues. and
talte their place as panners in the dialogue. Metalepsis constitutes this change of take on
the debate. By accomplishing it. they are no longer the addressees of the staged dialogue.
they become the addressees o(MSocrates~ orof the Athenian al the nanks ofThrasymachus
or Clinias. just as we. readen initially. become the addressees o( MPlaloMdialoguing.
N~ we admit a dynamics of dialogue which would absorb dilferends !hrough

metalepses and which would lead. if rlOlto a consensus concerning the referents. then at
least to a common language? It would have to be admitted on that account then that the
One is stronger than the multiple. that consensus is SOtlght and won in the midst of dissen­
sions. No proof can be adduced for phrases having a value of priociplc such as these. It
is thus never cenain nor even probable that panners in a deoote. even lhose taken as wil·
ness to a dialogue. conven themselves into panners in dialogue. It is cenain only that this
is a genre of discourse different from tr.lditional dialectics. It simultaneously institutes and
seeks to institute the rules for what we call scientific cognition.

35. But the one who stands as witness, the addressor of the phrase 711ere is
this. the accuser in short. isn't he or she at least subject to criteria of competence.
of morality (ethos in Aristotle). of sincerity or of truthfulness which allow it to
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be decided if the testimonial is or is not admissible? - Vidal-Naquet questions
his own authority to testify in favor of the reality of gas chambers. He feels him­
self wavering between two motives: to preserve memory from oblivion. to carry
out revenge. The first motive subjects the witness only to the rules of scientific
cognitives: to establish the facts of the human past. The second is different. The
historian finds its archctype in this phrase from Chateaubriand: Min the silence of
3bjcction. when the only sounds to be heard are the chains of the slave and the
mice of the infonncr: whcn evcrything trembles before the tyrant and it is as dan­
gerous to incur his favor as to deservc his disfavor. this is when the historian ap­
pears. charged with avcnging the peoplc

M
(1981: 94). Such was. he says, for a

long time his conception of the historian's task. But now. '"the war is over.Mthe
trdgedy has become secularized. "'the people.Min any case the Jewish people. are
no longer divested o(the means to make themselves heard and to obtain repara­
tions. They have ceased to be victims. We would be in case 4 (Nos. 26 and 27)
where silence is imposed because the witness lacks the authority to testify or in
case 2 where there is no referent, here no victim. for whom to bear witness. The
historian would be le(t then only with the authority of knowledge, his task would
be -de-sublimated~ (White. 1982: 126).

36. "There are no more victims~ (No. 35). Now. to say that the Jews are no
longer victims is one thing. but to say that there are no more victims at all is an­
other. A universal cannot be concluded from a particular. Whence the phrase:
Thur arr no morr licrims (which is tautological with the phrase: There are no
more diffcrends) is not a cognitive phrase and can neither be verified nor refuted

by means proper for establishing and validating cognitives. For example. the
referent lobor.powu is thc object ofa concept. but to speak like Kant. it does not

give rise to an imuition nor consequently to controversy and to a verdict before
the tribunal of knowledge. Its concept is an Idea (Kant Notice 3: §2 and 3). Here
is another example: a Maninican is a French citizen: he or she can bring a com­
plaint against whatever impinges upon his or her rights as a Frcnch citizcn. But
the wrong he or she deems to suffer from the (act o( being a French citizen is not
a matter for litigation under French taw. II might be under private or public inter·
national law. but for that to be the case it would be necessary that the Martinican
were no longer a French citizen. But he or she is. Consequently. the assertion
3ccording to which he or she suffers a wrong on account of his or her citizenship
is not verifiable by ex.plicit and effective procedures. These are examples of situa­
tions presented in the phrase universes of Ideas (in the Kantian sense): the Idea
of nation. the Idea of the creation of value. These situations are not the referents
of knowledge phrases. There exist no procedures instituted to establish or refUle
their reality in the cognitive sense. That is why they give risc to differends. The
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formulation of these differends is paradoxical. at least in regard to the rules for
the family of cognitive phrases. .

37. Let us admit your hypothesis. that the wrong comes from the damages not
being expressed in the language common to the tribunal and the other party. and
that this gives birth to a differend. But how can you judge that there is a differend
when. according to this hypothesis, the referent of the victim's phrase is not the
object of a cognition properly tenned. How can you (No. I) even affirm that such
a situation exists? Because there are witnesses to it? But why do you grant cre·
dence to their testimony when they canno!. by hypothesis. establish the reality
of what they affinn? Either the differend has an established reality for its object
and it is not a differend but a litigation. or. if the object has no established reality.
the differend has no object. and there is simply no differend. - So speaks positiv­
ism. II confuses reality and referent. Now. in many phrase families, the referent
is not at all presented as real: O~ralJ Ih~ hilltops/ Is p~au. - 2 X 2 "" 4, Gn out,
Al thai tim~. h~ took th~ pOlh IOward .. • Thats \'~ry beautiful. This does not

prevent these phrases from taking place. (But is 10 tak~ piau the same thing as
to be ream (No. 131.)

38. Some feel more grief over damages inflicted upon an animal than over
those inflicted upon a human. This is because the animal is deprived of the possi­
bility of bearing witness according to the human rules for establishing damages.
and as a consequence. every damage is like a wrong and tums it into a victim ipso
facto. - But. if it does nOl at all have the means to bear witness. then there are
not even damages. or at least you cannot establish them. - What you are saying
defines exactly what I mean by a wrong: you are placing the defender of the ani·
mal before a dilemma (No.8). That is why the animal isa paradigm of the victim.

39. But if phrases belonging to different regimens or genres. such as those of
cognition and those of the Idea. encounter each other to the point of giving rise
to differends. then they must have certain properties in common and their ~en­

counter~ must take place within a single universe. otherwise there would be no
encounter at all! - The universe you are thinking of would be a universe prior
to the phrases and where they would encounter each other; but it is your phrase
that presents it. It presents it as being there before all phrases. That is the paradox
that in general signals reality as that which is. even when there is no validatable
testimony through cognitive procedures (Nos. 37. 47). - No, I am not saying
that this universe is reality, but only that it is the condition for the encounter of
phrases. and lherefore the condition for differends. - The condition of the en­
counter is not this universe. but the phrase in which you prescnt it. It is a transcen­
dental and not an empirical condition. Regarding this universe. it can just as easily

·The opening linc: of Gocllk"S famoos sllon poem Vb", /lll~" Gip!,I" iSI Ruh,. -lr.
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be said that it is the effect of the encounter as its condition (the two expressions
arc equivalent). Similarly, the linguist's phrase is the transcendental condition of
lhe language to which it refers. This does not prevent language from being the
empirical condition of the linguist's phrase. Transcendental and empirical are
termS which do no more than indicate two different phrase families: the critical
(criticizing) philosophical phrase and the cognitive phrase, Finally: phrases from
heterogeneous regimens or genres ~encounter" each other in proper names, in
worlds determined by networks of names (Nos. 80. 81. 60),

40. Why these encounters between phrases of heterogeneous regimen?
Dilfcrends are born, you say, from these encounters, Can't these contacts be
avoided? - That's impossible. contact is necessary. First of all, it is necessary
10 link onto a phrase that happens (be it by a silence, which is a phrase), there
is no possibility of not linking onto it. Second, to link is necessa . how to link
is contingent. 'J'!!ere are man w~ onto I can com~ by Jour place
(Nos. 137.139, 140). - ut some are pqtine.nt....and-olhersim:onsistcpt. Elimi­
nale the latter, and you escape the differend. - Let's agree to this, but how can
you know that some are pertinent? By trying out many ways of linking, including
the inconsistent ones. - But there exist enresofdiscourse(Nos. 147.179, 180)
which fix rules of linka e. and it suffices to observe them to avoid differends.
- Genres ofdiscourse detennine stakes, they submit phrases from different regi­
me!!s 10 a single finality: the queslion. the example, the argument. the narration,
lhe exclamation are in forensic rhetoric the heterogeneous means of persuading.
It does not follow that differends between phrases should be eliminated. Taking
anyone of these phrases. another genre of discourse can inscribe it into another
finality. Genres of discourse do nothing more than shift the differend from the
level of regimens to that of ends. - But because several linkages are possible does
that necessarily imply that there is a differend between them? - Yes it does. be·
cause only one of them can happen (be Mactualizedj at a time (Nos. 184. 186).

41. It is necessary to link. but the mode of linkage is never necessary. It is
suitable or unsuitable. I cun COnte by Jour place? HoII' is the dollar? Or: It's a
crisis ofOI'ercapiraliZ/ltiorl. -Did JOu brush Jour teeth? Or: Help! Help! -For
whom? -Or: either p orq; ifp, 111m not-q. -Did )'ou knOll'thar she hadarri\'ed?
-Or: Close Ihe door! - YOIl are Jwyillg to close tile door. These unsuitabilities
<lrc so many damages inflicted upon the first phrasc by the second. Would you
~y that these damages become wrongs from the fact that the first phrase cannol
link on with a view toward its validation? -It is not even that. Validation is a
gcnre ofdiscourse. not a phrase regimen. No phrase is able to be validated from
inside its own regimen: a descriptive is validated cognit1VC1y on y by recourse 10
an oSlensive (Ami hereis lite case). A prescriptive is validtlled juridically or polit­
ically by a normative (11 is a norm that .. , ), ethically by a feeling (tied to
lhc YOII oughr to). etc.
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42. '"The victim's vengeance alone gives the authority to bear witnessM(No. 35).
- The word authority is equivocal. The victim does not have the legal means to
bear witness to the wrong done to him or her. If he or she or his or her defender
sees Mjustice done,Mthis can only be in spite of the law. The law reserves the author­
ity to establish the crime. to pronounce the verdict and todetermine the punishment
before the tribunal which has heard the two panies expressing themselves in the
same language. that of the law. The justice which the viclim calls upon against the
justice of the tribunal cannot be uttered in the genre of juridical or forensic dis­
course. But this is the genre in which the law is uttered. The authority that ven­
geance may give ought not then to be called a right oflaw. The plea is a demand
for the reparation ofdamages. addressed to a third pany (the judge) by the plaintiff
(addressor). The avenger is a justice-maker. the request (the cry) is addressed to
him or her (the addressee) as to a judge. It is not transferable to a third party. even
for its execution (idiolect), its legitimacy allows for no discussion. it is not mea­
sured distributively because its referent, the wrong. is not cognizable.

43. All the same. vengeance authorizes itself on account of the plea's having
no outcome. Since one is not able to obtain reparation. one cries out for venge­
ance. -This is still psychology or socio-psychology. In any case. it is 10 accept
unquestioningly that a teleological principle regulates the passage from one genre
of discourse (the cognitive) to another (lhe phrase of the Idea). But what proof
do we have that there is a principle of compensation between genres of discourse?
Can it be said lhat since I don't succeed in demonstrating this. then it is .necessary
that I be able to tell it? To begin wilh. the referent is not the same when the phrase
referring to it is not from the same family. The damages are ~OI the wrong. the
property to be demonstrated is not the event to be told. and I understand this even
in the case when they bear the same name. Moreover. why must this referent
necessarily be the object of a Msecond- phrase? The only necessity is to link onto
it. nothing more. Inside a genre of discourse, the linkings obey rules that deter·
mine the stakes and the ends. But between one genre and another. no such rules
arc known. nor a generalized end. A classical example is that of the linking of
a prescriptive onto a cognitive: simply because a referent is established as real
it does not follow that one ought to say or do something in regard to it (Obligation
Section). Conversely. on the basis of one prescriptive. several sorts of phrases
are possible. MWe say: 'The order orders this -' and do it; but also: 'The order
orders this: I am to .... We translate it at one time into a proposition. at an­
other into a dcmonstration. and at another into actionM(Wiugenstein. Ph U: §
459). Or into an cvaluation: the officer cries AI'wlti! and leaps up out of the
trench: moved. thc soldiers cry Bram! but don't budge.

44. Vengeancc has no legitimate authority, it shakes thc authority of the
tribunals. it calls upon idioms. upon phrase families. upon genres of discourse
(any which one) that do not. in any case. havc a say in the matter. It asks for the
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revision of competenees or for the institution of new tribunals. It disavows the
authority of any lribunal of phrases that would present itself as their uniquc. su­
preme tribunal. It is wrong tocall Mrights of man- that which vengeance calls upon
against the law. Man is surely not the name that suits this instance of appeal. nor
right the name of the authority which this instance avails itselfof(No. 42). Righi!
ofl11e orht'r is not much bener. Authority ofthe infinite perhaps. or of tht' herer­
ogel/rolls. were it not so eloquent.

45. One defers to the ~tribunal of history.~ Hegel invokes the 'lribunal of the
world. - These can only be symbols. like lhe last judgment. In what genre of dis­
course. in what phrase family would the supreme tribunal be able to render its
judgment upon the pretensions to validity of all phrases. given that these preten­
sions differ according to lhe families and genres to which lhey are attached? A
convenient answer is found in lhe use of citation (metalanguage). which makes
all phrases pass under the single regimen ofcognitives. Instead oflheorder: OfHn
Iht'door. the tribunal has for its cognizance lhe descriptive: !l ~-as ordued lhal
Iht' door be ofHned; instead of lhe question: Is this lipstick? lhe tribunal has for
its cognizance lhe descriptive: It was asked if this is lipstick. Instead of the
descriptive: The wall is white. the tribunal has for its cognizance the descriptive:
It ~"Os declared that Ihe wall is whilt'. After which. the question asked by the tribu­
nal is: Has it effectively been asked if lhis is lipstick, effectively been declared
that the wall is white? EJfectil'ely signifies: does lhe cited phrase (order, question.
description) well present the traits we say it does (was it indeed an order. etc. ?)?
Did it indeed take place (was it indeed the case?)? Now. lhese two questions are
pertinent when it is a matter of validating a cognitive phrase (like: This wall is
white). But can we validate an order like: SlOP singing. or an appraisal like: Whm
U beuuliflll aria! by means of these questions? Rather. lhe validation of the order
would seem to be for lhe addressee to stop singing. and the validation of the ap­
praisal for the addressee to panake in the addressor's emotion (No. 149).

46. Citation submits the phrase (Q an autonymic transfonnation. The phrase
was: Open the door. When cited. it becomes: nit! lopen the doorl. It is said that
it loses its charactcr as a current phrase (phrase actllt'lle). But what is Mcurrentr
It is more conceivable if we say: when one waits after an order for the effectuation
of what it prescribes (rather than for a commentary or an appraisal), onc can say
that it is -current. MAnd the autonymic transformation of the order consists. first
of all. in not expecting its effectuation. The soldiers autonymized the Ammi! of
the licutenant who drew them to the attack when they linked onto it by shouting
Brm'o! So much so that the currentness of a phrase would depend upon the follow­
ing phrasc's mode of linkage. nil' meeting is adjollmed is a current or actual per­
formative only if the following phrases not only cease to rcfcr to the meeting's
agenda but also cease to situate their addressors and addressees primarily in terms
of the question of that referent's sense.



The Referent, The Name

47. How can the reality of the referent be subordinated to the effectuation of
verification procedures. or even 10 the instructions that allow anyone who so
wishes to effectuate lhose procedures? This inverts the idea of reality we spon­
taneously have: we think something is real when it exists. even if there is no one
10 verify thai it exists; for example, we say thai the table is real if it is always
there. even if there are no witnesses 10 the place it occupies. -Or again: imagine
a relay race. Reality would be that object called the "balon~ (tlmoin) that the relay
runners lransmitlO each other. The runners do not make this objcct exist by sheer
force of running. Likewise. interlocutors do not make whallhey discuss in argu­
ment real. Existence is nOI concluded. The ontological argument is false. Nothing
can be said about reality that does nol presuppose it.

48. The refutation of this common idea of reality (No. 47) is idemical in form
to the dilemma presented in No, 8, The annihilation of the reality of gas chambers
confomls to the annihilation of the referent's reality during verification proce·
dures. The historian Vidal·Naquet calls Faurisson a -paper EichmannM: the 1at­
ter's Mattempt at extermination on paper runs relay for the actual exterminationM

(1981: 81). This is because there is no reality except as testified on Mpaper.M Cle·
ment Rosset would add that this is through a double ofthc reality (Rosset. 1976),
Vidal·Naquct notes that the -revisionistsM (of the Final Solution) use a Mnon_
ontological

M
proof in their inquiry into the question of the gas chambers. But in

this. at least. thcy arc like you or me when we have to refute a thesis about reality.
This is what the West has done since Parmenides and Gorgias.

32
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49. -I was there. I can talk about it. MThis same principle governs Faurisson's
argument: MID have really seen, with his own eyes" (No, 2). The eyewitness's en·
tire authority proceeds from what one historian calls Dmopsy (Hanog. 1980:
271-316). To Faurisson, it can be answered that no one can see one's own death.
Tocvery realism. it can be answered that no one can sec Mreality" properly called.
That would be to suppose that reality has a proper name. and a proper name is
not seen (Kripke, 1980: 44). Naming is not showing. Jean says to Jacques: / as­
Sllr~ JOu that Louis was there. Jacques asks where. Jean tells him: Well, at th~

concert / was telling )'OU about! 11 can be supposed that Jacques is able to name
the concen hall in question. But w"ere in the concert hall. and on which day?
Jean must situate the where and the when of what he is talking about within a sys·
tern of cross·refcrences which is independent of the space·time presented by his
first phrase, if he wants the reality of Louis's presence to be admined. He says:
/n the back. on th~ righl·hand side. looking toward the stage. and: the Saturday
IN'for~ ChriSlmas. Through recourse to chronological. topographical. toponymic.
and anthroponymie systems. Jean gives Jacques the means to verity the reality
ofthe referent of this phrase. but these names do not imply that Jean himself-was
there.-

50. Deictics relate the instances of the universe presented by the phrase in
which they are placed back to a McurrentW spati<Hemporal origin so named "'I·
herN'IOw.- These deietics are designators of reality. TIley designate their object
as an extra·linguistic permanence. as a Mgiven, ~ Far from constituting a perma·
nence in itself. however, this MoriginMis presented or ro-presented with the uni·
verse of the phrase in which they are marked. It appears and disappears with this
universe, and thus with this phrase (Hegel. 1806: 150-53: Gardics. 1975: 88).
/t~ m), tum = irs the turn (to do something. here unspecified) of whoever is in
the situation ofaddressor (I) when this phrase "takes place.- What did ),ou go im­
agine? = it is asked of whoever is in the situation of addressee (you) when this
phrase "takes place- what unreal sense he or she gave (10 a referent here unspe·
cified) at a time prior to when this phrase "takes place.MThe ~subjectof the utter·
ing~ Isujet de I'blOncialiollJ is the addressor instance in the universe presented by
the Current phrase. This instance may be marked (by a proper name or a pronoun)
(I Sh'eur it 10 you. What do / kllow?-) or left unmarked (The so/wion is incorrect,
Halt!). It suffers the same fate as other instances marked by other deictics.

51, I am explaining to the reader of these lines that here. /lOW. and / refer to
an "origin" which is in the universe presented by the "current" phrase. My reader
understands that the words here. /1011', and / should not be taken according 10 their
"currene dcictic value as in / am explaining. or these lilies. up above. but accord·
Ing to their sense (that is. their usage) as dcictics in general in any given phrase,

'"'Que sais·jeT: MonloigllCS's fortlOUS mOllO ill celebralion of his skepcicism. -If.
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The reader makes a difference between now and nOIll (or the now). When I say
"Now" is self-referemial, ''IIow" is taken as an image of itself. it is taken in terms
of its autonymic value. This is not the case when, in response to the question
When are )'0/1 leavillg?, I answer, Now. In the phrase Wow· is self-referelllial,
1I0W is not self-referential. because it is situated upon the referent instance of the
universe presented by this phrase, it is the "subject of the ullerance" [slljet de
fellollcel. In I am lea~'illg 1I0W, noll' marks the situation of the referent (the act
of my leaving) in relation to the time when the phrase "takes place.-It is not itself
the referent of the phrase as it is in the preceding phrase.

52. When I speak of the "subject of the ullering- in a phrase (No. 51), the ad­
dressor instance of this phrase is placed in the situation of the referent instance
of the current phrase (mine). Each bears the same proper name (if they are
named). The two phrase universes arc not equivalent, however. For example, I
relate that Kant writes of the French Revolution that it aroused the enthusiasm
of its spectators. "Kant" is the "subject of the uttering" in the phrase TI,e French
Remilitioll arol/sed the emhusiasm of its spectators, but he is the referent (or
-subject of the utterance") in the phrase (in which ",- am the "subject of the utter­
ing"): Katlf states tllat Ihe French Rei'oll/tioll (etc.). If Kant were not the subject
of the utterance in "my" phrase (the second one), how could I say that he is the
subject of the uttering in the first? The name he bears is a received one (though
not necessarily from "meW), and it may be that every proper name must be a
received one.

53. The conversion of a proper name from the position of "subject of the uller­
ing" to that of "subject of the utterance" is equivalent to its displacemenl from the
situation of addressor in the universe of a current phrase p to that of referent in
the universe ofa current phraseq. -Kant'" writes something about the French Revo­
lution in universep, and someone else rIJ writes something about "Kant" in uni­
verse q. This conversion requires at least two phrases, and these seem like they
should be successive. The someone else can bear the same name. For example,
the author of TI,e Conflict with the FacliltyofwlI'signs the phrase about the French
Revolution with the name -Kant.- Phrase (I) is: TIle French Rei'olurion arOl/sed
the elll/lllsia~'m ofpeoples; the signature-phrase (2) is: Kallt stales that tile French
Remlution (etc,). It is observed that the addressor of phrase (2) remains unnamed:
who speaks? It could be "Kant" or someone else, but there needs to be a phrase
(3) to name him (of the type: Kalil (or x) stales Ihm Kalil SUites that the Frenc/I
Revolution (etc.). In any case, what seems important is that at least two phrases
be linked together. such that the second assigns 10 the first an addressor left un­
named in the first and placed in the situation of referent in the second.

54. The displacement undergone by the ~subject of the ullering- when, through
naming, it becomes the subject of the Ullerance, presents no particular obscurity.
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It is II case of the transformation of a current phrase into a cited phrase, such as
Frege studied in relation to sense, but here applied to the addressor (Frege, 1892:
56-78; Descombes, 1977: 175-78). Just as the sense (Sinn) of p becomes the
referent of q, so the addressor of p becomes the referent of q when he is named.
_ Russell wants "concepts" (Frege's Sillne) to be immutable like Platonic ideas,
and thus independent of [heir place in a phrase. He is concerned about the trans­
formation associated with citation which by placing the -concept" of phrase p in
the position of-tenn~ (referent) in phraseq turns it into a detennined "object- and
amputates it from its universal value. He sees in this the threat of Hegelian dialec­
tics (1903: § 49). But for Frege, the sense (Silln) ofa phrase is what it is indepen­
dently of the context and of the interlocutor. The uansformation of phrase (I) into
phrase (2) does not alter the sense of (I); it encases it into the sense of (2) and
modifies its referential value (Bedeutung). The procedures directed toward
validating the phrase by establishing a reality presentable through an ostensive
phrase (of the type: Here is a case of it) no longer apply to the sense of phrase
(I) but to the sense of phrase (2). What needs to be validated is no longer that
the Revolution aroused the enthusiasm of peoples, but that Kant thought that this
was the case. But the sense of (1) remains identical as such, whether Kant did
or did not think il. -The addressor's name also remains identical throughout the
citations (the encasements) and throughout the accompanying transfonnations of
the referent, but for a different reason, There is no question of validating the truth
of a name: a name is not a property attributed to a referent by means ofa descrip­
tion (a cognitive phrase). It is merely an index which, in the case of the anthropo­
nym, for example, designates one and only one human being. The properties at­
tributed 10 the human being designated by this name could be validated, but not
his or her name. The name adds no property to him or her. Even if initially many
names have a signification, they lose it, and they must lose il. A denominative
phrase like 11lis I c{11I x (baptism), or That is called y (uaining) is not a cognitive
phrase. Nor is it an ostensive one (Nos. 62, 63).

Antisthenes

A pupil of Gorgias, a friend and admirer of Socrates, and according to the doxography
a founder of Cynicism along with Diogenes the Dog (Caizzi). Antisthenes maintained two
paradoxes. as reponed by Aristotle. The first ooe bears upon error and contradiction.
Aristotle is seeking to establish rules for dialectics. He calls dialccticalthesis an assenion
Contrary to the opinion (pamdoxos) upheld by somcooe imponant in philosophy, By way
of an example, he gives Antistheoes' thesis: ~that contradiction is impossible~ (Topics 104
b 21). DrJwing up a catalogue of notions in Mewph)'sics V. he examines the notion of
falsehood: "A false phrase (logos) is ooe that refers to non-existent objects. in so far as
it is false. Hence every phrase is false when applied to something other than that of which
it is true, e.g. the phrase that refers toacirde is false when applied to a triangle. In a sense
there is one phrase for each referent, i.e .. the phrase that refers to its 'what its being was'
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Ic.. qu'imit qll"itr~)IAubenque. 1966: 462), but in a sense there are many. since the refer­
ent itself and the referent itseJr modified in a eenain way (with some propenyl are some­
how the same. e,g.• SocrOln and musical Socrafn. The false phrase is not the phrase o(
anything. except in a qualified sense. Hence Antisthenes foolishly claimed that nothing
could be described excepl by its own phrase (oiuio logo). -one phrase to one referent:
from which it (ollowed that there could be no contradiction. and aboutlhat one could 001
be misled~ (A1~toph)'sics 1024 b 27-34).

Plato puts in the mouth o( Euthydemus an argument so similar that C1esippus' panner
has been considered 10 be a double of AntiSihenes, We will see lhat the misunderstanding
(and the scorn) that this argument has c1icited in the doxography right down to the present
stems from the amphibology of the Greek verb legei,,: to say something. or to talk about
something. to name something?

~Do you believe that one can be misled? - Yes indeed. unless I am out of my senses.
- When one talks about the thing (pragma) to which the phrase (logos) refers, or when
one does OOI? - When one tallt!; about it. - And one who talks. talks about the thing which
one tallt!; about, and no other? -Obviously. -And the thing one tallt!; about is a distinct
thing. exiseing apan from othcr things? -Ccnainly. - And one who talks about that thing
tallt!; about something that exists? - Yes. - And one who tallt!; about that which exists and
about things that exist. says the truth. And therefore Dionysodorus. if he tallt!; about things
that exise. says the truth and does 001 mislead you in any way~ (Elllhyd..mus 284 a).

I have decided here to gh'e to Ii ' ..gei" its referential value. "'to talk about 5OfIlCIhing.
to refer to something,~ and to disregard its semantic value, "'to say something, to want to
say.~ Both are possible. Ho.....ever, the version I chose seems to impose itself on account
of Euthydemus' first question. which is unequivocal: ~. . , the thing to which lhe phrase
refers [to pragma plri hou an ho logos t, to which the phrase presumably refers).~

As for the impossibility of contradicting, here is the argument by which Dionysodorus.
who runs relay for Euthydemus, brings his panner to silence: ~When neither of us says
the logos of the thing. how can we be in contradiction? -Ctesippus assented. - But when
J say the logos of the thing. will we then be in contrndiction? I am talking about the thing
Ilego IOpragmo], but you are 001 at all talking about it: how can 001 talking (about it) [ho
mt legoo) contradict talking labout it)r

To clear up the paradox. it is sufficient to understand Ii legein (to talk about something)
here as if it .....ere saying'o name 5OITlCIhing.~ a reading allo.....ed by I~gdn. For everything
one talks about. lhere is a proper denomination. which is also the only proper one. And
convenely. one and only one referent ans.....ers to every denomination. If then. you dis·
agree with someone .....hile thinking you're talking about the same thing, it is because you
and your interlocutor are speaking about t.....o different things. For. if you .....ere talking
about the same thing. you .....ould give it the same name. and would therefore be saying
the same thing about it. The hbr ~ph .h;nos [one for each one] attributed to Antisthenes
by Aristotle should be understood as a name by designate and vice·versa. AJld. if lhere
is no error, it is because there is no Not-Being: the referent of II false phmsc is not a noth·
ingness. it is an object other than the one referred to.

The two sophists of the £mll)'llenrus pass through the breach inscribed in P'oImlenides'
poem between Being arxl saying. a breach already opened wide by Gorgias upon the ~nci­

ther Being nor Not-Being~ of what is talked about (Gorgias Notice). What can be said about
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lhe referent? ~Before-knowing whether what one says or will say about it is true or false:.
It lS necessary to know what one is talking about. But how can it be known which referent
oOC is talking about without allributing propenies to it. that is, without already saying
,..omething about it? Antisthenes. like cenain Mcgarans and like the Stoics later on. asks
.. helher signification precedes or is preceded by designation. 1be thesis of nomination gets
him out of the circle. The referent needs to be fixed: the name, as Kripke says, is a rigid

designator that fixes the referent. ..
Designation is not. norean it be. the adequation of the logos to lhe bemg of the eXistent.

I\nlisthenes has no reason to maintain the thesis that the name is derh'ed from or motivated
by the named, the thesis Plato attributes to Cratylus. although the author Of. the C~ty.lus

t'onfuses the issue as if by pleasurable design (Crat)'llis 429 c - 430 II), ThlS mollvatlon
C3nnot. in truth, be described, unless the essence of the named is already known indepen­
dently of its name. which is an absurdity. This mimetology that Genelle calls an ~cponymy

orthe name- (1976: 11-31) is at the funbcst remove from Antisthenes' nominalism. Nomi­
nation is an active designation. a poidn (Eurh)'demus 284 c) which isolates singularities
in the undetermined -neither Being nor Not-Being- (Gorgias Notice),

The second paradox cited by Ariseotle concerns detennination and proceeds from the
same conccplion of the logos as designator. Aristotle shows that by the tenn howe one
cannot understand merely the bricks, its mailer. without also understanding the final form
of their disposition, which turns them into a shelter. By sticking to the elements. the sub­
stance (OUJ'ia) of the house: is 001 auained. But then. how can the element itself be deter·
mined? 1berefore the difficulty which was raised by the school of Antisthenes and other
such uneducated people has a cenain appropriateness. They stated that the "Wha! it is' Ice
qllt'ct-sfl (to ti eSli orisQslhOl) cannot bedefined (for the definition so called is a long phrase
(makms logos): but of what 'son'lcomnre quoi Ct'SI) a thing, e.g, silver, is they thought
it possible to explain, not saying what it is but that it is like tin. Therefore one kind of sub­
stance (oosia) can be defined and phrased (horon /uti logon), i.e. the composite kirxl.
whether it be the object of sense or of reason: but the primary elements of which this con·
sists cannot be defined, since a definatory phrase (ho logos ho hon'slikos) predicates sonte-­
lhing of something. and one pan of this definition muse play the pan of matter and the other
that of fonn (M~taph)'sics VIII 10,1) b 23-32).

The concession made to the thesis of nomination is considerable despite the sho..... of
scorn: simples are not defined. they are named. II clarifies the sense to be given the oikeios
logos. The latter is not II definition. which is a ~Iong phrase- because it entails at least t.....o
conslituents. subjea and predicate. or mailer and fonn according to Ariseotle. It is a shan
phr.ase:. a phrase with only one place, hence a single word. If it is ~proper,- it is not because
II confonns to the essence of ilS referent (a logically prior problem. as it .....ere), but because
II eXclusively designates a referent ~diffcrent from the others,- as -Euthydemus~ would
\3)', That .....ord. whatever its grammatical nature, thus has the value of a name. 11Ie prob­
lem rolised by Antisthenes. if it is retrolnscribed in Aristotelian tenns, would be the follow­
Ing: (Inc can perhaps say the -what its being was~ of a referent. but this referent would
firM have to be named -before~ any predication is made about it. The simple or the elemen­
tary is oot a component of the object. it is its name and it comes to be situated as referent
in the universe of the definitional phrase. It is a simple - hence prelogical - logic which
by it!>Clf is not peninent with regard to the rules of truth (WiltgertStein. PhU: § 49).
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55, A metaphysical exigency and illusion: names must be proper, an object
in the world must answer without any possible error to its call (appellation) in
language, Otherwise, says Dogmatism, how would true cognition be possible?
Wiugenstein calls "objects~ (1IP: 2. 02) simples that bound together fonn states
of Ihings(2. 01). These are ~configurationsof objects~(2. 0272) which are unsta­
ble, while ~objects" are "'unalterable and subsistent" (2. 0271). In a "picture"
(Bi/d).which is to say at this point, in cognitive language, "elements~ correspond
to these objects (2. 13). 11lese elements are simple signs (3. 201) which. em­
ployed in propositions. are called ~names- (3. 202). The "object~ is the Bedeutung
or referent, in the Fregian sense, of the name (3. 203). Concomitantly. ~in a
proposition a name is the representative Iwnrittl of an object" (3. 22). Objects
can thus only be named (3. 221) without their being known. Between simples and
elements, there are certain kinds of feelers (Fiihler) (2. ISIS). Their fixity allows
for the cognition of what is unstable, the compounds of objects. -Nevertheless,
cognition requires more than the lexical correspondence between the language of
clements and the world of simples. It is further necessary that the rule for the com­
position of elements in language and for that of simples in the world be a "com­
mon" one (2. 17.2. 18). The picture's fonn, its propositional form when the pic­
ture is a logical one, constitutes a kind of standard of measurement (Massrab)
which comes to be laid against (a/lgelegt) reality (2. 1512). II can do this only
if reality is shaped the same way as the piclUre. But how can this conformity or
communality be proved? The fonn of presentation (Fonn der Darstellung) or of
representation (der Abbildung) cannot be presented or represented (2. 173) with­
out presupposing it ~tjtio principiI). Now this presupposition also commands
lexical theory: there is supposed to be a biunivocal ~correspondence" (through
feelers) between names and simple objects. But since the simple is not an object
of cognition, it cannoc be known whether the denomination of a simple object is
true or false.

56. Reality is ~given" in the universe of Jean's first phrase (No. 49). This at
least is what is indicated by the presence of the deictics there and then. The marks,
though. that the referent is ~given" to the addressee ofthe current phrase. the deic­
tics. do not suffice to turn the referent into a reality. Objections can be found in
dreams, hallucinatory deliria. sensory errors. and idiolects in general. Reality has
to be cstablished, and it will be all the beuer established if one has independent
testimonies of it. These testimonies are phrases having the same referent. but not
immediately linked to each other. How can it be known that the referent is the
same? TI,e same signifies at least that it is locatable at the same place among com­
mon and accessible cross-references. This is what the names of chronology. or
topography. of anthroponymy. etc. permit us to do. Once placed in these systems,
the referent loses the marks ofa current -given": there, at Ihat ~'ery moment. The
place and the mOnlent where it was given can become the object of as many vali-
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dations as one would like. 71lere and then cannot be repeated for the same rder-

t but in the lilSt ro'" 011 the right-hand side of PleJe/ hall and Deumber 23,co.
1957 seem able 10 be.

57. -It is not how the speaker thinks he got the reference, but the actual chain
f communication I/~ncharnementl which is relevant" (No. 53). Kripke explains

o . b .
his idea of the "chain": ~a baby is born: his parents call him y a cenam na~.

They talk about him to their friends. Other .poopl: meet hi~. Through van~s

sorts of talk the name is spread from link to hnk as Ifby a cham.... A cenam
passage of communication reaching ultimately to the man himself does reach the
speaker~ (1980: 91-93). What is imponant is that -his parents call him ~y a cer­
tain name. They talk about him to their friends. - The addressor who signs the
name -Kane was formerly the addressee of 'I baptize you Kant' and the referent
of-Kant has grown a lot this week.- The proper name is a designator of reality.
like a deictic: it does not, any more than a deictic, have a signification, it is not.
any more than a deictic, the abridged equivalent of a definite description or of
a bundle of descriptions (Ibid.). It is a pure mark of the designative function. But
unlike deictics, this mark is independent of the "current

M
phrase. In the case of

proper names, the independence of the mark in relation to the current phrase
comes from the fact that it remains invariable from one phrase to the next even
though what it marks is found sometimes in the position ofaddressor, som.etimes
in the position of addressee, sometimes in the position of referent (occasionally
even in the position of grammatical predicate: ~It's a Kann. Its rigidity is this
invariability. The name designates the same thing because it remains the same.
The other "possible universes" (Nos. 18.25) the proper name traverses without
being altered are not merely those in which the descriptions that can be attached
10 it are different: Kam. the author ofthe Critique of Pure Reason: KOfIt. the au­
thor of the Critique of Judgment: Kant, whose d}ing da)'s are recounted by
Thomas de Quilluy ... They are above all those phtase universes in which
the proper name inhabits different situations among the instances: I name )'ou
Kant; Dear brother, I embrace )'ou, signed Kallt; It soullds like Kant; Kant was
thell writing the Observations on the Feelings of the Beautiful and the Sublime.

58. Names transfonn 11011' into a date. here into a place, I, you, he into Jean,
Pierre, Louis. Even silences can refer to gods (Kahn, 1978). Names grouped into
calendars. cartographical systems. genealogies and civil slatutes are indicators of
possible reality. They present their referents. dates. places, and human beings as
givens. A phrase, otherwise deprived of deictic marks, presents Rome instead of
OI·l'r-there. The name Rome acts like a deictic: the referent, the addressor. and
the addressee are situated in relation to an -as-if right hereM [colllme-s; ici]. This
quasi-deictic, because it is a name, remains fixed throughout a sequence of
phrases. This is not the case for a deictic (in a correspondance. the here of phrase
P can be the there of phrase q). Rome is an "image- of nlany here's actualized in
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many phrases (the here Livy talks about . . the here where our friends the
B's live). This fixed image becomes independent when the universe presented by
the phrase in which it ~currently~ has its place is named.

59. The rigidity of nominal designators spreads to their relations. Between the
~as-ifhere~ that is Rome and the ~as-if there~ that is Bologna. another phrase fixes
the gap. in time or in distance. The gap can be ascertained by a ~voyage.~ that
is. by the succession of different place-names leading up to the place here. and
of the different moments leading up to the place of 11011'. The measurement of the
gap cannot be ascertained, however. It also presupposes a fixed designator; a unit
of measure. the foot, the league, the mile. the meter. units of time. This designa­
tor traverses the phrase universes without any possible alteration because it is a
name (Wittgenstein. PhU: § 50; Kripke, 1980: 53-54). We say 71lis is a meter
as we say 71lis is Rome. ~after" which we ask what it is and try to define what
is named. -It may be that the logic of colors should be examined from the aspect
of the referential function of the names ofcolors (Gorgias Notice). These names,
too. are received. They too do not supply any knowledge about what they name.
Is this to say that 71lis is red is more enigmatic than to say This is Rome?

60. Networks ofquasi-deictics formed by names of "objects" and by names of
relations designate ~givens~ and the relations given between those givens, that is
to say, a world. I call it a world because those names, being "rigid,~ each refer
to something even when that something is not there: and because that something
is considered to be the same for all phrases which refer to it by its name; and also
because each of those names is independent of the phrase universes that refer to
it. and in particular of the addressors and addressees presented in those universes
(No. 56). This is not to say that something which has the same name in several
phrases has the same meaning. Different descriptions can be made of it. and the
question of its cognition is opened and not closed by its name. Cognition can lead
one to abandon a name. to replace it by others. to admit or to create new names.
Names are subject to the principle attributed to Antisthenes: one name per refer­
ent. one referent per name. If the description for "Morning Star" is the same as
for ~Evening Star. - a single name is given to their referent (conversely in the case
of homonyms). - But how can one know that there is only one referent when
it is shown in different places and at different times? - Because reality is not es­
tablished by ostension alone. The properties established by descriptions allow one
to explain differences in ostension (the hypothesis of the earth's movement): the
ostensions testify to these properties (this is the case): and finally, if it can be
known that the ostensions themselves are different. it is because the deictics have
been replaced by calendar names. by distances to already named stars. etc ..
which situate what is shown no longer in relation to the "current~ ostensive
phrase. but in relation to a world of names independent of ostensions.
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61. A cognitive phrase is validated thanks to another phrase. an ostensive one
M one which displays. This is formulated as Here's a case ofir. In every phrase,
ofil refers to the cognitive phrase. It is a question of showing a reality that is an
C;(;unple for which the cognitive phrase is true. The ostension should be relieved
of dcictics and should present the referent (the case) in systems independent of
~I.here.now.~ so that the addressee can repeat the ostension thanks to the cross­
references supplied by these systems. The phrase Here is a red flower is trans­
formed into two phrases, a cognitive phrase or definition: ~Red corresponds to
wavelengths in the spectrum from 650 to 750 millimicrons of the radiation emit­
ted by an object~; and an ostensive phrase: "The color of this flower here is a case
of it. HIt is still necessary to relieve the latter of its deictic. Hhere.~ and to substitute
for it a cross-referencing by systems independent of the current phrase (~the

flower observed by y in the botanical laboratory of Institute.\" on April 17. 1961).

62. Once the marks of the self-referential universe (the deictics) have been
eliminated. any given ~red flower" other than the one presented as referent in the
initial phrase can come to occupy the referent instance of the ostensive phrase.
on the condition that it can validate the cognitive phrase defining red. Henceforth,
all flowers whose radiation is emitted between the wavelengths of 650 and 750
millimicrons can serve as examples 10 validate the cognitive phrase. Obviously,
this possibility is never effectuated. since it concerns a totality, that of red
flowers. Reality succumbs to this reversal: it was the given described by the
phrase. it became the archive from which are drawn documents or examples that
validate the description. - The document. though. still entails a cross-referencing
by quasi-deictics: red in a chromonymic catalog. Nor is the descriptive phrase
itself exempt from this. on account of the term millimicron which belongs 10 the
lexicon of metrynymics, it too purely referential. Description cannot free itself
from denomination. reference cannot be reduced to sense (Tarski. 1944: 344).
For denomination 10 have only a referential function is to open description (cogni­
tion) up to the courseofan endless refinement. But what docs it open reality up to?

63. - But docsn't one distinguish easily between a name whose referent is real
and a name whose referent is not? We do not put in the same category Bonaparte
and Jean Valjean, the island of Utopia and Terra America. No one has ever met
Jean Valjean. except for the characters in us Miserabfes (in a system of names
that constitute the ~world~ of that book). no one has ever set foot in Utopia
(Raphael Hythloday forgot to give us the geographical coordinates of the island).
The name ~rigidly~ designates across phrase universes. it is inscribed in networks
of names which allow for the location of realities. but it docs not endow its rcfer­
ent with a reality. If phlogiston and hydrogen arc names. it remains that the sec­
ond has a real referent, but not the first. _ But ~to meet~ Valjean. Hto set foot
in Utopia- arc not tests of reality. Let us recapilUlate. ~This is Caesar~ is not an
OStensive phrase. it is a nominative phrase. Now it "takes plaec~ just as well in
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front of a portrait of Caesar as in front of Caesar (Marin. 1981: 279-84): this is
because to name the referent is not the same as to show its '"prescnce.-To signify
is one thing. to name another. and to show still another.

64. To show that an x is a case of the cognitive phrase x is P is to present x
as real. Because the ostensive phrase presents its rderent as given. it can validate
a description with cognitive pretensions. For something to be given means both
that its referent is there and that it is there even when it is not shown. II would
exist even without its being phrased, -extralinguistically- (Nos. 47. 48). -It is
easy then for an opponent to refute whoever affirms the reality of a rderent by
enclosing him in a dilemma: either the shown referent is merely what is shown.
and it is not necessarily real (it might be an appearance. etc.): or else. it is more
than what is shown. and it is not necessarily real (how can one know that what
is not there is real?). This dilemma is the one that assails all philosophies based
on showing (Descombes. 198Ia). They generally elude the dilemma through reo
course to the testimony of some infallible third party. to whom what is hidden
from the ~current- addressee of the ostensive phrase is supposedly absolutely
(constantly) revealed. There is Iiule difference in this regard between the God of
the Cartesians and the pre-predicative cogito of the phenomenologists. Both
groups admit an entity who is in a state of -cosmic exile- (McDowell in Bou­
veresse. 1980: 896).

65. Real or not. the referent is presented in the universe of a phrase. and it
is therefore situated in relation to some sense. For example. in 1h~door is o~n.
the sense in relation to which the referent is situated is under the regimen of
descriptivcs. (II is important to note that sense is not always presented under this
regimen. and that consequently the referent does not always occupy the place of
subject of the utlerance. A prescriptive. Open the door. presents a sense without
the referent (something like: the door opened by you the next moment) becoming
the object of a description. An exclamative. WIllIt a door! a/ways open!. an inter­
rogative. Did he open the door? a narrative. nu~ door o/Jelled. all present senses
even though their referents arc not signified according to the rules ofdescription).
Whatever the regimen of the previous phrase. the reality of the referent can be
affinncd merely in response to a question bearing upon that phrase. such as.
Which door are you talking about? The typical answer is the ostensive phrase.
This one here. This phrase is not sufficient to validate the previous phrase. The
location of the door must be made possible independent of the current phrase. Re­
course is then made to the system of names: n,e door in Alben's house which
opens IOwl/nJ thl' we.u. With names. stable and common space·times arc in­
troduced. Descriptive: n,e Empire lias a ea/)ilal for its poJitic(IJ eeflfer. Nomina­
tive: This capilaJ i.f calJe(J Rome. Ostensive: Here is ROllle (71,is city I,ere is Ille
case). Another example: Hie Rhodus. hie salta. SaJIa presents the sense under
the regimen of prescription. RhodllS the name. hie marks the ostension. That
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referent is real which is declared to be the same in these three situations: signified.
named. shown. Thus. respectively: in an internment camp. there was mass exter­
mination by chambers full of Zyklon 8; that camp is called Auschwitz; here it
is. A fourth phrase states that the signified referent. the named referent. and the
shOwn referent are the same.

66. The identity of the referents of the three phrases is not established once
and for all. II has to be affirmed -each time.- In fact. it is subject to the deictics
of the ostensive phrase. and these designate what they designate when the phrase
'"takes place.- without anything more. ]his is the case at instant I + I does not
necessarily show the same referent as This is the case at instant I. In order to be
assured. we have recourse to a name: Rome is the case. However. the rigid desig­
nator that the name is refers undoubtedly to a stable referent, but the referent of
the nomination is in itself independent of the showing (Caesar's portrait is Caesar:
a meter is a meter. regardless of the metal ruler) (Kripke. 1980: 54-57). We then
throw ourselves back on the identity of the descriptions applicable to what is
named. We say that Rome is Ihe case at instant t and Rome is the case at instant
t + 1 if in both cases Rome admits the same properties. But, to stick only to the
sense. the referent at I and the referent at t + I can be identified only by means
of a tautological proposition: xt is P = xt+ I is P. How can you know if it is
the same x when different properties are attributed to it as in the phrases x is the
cit)' which is Ihe capitaJ of Europe and x is the cit)' "-here the St!'nate is seated
IsiigeJ (or. to get out of descriplives: Cit)' x mllSt M laid to siege lassiigerJ)11t
can be known only if you presuppose an essence ofx in Aristotle's sense or a n0­

tion ofx in Leibniz's sense. where the definition contains the two predicates. This
essence or this notion of x is stated: x is (P.Q). II presupposes in its tum that x
designates the same referent. whether one attributes P or Q to it. This presupposi­
tion is tied to the naming of x. It is therefore not sense which can supply the iden­
tity of two referents. but the empty "rigidity- of the name. If the name can act
as a linchpin between an ostensive phrase with its deictics and any given phrase
with its sense or senses. it is because it is independent of the current showing and
deprived of sense even though it has the twin capacity of designating and of being
signified. But that it actually acts as a liochpin and endows its referent with a real­
ity. that at least remains contingent. That is why reality is never cenain (its proba­
bility is never equal to I).

67. The reality of this (of what is shown by an ostensive phrase) is necessary.
for example. for the validation of a cognitive phrase whose referent bears the
same name as this. That reality is not a property auributable to the referent an­
~wcring to the name. The ontological argument is false. and that seems to suRice
to forbid one from following the speculative way. which requires an equivalence
bct~'een scnseand reality (Result Section). But neither is the reality of this a posi­
tion (Senung) of the referent. what corresponds in Kant to the presentation (lJar-
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stellung) of a -given
M

to the receptive facuhy (sensibility) in the forms of intuition.

This presentation is not a pure ~reception~of a given by a ~subject~ (Kant Notice

I). It is the family name of ostensive phrases: 11lis aile Ihere. That aile a while

ago (just as prescription is the family name for phrases of command. of prayer.

etc). It resorts to deictic operators. Reality cannot be deduced from sense alone,

no more than it can from ostension alone. It docs not sulfice to conclude that the

two are required together. It must be shown how the ostensive, This is ii, and the

descriptive, It is the cit)' M'hich is Ihe capilaf of the Empire. are articulated into:

This is the ciry which is the capilaf of the Empiu. The name holds the position

of linchpin. Rome is substituted for the deictic (11lis is Rome) and takes the place

of the referent in the descriptive (Rome is tlte city which is the capiwl of/he Em·

pire). It can occupy other instances in phrases of a different regimen (Rome. sale

object ofmy discontent!·. I (Rome) declare you a heretic. etc.), phrases which

can be substituted for the descriptive in our example. The name fills the function

of linchpin because it is an empty and constant designator. Itsquasi-deictic import

is independent of the phrase in which it currently figures. and it can accept many

semantic values because it excludes only those that are incompatible with its place

in the network of names (Rome is not a date. Rome is in Italy. or in the State of

Georgia. or New York. or Oregon. or Tennessee. but not in California. etc.).

68. Isn'tthe function so granted the name what Kant grants the schema (KRV.

Analytic of the Judgment)? It too serves to articulate the sensible with the concept.

- But, first. the schema operates exclusively in the framework of the validation

ofa cognitive. but not the name. Second. in critical reftection. the schema requires

its deduction as an a priori necessary for cognition (in the Kantian sense). Here,

I am doubtlessly deducing the function of names from the assertion of reality. but

I cannot deduce their singularity: Rome. AuschMitz. Hitler ... That I can only

learn. To learn names is to situate them in relation to other names by means of

phrases. Auschwitz is a city in southern Poland in the vicinity of which the Nazi

camp administration installed an extermination camp in 1940. This is not a schema

like a number. A system of names presents a world. The universes presented by

the phrases that group names are signified fragments of that world. The learning

of a name is done through other names to which senses are already attached and

about which it is known how to show their refcrcnts through ostensive phrdscs.

For example. lleam whire (ifit is true that color names arc like proper names) (No.

61: Gorgias Notice) through snow. through sheet. through paper. along with their

associated senses (to slide over, to sleep in. to write on) and their possible osten~

sions (11wt there. thats snoll', etc.) whose validation refers yet again to names (You

know, as al OJanloni:c). The same goes for Aristotle.

·Pierre Comc:ille. flQr(JC~ tV. y. IJOI. -If.
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69. How is sense attached 10 the name when the name is not determined by the

st:nsC nor the sense by {he name? Is it possible to understand the linkage of name

:md sense without resorting to the idea of an experience? An experience can be de­

scribed only by means ofa phenomenological dialectic, as. for example. in {he per­

ceptivc experience: this thing seen from this angle is white. seen from this other

angle it is gray. The event is that while it was white a little while ago, now it is

gray. It is certainly not white and gray at the same time and in the same respect.

bUt it is so in succession at least. White and gray must be related together to thc

same refcrent. one as its current shade. the other as its currently possible shade.

To the constitution of the referent's spatial existence (tridimensionality). there an­

swt:rs on the side of the perceiving instance the temporal synthesis of successive

impressions. Thus. the ~object~ and the ~subjcet~ arc fomled together at the two

poles of the perceptive field. - The only element to retain from this description

is that it includes the possible in the constitution of reality. The thing one sees has

a backside which is no longer or nOl yet seen and which might be seen. The

phenomenologist says: similarly, vision docs not take place along a line which puts

the viewer and the viewed in contact. but within a field of visibility full of half·

glimpsed lateralities. In order to see, one oscillates between the current or actual

and the possible by repeated pulsations. Reality is not expressed therefore by a

phrase like::c is such, but by one like::c is such and not such (Nos. 81. 83). To

the assertion of reality. there corresponds a description inconsistent with regard

to negation. This inconsistency characterizes the modality of the possible.

70. The ostensive phrase. that is, the showing of the case, is simultaneously an

allusion to what is not {he case. A witness. that is, the addressor of an ostensive

phrase validating a description. attests (or thinks he or she is attesting) through this

phrdsc to the reality ofa given aspect of a thing. But heor she should by that very

score recognize that other aspects which he or she cannot show are possible. He

or she has not seen everything. Ifhe or she claims to have seen everything. he or

shc is not credible. Ifhe or she is credible. it is insofar as he or she has not seen

evcrything. but has only seen a cenain aspect. He or she is thus not absolutely

credible. Which is why heor she falls beneath the blows of the dilemma (No.8):

cithcr you were not there. and you cannot bear witness: or else you were there,

you could not therefore have seen everything. and you cannot bear witness about

evcrything. It is also upon this inconsistency with regard to negation that dialecti·

cal logic relies in regulating the idea of experience.

71. The idea ofan experience presupposes that of an I which forms itself (Bi/·

dWIX) by gathering in the properties of things that CORle up (events) and which con­

Mitutes reality by effectuating their temporal synthesis. It is in relation to this I that

C\'COIs are phenomena. Phenomenology derives its name from this. BUI Ihe idea

of the I and that of experience which is associated with it are not necessary for the

dC.\oCription of reality. They come from the subordination of the question of truth
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to the doclrineof evidence. This doctrine was built up by Augustine and Descartes
upon the ontological retreat (Heidegger) - 1would prefer to call it the logical re·
treat - which feeds the nihilism ofa Gorgias (Gorgias Notice). But the neutraliza­
tion of reality (the -neither Being nor Not_BeingW

) leads Gorgias to the principle
that ~demonstrations say everything, W which opens the way for the philosophy of
argumentation and for the analysis of phrases. On the conlIary. the monotheistic
and monopolitical principle allows for the neutralizalion of reality. or at least the
limitation of ostension by the rule of the possible. to be attributed to the finitude
which befalls a witness deprived of the enjoyment or usage Uouissallcel ofevery­
thing. Thisjouissance is reserved for an absolute witness (God. Caesar). The idea
of experience combines Ihe relative and the absolute. Dialectical logic maintains
the experience and the subject of the experience within the relative. Speculative
logic endows them with the property ofaccumulation (Resultat. Erinnerung) and
places them in a continuity wilh the final absolute (Hegel NOlice).

n. The modern Cogito (Augustine, Descartes) is a phrase which presents its
currenl addressor by means of the mark of the first person. and which concludes
upon the existence of that addressor. The pronominal mark works like a deietic.
I offers the same properties as that, neither more nor less. -Now a deictic does
not by itself guarantee the validity of what it designates. The referent that is real
is there. even when ~it is not there- (Nos. 41. 48). It must transcend the universe
of the current phrase. The deictic has no import outside the phrase universe that
it currently designates. Thus. the I of J think and the Jof Jam require a synlhesis.
Descartes writes in effect: '"This proposition. '1 am:'1 exist: whenever I uller it
or conceive it in my mind, is necessarily true~ (Meditations: II: § 3). But. from
one 'whenever' to the next. there is no guarantee that 1am the same. The synthesis
of current evidences (ostensions) in turn requires. according to the principle of this
philosophy. a current evidence which needs to be synthesized with the others
(Hume. 1139. II: 251-63). A subject is thus not the unity ofwhis- or ~her" ex­
perience. The assertion of reality cannot spare itsclfthe use of alleast a name. It
is through the name. an empty link, that J at instant t and J at instant t + I can be
linked to each other and to Hue Jam (~tension). The possibility of reality. includ­
ing the reality of the subject. is fixed in networks of names "before- reality shows
itself and signifies itself in an experience.

13. It follows that reality does not result from an experience. This does not at
all prevent il from being described from Ihe standpoint ofan experience. The rules
to respect in undertaking this description arc those of speculative logic (Hegel No­
tice) and also those of a novelistic poetics (observing certain rules that determine
narrative person and mode) (Geneue. 1912: 161-62; 243-45). This description.
though. has no philosophical value because it does not question its presuppositions
(the I or the self. the rules of speculative logic). Now. Ihese presuppositions are
not necessary for the assertion that a referent is real. What is ll«C5Sary for this
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assertion is that the referent profits. so t~speak. from the ~rmanence of.th~ ~ame

h
t names it (the rigidity of the named IS the shadow projected by the ngldlty of

I' Ith.·hothe designator. the name). What is equally necessary or IS assertIO~. wever.
. ropeny that appears to contradict the former: a named referent IS real when
IS a P
.. I~n. the nn<:<i:ible case (the obiect of an ostensive phrase) of an unknown sense
ItlSa~ _- J .,

( resented by a not yet current phrase). In the assertion ofreahty. the persistence
~the referent (Its really x. it is recognized) is combined with the event of a sense

(Wl'1f!:r is also this. it is discovered).

14. It cannot be determined a priori which senses are appropriate to a real refer­
ent. There is ~the case~ of senses presented by phrases which have n?t yet taken

lace. Senses are attributed to Arislotle by means ofdescriptions (bearmg n~me.s):

~le philosopher bona in Stagira, PhilO's disciple, Alexander's tutor. In nommatlve
phrases. they are always sUbstitula~le for Ari~to~/e. !'wt's Alex,lJllders tut~~ c.an
be substituted for That's Aristotle Without m(xhfymg ItS referenltal value (ngldlty
of nominative networks). It is not known in advance, though. how many such
descriptions are appropriate, nor which ones they are. Every time a phrase (of a
historian. of a philosopher, of a philologist) occurs in which Aristolle or one of
his accepted equivalents is signified. a new expression turns out to be by that very
fact substitutable for Aristorleor his equivalents under the same logical conditions.
For example: 11le thinker whose metaphysics Pierre Aubenque explains as lack·'
ing the status of a science.- Now this description (with the name it includes) ~as
not foreseeable. Conversely. it happens that a name is. by means ofargumentallon.
connectcd back to phrases which were independcnt of it. in order to illustrate their
sense. (For example. it may happen Ihat a painter's vocation and his or her relation
to colors arc illustrated by the name Oedipus [Kaufmann. 19611.)

15. Is it possible that the number of senses attached to a named referent and
presented by phrases substitutable for its name increases wilhout limit? Try to
count. while respecting the principle ofsubstitutability. the phrases which are sub­
stilutable for names like Moses, Homer, Periclt!s, Caesar. ... It cannot be
proven that everything has been signified about a name (that -everything has been
saidabout.r~)not only because nosuch totality can be proven. but because the name
not being by itself a designator of reality (for that to occur a sense and an OSlensible
referent need to be associated with it). Ihe inflation of senses thai can be allached
10 it is not bounded by the -real- properties of its referent.

76. Certainly. the inflation ofsenses attached to a name is tempered by applying
the logical rules analyzed by Frege (1892: 15-16). For. example. the p~rase. nre
l'IIII'eror who //llli fil'er problems committed/lis Oll'f/ Glltlrtl to the lxm/e IS not sub·
Mitutable for Napofeon committed/lis 011'11 GlIlIrd ro the !xmfe. at least sall'o sen:m.
because it connotes a relation (causal. concessive. etc.) between a state of health
i1nd a strategy which the other phrase disregards. (This does not mean that the first
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phrase is senseless.) The inflation of sense can also be curbed by applying the rules
for validating cognitive phrases. This is the principal function of the genre ofdis­
course called historical inquiry with regard to names. Ifone wants to substitute 71,e
emperor I'I'ho had /i~'er problems for Napoleoll withoUi breaking the rules of the
historical genre. which is narrative and cognitive. it needs to be assured that Napo­
leon did suffer from liver problems. that is. the proof that the referent is real must
be able 10 be adduced under the general conditions for adducing proofs in history.
The attracting of senses by names (which gives rise to mythemes, etc.) thus turns
out to be subject to the regimen of cognitives, at least of those cognitives that bear
upon noncurrent referents. This is what is called historical criticism. - Neverthe­
less, this temperament is of linIe consequence for two reasons. First of all. names
are not the realities to which they refer, but empty designators which can only
fulfill their current ostensive function if they are assigned a sense whose referent
will be shown to be the case by an ostensive phrase. One does not prove something,
one proves that a thing presents the signified property. Thus, historical cognition
itself arouses a throng of senses (hypotheses. interpretations) in order to sift them
out through the sieve that is the adducing of the proof. •

77. The second reason that the inflation of sense attached to names cannot be
absolutely halted (No. 76) is that phrases under the cognitive regimen, which un­
dergo the sifting by truth conditions. do not have a monopoly on sense. They are
Mwell fonned.~ But poorly fomled phrases are not absurd. With Stendhal's genera­
tion. Bonaparte's name was assigned a prescriptive value: Be a popular hero oj
virtu like Bonaparte. This value is to be counted among its senses although the
phrase that presents it is not cognitive nor even descriptive. A phrase which at­
taches a life-ideal to a man's name and which turns that name into a walc:hll'ord
is a potentiality of instructions. an ethics and a strategy. This name is an Ideal of
practical or political reason in the Kantian sense. This phrase presents what ought
to be done. and simultaneously it presents the addressee who ought to do it. It does
not arise from the true/false criterion since it is not descriptive. but from the
just/unjust criterion because it is prescriptive. One may wonder whether it is just
or not. But even if it were unjust. it is-endowed with sense. just as a phrase is en­
dowed with sense even ifit is false (Wittgenstein. TLP: 2. 21. 2. 22. 2. 222). How­
ever, the sense pertinent for the criterion of justice and the sense pertinent for the
criterion of truth are heterogeneous. Applying the rules for validating cognitives
to senses which arc not pertinent for the criterion of truth docs not therefore allow
for the attracting of these senses by names to be tempered. In the case of the young
Bonapartist. the stakes placed in BOllapaneareaesthetic. ethical. and political, not
cognitive.

78. Phrases obeying different regimens are untranslatable into one another.
Consider arbitrarily merely the sense due to the form (syntax) of a phrase while
disregarding the sense that proceeds from the lexicon. A translation from one lan-
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guage inlO another presupposes that the sense presented by a phrase in the language
of departure can be recovered by a phrase in the language of arrival. Now. the
~en~e tied to syntactical form depends upon the regimen of phrases which the
phraseobcys. and upo~ the genre ofdiscourse in which.it is i~se~ed. This r~gi~en
and this genre detennme a set of rules for the formation, hnkmg and validation
of the phrases that obey it. A translation presupposes therefore that a regimen and
a genre in one language have their analogue in the other, or at least that the differ­
ence between two regimens and/or two genres in one language has its analogue
in the other . It ought to be possible. for example, to recover in Chinese lheconnota­
tion tied to the opposition in French between descriptives and narratives (II ouvre
hi porte III ol/vrit fa porte [He opens the door / He opened rhe door)). at least if
one is claiming to translate French into Chinese. Translation thus requires perti­
nences that are "transversal" to languages. Now. the constancy of these pertinences
is assured directly or indirectly by the differences between phrase regimens and
between genres of discourse. How then can phrases belonging to different regi­
mens and/or genres (whether within the same language or between two languages)
be translated from one into the other (No. 79)?

79. Of course, they cannot be translated in the proper sense of the word. But
can', they be transcribed from one into the other? You mllst come out is a valid tran­
scription of Come Ollt. 'ThaIs a beautiful image is a valid transcription of What a
beawijul image! Is not the sense of obligation or of appraisal in the departing
phrase conserved in each case by the arriving phrase? -The philosopher of logic
can believe this because he or she is contented by identities of sense (definitions)
(Wittgenstein, TLP: 3. 343), and he or she deems it negligible lhat the obligation
is presented in one place as an invitation or even as a bit of infonnation and else­
where as an imperative command. or that the appraisal is fonnulated first as a con­
stative. then as an exdamative. But whether child, diplomat. subordinate. or su­
perior. the author of the image does not link up the same way with the original
phrase as with its Mtranscription. MFor them. the analogy of-sense~ between the
two phrases is not only the analogy between the abstract concepts to which they
can be reduced, but it should also extend to the universes which are presented by
the two phrases and within which they are themselves situated. These universes
are constituted by the way the instances (not only the sense. but also the referent,
the addressor. and the addressee) are situated as well as by their interrelations. The
addressor of an exclamative is not situated with regard to the sense in the same way
as the addressorofa descriptive. The addressee of a command is not situated with
regard to the addressor and to the referent in the same way as the addressee of an
inVitation or of a bit of infornlation is (Nos. 80-83).

80. Phrases belonging to heterogeneous families can affect the referent of a sin­
gle proper name by situating it upon different instances in the universes they pres­
Crn. A couple is about to break up. A third party (a judge or a witness) describes
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the circumstances by saying: x alldyare abollt 10 break lip. X's phrase is an evalua­
tive declaration: J thi"k it's beller that we break up. Ys phrase is a question full
of pathos: Then what have we been doi"g together for ten years? Let us admit that
the phrases auached tox's name in these circumstances are cited in all three. If it
is necessary to definex in these circumstances. is any ofthe three a bener definition
than the OIhers1"ls~ x more the addressor ofadeclaralion.the addressee ofan inter­
rogative. or the referent of a description? All that can be said is that in the space
of three independent phrases, his or her name consecutively occupies each of the
three instances. And that this is what appropriately describes him or her under the
circumstances. In saying this, though, one has recourse to a fourth phrase, which
refers to the prior three and which arises from still another regimen (metalan­
guage). In this last phrase, xs name occupies other situations (the three previous
ones, but ~encasedl and is assigned another sense (it supplies the example of a
referent whose senses are heterogeneous).

81. 1be referent ofa proper name, &napane, Ausch,,·itz. is both strongly de­
termined in terms of its location among the networks of names and of relations 1)e...

tween names (worlds) (No. 60) and feebly determined in terms of its sense by dint
of the large number and of the heterogeneity of phrase universes in which it can
take place as an instance. This must not, however. allow for confusion between
the object of history, which is the referent ofa proper name. and the objecl of per­
ception (No. 69). The latter is presented by ostensive phrases entailing deietics (I
and you. hue and there. now and a lill/e while ago). By analyzing the universes
of these phrases. the phenomenologisl of perception elaborates the ideas of field
and experience. The referent ofa proper name (the object of history) is designated
by a name which is a quasi-deietic and not a deictic. The name localizes the object
within nominative networks without having 10 situate it in relation either to an /
or to any deictic. The object ofperception arises from a field (which is a loose com­
plex ofostensives with deictics); the object of history arises from a world (which
is a fairly stable complex of nominatives). II is when the object of history is further
submiued to a procedure for validating a cognitive phrase (when it becomes an ob­
ject of historical inquiry) that it also becomes the referent of ostensive phrases and
thereby finds itself situated in a field by means of deictics. (Look tlum! it is, the
proof I was looking for.')

82. Reality: a swann of senses lighls upon a field pinpointed by a world. II is
able to be signified. to be shown, and tobe named. all three. Theemphasis is some­
limes put on one of these, sometimes on another. On the showing: Wef/! n,ere i,
i.f. tI,e knife Elisa glll'i' )'011 (thus in the order: shown. signified. named). Emphasis
on the naming: n,i.ro/lc ol'erhere. thats Hector. rhe husbam/ ofMad(lme 'he Pre.ri­
de'" (shown. named. signified). Emphasis on the sense: Somethi"g for recon/ing
rhe l'Dice? nwt\ a mike. /ike this one here, J bought it ill Brussels (signified,
shown. named).
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83. The referenl of an oSlensive (object of perception) and the referent of a
nominative (objecl of history) are utle.rly different (No. 81). They, neve~eless,
ha\'eone lrait in common. Phrases which arc not the current phrase and which are

renlly unk.nown refer to them by assigning them senses other than the current
~~se (No. 69). Just as This page is white (seen from here) and is not white (seen
from there, il is gray). so Napoleon is a strategist (in one nelwork of names) and
. /1or a strategist (in another. he is an emperor). The (perceptive) field and the
~~is(Orical) world are both "hollowed outMby the negalion which is enta~lcd respcc­
ti\'e1Y (and differently) by the shown and the named. AMswann- of poSSible senses.
of indeterminate quanlilY and quality. inhabit this -hollow.-

84. Whal does it mean for these senses to be possible? Isn't being possible the
essential property of sense? Limiting ourselves to the logical sense of sense, we
find that it is presented by well-formed expressions. by propositions. These occupy
places in-logical space~(Witlgenstein.TLP:3. 4). A proposition's place isdefi~
by the possibility of its truth. This is calculated by means oftru~ tables, .whlch
define all the possible relalions between two elementary propoSlllons. Wlltgen­
slein. in setting up the lruth tables, traces out this Mlogical space- (TLP: 5. 101).
lIS borders are taulology, on the one hand, and COnlradiction. on the other. The
firsl one's truth and the second one's falsehood are necessary. /fp, 'hen p, and if
q. 'hen q, on the one hand. p and nor-p, and q and nor-q, on the other han~, -~re

the limiting cases - indeed the disintegration (AufllJsUllg) - of the comblnallon
ofsigns~ (TLP: 4. 466). They are expressions devoid ofsense (sinn/os); they teach
noIhing. precisely because they are necessary. The expression It rains or it doesn)
rain. makes nothing known about the weather we're having (TLP: 4. 461). They
3rc propositions, though. they are not absurd (unsinnig), and they accordingly still
belong to "logical spaceM (TLP: 4. 462: TB: 12. I I. 1914).

85. The logical genre of discourse is not the cognitive genre. The question of
knowing whether a real referent satisfies the sense of a proposition does nOI arise
from Ihe former. The cognitive question is that of knowing whether the combina­
tion of signs with which it is dealing (the expression. which is one of the cases to
which the truth conditions apply) makes il possible or not that real referents cor­
respond to that expression. '"The truth-eonditions of a proposition dele~ine the
range that it leaves open (Spielnmm) to the factsM(TLP: 4. 463). But these facls
C<an neither confirm nor refute the proposition insofar as it is logical (TLP: 6.
1222). for it holds its possible truth only from its place in Mlogical space. MThus.
the possible is the logical modality of sense. If a proposition is necessary, il has
no sense. Whether or not it is true for a reality is not a queslion of logic. Sense
(Sill,,) and reference (Bu/elltllng) musl always be distinguished (TB: 112). This
distinction is difficult because the logical possibility (the sense) is presupposed in
order to establish the reality of the corresponding referent. All that follows is that
the cognitive regimen presupposes the logical regimen. not that they merge.
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86. Logically speaking. possible adds nothing to sense (No. 83). Ifit is a ques.
tion. though. of the possible sensesofa named and shown referent. this possibility
ceases to arise solely from klogical space." it includes the relation of this space to
the referent ofa phrase. or rather oftwo phrases (the nominative and the ostensive)
which are not propositions. Neither the phrase that shows nor the phrase that
names conforms to klogical form. " They are not well·formed expressions. Coordi­
nated logether. they place a referent. so to speak. under the klens" of the proposi.
tion. The possibility of sense thus signifies the possibilily for the logically estab­
lished sense to be validated by cases. that is. by a named and shown referent. It
is this possibility that Wittgenstein treats (without always distinguishing it clearly
from the logical possibility) when he wonders about the ""the range that [a proposi·
tionJleaves open (Spie/raum) to the facts.- Prisoner (at the time of the Tractatus)
ofa general model ofthe proposition as 8i1d (picture), he metaphorizes the encoun­
ter of possible sense with reality as the exercise of a representational (essentially
optical) constraint over what can be grasped from a world of extralinguistic facts.
Tautology and contradiction arc like the borders ofthe representational apparatus
(dispositij representatij]: "Tautologies and contradictions are not pictures of real­
ity. They do not represent any possible situations (Sach/age). For the former admit
all posssible situations. and the lallcr nOlle" (TLP: 4. 462, 4. 463). The limits at
which point the combination of signs (sense) disintegrates are also those that re­
strict the presentation of reality: the "shutter" is opened too far with tautology and
closed too much with contradiction. Overexposed, logical space regislers white;
underexposed. it registers black. Ifwe leave aside (as Wiugenstein later docs) the
metaphor of a photographic device that supplies pictures of slates of things in the
form ofpropositions. the following remains: under the cognitive regimen, thevali­
dation of a logical phrase by "realityk requires that one show this. which is a case
of a referent corresponding to the scnse (Sinn) presented by the phrase. and that
one name this (thereby transforming it into a this).

87. In order for this double operation to bepossible. it is not necessary to resort
to the hypothesis of ksimple objectsk designated by names as if by feelers that
touched them (No. 55; TLP: 2. 1515). This is not a hypothesis. since it is not fal­
sifiablc.ltdepends. in effect, upon the principle ofan isomorphism between names
and objects. of a kcommon form" for the disposition of objects in the world and
for that of names in language (TLP: 2. 17.2. 18.3.21). Now, this principle cannot
be validated. since it is the principle that authorizes validations: "Propositions can
represent the whole of reality. but they cannot represent what they must have in
common with reality in order to be able to reprcsent it - logical form" (TLP: 4,
12). kpropositionscannot represent logical form: it is mirrored in them. What finds
its reflection in language, language cannot represent. Propositions show the logical
form of reality ( .. I. What can be shown. canltot be said" (TLP: 4.121,4.
1212). - If this is the case. then we shouldn't talk about a logical form common
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to language and reality. Which changes nothin.g as far as what is necessary ~or cog·
itiVc!Y validating an expression endowed With sensc. namely. an ostensive and

: nominative. It is not a question of constructing a theory. bUI ofdescribing (PhU:
s (09) whal is indispensable for a logically significant phrase to find its cognitive
~3Iidation. and thus to becomecognitively true. It suffices that something be shown
Jnd namcd (and thus can be shown as often as desired because it is fixed within
nominal networks. which are independent of deictics) and that this something be
accepted as a proof until there is further information, that is. until the cognitive
it illustrates is refuted by a new argument or until a counter-example is adduced.
In this way "whattoday counts as an observed concomitant (8egleitersclteinwtg)
of a phenomenon will tomorrow be used to define it": such is ~the fluctuation of
scientific definitionsk (PlIU: § 79). In this way, what has definitional value today
will be shelved tomorrow as accessory. This is troubling only for a thought which
wants not only that concepts not be kblurredk(PhU: § 70ff.), but also that realities
be articulated as concepts. A metaphysical requirement.

88. Reality is not a matter of the absolute eyewitness. buta matter of the future.
Thc logician, for whom "nothing is accidentalk requires that possible senses be
preinscribed (prtljudiziert) in the object; otherwise, this object, which is what it
is (the theory of simples) (No, 55). could be affected after the fact (ltachtrtlglich)
by some new sense, as ifby chance. Taken from "logical spacek and applied to the
world of named realities, this requirement implies. for instance, that the predicate
pusses the Rubicon is preinscribed in the notion of Caesar (Leibniz, 1686: § XIII).
Such a notion is a phrase whose addressor would be an absolute eyewitness. God.
This principle is only valid-even in logic-if simple objects are admitted and if
tautology is the ideal of truth (T8: 20. II. 1914). But"simples~areempty referents
answering to names. They are only "fillcd~ (with reality) by descriptive phrases
(alleast under the cognitive regimen) and by ostensive phrases, whose combina­
lion with nominative phrases is always problematical. Undcr Iheseconditions, the
fact that new senses can be "allributed- to named referents docs not constitute an
enigma. The referent of the name Caesar is not a completely describable essence.
even with Caesar dead (No. 74). Essentialism conceives the referent of the name
as if it were the referent ofa definition. The referent of a definition is only possible
as such (TLP: 2. 011. 2. 012, 2. 0121). For it to bccome real. it is necessary 10
be able to name and show referents that do not falsify the accepted definition. The
"objccC is thus subjected to the test of reality. which is merely negative and which
COnsists in a series of contradictory attempts (No. 90) to designate cascs accessible
In lhe operators of the test through the use of names. In the course of this test. no
Msill1plc~ can hold up. The simples will be changed. if necessary.

89. What is absolutely required, on the contrary. is the contingency of the fu·
tUre. By this. not only the contingency of~eventsk should be understood but also
lhecontingency ofsense. It was possible in 1932 that Karol Wojtila would one day
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be elected pope and that Neil Armstrong would one day walk on the moon. The
two MeventsM were logically possible, since neither of them was absurd, like the
phrase The sum ofthe angles ofa triangle is Wojtila. In 1932. however, the respcc~

tive senses of these Mevents- were not equally possible according to the cognitive
regimen, that is, according to reality. Al that time, there were means to cenify
(through nominatives and ostensives) all phrases relative to the predicate. to be
pope. but not those to certify any phrase relative to the predicate. 10 "'lilk OIllhe
llloon. The latter belonged to the genre of narrative fictions that milt what is validat­
able with what is not. In 1982. it could be validated or invalidated in conformity
with the rules for cognitives. By Mpossible senseMof a named and shown referent,
we can then at least understand the following. with p being the phrase that elt­
presses this sense: P is possible ifand ollly if it is now tme or ifit will be true thaI
p (Rescher. 1967: 33ff.). We can free the definition of the possible from its bear­
ings on the deictic now and specify what is meant by truth: There is a //loment I
which is contemporaneous orposterior to the momellt taken as origin 0, and at that
momellt t the sense presented bypis m/idllted. The possible is thus introduced into
the order of the cognitive by the validation of the sense and by the dating (nomina~

tion)ofthe moment taken as origin. Contrariwise to the logician's warning. we are
then no longer considering the "event,M a word that itself presupposes what it is
about (something new happens). but the ostensive phrase that shows the named
case (Gardies. 1975; 85).

90. Negation is at the hean of testimony. We do not show the sense, we show
something. That something is named. and we say: that at least does not prohibit
the admission of the sense in question. MValidationMconsists in showing cases of
provisional nonfalsification. Reality is the referent of an oslensive phrase (and of
a nominative one). This referent is cited (invoked. for eltample. in scientific de­
bate) I: as what refutes the sense contrary to the sense in question; 2: as what does
not prohibit maintaining the latter until there is further information. The example
presented to the tribunal of cognition docs nOl. properly speaking, have any con­
clusive authority, it is permissive: Msometimcs (at least this time that I am showing
to you) it is not prohibited from thinking that ...- There is no evidence. only a
reprieve granted to scepticism. Not It is certain that. . but It is not excluded
thllt.. . By naming and by showing. one eliminates. Proof is negative. in the
sense of being refutable. It is adduced in debate. which is agonistic or dialogical
if there is a consensus over the procedules for its being adduced. If the ostensive
and the nominative suflice. however, to exclude. for instance. that Charlemagne
was a philosopher. it follows only that he was a nonphilosopher. And this is not
to say what he was. To refute phrase p allows nOTl-p to be affirmed. but nOlI+p is
undetermined. Nonphi/mwp1ler is not em/Jeror. The latter predicate is conserved
only as a possibility. Reality is invoked by ostension and nomination as the prohibi­
tion to deny a sense. It allows for allihecontrary senses to be placed in Ihe position
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ofpossibilities. Amongthese.thegreaterprobability ofone ofthem will be proved
by refuting the others and this by means of new ostensions and nominations. Thus
the ~hollowM (the shadow Wingenslein talks about) (TB: 9. 11. 1914. 15. II. 1914)
entailed by the named and shown referenl is also the possibility of the senses en­
w.iled by reality. And as this possibility is a modality axed on the future. this "hol­
lowMis also time considered as the condition of modalizations.

91. By imagining a proposition as a Mbody- that occupies a MplaceM in Mlogical
space." and the negalion of this proposition as the -shadow" projected by this
~bOdyMonto Ihis "space- (TB: 9. 15. and 23. II. 1914.9.6. 1915), Wingenslein
lransfers into the logical order the Mhollow,Mwhich. in the (sensible) field. envelops
lhe referents of ostensives. He Ihus admits the analogy belween logical negation
and -pcrceptiveMnegation. And as he understands the latter on the model of the
experience of Ihe sensible by a subject (an eye) (TLP: 5. 6 ff.), he half-opens the
door of logic onto phenomenology (Tsimbidaros). Now, phenomenology is what.
unconlrolled, and with the prelext of Ihe Mdescription of experience.- will com­
mand his Ialer research. An I will be presumed to make MuseM of language, to -playM
it with Manother" or Mothers." This is a success for anthropomorphism. a defeat for
lhoughl (No. 188). It is necessary. on the contrary, to transfer into ordinary lan­
guage Ihe principle clearly fonnulated by Wiugenstein himself for logical lan­
guage: what is required to understand the lalter is notlheexperience that somelhing
behaves like this or like thai, but the presupposition that something is. that. how­
evcr. is not an eltperience." The logic of ordinary language. like logic. is Mprior
10 every experience.- It is Mprior to the question 'How?" not prior to the question
'What?' - (TLP: 5. 552). A sensible field, a historical world must be described
without recourse to experience. The uncenainty of the future must be understcxxl
as a Mlogician" would (and this is nOI to engage in a Mlogic of timeM). The negation
implied in the modality of the possible that reality entails must be underSlcxxl with­
OUt metaphorizing it into the experience of a subject, but rather as a linking of
phrases. The addressor must be understcxxl as a situated instance in a phrase uni­
verse. ona par with the referent. the addressee, and the sense. MWeMdo not employ
language (Ph U: § 569). Moreover. when it is a question of reality. it must be under­
SlOOd that reality is not only at play incognilive phrases linked up with nominalives
and oSlensives. Reality plays itself out in the three families that have just been
named. but also in all the other families of phrases (which are nonetheless untrans­
latable into Ihe firsl three as well as into one other).

92. Reality entails the differend. 77wt's Stalin, here lIe is. We acknowledge it.
BUI as for what Stalin means? Phrases come to be attached to this name. which not
lInly describe different senses for it (Ihis can still be debated in dialogue). and nOl
only place the name on different instances. but which also obey helerogeneous
regimcns and/or genres. This heterogeneity. for lack of a common idiom. makes
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consensus impossible. The assignment of a definition to Stalin necessarily does

wrong to the nondefinitional phrases relating to Stalin. which this definition. for

a while at least. disregards or betrays. In and around names. vengeance is on the

prowl. Forever?

93. -It·s nm for nothing that Auschwitz is called the 'extennination

camp·.-(Kremer in Vidal-Naquet. 1981: 85). Millions of human beings were ex­

terminated there. Many of the means to prove the crime or its quantity were also

extenninated. And even the authority of the tribunal that was supposed to establish

the crime and its quantity was extenninated. because the constitution of the

Nuremburg tribunal required an Allied victory in the Second World War. and

since this war was a kind of civil war (Descombes. 1981b: 741; Declaration of

1789 Notice. § 5) resulting from a lack of consensus over legitimacy in interna­

tional relations. the criminal was able to see in his judge merely a criminal more

fortunate than he in the conflict of anns. The differend attached to Nazi names,

to Hitler. to Auschwitz. to Eichmanll. could not be transformed into a litigation and

regulated by a verdict. Theshadesofmose to whom had been refused not only life

but also the expression of the wrong done them by the Final Solution continue to

wander in their indeterminacy. By fonning the Stateoflsrael. the survivors trans­

formed the wrong into damages and the differend into a litigation. By beginning

to speak in the common idiom of public international law and of authorized poli­

tics. they put an end to the silence to which they had been condemned. But the real­

ity of the wrong suffered at Auschwitz before the foundation of this state remained

and remains to be established, and itcannot beestablished because it is in the nature

of a wrong not to be established by consensus (Nos. 7.9). What could be estab­

lished by historical inquiry would be the quantity of the crime. But the documents

necessary for the validation were themselves destroyed in quantity. That at least

can be established. The result is that one cannot adduce the numerical proofof the

massacre and that a historian pleading for the trial's revision will be able to object

at great length that the crime has not been established in its quantity. -BU[ the si­

lence imposed on knowledge does not impose the silence of forgetting. it imposes

a feeling (No. 22). Suppose that an earthquake destroys not only lives. buildings.

and objects but also the instruments used to measure earthquakes directly and in­

directly. The impossibility of quantitatively measuring it docs not prohibit. but

ramer inspires in the minds of the survivors the idea of a very great seismic force.

Thcscholarclaims to know nothing about it. but the common person has a complex

feeling. the one aroused by the negative presentation of (he indetenninate. Mutatis

mwandis. me silence that the crime of Auschwitz imposes upon the historian is a

sign for the common person. Signs (Kant NOIices 3 and 4) are not referents to

which are auached significations validatable under the cognitive regimen. they in­

dicate that something which should be able to be put into phrases cannot be phrased
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in thcal;ceptcd idioms (No. 23). Thai. in a phrase univcrse.the refercnt besiluated

3S3 sign has as a corollary that in this same universe the addressee is situated like

SOlllCOOC who is affected. and that the sense is siluated like an unresolved problem,

an enigma perhaps. a mystery, or a paradox. -This fcelin does not arise from

;W e...pcrie~ce felt by.a .subj~cl. II can. moreover. nm be fell. In any case. how can

il be eSlabllshed thai illS or IS not felt? One comes up against me difficulties raised

by idiolects(Nos. 144. 145). Thesilencethalsurrounds thephrasc. Ausch'Kitz was

the l'xtermi/lutian camp is not a stale of the mind Ibm dame). it is the sign that

solllcthing remains to be phrased which isnot. something which is notdelcrmined.

This sign affects a linking ofphrases. The indetennination ofmeanings left in abey­

ance It'll sOfljfrance). the extennination of what would allow them to be deter­

mined. the shadow of negation hollowing out reality to the point of making it dissi­

pate. in a word. the wrong done to the victims that condemns them to silence _

it is this. and not a state of mind. which calls upon unknown phrases to link Onto

Ihe name of Auschwitz. - The MrevisionistMhistorians understand as applicable

to this name only the cognitive rules for the establishment of historical reality and

for the validation of its sense. If justice consisted solely in respecting these rules.

and if history gave rise only to historical inquiry. they could nOl be accused ofa

denial ofjustice. In fact, they administer ajustice in confonnity with me rules and

exen a positively instituted right. Having placed themselves. moreover. in the p0­

sition of plaintiffs, who need not establish anything (Nos. 10. 11). they plead for

the negalive. they reject proofs. and that is cenainly their right as the defense. But

that they arc not worried by the scope of the very silence mey use as an argument

in Iheir pIca, by this does one recognize a wrong done to the sign that is this silence

and to the phrases it invokes. They will say mat history is not made of feelings.

and lhat it is necessary toestablish the facts. But. with Auschwitz. something new

has happened in hislory (which can only be a sign and not a fact). which is that

the facts. the testimonies which bore the traces of here's and now·s. the documents

~'hich indicated me sense or sensesof the facts. and the names. finally thepossibil­

lIy of various kinds of phrases whose conjunction makes reality, all this has been

destroyed as much as possible. Is it up to the historian to take into account not only

the damages. but also the wrong? Not only the reality. but also the meta-reality

that is the destruction of reality? Not only me testimony. but also what is left of

the testimony when it is destroyed (by dilemma). namely. the feeling? NOI only

the litigation, but also me differend? Yes. of course. if it is true that there would

he no history without a differend. that adifferend is born from a wrong and is sig­

naled by a silence. that the silence indicates that phrases are in abeyance of their

bcl;orning event [e" sOlljfra/lCe de 1t'lIr el't?"emellt/. that the feeling is the suffering

of lhill abeyance Icette sOllffrallceJ. But then. the historian must break with the mo­

nopoly over history granted to the cognitive regimen ofphrases. and he or shc must

\Cnturc fonh by lending his or her ear to what is not presentable under the rules

of knOwledge. Every reality entails this exigency insofar as it entails possible un-
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knownscnscs. Auschwitz is the most real ofrealities in this respect. Its name marks
the confines wherein historical knowledge sees its competence impugned. II does
not follow from that that one falls into non-sense. The alternative is not: either the
signification that learning Isciencel cstablishcs. or absurdity. be it orthe mystical
kind (White. 1982; Fackenheim. 1970).

Presentation

94. It is nOC the thinking or the reflective I that withstands the test of universal
doubt (Apel. 1981). it is time and the phrase. It does not result from the phrase.
I doubt. that I am. merely that there has been a phrase. Another phrase (the one
we just read: Th~u has bun (I phras~)has linked onto the first one by presenting
itself as what follows it. And a third one. the one we just read,lThu' has bun
aphras~/ follows / I doubt /. has linked onto the first two by presenting their link·
age in the form of a temporally ordered series (Tht!u has bun . . . •
follows . .. ).

95. I doubt is not a first phrase. no more than I think or £s d~nkl or Cagitatur
or Phraz.etai. There are two reasons for this. First reason: I dOflbl presupposes
I and doubt or I and think. and so on. And each of these Mterms

M
presupposes in

tum other phrases: definitions. examples of ""usage.
MIt presupposes language.

which would be the totality of phrases possible in a language. Like all totalities.
language is (he referent of a descriptive phrase. a referent whose reality cannot
be established for want of an ostensive phrase (the phrase descriptive of the whole
is a phraseofthe Idea. in the Kantian sense). One can. in fact. describe. Language
i~' fllis alld film. but not show. And this is /allglwge. The totality is not presentable.
~econd reason: to verify that I (Iollbt or any other phrasc prcsumed to be the first
In position is in fact there. one must at least presuppose the ordinal series of
CVents. from which the predicate first derives its sense. Now. this series itself
results. as Wiugenstein explains about propositions. from a Mgeneral form of pas­
!\age lUebergaflgl from one proposition to anothcrM (TLP: 6. 01). This form is

"
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an operation by means of which the series of whole numbers lakes place (TLP:
6.02). This operalion must always be able 10 be applied to its result. Now. with
this always. which connotes thc principle of the recursivity of the application of
the operation to its result. it is succession itself which is already presupposed.
Such is the operator of the series: And $0 on (TLP: 5. 2523). So. the affirmation
that a phrase is first presupposes the temporal series of phrases of which this
phrase presents itself as the first.

96. It should be added that the phrase I doubt presupposes not only language
and the serial operator (succession) but also a prior phrase onto which it links by
transforming the regimen according to which the prior phrase presented its uni­
verse. The -same

M
universe that had been asserted is now problematical. Apart

from this presupposed prior phrase. there is understood (011 sous-emend](Ducrot.
1917: 33-43) a question which is applied to it: Whm is flOt doubtfun

97, But the phrase that formulates the general form for operating the passage
from one phrase to the next can be presupposed as an a priori for the formation
of the series. It nonetheless still takes place after the phrase that formulates the
passage. This at least is the case for No. 94. where the phrase which formulates
the form of the passage from the first to the second phrase, which formulates the
series under the circumstances. comes in third position. Shouldn't we distinguish
between a logical or transcendental priority and a chronological priority? -One
always can and undoubtedly always must if what is at stake is that the passage
from one phrase to the other be effectuated under the logical or cognitive regimen
(especially that of implication). One rule of this regimen is then to disregard the
fact that a priori propositions or definitions and axioms are themselves presented
by phrases in ordinary language which are chronologically prior to them. One
rule is to disregard even the chronologism-be it a meta-chronologism-that re­
mains unexamined in the idea of logical priority (for example. in the operator if.
thell). As opposed to the logician or the theoretical linguist. the philosopher has
as his or her rule not to lum away from the fact that the phrase formulating the
general form for operating the passage from one phrase to the next is itselfsubject
to this form of operating the passage. In Kantian terms. the synthesis of the series
is also an element belonging to the serie.'i (KRV. Critical Solution of the Cosmo­
logical Conflict: 444). In Protagorean terms. the debate over the series of debates
is part of this series (Protagoras Notice), In Wiugensleinian terms. Mthe world is
the totality of facts. - Ma picture is a fact. - and -logical pictures can depict the world
(die Well abbi/(Je"f (TLP: I. 1.2. 141.2. 19). (But a phrase should not be called
a Mpicture.

M
Wittgenstein later renounces this) (No. 133),

98. Philosophical discourse has as its rule to discover its rule: its (I priori is
what it has at stake. It is a matter of formulating this rule.w~n only be done
al the end. if there is an end. Time can therefore not be excluded from this dis-
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~'ourse without it ceasing 10 be philosophiq.1. On the other hand. lime is in princi­
I' ~cluded from logical discourse. Kant asks that the clause (lf OIle ulld tht' same

p. c ~bcexcluded from the statement of the principle of contradiction. The validity

~~:~e principle of contradiction is not subordinate toa co.nditi~nof~h~ possi~i1ity
f c~perience. since this principle extends to every possible ~lOtelhglble) obJcct.

:hethCr given or not (KRV. Highest Principle of all Analyllc Judgments: 191).
Hcidcgger. on the contrary. observes that the c1a~ s~ld be ~intained ~­

auSC. according to him. the issue is not that of an ldenllty of an object (an eXls­
c n1) in time (its intratemporal identity). but of the very possibility of the idenlif­
~~Iion of an object. Whatever the lalter might be. its identification as an ~ject
requires a synthesis of pure recog~ition(~eidegger. 1~29: ~§ 33c. ~). Th~S as­
-ures Ihal it is one aod the same object which was and Will be In question. Heldeg-. .
ger thus situates the principle of contradi~tion in a t~n~endental. .and. not I.n a
formal. logic. The problem for the former IS the constitution of an object Identical
to itself across different views (he writes. -aspects") at different nows. That is why
Heidegger identifies primordial time with the faculty of having ideas in general.
Ihe transcendental (productive) imagination or faculty of presentation (Darste/­
IlIllg). But is it possible to admit faculties, when the idea of faculties presupposes
a subject whose organs they are?

Kant I

fo.1ctaphysical illusion consists in treating a prestntatton like a situation (Nos. liS.
117), The philosophy of the subject lends itself to this.

The idea of a given (an immediate gh'en) is a way of receiving and censuring the idea
of a presentation. A presentation tkles not presenl a universe 10 someone: it is the e"ent
of its (inapprehensible) prestnce. A given is given to a subject. who receives it and deals
Ilo-ith it. To deal with it is to situate it. 10 place it in a phrase universe. We can follow this
operation at the beginning of the Transcendental AesthdK: (KRV. 8: § 1).

Intuition is the immediate relattoa ofcognittoa to objects. This relation only takes place
Ilohen objects are given'o us.- This immediate giving. in tum. only takes place Min so far
as the mind is affected in a cenain way- by the object. And this unain way is sensation.
No object is given 10 the mind excepl through sensatton. It is necessary then. in the logic
of the philosophy of the subject. to presuppose in the laller a -capacity for receiving
represcntations- (or TCCeplivity). which is a capacity for being affected by objects by means
of sensibility.

An addressee instance is thus put into place in thc universe presented by the quasi­
phrase that thc sensible given is. Pul into place in the heart of the subject of knowledge
Which, as L1nderstanding. judgment. and rcason. is otherwise presenled by the Knntian
phra!o( as a categorial. schematic. and ideal activity. Through activity. the subject siluates
ihell" upon the addressor instance of sense.

But. activity is already exerted on the level of the Aesthetic in the fomlS of intuition.
Scn~ation supplies only the mailer of the phenomenon. which gives Dot the diverse or the
\lngular because it is merely affection. the impression (Wirkung) of the object upon the
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representative faculty. There is no hope of universalit)' by scnSlllion alone. Never talk
about tastes or colors. Sticking to this. we would never even have givens properly termed,
bUI only momentary impressions. affects. unrelated 10 objects. Simple states of GemQlh
Ithe heanl. )diolects. A threatening empiricism. as is always the case with receptivity
(femininity?).

In fltCl. 10 examine the Kanlian le",t. the: constitution of the given by sensibility requires
noc one phrase (or quasi.phrasc) but IWO. There is also an active MsubjcclM in sensibility.
this lime situated as addressor. The activity of this subject imprints the forms ofs~ and
lime, which are not givens. upon the sensations. In submining 10 sp3tio-temporal filtering.
matter in lum receives a sense which il could not produce and which lurns it into a
phenomenon. Maller receives the forms of space and time from an addressing in5lancc,
!he active subject of sensibility.

1llc firsllwo pages of!he Transcendental AC5Ihelic can mus be broken down inlO lwo
moments, each of which is slruclured like a phrase universe. First momenl: an unknown
addressor speaks maner (as we say. 10 speak French) 10 an addressee receptive 10 mis
idiom, and who!herdore undemands it. at least in lhescnse by which he or she is affected
by it. Whal does !he maner·phrase lalk abool. whal is its referent? It does not yet have
one. it is a sentimental phrase, !he referenlial ful'lC'lion is minor in il. What is imponant
is its conali"e function. as Jakobson would ha"e said. Tbe maller-phrase relates only 10
lhe addressee, !he receptive subjccl.

Second Mornenl: this subject passes into !he silualion of addressing illSlance and ad­
dresses lhe phrase of space-lime. !he fonn phrase. 10 lhe unknown addressor of lhe first
phrase. who thereby becomes an addressee. This phrase, as opposed to the matter phrase.
is endowed wilh I referenlial function. Its referent is called the phenomenon. As Kant
writes, sensible impressions are -related to objects- called phenomena. 1be referential
function which !hen appears results from !he capacity the subjccl has-which is an aclive
capacitY-lo show the moment and !he place of whatever il is lhat by its mailer produces
the effecl (lYirkung) or sensible impression upon the addressee of the first phrase. This is
what we callihe oslensive capacity: Its OI'U thur, " K'as a Iittfr K'hilr ago. This second
phrase. which appliesdeK:lic markers onto the impressions procured by sensation. is called
in the Kllntian lexicon. intuition.

The -immediacyM of the given. as we see. is 1101 immedillie. On the contrary, the consti­
tUlion of the given requires an exchange of roles between addressor and addressee in­
stances, and thus requires two phrases or quasi'phrases: respectively, the one: where im­
pression occurs and lhe one where the putting into (spalia-temporal) foml occurs. This
permut:llion involves two partners who allemate between addressor and addressee.
Through this dialogical or dialeclical linking, a referent is constituted. the phenomenon.

The -firsl- addressor. however. the one who affects the subject through sensation, re­
mains unknown to the latter. This signifies thai the matter idiom, if it is underSlood, is no!

comprehended by the SUbject in the sense that the subject docs not-and according to Kant
will never-know whallhe impression that it fell in the phrase of the first (or noumenal)
addressor refers to. [n order to endow Ihe mailer phrase with :10 -objective· referential
value. a supplement needs to be brought in by means of a second quasi-phrase. the form
phrase. which picks up the first phrase and returns it to its fomJer addressor. This second
phrasc speaks the idiom of space-time. Does the first addressor, now lin addressee. in tum
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rKierstand the language of the forms of intuilion which the subject speaks to it? Do space
IIrKi time have a validity in themselves'! The subje<:t will never know anything aboul this
;ithcr. which is why the objlX't its quasi-phrase institules on the referent inslance is defini­
li\'clya phenomenon. whose realily value will remain. if no! fore"er suspect. at leasl for­
e\'cr suspended in operations of validation (Anul)1ic of Concrpu and ofJudgmefl/s). If
there were an -intellectual intuilion.· as Kant writes, there would be no need for the entire
r:dificC of the Criliqut. The subject would know the language of the firsl addressor and
"'(lUld comprehend immediately (or at leaSllhrough Ihe mediation of a single phrase UI­
u:red in a language known to boIh inlerlocutol'$) !he referential value of the first phrase.

Whence there follow several implications. First of all. !here is a differend belwccn the
!irst addressor and !he subject. The subjecl knows its idiom, space-time. and can only ac­
cord referential value to a phrase utlered in this Mtiom. BUI it knows, qua addressee affected
by sensation. qua receptivity. lIlat something, some sense. on !he side of the other seeks
to phrase itself and does no! SLIlXecd in phrasing itself in the idiom of space-lime. This
is why sensation is a mode of fccling. lIlat is. II. phrase awaiting ilS expression, a silence
touched ...·ilh el1lOlion_ This cxpectanl wait is 11C"er gratified. !he phrase lIlat does take
pI2cr is ullered in lbe language of space-time fonns, which !he subjccl ~speaks- without
knowing if it is the language of !he other. This differend is on !he scale of !he loss of the
roncepl of nature. This concepI is able 10 be accepled in the second part of the Critiqut
0/Judgrmrfl/, but only as an Idea. withoul there being any example. any ostensible ease.
....hich can be shown in order to give a proof drawn from experience that the other (!he
in-itself l/t-n-sOfl) ~11ISCS-!he signs it makes 10 the subject in !he (teleological) Mtiom of
the subject. It is 1101 forbidden 10 presume il. but it is 1101 pennillcd 10 ha"e knowledge
~bout it_ except by falling into a transcendental illusion.

Nevenheless.!he differend with !he t1l-so; does no! go as far-so !he analysis of !he
phrases from the Transcendental Aesthc:lic shows us-as 10 lake its non-sense inlO accounl.
What is taken into accounl is its silence. but its silence as a phrase lIlat impresses and
affects. thus already as a sign. The break with empiricism has 1101 taken place 10 the extent
that empiricism embraces the principle that the subject is primarily an addressee. 1be
break does take place in the doubling of the phrase constitutive of the object: the pulling
of mailer into spalio-Iemporal fonn. which gives forth phenomena. owes nothing in Kant
(as opposed to Hume) to the first addressor. The associating of impressions by habil or
contiguity presupposes rules of ordination which are nOi given, and therefore which do
I\Ol belong 10 the idiom of the first addressor. By superimposing the foml phrase. that of
Ihc aClh'c subject, the addressor, onto Ihe matter phrdse, in whose universe the subject is
address...'C. transcendental idealism comes to cover over empirical realism. It does 1101 sup­
press it. There is a first phrase, and it does no! come from Ihe subject. That is why the
covering over remains unstable.

[n the third place, examining the apparatus of the Transcendental Aesthetic leads to,

at least. a reconsideration of the notion of presentation in Kant. the Dtifstellllllg. In the
Ihcuretical realm. the presentation of an object (already constituted lil the level of the Ae~­

Ihctic) is rcquired for the validation (If a determinant judgment. that is, of a knowledge
phrase. This presentlition is what distinguishes the cognitive from the theoretical in
gcnera!. which includes Ideas. whose presentalion is impossible. Whether intuition is
Joined (l priori to the concept (which is thereby dt.:c1ared to be COIlSInICled) or whether it



64 0 PRESENTATION

is conjoined by means of experience as simply an extlmple for the concept. "the act of
adding intuition to the concept is called the Dorslelllmg (exltibitiQ) of the object. without
which (whether it happens mediately or immediately) there can be n(1 koowledge~ (1791:
Supplements I. Second Section). Presentation is thus not a simple ostc'nsion. but the bridg_
ing of intuition with conception.

Despite the name it bears. the Kantian Domclltmg is not at all the presentation of a
phrase universe. It is the conjunction of two phrases from different regimens. The conjunc_
tion. for eltample. of an ostensive with a cognitive. a conjunction required by the regimen
of knowledge: something is signified aoom a referent. and an example is shown which
~verifies~ this sense. It is the ~business of the facuity ofjudgmenC to effectuate the l'.lhibitio
~in selling a corresponding intuition beside the concepC (KUK. Introduction VIII). More
generally. presentation supposes a capacity for finding the eltample or the case which fits
a rule. andror finding it without a rule (1798a: §-44).

This capacity to judge in a nondeterminant fashion is exened outside the realm ofcogni.
tion: in morality. where just action needs 10 be determined with no instruction other than
the moral law. which ought to leave that action undetermined; or in the aesthetic feeling.
which declares an object to be beamiful or sublime on the basis of the pleasure that results
from the harmonious or impossible relationship between the faculty of conceiving and tile
faculty of having objects. (Still. it would be necessary in this mailer to account for a hesita­
tion in the Kantian lexicon: the faculty of having objects. the imagination. is also called
the ~faculty of presentationW) (KUK: § 17. 23).

Dorstellullg is, in general. an adjoining. a conjoining, a setting side by side. a compari.
son. between an established or an unknown rule and an intuition (or whatever takes the
place of intuition) (Kant Notice 3). The subject presents an object before a rule, determined
or not. with a view to validating this rule. or discovering it. or evaluating the object. The
presentation does 001 come from anywhere other than the SUbject. it is the confrontation
of the subject's works with other works by the subject. except that their joining together.
whether regulated or not. takes place between heterogeneous faculties. that is, between
phrases subject to different regimens or genres.

Now. this passage apparatus has already occurred in the Transcendental Aesthetic: the
faculty of receiving sensible impressions is ~bridgcdW with the faculty of coordinating and
of Objectifying them through the forms of space and time. In this regard, the redoubling
or doubling that already affects sensibility indicates that the subject canoot have presenta­
tions. but only representations. not in the theatrical sense where a representation comes
in the place of an absent object, but mther in the juridical sense where the ~facu1ties~ keep
making representations. remonstrances. or grievances to each other, that is. to criticize
each other through the confrontation of their respective objects. They thereby alternate
relative to each other betwcen the positions of addressor and addressee. Sensation would
be no more than an intransmissible idiolect if it did not suffer the remonstrances of pure
intuition. The latter would remain a punctual. ostensive phrase were it not subject to the
exigencies of the imagination alK! of the concept, and these faculties in turn would be with·
out any creative or cognitive impon if they did not allow for the remonstrances of sensibil­
ity. and so forth.

The subject is therefore neither active nor passive. it is both: but it is only one or the
other insofar as, caught in one regimen of phnlses. it pits against itself a phrase from an-
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h ",gimen. alK! seeks. if notlheir reconciliation. then at least the rules for lheirconflict.
~ e ". ."I, the subiect's forever threalened unlly. The only exception appears to be sensation.
11;1I11~. J

.....here through matter something seems to affect the ~subject~ that docs not derive from
't We have also seen. however, that this something is situated right away as an instance
:~ lhe dialectic of phrase universes, and treated as a first addressor and as a second ad­
dresS<.'C. so that its MgivingM is transfomled into a moment of exchange.

With Kant. a Dorstl'lIung is not a presentation, it is a situating (Nos. 114, 115, (16).
The repression of presentation by representation (situation) is permitted and encouraged
bv the doctrine of the faculties, and finally by the metaphysics of the -subject. WCases arc
n~t evenls. but summons to appear. The guestion of the nlere is, momentarily evoked on
(he occasion of-the-sensible.givc!l... is quickly forgotten for the_question_of what there is.

99. What escapes doubt is that there is at least one phrase. no matter what it

is. This cannot be denied without verifying it ideo facto. There is 110 phrase is
a phrase. I lie is a phrase, even if it is not a well-formed expression (Koyrc. 1947;

Wiugenstein, Zettel: §§ 691. 692). What do I know? is a phrase. The phrase cur­

rently phrased as a phrase does I/ot exist is a phrase (Burnyeat,1976; Salanskis,
1977). The phrase considered as occurrence escapes the logical paradoxes that
self-referential propositions give rise to. These paradoxes reveal themselves
when we apply to them the regimen to which well·formed expressions are sub­
ject. in particular the rule of consistency with regard 10 negation (or the principle
of contradiction). This regimen forbids that a propositional function can be its
own argument (TIP: 3. 332, 3. 333). But phrases are not propositions. Proposi­
tions arc phrases under the logical regimen and the cognitive regimen. Their for­
mation and linking are subject to the stakes of speaking true. The logically true

proposition is devoid of sense (sinnlos) (7LP: 4. 461, 6. t, 6. 11. 6. 113); the
cognitively true proposition is endowed with sense (subjected to the rule of osten­
sion by a 771is is the Cllse). But the self-referentiality of a negative phrase prohibits
a decision concerning its truth or falsehood (Russell, 1959; 74-85); and the self­
rcferentiality of an affinnative phrase allows any statement to be demonstrated

(Curry in Schneider). But phrases can obey regimens other than the logical and
the cognitive. They can have stakes other than the true. What prohibits a phrase
from being a proposition does not prohibit it from being a phrase. That there are
propositions presupposes that there are phrases. When we arc surprised that there
is something rather than nothing. we are surprised that there is a phrase or that
there are phrases rather than no phrases. And we are right. Logic Mis prior to the
question 'How?'. not prior to the question 'What?' M (TLP: 5. 552). A phrase is
a ·wh:lt".

lOll The phrase that expresses the passage operator employs the conjunction
mill (ami so forth, 011(1 so on). This term signals a simple addilion. the apposition
of one term with the other. nOlhing more. Auerbach (1946: ch. 2 and 3) turns
this into a characteristic of ~modern~ style, paratax. as opposed to classical syn-
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t.IX. Conjoined by lIIId. phrases or events follow each other. but their succession
docs not obey a categorial order (becllllse; if, IlIen; ill ortler 10; llllllOUgll. .).
Joined to the preceding one by llml. a phrase arises out of nothingness to link up
with it. Parruax thus connotes the abyss of Not-Being which opens between
phrases, it stresses the surprise that something begins when what is said is said.
And is the conjunction that most allows the constitutive discontinuity (or oblivion)
of time to threafen. while defying it through its equally constitutive continuity (or
retention), This is also what is signaled by the Al tell.ft Ollt phrase (No. 99). In­
stead of lIl/d. and assuring the same paratactic function, there can be a comma,
or nothing.

101. MThe phrase survives the test of universal doubt. W But what in the phrase?
Its reality, its sense? And is Ille phrase this McurrentM one or phrases in general?
I note that realit)', sense, Cllrrent, in gelleral are instances or quantities which are
taken as referents in the phrase universes that constitute these questions. One
phrase calls forth another. whichever it may be. It is this. the passage, time. and
the phrase (the time in the phrase, the phrase in time) that survives the test of
doubt. Neither the sense of a phrase nor its reality are indubitable. Its sense, be­
cause it is suspended to a link with another phrase which will explain it. Its reality,
because its assertion is subject to the rules for establishing reality which entail
the test of doubt (Referent Section). But for there to be no phrase, that is im­
possible.

102. For there to be no phrase is impossible, for there to be And a phrase is
necessary. It is necessary to make linkage. This is not an obligation. a Sol/en [an
ought tal. but a necessity. a Massen (a mustl. To link is necessary. but how to
link is not (No. 135).

103. The necessity of there being And a phrase is not logical (the question
'Ho\lr!') but ontological (the question ·Whllt?'). It is nonetheless not founded upon
any evidence (Apel). Evidence requires that a witness-subject independent of the
linking of phrases be able to certify that this linking always takes place. The
aporia is a triple one: 10 the object's evidence to a witness (namely, the ostensive
phrase whose addressor he or she would be: 11lis is the case) does not suffice to
establish that object's reality (Nos. 61-64); 20 the idea of an Mabsolute witness for
a reality- is inconsistent (No. 70): and 30 Alltl {j phrase is not an object for which
one can bear witness. it is a presupposition for Mobjects.- for their -witnessesMand
so on.

104. By A phrtu'e, J understand the phrase which is the case, der Fall. the
phrase tokeu, the phrase event. A phrase-type is the referent of a phrase-event.
For a phrase to survive the test of universal doubt stems neither from its being
real nor from its being true (No. 101). but from its being merely what happens.
wlull is occurrillg, ce qui arrive. das Fallellde. You cannot doubt that something
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, pcns when you doubt: it happens that you doubt. If It happells lhat you doubt
~ . 'Ad"·is a different phrase than YOII dOllbt, the~ another phrase IS ha.ppenmg. n I .It
. found that it is not happening, but that It has happened, then 11 happens that this
" . I d h 'is found. It is always too late to doubt the ·what'. The questIOn a rea y as Its an-

swer: another question.

Gertrude Stein

wA sentence is not emotional a paragraph isW (Stein, 1931). (Because the feeling or the
sentiment is the linkage, the passage. Docs this happen to fall. or what? Or nothing. but
nothing would be too much: A phrase. and ond.) Mlf two senlenees make a paragraph a
lillie piece is alright because they are beller apan. MMA paragraph such as silly.w MWhen
it is there it is out there. This is a sentiment not a sentence. II Now Ihat is something not
to think bUI to link.MMI am very miserable about sentences. I can cry about sentences but
not about hair cloth. W Mit is very hard to save the sentence. ~ "This is so lighl il is an emotion
and so a )Xlragraph. Yes so a paragraph.wMSCntences make one sigh.- "J would use a sen­
tence if t could.- MA sentence is saved not any sentence no not any sentence at all not yet.M
(When A phrllse is saved, it will be And 0 phrase that is saved, and it might be that it is
gained then.) MNever ask anyone whal a sentence is or what it has been.~ MWe feel that
if we say we we will go. II This is a simple meaning. A sentence that is simple in a cross
with a meaning. II A selllence says you know what I mean.MMyou can see that a sentence
has no mystery. A mystery would be a reception. They receive nothing. - wWho knows how
many have been careful. SCntencesare made wonderfully one at a lime. Who makes them.
Nobody can make Ihem because nobody can what ever they do see.M~All Ihis makes sen­
telleCS so dear I know how I like them. II What is a senteoce moslly what is a sentence.
With them a sentence is with us about us all about us we will be willing with what a sen­
tcoce is. A sentence is that they cannot be carefully there is a doubt about it. W "The greal
queslion is can you think a sentence. What is a sentence. He thought a sentence. Who calls
him to come when he did. w

No commenls. The selection done for the purposes of quoting is already outrageous.
Another remark or two,

One. In French. the porllgrllph is a division (and/or its sign) within something wrillen.
It separates what it unites. The Greek word signifies what is written on the side.
PllrIlgrllmmn is an extra clause in a law or a contract. POrllgrophe: an objection made by
the defense to the acceptability of a plea. Paragraphein: to add a clause. especially fraudu­
lelllly (Liddell-Scoll).

Two. To paragraph is to write And. And moreOI'er, And lIel'enheless The
difl"crend is reintroduced inlO the hean of what oughlto regulate the litigation. in-betwecn
the law and Ihe accused.

Three. Mit is out there. This is a sentiment. That is something not to think bUI to link. ~
The linking is subjeclto doubt. silly. not thought ouL without a rule.

Four. A phrase is not mysterious. it is clear. It says what il means to say. No MsubjecC
r<..'l:eives il, in order to interpret il. Just as no MsubjecC makes il (in order 10 say something),
It calls fonh its addressor and addressee. and they come take their places in its universe,

Five. MOne at a time, wonderfully.~ The wonder is the lime. the occurrence, Latin I'ice.
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English W~llk. German wdd,t'fl, Wuhu/ (?). A phrase is the event. something rather than
IIOlhing. and something that gives up ils place; weakness. In MSaving the Senteoce~ (1931):
-A sentence has wishes as an event.MIts wishes: to give up ils place to another. jl/l·ic~.

Six. To sa"e the phrase; extract it from the discourses in which it is sUbjugated and
resll1lincd by rules for linking. enveloped in their gangue. seduced by their end. Let it be.
The way Cage writes for sounds. In -Senlences and Pal1lgraphs- (Ibid.): MNOIhing iI
ooisy.M As in Si/~flU.

Seven. The outl1lge of selecting phrases from Genrudc Stein's lext: -1- ulilize them.
make them serve an argument. a discourse that subjugates phrases. that fills the abysses
in Mmy- lext. sepal1ltes and uniles them from afar. In Stein's lext. a phrase is one time.
an e"enl. it happens. The anxiety that Ihis will not SIan up again. that Being will come
to a hall. distends the paragraphs.

Eighl. ~Feminine writing~: inscribe that this cannot be filled in. from one sentence 10

the nexl? Would it be a genre?
Nine. These are ordinary phrases as well as phrases of metalanguage: -Jf it is very well

done they make it with butter. I prefer it OOt with buller.·· And their paragrnphism: -What
is a senlence with tears. Is she using red in her tapestry red in her lapeslry. M

105. For And a pllrase to be necessary signifies that the absence of a phrase
(a silence. etc.) or the absence of a linkage (the beginning. the end. disorder,
nothingness. etc.) are also phrases. What distinguishes these panicular phrases
from others? Equivocality. feeling. -wishes- (exclamation). etc. (Nos. 22. 23.
and Genrude Stein Notice).

106. Give a definition of what you understand by phrase. - By such a
prescription. you are presupposing an object called a phrase. a phrase-type. You
are also presupposing. are you not. that a complete description of it should be
given in order for us to be able to debate and to arrive at an agreement on the
nature of this object? Let me show you that 1° the substitution of a phrase-type
(or of the object. phrase) for a phrase event is required by a phrase regimen. the
definitional regimen (only terms taken as objects ofa metalanguage and for which
definite descriptions have been established are introduced into discourse). and by
a genre of discourse. the dialogical genre. Your prescription is one of the rules
of this regimen and this genre. Docs this hold a preeminent authorilY (Plato No­
tice)? 2° It does not seem that the genre of discourse (if there is one) which is
obeyed by the phrases that compose the present book privileges the definitional
regimen. The question is: How to define definition? By an endless regression in
the logical order. unless recourse is made to a decision or to a convention. Or
:10 endless progression in the succession of phrasc events. and here there is no
exception. only timc (Descombes. 198Ia).

107. Give a definition of what you understand by I)hrase. -A definition is a
phrase thai obeys logical and cognitive rules. But your Gin' (l definition ....
for instance, is a prescriptive that docs not obey these rules. -Agreed. That docs
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II prohibit you from giving a definition of this prescriptive. There is no
not a . ' h.occd for the definition and what IS defined to aflse from th~ same p. rase reglme~.

_lndt..'Cd. but it is necessary that the valueofa phrase that IS the object of a defim­
. (which is taken as the referent of a definitional phrase) be transformed on

lion ""t of its being taken as the referent of another phrase. the definitional one.
aC('O . '
1,\ hich is mctalinguistic (Nos. 43. 45. 46). In order to vahdate the command Gn'e

le"nitiOlI offhl' phrast'. a definition of the phrase must be given. If we answer
(/, J' • fl'
b 'observing that this command is a phrase that does not obey the regimen 0 ogt-

)1 and cognitive phrases. that command is situated as the referent of the -current­
;rase. it is turned into a counter-example ofa logical or a cognitive phrase. ~is
command is not validated. it is used. in its capacity as the referent of an ostensive
phrase (Hert' is a case ofa noncognitil'e phrase). to validate another phrase: a
descriptive one (Cenain phrases are under a lIoncogniti"e regimen) (Kant Notice
2. § I). Now you arc carrying out the same metalinguistic operation with A
phrast'. You are taking the expression A phrase as if it were a phrase. You are
depriving it of its Mcurrentness- (I wouldn't say of its context. cf. No. 141): of
its referential and ~pragmalicM imporl as an event. which calls fonh many kmds
of possible phrases. You command me to link onto it with a metalinguistic defini­
tional phrase. You have the right to do so. But know that you are making a
colllmand.

108. Lacking a definition of phrase. we will never know what we are talking
about. or if we are talking about the same thing. And in talking about phrases.
aren't you also using a metalanguage yourself? -It's not easy to know what one
is phrasing about (Antisthencs Notice). but it is indubitable that -one is phrasing.­
be it only in order to know this. As for the metalanguage at play in -my- phrases
here. it has no logical status. its function is not to fix the sense of a term. It calls
upon the capacity of ordinary language to refer to itself: /\'I' had enough of),our
Imuybes /: IMar}'/isapropuname; His II/ow )'ou/wasa lot ofpla)'aaing (Rey­
Debo\·e. 1978).

109. Here are some phrases (for once. well drop the italics which are sup­
JlOSCd to signal their autonymical value): It's daybreak: Give me the lighter; Was
It.he there?: They fought till their last round of ammunition: May he escape the
heavy weather!; Is the phrase /There is a phrase I denotative?; ax2 + bx + c ""
0: Ouch!: But Ijust wanted to ... ; Perhaps you thought that I ... ?: There
i~ a phrase: This is not a phrase; Here are some phrases.

110. The young Scythians had orders to beget children with those good war­
riors. the Amazons. One ofthern unexpcctantly comcs upon one of these comba­
tants right when she is squalling to relieve her bowels. MShe nothing loth. gave
hilll what he wantedRand asked him to return on the following day: Ph{mesa; men

ollk llikhe, te de klliiri ephraze (Herodotus IV. 113): RUnable to express her
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meaning in words (as neither understood the other's language), she phrased this
to him by hand.~ French Ate, Italian Eh. American Whoops are phrases. A wink,
a shrugging of the shoulder. a taping of the foot, a fleeting blush, or an attack
of tachycardia can be phrases. -And the wagging of a dog's tail, the perked ears
of a cat? -And a tiny speck to the West rising upon the horizon of the sea? -A
silence (Nos. 24, 26)? -Ei da.xunemon ousa me dikh~i logon / su dami phOnes
phrazi karban6i khiri (Aeschylus, Agam~mnon: 1060-1061). Back from Troy,
Agamemnon has just entered the palace of Atreus, leaving Cassandra, his cap-­
tive. motionless in the chariot. Clytemnestra entreats her to come in too, Frozen
by her vision of the impending crime. Cassandra neither hears nor answers: "She
bears herself like a wild creature newly captured~ (1063). The queen grows impa­
tient: "But if failing to understand our language. you do 001 catch my meaning.
then instead of speech. make sign (phrase) with thy barbarian hand." -Silence
as a phrase, The expectant wait of the Is il hapfMning? as silence. Feelings as a
phrase for what canOOI now be phrased. The immediate incommunicability ofde­
sire. or the immediate incommunicability of murder, The phrase of love, the
phrase of death, "Femininity~ or "'bestiality" as a blank in the argument (logos.
phOne). The suspense of the linking. Comic: the Amazon on the stool: as well
as tragic: the queen about to kill.

I I I. A phrase presents at least one universe (Nos. 18, 25), No mailer which
regimen it obeys, it entails a 1hu~ is III yo). There is what is signified, what
it is signified about. to whom and by whom it is signified: a universe. At I~ast

one universe. because the sense. the referent. the addressor. or the addressee can
be equivocal (Nos. 137-40).

112. The expression 7hu~ is is a mark of presentation in a phrase. Are there
other marks of presentation?

113. Could the presentation entailed by a phrase be called Being? But it is one
presentation, or what in a phrase-ease is the case. Being would be a case. an oc­
currence, Ihe '"fact" that it happens to "fall," that it "comes running~ (Fall, occur­
r~llc~). Not Being, but one being, one time, [un etre, unefoisl.

114. A presentation can be presented as an instance in the universe ofa phrase.
Thus Being can be presented, as an existent. But the phrase that presents the
presentation itself entails a presentation, which it does not present. Can we even
say that this presentation slips away or is deferred? That would be to presuppose
that it is the same for several phrases, an identicalizing effcct of the definite arti­
ete, the presentation,

115. A presentation is that there is at least one universe. A situation is that at
the heart of a universe presented by a phrase. relations indicated by the form of
the phrases that link onto it (through the phrase's regimen. which calls forth cer·
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" linkings) place the instances in relation to each other. I sail' il is a phrase that
talll . d"" "d' edb h'tuates three of the Instances (Ihe ad ressee Instance IS not In Icat y t e
S~rasc), and this situation consists in particular in the detemlination of a tense.
~ siller" Ihat 1saw it determines in particular a space-time in which the same three
i~stanCcs arc situated. 1 tell )'011 that it's there Ihal I sail' it situates in particular
he place of the addressor thanks to the "constative" I tell ),ou that ...
~Habcrmas, 1971: Iliff.). The forms of phrases in~icat~ the situations of the in­
stances with regard to each other, The set of these sltuatlons forms the presented

universe.

116. The presentation entailed by a phrase-ease is 001 presented in the universe
that this phrase presents (but it may be marked in the phrase, for example by
There is). It is 001 situated. But another phrase-ease can present it in aOOlher uni­
\'crsc and thereby situate it.

117. The categories of Aristotle. Kant, and others are families or species of
situations. that is, families or species of relations between the instances presented
in a phrase universe. It would be a mistake to call them genres or modes of presen­
tation (or of Being) (Aubenque. 1966 176-80), The presentation of a phrase al·
lows itself to be determined by genres only if it is situated in the universe of an­
other phrase, that is. as a presented presentation. That is why genres of
presentation, if there are any. are presentable only as genres of situation.

118. Let's admit for the sake of convenience two phrases (I) and (2). linked
in the following way: phrase (I) presents a universe, it entails a presentation;
phrase (2) signifies something about the presentation of phrase (I); it presents a
univcrse in which the presentation of phrase (I) is in the situation, shall we say.
of referent. The presentation (I) that is presented is not entailed in (2); the presen­
tation (2) that is entailed is 001 presented in (2). A presented presentation and an
entailed presentation do not therefore make two presentations, A set of two
presentations is formed by two presentations presemed by a single phrase. which
is somc phrase (3). The presentation entailed by the latter is not part of the set
of presentations (I) and (2) that it presents, or: the synthesis of the series of
presentations presented by a phrase-ease entails a presentation which does not en­
ter imo the series presented by this phrase-ease. It is presentable, though, in an­
other phrase-case. And so on.

119. The universe presented by a phrase is not prescmcd to something or to
SOmeone like a "subject·. The universe is there as long as the phrase is the case.
A "subjeet· is situated in a universe presented by a phrase. Even when the subject
h said not to belong to the world. qua addressee or addressor of the presemation
-thinking 1 in Descartes, transcendental Ego in Husserl. source of the moral law
in Kant. subjcct in Wittgenstein (TLP: 5. 632; TB: 7. 8. 1916ff.), -this subject
is nevertheless situated in the heart of the universe presented by the philosophical
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ph~ (~at says it does nOI belong 10 the world, What is not in Ihe ~world.- the
subject, IS presented in a phrase universe where it is situated under Ihe relation
of transcendence. but transcendence is a situation immanent 10 the universe
presented by the phrase that states it.

Aristotle

I. Before and after,

1be sophisl or the eristic can refule an opponent by playing upon the surface lexicon
of language. by ~phiboties.bomooyms. divisions, and so forth, but also by playing upoa
lhe very caleg~nesof the I~go$. and lhese are then paralogisms (Sot!h. R~f: 166 b 20).
~arachronologlsms (nQ( Anstotle's word) are parnlogisms lhat bear upon the category of
lnne (Protagoras Notice). Categories are regulalors which. in dialeclics. allow for a refer­
ent's manner of signifying to be circumscribed. For example, white may be taken as an
allribule, a subslance, or a qualily: Th~ rou is white, Om whilt! be trallsp(lrt'n/? They
heat il M*il~.

, ~ postpredi~nts (ch. 10 10 IS of the Categories) cite two operators that regulate
tllne In argumentatiOn: 10 prot/ron and 10 hamQ.lhe prior and the simultaneous. 1be homo
is part of the formulation of the principle of contradiction, If one and the same -object,"
one and the same substance in the Aristotelian sense. can accept oonlrary atlributes. then
one phrase may say that an object laken as referent has a given property, and anQ(her
phrase may say thaI il has the opposite property, although both are true. But nQ( althe same
lime, For example. Socral~S is sitting and Socrates is standing. You need 10 specify when
(em.: 4 a lOlL). Otherwise, paralogism in relation to time is possible: "The same man
is both seated and standing. for il is he who slood up who is Slanding. bul it is lhe seated
man ,(ho klllhim/(05) who slood up- (Soph. R~f: 165 b 38), 1be sophism of the seated
man Includes a parallel \'ersion with the couple sicklbealthy. Aristotle refutes this sophism
by recourse to theprotiron operator: "The phrase: according to which the seated man does
so and so or has SO and so done to him is 1101 single in meaning, somelimes il means the
~an ~ho i~ seated now (n~n~, sometimes it means the man who was seated formerly (p~
~UOfl) ,(IbId.: 166 a 4), Similarly, the man who was recoveting is IlOI sick now, he really
IS lhe SIck man. bUI thc formerly sick man,

~is refutation presupposes the ability to enumerate. according to the opposition (dyad)
antenor/posterior, the positions of something moving along a direclional aJL:is. Such is one
definition of lime gi\'en in the Ph)'lics; -For lime isjustlhis - number of motion in respect
of 'before' and ·after. M(219 b 1-2). 1be referent ohhe phrase: underconsidel1uion is some­

Ihing mov.ing: The phrase has truth at stake. its regimen is logical or cognith·e. 1be truth
of the allnbullon of a predicate to this moving body cannot be decided unless lhe position
it occupies when the allribuli\'e phrase takes place is specified.

. This position must be Mnumbered
M

(arithmoumlnQn). To this end. a compamtive order.
Ing of ~wo positions by means oflhe dyad suffices to avoid parachronologism. The number
of motion need nQ( be a cipher, drawn for instaotc from some chronology or chronomelry.
It is. sUf~cient to apply the opel1ltor to IWO places (beforeJafter) along the conlinuum of
mOIl~ In order for the conlrary allributCJi 10 be distributed inlo distinct positKHts. Thanks
to thiS operator. the continuum lurns out to be ordered according to the set of positions
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f,M" l!)e mo\'ing body. One of the latler's positions, whichever one it is (and by lhe same
,.(rol.e . the disputed attribute). is always situated before or after any other position. ""'1'he
~llnd pronounces that the 'nows' are two, one before and one after. il is then that we say
th:ll lhcre is time. and Ihis thaI we say is time

M

(Physics: 219 a 28-29).
[f it is asked. 'before or after what?", ifan origin is soughl for this pinpointing. the an·

_",'cr al this stage in the analysis is lhat the compatison is made in an immanent fashion:
the antcrior before the poslcrior, and conversely. l1\e constilutive operator of the series
of ,tates of lhe referent operates in the heart of this series. It follows that the referent (the
1110\ mg body) 001 only is what it is in its supposedly presenl punctual state, but also implies
ItS re[atKHtship with other Slates. whether anterior or posterior. Furthermore, the \'ery na­
tion of a punctual stale of Ihe referent. the state in which il supposedly is now, already
implies the possibility of other states in which il has been and will be, Not only do Ihe w·
for~ and Iht! after imply each other in an immanent fashion. but the lHfordafter and tht!
nOl" also imply each other. withaUl ever leaving the universe presenled by the phrase
which refers to the moving body.

This is all a matter of situation (No. lIS). The referent being a moving body, if the
phl1lse .....hose referent it is presents it in terms of its mobility. that is. if il first presents
it as a. then as b. then it enumerates (as has just been attested by diSlinguishingfirsl from
Ih~n) its positions or anributes. and this enumeration (or number) minimally requires the
d)"ad INfort!lafter, This dyad is indeed the number of motioa, the numbered motion of the
referenl in lhe universe presented by this phrase:. Number, like quantity. is nQ( in the sup­
posedly real referent (outside the phrase universe). bul in the phrase. in the form of ad·
verbs of lime which organize two by two the positions or contrary alltibutes of the moving
body. Now docs not seem endowed with any privilege in this seriali1.ation. Before is a not
)'et now, after is an already no longer now, now is a now between two nows, thaI is. pass·
ing from one to the next. Once again. it is a question of cross-referencings within the heart
of the uni\'erse presented by the phrase:. and thus a question of situation. 1101 of prestn·
tation.

2, Now.
A difficulty is born from this immanence. which makes Aristotle hesitate over the slatus

In be gh'en 10 the /l0M'. Isn't /lOW not also lhe origin of diachronic cross-referencing? -For
whal is bounded by the 'now' is thought to be timeR (Ph)'sics: 219 a 29). The fOnllUht ap'
pears to granl the temporali1.ing function to the present instant. However. the -is thoughl
In be- follo.....ed by a very rescl"\'ed h)'pok~i$th6 (-.....e may assume this) marks a difficulty
In granting this function 10 the now.

Another formulation aggravales the uncertainly: -If the 'now' measures lime. it is in
\0 far as time involves the 'before and after' - (Ibid.: 2 J9 b 11-12), It can be understood
Ihatthc now is the permanent pointoforigin for the ecstasis of time. This will belhe-mod­
crn

R
version of tcmporalil.ation, the one that prevails in Augustine and Husserl: a conslitul'

II1g lillle. the Mliving prescnt,- in the charge of a transcendental subject, and a constituted.
dl,lchronic lime on the side of the object. Ihe diegelic referenl. [n which time, though. sh:lll
lhe ~ynthesis of transcendental and empirical time tuke place'! This synthesis mUSl
Ile\'cnhcless lake place. if it is true lhat the now never escapes diachrony.

Aristotle. ignoring e\'erything about a philosophy of the subject. does 1101 at all orient
hlm~lfin this phenomenological direction. This is how he designates the difficulty: "The
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'now' which seems to bound the past and the future - docs it always remain one aod the
same or is it always other and other'? It is hard to sayM (218 a 8). leI's return 10 Ihe hypothe­
sis of immanence. The dislinguishing limit between before and after. or the ZOIle ofCOnillct
bel",ccn the anterior and the posterior, is itself affected by Ihe before/aflcr: lhe now is 1'101
no"" it is 001 yet or already no lo~ger. one cannot say now /lOW. it's too early (befOre)
or 100 late (after). What was future IS now past. lhe time of a phrase. The limit is 001 punc.
lual or linear. the poslerior incessantly encroaches upon the anterior. The now lmaill­
It'ntJm) is precisely whal is not maintained let' qui nt' st' main/it'lIl paJ"1. We do 001 sec how
il can serve as the origin for distribuling lhe posilions of a moving body inlo before aad
afler. These essentially ~vulgar- observations suffice 10 disqualify a constitulion of lime
derived from lhe presenl: for. either lhe present is immersed in diachrony: or else. it is
IranscendentlO il. In eilher case. il cannot serve 10 number il.

Arislotle opens up another palh. He was asking whether now remains OAt: and the same.
or whether il becomes always OIher and OIher? He ansv.·ers: "'1"he 'now' in one sense islbe
same. in another il is 001 the same- (219 b 12). ConsKJered as -tieing whal il is Ihis lime­
(ho poIi 00: 219 b 17. 219 b 26: 110 poti 6tI: 219 a 20: 110 poI?n: 219 b II. 223 a 27).
or "whaltums out 10 be each lime- (Aubenque. 1966: 436). il is whal il is. BUI considerell
,6 logo (219 b 20. 220 a 8). -in a phl1\SC'.- or. if one prefers (the IWO expresSKlns heiDI
subslilUiable in the Aristotelian le"I). 10 t'ifIQi. -as an enlity.- as an instance preseOled by
Ihis phl1\SC' (219a 21. 219b 11.219 b27). il is other lhan itself. -As being whal il is this
lime,- the now is taken as an occurrence. as an e\·enl. I would say. as a phrase e\·enl. ThiI
is confirmed by: ~in so far lhen as lhe 'oow' is a boundary. il is not time. but it happenl
Iii arri\'t') (sumbilNkt'nf (220 a 21). There is 7hut'is. a phrase taken as occurrence. II
~-h<J,. which righlly said is notlhe now, but now. BUI. as soon as lhe occurrence is grasped
in the universe of another phrase ('0 log6) which refers 10 il as if 10 an entilY (10 t'jtI(JI).

now becomes lhe now. and it cannot be gl1lSped as M'hm. as (al) lhe time it h:lppened. II
undergoes the inevitable alteration ofdiachrony. it is coruingent upon lhe phrase regimea.

Aristotle thereby dislinguishes time which. in universes presented by phrases. situatel
lhe instances constiluting these universes in relation to each other (Ihe before/after, the
now). from the presenlation-event (or occurrence) which as such is absolUie (now). As

soon as one phrnses the lauer. it is placed among the relations of phrase universes. The
presentalion is then presented. In order to grasp the presenlalion entailed by a phrase. an­
other phrase is needed. in which this presentation is presented. The ~presenl- presentation
is 001 able to be phrased !lOw; it is only able 10 be phrnsed as a situation (before/after) in
the universe pn:scntcd by another phrnse: it is Ihen the fomler prcstntation. AriSlotle dis·
connects the diachronic operlltors at play in phrase universes from the occurrence of the
phrase (or the phrasc-occurcnce). The ~currenCor ~actual-presenlation is impossible. the
evenl is forgollen as sm;h insofllr as it is conserved (the :lftcr). anlicip:ued (thc before).
or -maintaincd~ (Ihe now) 1/(' lIIuilltl'/Il11l/).

3. Some observ:ltions.
3. I.-This ~reading~ is still metaphysical. still subordinalc to Ihe hegemony of thoughl,

Dcrrid:l would say (l%8b: 63). -Yes. indeed. if il is true that. as a queslion, time already
belongs to mClaphysics. I would nevenheless like to show the following. The occurrence.
the phrase, as a ",hm Ihal happens. docs not al:lll stem from the queslion of lime. bUI from
th:lt of Being/non-Being. This queslion is called fonh by a feeling: it is possible for nothing
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• pPC'" Silence not as a phrase in abeyance. but as a nonphrasc, a non ~·hal. This feeling
~o ha 'elY or surprise: there is something rather than nothing. Scarcely is this phrased. than
IS anSI . r h·occurrcnce is chained, registered. and forgotlen In lhe occurrence 0 I IS phrase.
lhe. h in slating the 7hert' is. binds the occurrence by comparing it with its absence. Time
""::s ~13Ce with the before/afler implied in phrase universes, as the pUlling of instances
~a 0 an ordered series. This scriali7.alion is immanent 10 Ihem. Time is indeed a category
In;the exislenl. Being is not time. Presentation is not an act of giving (and abo\'e all not

o coming from some £So or some It and addressed 10 some: us. to us human beings).
:r by presenlation (every term to designate this is illusory and iII,uSK>nist. I ha\'e said
""h)') do I understand the acl of a dlUllJmis. of a potency. or of a will of this potency. a
deSire oflanguage to accomplish itself. But merely thai something takes place. This some­
thing is a phrase. undoubtedly (no. 99). Since a phrase presents a universe. for a phl1\SC'
10 take place is wl\at I call presentalion.

3.2. -Your -reading- seems akin 10 the meditation which. in On Timt' and &ing and
the worts ofthat period, converges upon the notion ofErt'ignis (Heidegger, 1962: 10-23).
_E"ceptlhat Heidegger's meditation persists in making "man-the addressee of the giving
....·hich in the £reigllis gives. and gives itsdf while withholding itself. and il panicularly
persists in making the one who receives this giving into the man who fulfills his destiny
IS man by hearing the authenticity of lime. Destiny. addressee. lIddreS5Of", and man are
insances or relations here in unh'erses presented by phrases. they are situattonal, '0 logO.
The 1ht're is lakes place. il is an occurrence (Ereignis). but it does IlOl pr-esenl anything
to anyone. il does not presenl itself. and it is DOC the present, nor is it presence. Insofar
IS it is phrasable (thinkable), a presentalion falls shoo. as an occurrence.

3. 3 -The question of time is raised here within the problemalics of the phrase. The
GdHII (?) does 001 give (?) e"i5lents, it gives (?) phrases. which are distribulors of e"is­
tents (instances in universes). Even phrases become e"islents for other phrases. But they
"'have happened: as Aristotle says with respect 10 now. The presentalion islhat a phrase
happens. BUI ~as such.- as whot. it is not within lime. ~Vulgar" time is within the universe
presented by the phrase. There is 00 vulgar lime. though, as Dc:rrida is righlto say (Ibid.:
59). or else, thaI's all there is. for lhe phrase is -vulgarMtoo.

3.4 -Whal allows you 10 phrase somelhing 15 a presentation. if no one is its addressee
and no one can refer to il without falling short of it? Are you. in your tum. making the
1I)·pothesis of a trace (Ibid.: 65ff.)? Of a silence or a blank Ihat effaces the event? Is the
Ert'ignis in effect (Heidegger, 1953-1954: 22) the lightning flash that makes something
(a phrase universe) appear, but blinds as it blinds ilselfthrough what il illuminales? Is this
..... ithdrawal ilself a phrase (Nos. 22, llO)? Which of the four kinds of silence is it (Nos.
24. 26)'1 Or is this some other kind of silence':'-Il is another kind of silence. One thai docs
not bear upon an instance in a phrase universe. but which bears upon the occurrence of
a phrase. There would be no more prescnt3lions. -But you wrote: ~For Ihere to be no
phra;.e is impossible- (No. 102)! _That's jusl il: the fccling thatlhe impossible is possible.
l'lIalthe necessary is conlingcnl. Th3tlinkage must be Illude. bUllhatthere won'l be any­
thIng upon which to link. The -and~ with nothing to gnlb onto. Hence. notjuslthe contin­
~cncy oflhe how of linking, but the vertigo oflhe lasl phrase. Absurd. of course. But the
lightning flash lakes place-it flashes and bursts out in the nothingness of the night. of

c1uuus. or of the clear blue sky.
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120. There wouldn't be any space or time independent of a phrase.

121. Ifasked from where you hold this notion that space and time are like kinda
of situations. it may be answered that it is held from phrases like 71le marquise
went alit mfil'e*. It had happpened. He had arril'ed*·. Gel alit of"ere. Aslup!
Already? etc. But above all from the phrase From where do )'011 ho'" .. 1
which presupposes space and time. And it may be added lhat I do not hold it,
phrases can so hold themselves. that is. they can situate their instances so and situ.
ate themselves so in relation 10 others. Space and time arc headings that group
the situational effects produced in phrasc universes by expressions like behind,
mudl later, jllsl below, was bom. ill the begilllling. etc. (and ere.). There are
phrases whose regimen requires these marks (such as narratives). others which
exclude them as an assumption (such as mathematics. or logic. even if there is
a logic of time).

122. There arc as many universes as there are phrases. And as many situations
of instances as there arc universes. -But you say that there are families of instan­
tial situations such as space and time (No. 121)? Then, there are phrase universes
that are at least analogous to each OIher?-A metalinguistic phrase has several of
these different phrases as its referent. and it states their resemblance. This resem­
blance removes none of their heteogeneity (Bambrough, 1% I: 198-99). Space
or time or space-time are family names allributed to these situations. No element
is common to all. -Are you a nominalist?-No. resemblance may be established
by the procedure for establishing the reality of a referent (Nos. 63ff.), but not by
kuse.~ as Wittgenstein thinks. prey to anthropological empiricism. -But among
the kinds of phrases required by this procedure. there is the ostensive. which
makes use of spatio-temporal deictics, over there, then. etc.! -That only shows
that metalanguage is part ofordinary language (Descles and Guentcheva Dcs~les.

1977: 7).

123. Isn't your way of partitioning phrase universes anthropocentric and prag·
matic? From where do you hold it that they entail four instances?-From the way.
to link. Take the phrase Oucll! You link onto the addressor with Are )'OU in pain?;
onto the addressee with I elllli do (1Il)'lhillg abolll il; onto the sense with Does it
hurt?; onto the rderent with 17,e gums are always l'ery sellsith'e. The instances
are valences of linkage. -For human language perhaps. but what about a cat's

·u, mllr'l";U sonl" cinq hi'urI'S: since P~ul V~ltry, this senlence has served as Ihi' e~ample ofc1ichC

in the French no,<el. Cf. English: T",{IS <I durk lind srorm)' niShl.-lr.

U1/ h,,;, arr;,·;: By ilself, the French remains ambiguous and could mean eilker the impersonal Mil
h~d h~ppenedM or lhe personalized Mke had llrri~l:d- depending on ,,'helher tke pronoun il is undersl00d

to be impersonal or to refer 10 r.ol11~·(me.-tr
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. ',_You link onto the raised tail of a cal by, respectively: Wlutl do )'011 lI'am?;
1311. . ? 77 I "/ ", ,,/)()/"I'r;lIg me; HUllgry aglll/l. .. I(~)' IOl'e l'ery expressn'e /(lIS, m purpos-
YOllr . h' h···· kd. I' choosing phrases where neither t e Instances nor t elr Situation IS mar e .
lve) . 'f h .. 'd' f 'Thc partitioning is not pragmatic I t e presupposition or preJu Ice 0 pragmatics
. hat a message goes from an addressor to an addressee each of whom would
IS t .," without il Nor is it humanist: Iry to come up with nonhuman entities who
-1:,\;1:> •

uld not occupy one or another of these instances! It is rare perhaps for all of
~e instanccs to be marked. (Many modern literary lechniques are tied to the de­
larcating of instances: the addressor in In Remembrance ofnliugs Pasl, the ad­

~rcssce in Sutor's La mOllification. both addressor and addressee in Derrida's La
((lrte poswfe. the referent in Claude Simon's us Georgiqlles. the sense in Robert
Pingct's L'apol.'l)"phe, to mention recent French examples alone. And the pre­
sumed author (Puech, 1982). This de-mareating has the effect of making the
phrases take place spome sua: a critique of the prejudice that it is Mman~ who
speakS. MLove of phrases, unlove of people. M-His having always loved phrases
is not, as far as I'm concerned. to his credit but I don't know my judgment to be
infallible- (Pingel. 1980: 149,57).)

124. The presentation entailed by a phrase is forgotten by it, plunged into the
river Lethe (Detienne. 1967: 126-35). Another phrase pulls it back out and
presents it. oblivious to the presentation that it itself entails. Memory is doubled
by oblivion. Metaphysics slruggles against oblivion, but what is whatever strug­
gles for oblivion called?

125. Augustine's God or Husserl's Living Present is presented as the name
borne by the instance that synthesizes the nows. It is presented, though, by means
of the phrases in which it is presented, and the now of each of these phrases then
remains to be synthesized with the others. in a new phrase. God is for later.-in
a mOlllCntM: the Living Present is to come, These only come by not arriving.
Which is what Beckett signifies. Time is not what is lacking to consciousness.
lime makes consciousness lack itself.

126. You qualify presentation, entailed by a phrase. as absolute. By qualifying
il in this way. you are presenting it. Its quality as absolute is situated in the uni M

verse presented by your phrase, and is relative to it. This is why the absolute is
ROt presentable. With the notion of the sublime (and on the condition that Darsle/­
fUII8 be understood as we have here), Kant will always gct the beller of Hegel.
The Erlw/)elle persists, not over and beyond, but right in the heart of Ihe Aufge­
hobellen .

127. What is not presented is not. The presentation entailed by a phrase is not
PfC~cnted. it is not. Or: Being is not. One could say that when an entailed presen­
lillion is presented. it is nOl an entailed but a situated presentation. Or: Being
gra~PCd as an existent is non-Being. This is how the first chapter of the Wissen-
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schaft du Logi/( ISci~nCf:ofLogicJ should be understood. What Hegel calls deter.
mi~tion .and whi~h is the mainsprin~ of~he passage f~m Being to non-Being'
Ihe sltuauon ofBemg (orofprescntallon) m a phrase Unlverse. that is. the pas

from Ihe presentation entailed by the first phrase to the presentation (of the til'll
phrase) presented by the second phrase. This ~disintegration~(the passage f
Being to existent or non-Being) only works. however. if the stakes of the sccOQll
phrase are to present Ihe presentation: that is. if the stakes of this second ph....
are those of the genre of ontological discourse. One of the rules constitutive
the genre prescribes a linkage of this kind and the resulting passage or disinte
tion: the rule of the R~sullat (Hegel Notice). There are many genres of discou
though. whose stakes as prescribed by Iheir rules do not involve presenting
presentation, and where ~disintegration~ is consequently not necessary.

128. This is why negation is nceded to prescnt the entailed presentation. It
only presentable as an existent. that is. as non-Being. This is what the word
means.

129. TIle argument '"that the unknown can be known. on the ground that it
be known to be unknown· (Epist~ton to agnoston. isti gar ipisthon 10 agn{m
hoti agn6ston) is classed by Aristotle (Rh~toric; 1402 a) among the apparent
thymemes. He says it is a paralogism in which the absolute and the relative
confused (through a mistake or a ruse that he attributes to Antisthenes). The ar
ment in effect resorts to insisting upon the presentation (~can be known, Mthe a
lute) all the way up to asserting what is unpresented (what is unsignified. "the
known

W

). which is presented by the phrase that th~ unkno"71 .... and w .
is therefore relative to it. To call this linkage a paralogism. though. is a decis'
constitutive of the genre of logical discourse, which is not concerned wilh
quod (No. 91).

130. The faculty of presenting for a single referent. its sense and the cont
(negation) of its sense (for the unknown. the sense of the unknown and the
of the known: for Being. the sense of Being and the sense of non-Being) should

not be called die ungeheure Macht des Negatil'en. the portentous power of tile
negative. as Hegel does (PhG. Preface: 93). If Ihere is a power. where is it? I.
a phrase's ability to present a property as lacking in its referent? That's
(only ... }ihemysteryofnegation·(Wiugenstein. TB:9. 15. II. 1914) (No.
90). -In a phrase's ability to present a property as simultaneously present and ab­
sent? But such is not the case: one phrase presents it as present, another phrase
presents it as absent. This is nOI-at one and Ihe same time.· -In the ability of twO
phrases relating to the same referent to say something and its contrary about it?
But it needs to be established that this concerns the same referent (Nos. 68. 80).
In this last case. what is portentous does not come from the negative. but from
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£rt'igllis. For it could be that there were no -sccond~phrase. The impossible.
::hingness would be possible. What is portentous is that it is not so.

131. -Every phrase is. MIs everything which is, a phrase? Is is nOI which is.
Nor is i.f. for that mailer. is re(d. It cannot be said that EI'ery'IJ/mue is real. Even

~, so. that £I·ery·tllillg rmio//a( is reo(. Reality is a property of a referent that
IC·mains to be established (Referent Section), it is not. This includes the reality
;a phr.lsc. That everylhing real is rational. yes. that can be said if ratiOtU1I sig­
nifies: in conformity with the procedure for establishing the reality ofa referent.
_In £n'ry'phnlst' is. ~1'eT)'phras~ signifies ~l'erJthingwhich happt'ns: is signifies
,hut' is. it happells. But It happens is not what happens. in the sense that quod
is not quid (in the scnse that the presentation is not the situation). Is does not there­
fore signify is there. and even less so does it signify is reaf. Is doesn't signify any­
thing. it would designatc the occurrence Mbefore~ the signification (the content)
of the occurrcnce. It would designate it, but it does not designate it, since by
designating it it situates it ("before- signification). and thereby occults nun in
hust/roll protiron (Aristotle Notice). ~.l...WouId be: Is;t happening? (the
il indicating an empty place to be occupied by a referenO.

132. In sum. there are events: something happens which is not taUiological
with what has happened. Would you call what happens the cas~?-The case, der
Fall. would be that something happens. quod. rather than what happens, quid.
-Would you say that ihe world is all that lwhich) is thc case (alles, lI'as der Fall
ist).M as Willgenstein does'?-We could if we distinguished between the case and
that lI'hidl is the cos~. Wittgenstein also calls a fact (Tatsache) that which is the
case (n.P: 2). He can then write that ihe world is the totality (di~ Gesamth~it)

of facts
M

(I. I). or that ihe sum-Iotal of reality (die g~samte lVirklichJ:~it) is the
world- (2. 063). Totalit)' and all are not themselves cases. They are referents of
Ideas in the Kantian sense. Or else logical quantifiers. One cannot proceed to test
the reality of the wholc. -BUI the case is not that which is the case. The case is:
Dlerl' is, It happens. That is to say (No. 131): Is it h(I/Jpe"illg?

133. There is no -picture of the world- that -we- would Mmake M for ourselves
~TLP: 2. I). But the world as the whole of reality can be situated as an instance
In a universe presented by a (cosmological) phrase. It gives rise to the antinomies
described by Kant. These reveal that the referent lI'orid is not an object of cogni­
tion. it eludes the test of reality. The conccpt of a picture (Bild. eikOn) of facts
COndenses within itself the metaphysical illusion. the reversal or prejudicc that
phrases corne aftcr facts. In this sense. there is no representation. -By 1I'0r/(/ (No.
bOl. I understand a network of proper names. No phrase can exh,lUst this net­
\\ork. No phrase can substitute a complete description for every name: -For it
~ms-at least so far as I can see at present-that the mailer is not settled by getting
rid nf namcs by means of definitions- (TB; 13.5. 15).
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134. MyOU can't say everything- (Descombes, 1977). -Disappointed? Did YOU
desire it? Or atlcast did something-Mlanguage--wam it? Wanted to unfurl its full
powers? A will? A Mlifer A desire. a lack? These are so many teleologies or
fulfillment. or melancholias for the unfulfilled. -But you certainly accept (No. 23)
that ~something asks to be put into phrasesr-This does not imply that ~\'trythi",

ought to or wams to be said. This implies theexpcctam waiting for an occurrence.
for the -portentousness. - that indeed everything has not been said (No. 130).
vigil. This waiting is in the phrase universe. It is the specific -tensionMthat ev
phrase regimen exens upon the instances.

135. -What we cannot speak about we must pass over in silenceM(TLP: 7). _
the must (II faut, muss man) addressed to man? To Spirit? It is 001 in their po
to pass over in silence what they canOOl speak about. Insofar as it is unable
be phrased in the common idioms, it is already phrased, as feeling. The avo
has been made. The vigil for an occurrence, the anxiety and the joy of an
known idiom. has begun. To link is not a duty, which "weMcan be relicved
or make good upon. "We- cannot do otherwise. Don't confuse necessity with
gation. If there is a must (Illaut). it is 001 a You alight to (Vous d~,~z.) (No. 102

136. To link is necessary, but a particular linkage is 001. This linkagc ean
declared pertinent, though, and the phrase that does the stating is a rule for lint
ing. It is a constitutive part of a genre of discourse: after such and such a k.i
of phrase. here are those phrases that are permitted. The Allalytics circumscri
in this way the genre of linkages for classical logic, the Sci~"uofLogic for
ern dialectics. and the Vor/~sungen uber n~uere Geometrie (Lectures in the N,

Geometry( for modem axiomatics (Pasch in Blanche, 1955: 20-22). 11lcre
many genres of discourse whose rules for linking are not stated.

137. A phrase can be formulated in such a way that it c()-presents seve
universes. It can be equivocal, not only with regard to the sense, but also wi
regard to the referent. the addressor, or the addressee. For example: I call co
by your place. Equivocation can affect I. come by. or your. Restricting ourselves
to the modal call. here are some c()-presented universes:

1.1 I have the ability to do it.
1.2 I have the time to do it.
1.3 You have a place and I know the address.
2 It's possible that I'll do it.
3.1 I desire to do it.
3.2 I desire that you tell me to do it.
4 I have permission to do it.

Ability (I). eventuality (2), wish (3). right (4). Description (I. 2. 4): represcnta·
tion (3. I) (in the sense of Habcrmas' -representative" phrases (1971: 112): I want,

PRESENTATION 0 81

I [ear, I desire II/(II .. ); regulation (3. 2) (as in: I artier )"Olt, I beg )"ou, I
rolllisi' YO/lIO •.. ). Not only is the scnseof I can equivocal. but its equivocal­

PesS is passed on 10 the other instances: your is not the same if it is part of the
~escribcd referent or if it is the addressee of a prescription: the same goes for I.

138. A linkage may reveal an equivocalness in the previous phrase. The door
istlost'dcan give risc to Ofcollrse, It'hatdo )"ou tllink.doorsarefor'!, or to I know,
,hi'\''''e trying 10 lock. me in, or 10 All the beller, I hlll'e to talk. to you. etc. In these
linkages. the closed door ceases to be a state of things 10 be discussed or verified.
II \'crities the functionalist definition of doors given by an obsessive neurotic; it
confinns the tale a paranoiac tells about them, etc. Are we dealing with the same
doOr? With the same addressee, etc.? Let's suppose two interlocutors. They talk
aboUl the closed door. One says: Ofcourse, etc.; the other: I know, etc. Here is
a differend. The logician who would put order into thcir obscurc contention by
saying, It5 only a matur of a simple description, would merely add to the
diffcrend. Some vignettes of these disorders along with their juridico-political im­
pacts can be found in La Fontaine's Fables. Which is the pertinent linkage?

139. We suppose that the addressor of the subsequent phrase is "the same~ as
the addressee of the prior phrase. Couldn't it be said that the linkage is pertinent
at least if the universe of the second phrase presents or co-presents anew, and
therefore re-presents, one of the universes presented by the first phrase? For ex·
ample. if you linked onto I can com~ by your place (No. 137) in version (I. I)
with Can )"ou walk.?, Your car isfi:ud? or You thinJc so? (= You really have the
ability of movement to do so?). In version (I. 2) with No, )"ou K'Ont ha\'e time,
Yes. it5 very close to )"ourplace, YOIl think. so? (= You really have the availability
of time todo so?). In version (1.3) with But I was thrown out. In version (2) with
Thai WOUlll surprise me, You think. so? (= Is it even possible?). In version (3.
I) with So )"ou say (= I don't believe in your desire to do so), You think. so?(=
Do you have the desire?). In version (3. 2) with Ther~5 no need to (= Irs not
my desire). As yOIl wish (= I don't have any desires about this matter), YOllthint
so? (::: Do you really want to know my desire?). In version (4) with Oh good!,
Y01l1hink. so? (= Was this permission really given to you?). This makes for a
lot of peninences.

. 140. The addressee of the first phrase may link onto I Clm come by YOllr place
.....lIh How is Chantal? Would we say that this is not a pertinent linkage? Ducrot
.....O~ld say (1977) that it is not pertinent if we stick to the presuppositions just ex­
31111ned: but it may be pertinent if we also admiued something understood (SO/lS­

:'lIf'lIc/ll J: I Cllil come by your plllce, ClwlI((Il iSIl ~ there. Pertinence supposes a
good" rule for linking. There arc a number of good rules for linking onto an
~quivocal phrase. It is here that the pragmatidan (Engel. 1981) gets tangled up
In the question of the speakers' intentions. in order to save communication from
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its wreckage. The metaphysics of consciousness runs aground, though. upon the:
aporia of otherness: Husser!'s fifth Cartesian Meditalion. No matter what he or
she says, the addressor of the linking phrase is situated in the universe presented
by ~his~ or Mher- phrase in a nonarbilrary way with relation 10 the phrase "Oflhe
other.- Even YOIl Ihi/l* so? is a way of linking without resolving the equivocal-­
ness: it is a question, and it suits every version of the first phrase. This way at
linking is not entirely haphazard. it resorts to the interrogative at leasl.

141. But the context at least should allow us to decide what the addressor
the first phrase wanted to say and what the addressee. who is the addressor of
second phrase. would have had reason to understand ... -The context
to be presented. by means of phrases. This is what I have sketched out by p
ing the co-presented universes. Or else. in invoking the context. your phrase s'
ates you as the addressee in a cognitive universe in which the conteltl is the
drcssor and infonns you about itself. Why should you judge this addressor to
more credible than lhe addressor of the first phrase '!

142. For example. the phrase Th~ muting is call~d to ord~r is not perfo
tive because its addressor is the chairperson of the meeting. The addressor is
chairperson of the meeting 10 the extent that the phrase in question is perfo
tive. The equation chainnanship--performativity is independent of the context.
the phrase is perfonnative and the addressor is not the chairperson, he or she
comes the chairperson: if it is not performative and the addressor is the chai
son. he or she ceases to be the chairperson. -Doesn't this alternative. though.
least depend upon the conteltl'!-The context is itsclfmade ofphrascs linked
the phrase in qucstion. Onto a phrase like The muting is called to order. s
phrases as the following can be link.ed: Okay. )'011 chair Ihe //luting in the Ii
case, or No way. or By what right? in the second. -But doesn'l the QCcurre
ofthcsc phrases depend. in tum, upon the context,!-What you are calling the
tcxt is itself but the referent of cognitive phrases. those of the sociologist for e
ample. The context is not an addressor. Positivism. in particular the positivi
of the human sciences in general, resides in this confusion between context a
referent and between context and addressor. With the notion ofcontext. the fl
is turned over to the object of the -scientist- next door, as if this referent were

an addressor.

143. Won't we know, though, anyway after the fact which universe was the
one really presemed by the initial phrase'! Won'tthe subsequent series of phrases
decide the regimen of the first phrase'!-The subsequent series will decide nothing
(no more than ~history will tell if ... ~). If there is a decision, it comes from
the genreof diseourse wherein this series is ~led. ~ Imagine two opposite poles be­
tween which all the genres would be distributed. One of them, the discourse o(
cognition, stakes itself on leading the series toward dearing up the initial equivO"

PRESENTATION 0 83

. " The other, the discourse of the unconscious, stakes itself on maintaining
caI IO,,· . • •

."quivocation to the greatest extent poSSible. ThiS IS not to say that oneofthem
Ihl~C. M M

.. ,ore or less faithful than the other to the essence of language. nor that one
l~ 11
.~ .originary~ and the other secondary. In the order of discourses. they are like
I. utology and contradiction in the order of propositions: the rational phrase
t3 "nts the universe that it presems, the phrase of the passions co-presents in-
P .bl·CQIllposSI e universes.

14-1. You call them incompossible (No. 143) because you are signifying them
in relation to the discourse of cognition. Take Freud's analysis of the ~emale fan­
U1SY which he entitles by the phrase MEin Kind I\ird geschlagen IA chdd is being
beatenl.- The woman, that is to say. her name. is an addressee in the universe
presented by this phrase (a troubled addressee: when the phrase takes place. there
is masturbation). But she is also the referent: she is the bealen child. 11lc instance
of the referent. however. is also occupied by Manother child- beaten by the father.
As for the father. he is instantiated as a reference, but he is also not instantiated
at all (he is effaced). And who is the addressor presented in these mixed
universes? That addressor is never marked in the phrase or phrases. Would it be
the big Other, according to Lacanian metaphysics'! The incompossibles. as you
see. coexist marvelously. -Yes, but they fonn a symptom. -They fonn an idi­
olect, to speak the language of Wiugenstein. -And the masturbating'!-A mode of
the simultaneous occurrence of the incompossibles. like a dream. a blush. a
cramp. an oversight, an illness. a silence. a feeling. alcohol. or drugs. Agitation.
in other words. a leaping from one version to another within a single instant:
Pierre Guyotafs Prostitution (1975).

145. But isn't the body real?-The body ~properM is a name for the family of
idiolects. It is. moreover, the referent of phrases obeying various regimens. My
lmh hurt: this is a descriptive, paired with a co-presented request: Reliel'e me
of/his. The dentist turns your suffering into a case that verifies a cognitive phrase
(by the three-phrase procedure: there it is: that there is called the neck of the
looth: chances are. it is a eavity in the neck of the tooth). In relation to this case,
and by way of an answer to your request. the dentist prescribes certain actions
proper to re-establishing your health (health being itself the object of an Idea),
The ~arne goes for other professionals of the Mbody- IIWllllis /Ill/Illl/dis: for the
spcms coach. for the sex therapist. for the culinary artist, for the dance or singing
leacher, for the military instructor. the body is a set of symptoms read and treated
On lhe basis of an Idea of the good body. -But the toothache is painful, it's a lived
experience, etc.! -How can you verify that it is lived experience'! You arc the ex­
Clll~ive addressee of this pain. It is like the voice of God: Myou can'l hear God
'IPeak to someone else, you can hear him only if you are being addresscd- (Zelle/:
§ 717). Wiugenstein adds: MThat is a grammatical remark. MIt circumscribes what
an idiolect is: HI_ am alone in hearing it. The idiolect easily falls beneath the blows
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of the dilemma (No.8): if your lived expericnce is not communicable. you ean
testify that it exists: if it is communicable. you cannot say that you are the 0

one able to testify that it exists.

146. At least grant that whilc phrases from ordinary languagc arc equiv
it is a noble task to seck out univocality and to refuse to entertain equivocal"
-That's Platonic. at the very least. You are preferring dialogue to differend. Y
are presupposing. first of all. thai univocality is possible: and second. that it
stilutes the healthiness of phrases. But what if the stakes of thought (?) conce
differend rather than consensus? In its noble as well as in its ordinary genre?
its best ofMhealth.~ and at its most vigilant? This does not mean that equivoc
is entenained. But. at the far end of univocality. something announces i
(through feeling) which that "unique voice- cannot phrase.

147. From one phrase regimen (descriptive. cognitive. prescriptive. eva)
tive. interrogalive ... ) to another, a linkage cannot have peninence. It is
peninent to link onto Open the door with You ha\'e formulated a prescription.
with What a lNautifu/ door! This impeninence may be opponune. though. wi
a genre ofdiscourse. A genre ofdiscourse determines what is at stake in lin'
phrases (Nos. 178ff.): to persuade. to convioce. to vanquish. to make laugh.
make cry. etc. It may be opponune to link onto the chain in a nonpeninent
in order to achieve one or another of these effects. Teleology begins with g
of discourse. not with phrases. Insofar, though. as they are linked toge
phrases are always caught up in one (or at least one) genre of discourse.

148. The stakes bound up with a genre ofdiscourse determine the linkings
tween phrases. They determine them. however. only as an end may dete
the means: by eliminating those that are not opponune. One will not link
To arms! with You hal'e just formulated a prescription. if the stakes are to
someone act with urgency. One will do it if the stakes are to make someone lau
But there are many other means to achieve an end. The idea of seduction
to be extended. A genre of discourse exerts a seduction upon a phrase unive
It inclines the instances presented by this phrase toward certain linkings. or
least it steers them away from other Iinkings which are not suitable with reg
to the end pursued by this genre. It is nOI Ihe addressee who is seduced by tho
addressor. The addressor. the referent. and the sense are no less subject than thO
addressee to the seduction exerted by what is al play in a genre of discourse.

149. An offense is not an impertinence. just as a wrong is not the damages (No.
41). An offense is the hegemony of one phrase regimen over another, the usurpa·
tion of its authority. Ope/l the (/oor. - You said to open the door, you have thu'
formulated a prescription. A discussion ensues in order to know if this is the case
(the definition of a prescription. thc conformity of the command with this defini­
tion, etc.). Suppose that it is the case, YOII hm'efomUl/atc(! (l prescription is then
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"lidatcd phrase, It amibutes a property to Open lire door. that of being a
, ' d hrcsaiption. Impertine~ce is 10 I.ink onto the cornman by a commentary on t e
P ",,"d and nol by Its executIon. An offense would be for thc commentator
COllll ,,, '
f1hccommand. who is also Ihe addressee of the command. to say: MI have under-

onod .....hich phrasc family Open the ,/oor belongs to. and I am by that fact there~

~~rc acquitted of this command,- This is the speculative. and in general the

rnctalinguistic. offense (No. 45).

ISO. The wrong implied in the last judgment: After ""hall hal'ejust said. there

is IIot1lin8 t'lse 10 so)'. -But you are saying it! What are you adding 10 what has
previously been said by declaring that there is nothing more to add? You are
adding either that the preceding phrase was the last phrase. or else thai the phrases
to come after your MlasC phrase will be tautologies of prior phrases. The first ex­
planation is non-sense (the after-the-Iast): the second requires demonstrating that
lhere is no new phrase to come. As for this demonstration. two things come down
10 one: either the demonstration is not made of tautologies of prior phrases. or
else il is. In the first case. it refutes de faCIO whal it establishes de jure; in the
second. the demonstration has then already been done before it has been done.
-And how do you know that it hasn't already been done?-I know only that what
has not already been done is to demonstrate that it has already been done. And
Ihis demonstration will then refute de facto what it establishes de jure.

151. How can a phrase offend a phrase. or do it wrong? Do phrases have
honor. or pride? An anthropomorphism; now. it's your tum?-In simple terms.
)"ou never know ""hat the Ereignis is. A phrase. in which idiom? In which regi·
men? The wrong is still in anticipating it. that is. in prohibiting it.



Result

152. Model.
It's not rnal we discuss. he judges, but only thai we think we discuss. C

Iroversy belongs to a genre of discourse. the diaUkliki. the theses. argume
objections. and refUialions that the Topics and Sophistical R~futa(ionsanalyze
seek to bring within norms. The ~greal- dialectics. speculative dialectics.
misses this genre as frivolous: ""Objeciions-ir they really are connected to
thing against which they are directed-are one-sided delcrminali
. . . These one-sided determinations. insofar as they 3rc connected to the thin
arc momell1S ofits concepl; the)' are thus brought forth in their momentary pi
during the latter's exposition. and their negalion wil.hin the dialectic immanent
the concept must be demonSlratcd. M Consequently. in regard to a work who
seeks to compile objcctions. such as the onc undertaken by GOschel (the aulhol'
of the Aphorisms commented upon here by Hegel).-Science could demand tbII
such work be superfluous. since it would arise only through thought's lack of cui-­
ture and through the impatience proper to the frivolity of defective thoughl'"
(Hegel. 1829: 380-81). Science. in the Hegelian sense. does not simply brush
aside the dialektik~ as did Aristotelian didactics. It encloses the dialektik~ within
its own genre, speculative discourse. In this genre. the two of diaMktike. which
is what provides material for paralogisms and aporias. is put into the service 0
the didactic end. the one. There are no true discussions.

But here is a phrase (the speculative rule) which is nonetheless up for discus·
sian. The fact that this is so is ~our- entire affair. an affair of linking phrases. Is
oneness the goal of and hence the law for linking phrases? Does not man. the '"vie"

..
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. ~our- affair. owe his unique name solely to his linking IOgetherof events in the
'" h'dirt.-ction of t e onc.

A chain of phrases comes to be linked together on the basis of this rule. Here

'fC' some of its links:
a Mil lies in the definition of negative dialectics that it will not come to rest in
itself. as if it were total. This is its fonn of hope.-

~Dialectics is obliged to make a final move: being at once the impression and
[he critique of the universal delusive context. it must now turn even against itself.­

MAccording to its own concept. metaphysics cannot be a deductive context of
judgments about things in being. and neither can it be conceived after the model
of an absolute otherness terribly defying thought.-

-(Metaphysics) would be possible only as a legible constellation of things in
being lals lesbare Konstellat;on \'tHJ Seiendem).-

~(Metaphysicsl would bring (things in beingJ into a configuration in which the
elements unite to fonn a script.-

'"The smallest intramundane traits would be of relevance to the absolute
[RelewlII: flirs Absolute).-

MMetaphysics immigrates into micrology. Micrology is the place where
metaphysics finds a haven from totality.-

These phrases are taken from the end of Negati\'e Dialectics (Adomo. 1966:
406-8). It is stated there that the micrological view cracks the shells of what.
measured by the subsuming cover conceptlthis is directed against Hegel and the
Kant of the first Analytic). is hopelessly isolated and (this view) explodes lthe)
identity lof the case). the delusion that it is but a specimen- (p. 408).

This question of the specimen f/uemplaire) is decisive. It is the question of
the name. What conceptual sense is borne along by the so-<alled proper name?
By what intelligible. dialectical phrase can the factual name be replaced? What
does a proper name mean? According 10 Adorno. this is the speculative question.
~t presupposes the reversal of the singular into an example of the generic. That
IS Why he writes. in the Preface to Negati\'e Dialectics: MPan three elaborates
models of negative dialectics. They are not examples: they do not simply e1uci·
~te general reflcctions.... -as opposed to the use of examples which Plato
Introduced and philosophy repeated ever since: as mailers of indifference in them­
~I\·cs.-

Now. in this third pan. entitled -Models.- the section -Meditations on
M.ctaphysics- begins. shall we say. by several micrologies called -After Ausch­
WlIl.- Here. and in adjacent passages. are to be found the following phrases:

-After Auschwitz Ihere is no word tinged from on high 1\'0111 lIo/len gelOn/l'S

WOrtl. not even a Ihoological one. that has any right unless it underwent a trans·
fonnation.~

. ~If death were that absolute which philosophy tried in vain to conjure posi­
tively. everything is nothing: all that we think. 100. is thought into the void.~
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~In the camps deam has a novel horror: since Auschwitz. fearing death rneaaa
fearing worse man dealh~ (Ibid.: 367. 371).

If we discuss or dispute what is indispulable (indiscutable(. speculati
thought. is il only OUI ofimpalience. frivolilY. and lack ofcullure? Is ~Auschwi

and ~after Auschwitz.~ that is to say. Western thought and life today. somethi
that disputes speculative discourse? If so. is it frivolous? If not. what happens
and what becomes of the speculative which would not be speculative? What
is the discourse named ~Auschwitz~ Ihat dispules the speculative? Or that
wilhout success. to dispute it?

-After" implies a periodization. Adorno counts time (but which time?) Ii
~Auschwitz.~ Is this name the name ofa chronological origin? Whal era be .
with this event? The question seems ingenuous when we remember Ihe kind
disintegration the diale<.:tic inflicts upon the idea of beginning in the first cha
of the Science ofLogic. and already in Kant's Second Anrinomy. Has Adorno
gonen this?

For him. ~Auschwitz~ is a model. not an example. From Plato th
Hegelian dialectics. the example has Ihe function in philosophy of iIIuslraling
idea: it does not enter into a necessary relation with whal il illustrales. but re
~indifferent~ to it. The model. on other hand. "brings negative dialeclics into
rcal.~ As a model, ~Auschwitz~docs not illustrale dialeclics. be il negative. N
tive dialectics blurs the figures of the concept which proceed from the rule
the Resul/ll/. and liberates the names that supposedly illustrate the stages of
concept in its movement. The idea of the model corresponds to this reversal
the desliny of dialectics: the model is Ihe name for a kind of para-experie
where dialectics would encounter a non-negatable negalive (un nigot;f nOll

able). and would abide in the impossibility of redoubling mat negative into a
sult.~ Where the mind's wound would not become scarred over. Where.
Derrida. ~the investment in death cannot be integrally amor1ized~ (l968a: I

The ~Auschwilz~ model would designale an ~experience~ of language
brings speculative discourse to a halt. The latter can no longer be pursued ~a

Auschwitz.- Here is a name "'within~ which speculative thought would not
place. It wouldn'ttherefore be a name in Hegel's sense. as that figure of me
which assures the permanence of the referent and of its senses when spirit
destroyed its signs. It would be a name wilhout a spcculalive ~name.~ not subl
ble (;rrelemble) imo a concepl.

153. Experience.
The word experience is the word of the Phenomenology of Mi",l. Ihe ~scie

of the experience of consciousness. - Experience is the ~dialectical process whi
consciousness executes on itselr (PhC: 144. 142). In the sphere that belongs
it. experience supposes the speculalive clement. the -life of the mind- as a Ii
which ~endures death and in death maintains its being~ (Ibid.: 93). This a
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liberatCS the liI~,be,*raft (ma~ieal force) of the mind. th.e .power to conven t~

l:!ati\'c into BeIng. Ihe -glJtt/lch~ Nalurd~s Spreehl'ns (diVIne nature of speech)
~bid.: 160). Can one still speak of experience in the case of the -Auschwitz~
lodd '! Is that not to presuppose Ihat the ~magical force- is intact? Is the death

~:Illlcd (or unnamed) ~Auschwilz~ thus an -abode~ where the reversal. the old
p:1radox of the affirmation of non·Being can take place? ~Since Auschwitz fearing
death mcans fcaring worse than death.- What makes death nOI yet the worst is
ils being nol/h~end but only Ihe end oflhe finile and the revelation of the infinile.
Worse Ihan Ihis magical death would be a dealh wilhout reversal. an end which
is simply the end. including Ihe end of the infinite (/ajin d~ l'infini).

II could nOIIh.erefore be said to be an experience. since it would have no result.
Its not having a speculative name. however. does not preclude the need to talk
about it. The question raised by ~Auschwitz~ is that of the genre ofdiscourse that
links ontO ~Auschwitz.- If it is not the spcculalive genre. which one can it be?
How docs il aulhorize itself, if it is not thanks to Ihe Auflltben? If it is not thanks
10 a movement which. by passing the Selbst (self] from the position of referent
in the universe ofan unmediated phrase to that of addressor and addressee in the
uni\'ersc of a phrase -linking onto- the preceding one. in effect authorizes Ihe sec·
ond phrase. For what is formulated in the lalter about the referent of the former
would be formulaled by this referem itself. qua addressor. and addressed to itself.
qua addressee. Apan from this movement. how can ~Auschwitz.~ somelhing
thought from Ihe outside. a referent placed only ~near ilselr (all sieh) (aupres-de­
soil ~for us~ (jiir uns). be interiorized:suppres~ as an unmediated p:>sition. and
show itself 10 itself, know itself. in the identity (be it ephemeral) of a for-itself
(far sieh) (pour-soil? Wilhout Ihis permutation. Ihere is according to Hegel only
empty. subjective. arbilrary chatter. at best a regression to -ratiocinalive­
thought. to Ihediscourse of understanding. to the ~modesty~ of finilude. Now. Ihis
finilude. he writes. because it is subjeclive vanity set up as an absolute. is -Wick·
edness· (1830: § 386). Nevenheless. in declaring thai one must speak aboul
·Auschwitz· but that one can only speak about it truly if Ihe anonymous referent
oflhe phrase becomes its addressee and addressor and thereup:>n -namcs~ itself.
t?e summons to express me result of -Auschwitz- is an intimidalion (or notifica­
llOn limima/;onJ) that prejudges the nature of the object. If the name hidden by
-AuSChwitz- is the death of the magical. "beautiful dealh.~ how could Ihe latter.
which sustains the speculalive movement. rise back up from its dealh in the
camps? And. on the other hand. supp:>sing that ~afler Auschwitz~ speculative dis·
COur~ had died. does it follow that it leaves place only to subjective chatter and
the Wickedness of modesty? It is within speculative logic that this alternative is
furrllUhucd. To accept it would be to perpetuate that logic.

I~ it possible that some kind of phrase. in accordance wilh some other logic.
~ke~place -after- the anonym ~Auschwitz~ and which would not be its spccula­
tlve result? We would need to imagine Ihal the cleaving introduced imo Weslcrn
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thought by "AuschwitzMdoes not pass outside of speculative discourse, that il
(since the latter has no outside). that it does not determine its effect inside that
discourse in theguiseofan incomplete, invalid. or unexpressed way out. as a kind
of neurotic fixation upon a figure (that ofMAuschwitzian~ death) which would only
be, all things considered, but a moment. Rather this cleaving cracks speculative
logic itself and not merely its effects, it jams the functioning of certain but not

all of its operators. it condemns that logic to the disarrangement Idereglemem)
of an infinity which would be neither the good one nor the bad one, or which
would be both.

154. Scepticism.
In making the name ~Auschwitz" a model for and within negative dialectics,

Adorno suggests that what meets its end there is merely allirmative dialectics...
the Philosophical Propaedelllics. Hegel makes a distinction within logic betweca
-the dialectical side or side of negative reason, and the speculative side or s'
of positive reason- (1809: 12). This distinction is made again in the Encyclo~
dia: MIn the dialectical stage these finite determinations suppress themselves aad
pass into their opposites I ... ). The speculative stage, or stage of positive
son, apprehends the unity of determinations in their opposition-the affirmative.
which is involved in their disintegralion and in their transition

M
(1830: § 82).

This diSlinction is not respected everywhere in Hegel's opus. In fact. how
could it possibly be respected in a discourse whose resource is found precisely
in the negative as a magical affirmative force? What ought to be surprisi
ralher. is that the opposition should have been made at all and that it should
maintained apart from its own dialecticalization. like a concession made on
side, though on a major point, to the understanding. This opposition is a trace,
the scar of a wound in speculative discourse, a wound for which that discou
is also the mending. The wound is that of nihilism. This wound is not an accide
tal one, it is absolutely philosophicaL Scepticism (of the ancient kind. it shou
be understood) is not just one philosophy among others; it is, writes Hegel i
1802, Min an implicit form [ ... I, the free aspect of every philosophy.~ Hegel
continues: Mwhen in a given proposition expressing reasoned knowledge, one haS

isolated its reflective aspect. that is, the concepts enclosed within it. and when
one considers the way in which these concepts are connected. then it necessarily
appears that these concepts are sublated Irelel·es. aufgellObell) at the same time,
or that they are united in such a way that they contradict each other; otherwise,
the proposition would not be one of the reason, but one of the understanding­
(1802: 229). In § 39 of the 1830 £IIcycloplledia, Hegel refers to the 1802 article
as though he still approved of it.

In 1178. however, a stern corrective is placed upon the philosophical freedom
to disintegrate detenninations: MScepticism. made a negative science and s1stem·
atically applied to all forms of knowledge, might seem a suitable introduction,
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pointing out the nullity [Nichtigkeit) of such assumptions. But a sceptical in·
::oducdon would be not only an unpleasant but al~ ~ useless cours~; and that be·
• uSC Dialectic, as we shall soon make appear, IS Itself an essefl{lQ{ elemen! of

~~rm{/til'f'science.- This c~rrective h~d.already been gi~en in the Introduction
the Phenomenology of Mmd: -Scepllclsm always sees In the result only pure

:~)lhillglll'SS, and abstracts from the fact that this nothing is determinate, is the
othing of that ow of which il comes as a resull~ (137).

n In the Phenomenology of Mind. the animals are given as examples of wisdom
with regard to the truth of sense---certainty: they despair of the laller's reality and
they cat it up (zehren sie auf) (159). Scepticism is unpleasant because it is the ani­
mality of the mind. its stomach, which consumes detenninations. Such is the
wounding fascination exerted by nihilism, a consumption or consummation that
lcaves no remains. The balm and the exorcism are as follows: to make this dis·
tressing negativity work for the production of an affirmation. Is the anonym
~AuschwitzM a model of negative dialectics? Then. it will have awakened the de·
spairofnihilism and it will be necessary Mafter Auschwitz" forthoughltoconsume
its determinations like a cow its fodder or a tiger its prey, that is, with no result.
In the sty or the lair that the West will have become, only that which follows upon
this consumption will be found: waste matter, shit. So must be spoken the end
of the infinite, as the endless repetition of Nichtige, as the "'bad infinity.- We
wanted the progress of the mind, we got its shit.

What would a result of MAuschwitzMconsist in? What is a result? In the same
paragraph § 82 of the Encyclop(ledia. Hegel goes on to write: "The result of Di­
alectic is positive, because it has a detenllined cO/Item, or because its result is not
empry and abstract nothing. but the negation of certain specific determinlltio/lS
which are contained in the result-for the very reason that it is a resultant and
not an III/mediated flOthing. M There is Resullllt because there is determination.

But this determination is only determined, in turn, by the rules of that genre
of discourse which is the speculative.

lIegel

I. In the preface to the Phenomenolog)' of Mimi. Hegel describes predication: on the
one h.md, the Setb!1 (that which is in question. the subject of the proposition) constitutes
the b:.se. &/Sis. or inert support; on the other hand. the contents attached to it obey a to­
and-fro movement, they do not belong to the Selbsl. they can be applied to other "bases"
and give rise to other utterances. These utterances take the form of 3uributive judgments.
~nd the contents are their predicates. Such is the "rmiocinative- phrJse, (/(lS Rt/somriere/1.
fhe philosophy of the understanding, in the Aristotelian and Kantian sense. is blocked.
~a~s Hegel. by the question: how can the relation (synthesis) between [he predicate and
the ~ubject of a judgment be arbitrary'! Conceptual, Hgrasping~ thinking. dos begriefe/llJe
D'·lIke.r. does not take as its subject the subject of the phr\L<;e. the quiescent Setbst(eill f/j­

h"",Il-.f S/lbjekt) thaI would impassively sustain accidents ((/(/S IIl1bewegl die Ak::idellU'/l



920 RESULT

/filgl) (Hegel is no longer even tlliking llbout predicates). Its subject is rather Mthe ve~/b,r
of the object. manifesting itself as the development of the object. Mlhat is. Ma sc:lr~

detemlining active concept which takes up its detenninations and makes them its own­
(PIIG: 118).

Three aspects arc to be foregrounded in this change of Msubjecl
Mfrom Kant to Hegd.

First of all. the discourse of the understanding distinguishes within a phrase between the
referent (the object. the Selhsl or the substance in the Aristotelian sense) and ils sense (the
concept). Its MdiffieultiesMstem hom this distinction. The Hegelian Msolution

M
consists.

its suppression: the referent is none othcr than thc concept. than its sense. That about whitt
something is phrased is also that which is phrased (the real is rational). This identity'
already the case for natural languages. but it rcmains in itself and is apparent in them
Mfor us. M who are addressees extemallO the McurrentM phrase and already situated wi •
speculative discourse. Within the latter. this exteriority is interiorized, the Mfor us~

comes -for itself.Mthe Seibsl comes to occupy the addressee instance of the speculaI'
phrase, thus replacing the MWC •M which is either rejected or included within speculative
course. The Selbst thus occupies three instances: referent. sense, and addressee. T
questions need to be pursued after this: 1) that of the speculative addressor; 2) the si
identity of instances as impossible (it is the Tibetans' -Om-); if the same occupies var'
instances. it does so contradictorily. The secret mechanism of what Hegel calls detenn'
tion. which he sets to work in ordcr to escape empty identity, consists in the arran'
of phrase universes into sever-II inslances.

Second aspcrt: the change of MsubjecC which is translated into the speculative id'
by the passage from the Min itselr to the Mfor itselr corresponds to what the logician
the linguist (in different senses) call the formation of a metalanguage onto an obj
language. It is not the door which has to be opened. it's the phrase OPeIl the door who
has to be averred (Nos. 45. 149).

Third aspect: the speculative apparatus needs the Doppelsil1nigktit lambiguity] and
Z",ei/l'IJrtljrigkeil Idoubtfulnessl of the terms that fonn phrases (or of the phrases t
selves: for Hegel. temlS arc undeveloped phrases). Duplicity and doubtfulness are si
that the Selbsl's identity is contradictory. It is fI(){ merely a case of transitory propert'
prior to the final univocality. In the Aeslhetics (1835: I. 306). the symbol, for exam
is charJcterized by its Messentially z",eideutigM nature: the lion engraved on a medal is
Mvisible shape and existenl.MIs it a symbol? Perhaps. If it is. what does it symbolize?
remains to be decided. Whence two levels of uncertainty: sensible or symbolic? And .
the second case: which signification? Once the answers are expressed. the cquivocati
is dissipated, the symbol is dislodged. a sense is attributed to a referent.

But equivocation and doubtfulness ought to be found once more in the language phraso
that links onto the sensible phrase. It is an MadvantageMfor the mind (WL: 32: 1830: § 96)
to find multiple senses for the words of a nalUrallanguage. This advantage is at its heig~

when the senses are opposed. flllgegf/lSf1Zle. Thc more frequently this is the case in a lan­
guage. the more it is inhabited by the ~speculative spirit. M Mit can delight lllhinker I. I
to find the union of opposites na'jvely shown in the dictionary as one word with opposilC
meanings. MThis delighl is at its height with the German uufhebfn: not only does it unile
the aflirmative mise with lhe negative rC/IIore. as does Lalin wilerI'. but the attitmatiol
already contains the negation: to raise is to preserve (er/wlten). and Min order to preserve
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,lcthing is removed from its immediacy and so from an existence which is open to
I!. $01
c.dl.rn~l influences

M

(WL: 107). . . . . .
If lhought's delight culminates m fmjllebe/l. It IS because thIS term from ordmary Ian·

u~ge is also lhc name pur e.(ct'l/ence of the speculative operation. The Selbs/. orsubj~ct

gf the ordinary phrase or phrase of the understanding. is drculuted by speculallve diS­
~ourse "mong the various instances presented by that phrase. In this becoming. it is at once

re"crlled and removed.
P In doing this. speculative discourse only does what ordinary discourse does Mnai"vely. M
It is not the mctalanguage of an object-language. bul the object-language itself preserved
nd removed. (Dialectical) logic Mis not something distinct (n!chts Umerschiedt'fles) from

~s object and cOnlent; for it is the inwardness of the content. the dialectic which it pos­
sesses within itself. which is the mainspring of its advanceM

(WL: 54). The Selbst is re­
moved from one instance to another. from the sense in itself(referent) to the sense for itself
(addressee). but it is preserved and raised since it is reflected in the speculum of the phrase
universe. Speculative discourse claims merely to liberate the Selbsl's infinite movement
of alteration. which is potential in the universe of the slightest phrase on account of its be­
ing disposed in several instances. II allows the Selbsl to wander through the relational situ­
ations that unite the instances in the phrase universe.

2. Speculative discourse is this wandering. Truth cannot be expressed in one phrase.
since it is the unraveling of its equivocation. and so it requires several phntses linked to­
gether. The speculative linkage is fI(){ haphazard. The wandering follows rules: three in­
dispensable ones. to stick to the dialectics of Being (WL: 82).

First. to say bt'ing. is to say nothing that is detennined, it is to say nothing (Nichts.
nhllll. IWlhingl1ess): and. therefore. to say nothing is also to say being. since being is noth­
ing. Thus. being vanishes into /Iotllil1gness, and llOlhingnt'Ss into being. Their identity is
engendcred from the reciprocal vanishing of one tenn into the other: it is the same whether
one says being or nothing. This is an empty identity. To say being or /lothing is 10 say
nolhing; or else. being and nothingness are the same thing. MRatiocinative

M

thought stops
here. upon this void.

" second rule frees up the situation: MLooking at the proposition more closely. we find
lhal it ha~ a movement which involves the spontaneous vanishing of thc proposition itself.
BUI in thus vanishing. there happens in it (geschie/u (I/I illm) that which is to effectuate (UlIS­

111(/1'/1('1/) its own proper contenl. namely. bccoming- (WL: 90). Ifone says Beillg a",llIotJr­
il/Slll'sS Ilrf the same lhillg. this phrase, by dint of its form as an attributive proposition,
blocks discourse within empty identity. Il harbors something else. however. which is not
a sense for itself, but an MeffectuationM that traverses it: the movement of the vanishing of
being imo nothingness and of nothingness into being that reasoning has just cffected (rule
I). This movement is the Mproper contentMof lhe phrase about being and nothingness. It
i~ already becoming. but becoming does fI(){ yet appear 10 itself (it appears Mto us

M
).

Third rule: this MconlenC (the movement of the reciprocal vanishing of being llnd noth­
;ngne~s). so long as it is not expressed in the form ofa phrase. docs no more than ~happenM

tn it: the phrase is only its effect. Nor does the phrase express it in itself. An unexpressed
effect (/lid" Iwsgedrildl) is not a speculative result. A tenn (another phrase) must express
the conlcnt of thc phrdsc Beillg tIIU/llOlhi/lg/less are Ilrl' SWill' lhillg. But how do we get
hllhi~ expression? If, for example. wc say that the phrJse signifies the unity of being and
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nothingness. what are we doing? Wir meinen. we give our opinion. we opine. Now. ac­
cording to Hegel. Mthe Meinen is a rorm or subjectivity. which does no!: belong to the
presentation in this series (das nicht in diese Reihe du Darstt!lIung gehOn)~ (92). It is
necessary to elimil\3te every phrase introduced rrom the outside. subjectively. unless it is
relevant 10 the presentation (here. in the sense or exposition. dor-). every heterogel'leOUl
third term. '"The third in which being and nothingness reside (Ekstehen) must also take
place here. and it has done so: it isb«oming~ (92). The sought-ror third MmusCtake plq
in the same Mcurrent~presenlation as the two opposites and must make a series (Reihe) VI"
them. Now. we have already round it. although unexpressed. in the movement thl"OUJlt;
which their reciprocal vanishing was presented. It has already taken place in this prese...
tion. but only as an effect. Its effectuation has preceded its expression. MWhat is the tnllll
is neither being nor noIhing. but thai being - does noc pass over (iibtrgehen. transit)-*
has passed over (Qbtrgegungen) into nothing. and nothing into being~ (WI..: 82-83).
past tense marks the delay or the e"pres5ion ror itselr with regard to the effectuatKla .
itselr. but this delay attests that the third term (becoming. passage) can only be prese
in the series after the t.....o others. as their dialectical sum. The effect would be like I
2: a result would be like 3 x I.

I will try to rormulate the argument another way. The concept or series implies
or passage (Nos. 94-97). But the passage rrom one term to the next can be marked
in a series. only as a term. and only after the ract (these three restrictions rorming
one). The passage is only expressed with ilS terms past. -Objection: is this to say
every past was a passage? That would be to give the edge Idonnt'r Iepd.f) to the contin
to the berore/after. over the £rtignis (Aristotle Notice). Sl.ICh a privilege does noI
doubtrul (or equivocal) in Hegel's thought. It bears the name or &lbs•• sot. selr.

We have thus disengaged three rules ror the rormatioo and linking or phrases whO
are necessary to speculative discourse. The rule or equivocation allows into this discou
only a term or a phrase capable or copresenting several universes. The rule is guarant
by the ract that a simple phrase. which presents only one universe. nevertheless cop
within itselr several instances.

The rule or immanent derivation or parado"ical rule bears upon the linking aad
prescribes that IjP. lhen nor-po and IjnOl-p, thenp. /fyou ...in. Ihen you lou: ifyou lou.
Illen )"ou ...in (Protagoras Notice). /fBeing, then Not-Being: ifNot-&ing. lhell Bt'ing (c:;or.
gias Notice). This rule elaborates equivocation in tke ronn or reciprocal implication.•
leads to contradiction: p tmd nOl-p (in Willgenstein's sense). It permits the dilcmma (ia
Protagoras' sense) at the price or a supplementary Mround- or implication (on tnc side of
Irot-p). which yields a MrcsulC 'I in the ordinary sense: lfp, lhelr 'I: tlml, IfIlO/-p. Ilrt'np.
Ihen q (No.8).

The third rulc. that or expression or result (in the speculative sense). prescribes thll
thc passage rrom p to Ilot·p and the passage rrom nOl-p to p be expressed togcther by.
third tcrm (or phrase) 'I: /fp. t!Jell flO/-p, lhen 'I: and. /fllot-p, lhell p. /hnl q. As opposed
to an ordinary ~rcsult.M the wltl is included in the rule. and both MroundsM are rl'quired on
cach side. This arrangcment eliminates dilemma.

3. So we think we have isolated speculative discourse as a genrc: a set or possible
phrases subject to a group or rules or rormation and linkage. But the concept or rule stemS
rrom ~ratiocinative·thought. rrom the understanding. It introduces the (rormalist) distinc-
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. between phrase (here the phrase or speculative discourse) and operators ror ronning
tll,n h . TL-' ... L_ I h h -"ltd linking these phrJses. rules t at IS. '''' mvestlgatlon mtOIr", ru es t at we ave Un"cr-
~ ken is situaled at a metalinguistic level wilh regard to the e"amined language (speculative
~~oUrse). The laller is plaCed in the position or object-language. Speculative discourse

nd ronnalist discourse are thererore opposed.
a But opposition is the very mainspring or speculativc discourse. It is also at play between
speculative discourse and the discourse that thinks itselr roreign to it. What has the sup""
posed metalanguage done? It has elaborated the presuppositions or speculation (taken as
its referent). It has isolaled a signification or this discourse (that it is ruled by nonderi"ed
ruleS) which is contrary to the signification speculation gives itselr(J am the "ery engender­
Il1Cnl orthe true in the linkings of phrases). It has given a name to the result orthis opposi·
tion (tOC spcculati,'e is one genre ordiscourse. there are others). The eumination orspecu­
btion has thereby Unknowingly. and thus only in itselr. effectuated the principal operations
that speculation not ooly effectuates bul also e"presses ror itselr. Phrase regimens and
genres or discourse must then be considered as transilory results in the development of
the y/bSI. -Metalanguage- is the reftective moment or this de'·elopmenl. You l'lC\'er gCl

out or speculallon.
It is 001 the we. but the selrl/e 5Qll that resists negativity. 1be we occupies a preeminent

p1ac-e in the Phenomenology ofMind because this work is elaborated in the field or the e"­
perience or consciousness where "the I is one side or the relationship and the whole rela­
tionM(1830: § 413). This privilege vanishes when logic. or objective mind. is involved.
that is. when speculative discourse ise"tended toobjects that are noI pan orconsciousness.
In lhese cases. the we is seen to occupy the necessary though subordinate place or the ab-­
stnlCt moment. orthe moment or exleriority. the place orlhe other or speculation (the un­
derslanding) within speculation. 1be we vanishes. ho.....ever. in the supreme moment. that
ofthc idea or philosophy. which is said to be ~near and ror itseIr Ian undjilr sichr (Ibid.:
f 577). No we is needed at that time in order ror this idea. which is God. to express ilS
relation to itself.

In the EJlC)'cfopotdia. the expressionftir UfIS. ror us. is generally combined with the
t.\pression an sich. near itseIr. Together. they mark the abstract moment in the develop­
ment or the concept. wherein is maintained the e"teriority between the object or thoughl.
lhe selr which is near itselr. and the subject. the we that posits this selr. The speculative
monlCnt. on the contrary. comes when this exteriority is dissolved. when the selr comes
-in the place or the we (which is no longer there). when the object or thought becomes
the thought that objectifies itselr and the object that thinks itselr. theftlr sich. the ror itself.

SUt'h is. ror clIample. the difference between a cause and a goal: Mit is only when near
itselr. or ror us. that the cause is in the effect made for the first time a cause. and that it
Illeri.' returns into itself The goal. on the other hand. is expressly statcd as containing the
l!Ctcrmin:uions in its ownself -the effect. namely. which in thc purely causal relalion is
lIi.'\cr free rrom otherness. I . I The goal then needs to be speculatively apprehended
I r (lbicl.: § 2(4). Similarly. in the case or reciprocal action. (tlit: Wechsr/wirkimg).
II 1\ ,I[ Ilrst only ~near lhemsclves~and Min our reflection" that dcterminations or this rOml
nf effectivity are ~nul and void~ (nidl/ige); but the Wf'chst'fwirlwng only attains its unity
I\hcli lhe unily or the determinations -is also f,r ilJf'lf.~ when rl'Ciprocal action itselr sup'
prC\~~ each detemlination by in\'el1ing it into its oppositc (origin and effect. action and
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reaction. etc.) (§ 155 and 156). The price paid for speculation is the suppression oftbe
we as an identity that thinks or phrases from the outside.

The first Re(llphiiosophie ofJenateaehes lhat Mthe sign as (I real beinG mustlhus directly
vanishMand that Mlhe name is in itself something permall~lIt. without eilher the thing or
the subjecl. In the name. the self-subsisting reality of the sign is nullified

M
(1804: 221-22).

I, he. you, and we are signs. as are all pronouns: identity cannol take place within them.
Identity takes place wilhin names, and il takes place at the price of the designification of
signs, of the destruction of pronouns. This is how "'the thing works."

And are names. for that matter. needed for the thing not to work? The thing is ev~
more omnivorous. it also devours names. For names again are merely what memory tUrQI
signs into (Ibid.: 221). Memory. though. is itself Mthe one-sided mode of thought's e
lellce.Mits -mechanicar side. the kind of thinking that is "for us or near itself.- as the £,

c/opocdia recalls (§ 464 and Remark). On the contrary. then. if there were nothing
names. the thing would not work precisely because the name-machine. nominalism. w
work in its place. Jacques Derrida Mrisks- the Mproposition- according to which ..
Hegel could lIel'er think. is a machine which would work

M
(1968a: 107). Machines ti

tion through a loss. Speculation is a machine that gains. and it is therefore a deranged
chine. The MthingMonly works by transmuting its wastes - including names and pro
-into gains.

This discombobulation is a dialectical necessity which is itself its finality. -Reason.
it is written in the Preface to the Phenomenology. Mis II doillg ill accord/mce with an
(d/u zlI'eckmllssige Tun). MThe model for this finality is taken from Aristotle. The spec
tive game appears monstruous only from the perspective of the understanding. but the
derstanding fails to recognize its presuppositions. accepting them as evidences. as axi
or as conditions of possibility. It admits first phrases. There are none. The first is also
last. Thus. you begin with philosophy's need for a figure in which mind is only -near'
self.Mbut every phrase is needed in order to express the object of this need and to supp
the need. in order for mind Mto become for itself what it is near itselr (1830: 387 Remark.
To express oneself for oneself is the end [filljthat guides the rebounds of the self in
speculative phrase. This end is the -reconciliation ofthe self-conscious reason with the
son which is in the world- in other words. with aClUalityM (lbill.: § 3). This goal is i
santly attained and accordingly never attained. If it is attained. it is not allained. When it
is not attained. it is still attained. The rule of immanent derivation and of negative dialeetd
is here applied to the goal. that is to say. to the result itself. But a dialecticalized goal is
still just as much of a gool. The teleology has merely been sophisticated. You never gd
out of speculation.

4. At least. it is necessary to have entered it. It is entered on one condition. the initial
displacement of the subject into a polymorphous Selbst. This is the presupposition found
at the Mexit~ which. according to the rule of the Rem/WI. is an entrance. There is one and
only one X. It is the same under the various forms and throughout all the operations. and
that is why it is totalized into a single Resliltal. which is disintegrated in turn for new opera­
tions. It is also by supposing this same that the links from phrase to phrase are reputed
10 be necessary in terms of their mode and occurrence. and that dialectics is said to be.
sublation Ire/ere]. But this presupposition of the same is not falsifiable (No. 66). It is.
rule that governs metaphysical discourse (as its closure). Philosophical examination never
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". '''ch a sub,·ect-substance. It reveals phrases. phrase universes. and occurrences.
rc,'ca s ~.. .

'h r'Sni"ctively. prescntallons. presenteds. and events.
....'It. e ,-- 'd h dhOl')\'iously. the presupposition of the Selbsl cannot be ob~ecte to on t e gr~u.n stat
· ... ,'" that's not the way it is.MThe objection can be raised, though. that II IS a rule

"lIl rea I •
,_ of discourse-the metaphysical genre - which seeks to engender Its own rules.

~a~I'. . . '
~'cisely that this rule cannot engender Itself from dIscourse.

~IP'~ . .
['hat the cngenderment of the rule be the stakes of the dlseourse (or, that one phrase

· rdcr 10 learn how one is able to phrase what one phrases) is the rule in the philosophical
In I) 'f h h ', ..• One alway' 'b<,insMby phrasing without knowing 1 w at one p rases IS cgltlmate.
genre. ." .
F

"S 101lg as the rule is what IS at stake m the discourse. then the rule IS not the ruleor. ~.

of that discourse. and the discourse makes links any way it can. it tries itse~f out Iii ses­
, I And when the rule is -identified~ as the rule of the genre one was trymg out. whatsau' . .

· at stake in that genre ceases to be its rule. and the genre ceases 10 be an essay or a cn-· ,tique. The third or MspeculativeM rule. the one about the Re;flI/ltIt. thereby re",lams necessar-
ily presupposed. This is not the case for the first two rules: those of equivocacy and of
immanent derivation. A prescription like £quil'oclJle (or: Dilileclica/iu) ere,..)' phrase. in­
dlldill.~ lhe prese'" one signifies that the operators of equivocacy and of dialectics must
be applied to the prescription itself. To state it otherwise. in philosophical discourse. every
phrJSC that presents itself as the rule of this discourse must be submitted to equivocation
and dialecticalization and be put back into play. This self-mocking prescription cor­

responds to scepticism.
The spt.'culative rule or rule of the Remlto/ is formulated. however. as Ellgender el'et)'

phmsl." IU till." expressed idemit)' a/the preceding Diles. irrcludilrg the prese/ll phrase. Now.
considered by the understanding as a rule. this phrase is logically the first one. and has
110 predecessor. It cannot therefore be the expressed identity of the phrases that precede
it. The objection can be made that. considered speculatively, this -beginning~ has to be
engendered and can come only at the end. as the result of the phrdSCs which ~follow~ it
from the Jx:ginning onward. But the beginning can appear as this final result only because
tlte rule of the Resli/ltli has been presupposed from the beginning. The first phrase was
liQ.ked onto the following one and onto the others in conformity with this rule. But this
rule is then merely presupposed and IlQ( engendered. If it is not applied from the beginning.
there is no necessity in finding it at the end. and if it is not at the end. it wouldn't have
becn engendered. and it was therefore not the rule that was sought.

The stakes of philosophical discourse are in a rule (or rules) which remains to be
SOught. and to which the discourse cannot be made to conform before the rule has been
found. The links from phrase to phrase are not ruled by a rule but by the quest for a rule.

155. We.
If. -after Auschwitz. Mthe Re.mltal is lacking. it would be for want of determi­

nation. ~Auschwitz- would have no speculative name because it would be the

proper name of a para-experience or even of a destruction of experience. What

determination would Auschwitz be lacking so as to !Urn it into an experience with

a Resulwt? Would it be that of Ihe impossibility of a we? In the concentration
e;'111pS. there would have becn no subject in the first-person plural. In thc absence

of ~ul'h a subject. there would re~lain -after Auschwitz- no subject. no SelJm
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which could prevail upon itself to name itself in naming ~Auschwitz.- No phrase
inflected in this person would be possible: we did this. we fclt that. they made
us suffer this humiliation. we got along in this way. we hoped that. we didn't think
about . . and even: each of us was reduced to solitude and silence. There
would be no collective witness. From many former deportees. there is only si~

lence. From many. there is only the shame felt before the testimony of former
deportees. Shame and anger over the explanations and interpretations_as
sophisticated as Ihey may be-by thinkers who claim to have found some sense
to this shit. (Especially over Ihe argument that it is precisely because God failed
that one should be faithful to Him). A kind ofdisauthorization (one at least oftbe
four silences. perhaps more) (Nos. 26. 27). Would this be a case of a dispersion
worse than the diaspora. the dispersion of phrases?

In a republic. the pronoun of the first-person plural is in effect the linchpin for
the discourse of aUlhorization. Substitutable for a proper name. We, the Frenclt
people . it is supposedly able to link prescriptions (such as articles iD
codes. court rulings. laws, decrees, ordinances. circulars. and commands) onto
their legitimation ~in a suitable way.- Take an obligatory prescription: It is an ob­
Iigatioll for x to carry out act (I. The legitimation of this obligation can be writtCA
thus: It is a Ilormfor y that "it is obligatoryfor x 10 can)' Ollt act a, ~ (Kalinowski.
1972; Nos. 203-209). The republican regimen's principle of legitimacy is that tho

'addressor of thc norm, y, and the addressee of the obligation, x, are the same.
The legislator ought not to be exempt from the obligation he or she norms. And
the obligated one is able to promulgate the law that obligates him or her. In speak­
ing the law. the former decrees that he or she must respect it. In respecting tho
law. the laller decrees it anew. Their names. x and y. arc in principle perfectly
commutable between at least the two instances of normative addressor and
prescriptive addressee. They are thus united in a single we. the one designating
itself by the collective name ~French citizens.- The authorization is then formu­
lated thus: We decree as a norlll that it is w/ obligatio" for liS to carry Ollt act
a. This is the principle of autonomy.

This construction of a homogeneous we conceals. however. a double heter­
ogeneity. First. there is the heterogeneity tied 10 the pronouns. The normative
phrase is We. the French people. tleeree as al/orm ,hat. ctc.; the prescriptive
phrase is We, the Frellch Iwople, t)llg/lIfO CllTf)' Ol/t tlct a. But the two we's do
not occupy the same position among the instances in cach of the two phrases. In
thc normative. the we is the addressor of the norm; in the prescriptive, it is the
addressee of the obligation. On one sidc, ! declare; on the other side. You ought
10. The proper name masks this displaccment. as docs the we since it is able to
unite! and )"011. It remains that. in the obligation, I is thc instance that prescribes.
and not the one addressed by the prescription. One may make the law and submit
to it, but not Hin the same placc.Mthat is. not in thc same phrase. In effect, another
phrase (the normative one) is needed to legitimale the prescriptive phrase. From
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'. duality alone a suspicion is already born about the identity betwecn the one
'hhl~ 'n("lks the law and the one 10 whom the law applies (Kant Notice 2). as well
\\' 0 ~I'-'

S a certain sccpticism.
a Thc hetcrogeneity of the phrases aggravates this threat of dislodgement. The
nonnativc phrase resembles a performative (Nos. 204-9) ..1t i~ su~cient that the
norm be formulated for it to be the norm and for the obligallon It norms to be
legitimatcd. Instantly. its addressor is the legis.lat?r. Instantly. the a~dressee of
thc obligation is beholden to respect the prescnptlon. The performatlve effectu­
atCS the legitimation of the obligation by formulating it. There is no need to link
onlO thc norm in order for its legitimacy to be averred.

This is not the case for the prescriptive. II entails the requirement of a subse­
qucnt phrase. wherein it will be averred that the prescription has or has nOl been
obeyed. that the new phrase universe it commands its addressee to present has
or has noltaken place. For. in the obligation, it is up to the addressee to link onto
thc chain (Kant Notice 2, § 6). and he or she can do so in many ways (Nos.
136-40). That is why it is customary to say that the obligation entails the freedom
of the onc who is obligated. This is a ~grammatical remark.- one that bears upon
the mode of linking called forth by thc ethical phrase.

Thus: on the side of the norm. a phrase universe imputed to an addressor and
which is immediately everything that it is. without appeal (on the model of sub­
limity given by Fiat!ux etluxfuit). On the side of the obligation. a phrase universc
centered upon an addressee. with the expectation of the laller's responsibility to
link in accordance with the command. A single proper name. whether singular
or collective. designates an entity astride two heterogeneous situations. It is the
property of proper names to receive such heterogeneities (Nos. 80. 81). But it
is not legitimate. it is even illusory, in the Kantian scnse of a transcendental illu­
sion. to suppose a subject-substance that would be both a Msubject of the uttering"
(even though it is not the addressor in the prescriptive) and the permanence of
aself(even though from one phrase to the next it leaps from one instance situation
10 another). Its proper name allows it 10 be pinpointed within a world of names,
bUI not within a linking together of phrases coming from heterogeneous regimens
and whose universes and the tensions exerted upon them arc incommensurable
with each other. The we would be the vehicle of this transcendental illusion. half­
Way belwcen the rigid (constant) designator that the name is and the ~currentM

designator that the singular pronoun is. It is not surprising that. in the Mcurrent­
ness" or ~actualityMofobligation. thc we that reputedly unites obligee and legisla­
tOr is threatened with being split.

156. -Beautiful death.M

This threat appears at its height when the obligation made 10 the addresscc is
that he or she die. Imagine for a moment that the canonical formula for ~Ausch­

witz" is It is allonn decreet! by y that it is ob/igalOry for x to tlie. II may be con-
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eluded that the content of the order. the addressee's death. prohibits the formation
of the we. It would be absurd for the we ofthe norm to decree its own vanishing.
But this is not at all so. Public authority (family. state. military. partisan
denominational) can order its own addressees to die. Or. at least. to prefer to die:
The Die needs to be modalized: Die rall,er Ihall escape (Socrates in prison), Vir
rather tlWII be ens/{l\'ed (the Paris Commune). Die rmher Ihall be defeated (Ther,
mopyles. Stalingrad). Death is prescribed as an alternative to another obligatioQ
(civic duty. freedom, military glory) if the latter is revealed to be impracticable.
Thi~ is not the case for ~Auschwitz.-It is not a Die ralherllla" .... but simply,
a O,e, that the SS authorities address to the deportee. with no alternative.

The ~reason to die~ always forms the bond of a we. The paradox of the order
to die is that the name of its addressee. if he or she obeys the order, can neva'
again figure upon the addressor instance of subsequent. direct phrases. aod in par.
tieular of normative phrases like / duree as a 110m tllat ... He or she is COD­

demned to the referent instance in direct phrases: he or she will be spoken about;
aod. ifheor she is fouod situated upon the addressor instance, it will be in indil'U:l
phrases. whieh are themselves the referents of direct phrases: quotations,
prosopopeias. recountings of all kinds.

By identifying oneself with the legislator who orders one's death. one
nevertheless escapes the miserable fate of being the referent for every forthco.
ing phrase that may bear one's name: the scourge of the dead in Greek thougIL
One ean only succeed in this by obeying the order. since by doing it. one decrcc:s
it anew as a norm. One thereby makes one's name enter into the collective name
of the legislating authority. which is a constant addressor because it is a rigid
designator. One escapes death by the only means known-the perpetuation of the
proper name. This proper name must be proper not only to the interested party.
but also to the collectivity (through patronym. eponym, or nationality). since the
collective name is what assures the perenniality within itself of individual proper
names. Such is the Athenian ~beautiful death.- the exchange of the finite for the
infinite. of the eSc/lalOll for the Ie/os: the Die in order "0'10 die.

157. Exception.
~Auschwitz~ is the forbiddance of the beautiful death. The content of the com­

mand. the death of its (supposed) addressee. is not sufficient to shaner the we.
lt would really be the converse. if death were at least prescribed to the addressee
as an alternative to the cffectuation of an Idea. BUI no alternative is permitted to
the deportee. And. if he or she has no alternative. it is because he or she is not
the addressee of an obligation. The canonical formula of MAuschwitz~cannot be
Die, / decree il. a phrase that allows the equivocation of a possible substitution
of I for you to hover. Rather. the formula would be. if we focus on the SS as
Mlegislalor~: nUlt sille {lie. / decree i/; or. if we focus on the deportee as the one
Mobligated~: nUll/ die. slhe {/ecrees il. That which orders death is excepted from
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the obligation. and that. which undergoes the obligalion is ex~epted from the
legitim'lIion. The authority of the 55 cOI~esout of a we from w~lch the deportee
'~exceptcdonce and for all: the race. which grants not only the nghttoeommand.
~ut also the right to live. that is. to place oneselfat the various instances of phrase
lIui\crses . The deportee. according to this authority. can~o.t be th~ a~d~seeof
norder to dic. because one would have to be capable of glvmg ones life In order

:0 ~'arry out the order. But one cannot give a life that one doesn't have the right
to ha\'e. Sacrifice is not available to the deportee, nor for that reason accession
to an immortal. collective name. One's death is legitimate because one's life is
illegitimate. The iodividual name must be killed (whence the use of serial num·
bers). and the collective name (Jew) must also be killed in such a way that no we
bearing this name might remain which could take the deportcc's death into itself
and eternalize it. This death must therefore be killed, and that is what is worse
than death. For. if death can be externlinated. it is because there is nothing to kill.
'ot even the name Jew.

The SS does not have to legitimate for the deportee's benefit the death sentence
it apprises him or her of. The deponee does not have to fecI obligated by this de­
cree. The universes of the two phrases 1Mr slhe die, / decree it and. 1M1 / die.
slh~ decrees it have no possible common application. That is what is marked by
the shaltering of the prescriptive phrase and of its legitimation into two phrases
issuing from that fissure. The addressee of the SS norm is the SS. The addressor
of the prescription the deportee receives is unknown to him or her, and is not
~recognizable~by the addressee. who cannot come to place him- or herself at the
addressor instance in a legitimating linkage. Dispersion is at its height. My law
kills them who have no relevance to it. My death is due to their law. to which
lowe nothing. Delegitimation is complete. it confirms the suspicion cast upon the
.....e that supposedly assures the linking of the prescription onto the norm. namely.
that it is a fiction. Were this ~'e called humanity (but then it wouldn't have been
a collcetive proper name), then ~Auschwitz~ is indeed the name for the extinction
of that name.

That is why the question ~Auschwitz"? is also the question -after Auschwitz"?
The unchaining of death. the utmost obligation. from what legitimates it is per­
petuatcd ~aftcr" the crime: scepticism. and even nihilism. have every reason to
feed off this endlessly. For it is not even truc. as Hegel believes. that afterward
it ~till remains for us to chew and digcst. in our lair. the -nul and void~ of the
lcgitimating linkage. the extermination of a determined we. The dispersivc.
merely negative and nearly analytical dialectics at work under the name of
'AUSChwitz.- deprived of its Mpositive-rational operator. ~ the ReSlIllal. cannot en­
gender anything. not evcn the sceptical we that chomps on the shit of the mind.
The name would remain empty. retained along with other names in the network
or a world. put into mecanographical or electronic memory. But it would be no­
body's mcmory. about nothing and for no one.
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158. Third Party?
That genre of discourse whieh is speculative dialectics cannot accept this kind

of an end. It does not consider itself beaten by nihilism. Consider again the two
phrases: That s/h~ di~. Ihals my law and Thllll di~. thals his/her law. The preced_
ing analysis emphasizes that a we has become impossible with each Mpartner's"
passage into the third person (that is. into the situalion of referenl) in the other's
phrase.

II has become impossible. though. only because it has been presupposed thII
the we must be formed by the conjunction of an I and a you. We has been confused
with the subjcct of the autonomy that legitimates the obligation.

But I and s/h~ can also form a we. The we. for example. of a representative.
a spokesperson. or an envoy. Only. this we is addressed to a third party: MyCOM­
rades and I. we declar~ to you . . . This we takes place only when it is situalCd
in a phrase universe in which a you is likewise situated. It is addressed. Now.
-AuschwitzMis the name of a phrase or rather of two phrases which have no acI­
dressee marked in the universes they present. This is what the Nazis mean what
they state that they make laws without having to refer to anyone other than them-­
selves. and what the Jews mean when they suspect that God could not have wanted
their lives to be sacrificed to Him in this way. The absence ofan addressee is also
the absence of a witness. The sublation of -Auschwitz- lacks an instance whtdt
could relay into a new phrase. for itself. what is presented on the Nazi side and
on the deportee's side. as only near itself.

-AuschwitzMwould be the coexistence oftwo secrets. the Nazi's secret and the
deportee's secret. Each knows something "near oneself" about the other (one:
Thai s/he die and the other: Thats his/her low), but neither can state it to anybody.
What is possible at the "'peakMof communication would be a double agent. All
agent is double. however. only for a third party who can bear witness to the fact
that this agent knows about each partner what each of them knows about oneself
and the other. Lacking this third party. a double agent is not a double agent but
two plain agents with two pseudonyms. The agent is double only when unmasked.
once the secret has been divulged and a single name assigned to him or her by
a third (fourth) party.

But the third is there. objects speculation. The dispersion without witnesses
that "we- have characterized as the extinction of the third needed to be expressed
by a third. That we has vanished at Auschwitz. -we: at least. have said it. There
is no passage from the deportee's phrase universe to the 55's phrase universe. In
order to affirm this. however. we needed to affirm one universe and then the other
as if"we" were firsllhe 55 and then the deportee. In doing this. "we" effectuated
what "we" were looking for. a we. In looking for it. this we was looking for itself.
It is expressed then at the end of the movement since it was effectuated from the
beginning. For. without the presupposition of this permanence ofa thinking ··we."
there would have been no movement in search of a whole. This we is certainly

RESULT 0 103

01 the IOtalization of the I"s. the you·s. and the s/hc's in play under the name of
~AuschwitZ.- for it is true that this name designates the impossibility of such a
totali7.3lion. Instead it is the reflective movement of this impossibility. that is. the
dispersion which comes to self·consciousness and is sublatcd out of the annihila­
tion and into the affirmation of nothingness: The we composed at least of 1who

"'nle and you who read.

159. Without a result.
The contingent name for this merely effectuated movement is -Auschwitz.­

BuI its speculative name. its name as a concept. ought precisely to designate the
conjunction of two unconjugateable phrases: a norm without an addressee. a
death sentence without legitimacy. We think of terror. But the Jacobin Reign of
Terror allows no exceptions: even I. Rohespierre. fall under its universalizing
logic. The legislator is obligated to the transparency of pure will by the same to­
ken as everyone else. he is thus suspect like them. This particular terror merely
w:rifies the principle of autonomy. At MAuschwitz.- on the other hand. exception
is what rules. Its speculative name is not the rational terror that is extended in­
finitely because goodwill is to be required from every you. Nazism requires noth­
ing from what is not -Aryan.- except for the cessation of its appearing to exist.
On the other hand. it requires from every MAryan- (its sole addressee) to meet his
or her obligation to the purilyofhis or her racial origin. in particular by suppress­
ing all that is not -Aryan.-

If there is terror in Nazism. it is exerted internally among the Jmre.~ who are
always suspected of not being pure enough. They cleanse themselves of suspicion
by excepting themselves from all impurity through oaths. denunciations. p0­

groms. or final solutions. This terror does not contain within itself the principle
of its infinite extension. since it cannot apply to what is incapable of being -pure.M
Jews (and others) are not suspect. they are alrcady judged. Rational terror is in­
clusive and ~progressive- in the sense that it is faced with an infinite amount of
suspicion to be cast upon anything that can be presented: the tribunal will be per­
manent. goodwill is never good enough. Racist or exceptive ""terror

M
is exclusive

anti regressive. suspicion is limited to the "good- race. Whatever presents itself
thaI is not of this race is bad before it presents itself. it is bad in its origin. It was
bad. and it is therefore null. since the will is of no avail: it -availed itselr in the
beginning. once and for all. It is a ~terror" without a tribunal. and without a pro­
nounced punishment. Death is sufficient. since it proves that what ought not 10
live cannot live. The solution is final.

The panicular exception that reaches its peak al MAuschwitz- rests upon the
principle of an election: within lhe world of names from history. the vital force
has chosen from among all others the name "Aryan" with which to manifest itself.
A~ opposed. however. to another election. the onc thai prescribes that the Jewish
People listen to the transcendence of its principle and lestify at its own expensc
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agai~st all presu~ptions against .'he law (includ,in~ th?sc done by this poople),
Clectl0~ by the vital force prescribes only the ellmmatlon of what is not elected
and whl,ch: throug~ some ine~plicableMsmudge.~ is still living despite everythinl.
Goodwill IS here<htary and IS proven by one's genealogical tree. Aristocracy
(blood and soil. soldier and ~laborer~) recognizes no addressee other than itself
for the legitimating phrase. It does not even kill the others. it offers its final solu­
tion to the problem of the vital force by helping them vanish.

This is in truth not a terror. but simply a jX)lice action of vitalism. a jX)litiClll
or policing Darwinism. The confusion between genealogy and the good is assured
by the myth or narrative of Nonhero peoples. Under this name and thanks to thiI
narration. an entity forgets its contingency and is able to raise superstition to thI
delirium of its being a nccessity and a virtue. The legitimation is heteronomous.
and the prescription is limited to a "'poople.- it cannot be shared with the outside.
where only the dead are.

This is what speculative discourse ought to be naming conceptually and
would reside near itself within the empirical name of-Auschwitz. MHas it
it? Has it named it by my pen. in what precedes? Speculative discourse ca
help but hesitate over the name to give it, and it will hesitate a long time:
can what spirit has gained at MAuschwitz- be discerned? Spirit is not in contradic­
tion with itself there. it excepts itself from its own universal finality. from the
ture of its own effectuation and expression. It makes an exception there:
phrases are '1ogether.- in the place and time designated by the historian. but
are not together dialectically. In one. the legitimation of the murder does not

upon a universal law. but only upon a particular and nominaliveonc; in the other.
death does not call upon a legitimation and cannot be subiated into a sacrifice.
As for Ils.M~afterward.- we receive these two phrases as two silences. Far indeed
from signifying these silences in the phrase ofa Res/llwt. Mwe- deem it more daft.
gerous to make them speak than to respect them, It is not a concept that resulll
from MAuschwitz.

M
but a feeling (No. 93). an impossible phrase. one that would

link the 5S phrase onto the dejX)rtec's phrase. or vice-versa.

160. Return.
In Melleunus. Plato lampooned the praise of the -beautiful deathM(Plato No­

tice § I), Like everyone. Socrates wishes to Mdic well. Mbut he doesn't want the
praise of -well-dead- citizens made before living citizens to persuade the latter
of their own virtue. It is just for Athens to be the name of the normative authority
and for those dead in its name to acquire the right to be named Athenians. What
is not just is that epideictic discourse allows the living who listen to it to be assimi­
lated with the dead heroes. The listeners. says Socrates. have not yet proven that
they merit the name of Athenians by wanting the law of the city more than any­
thing. The assumption is that they are not yet dead for the city. that many will
not die for it. and that many will live their lives out without civic virtue. Confu-
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. 11 is produced. however. by means of the we that covers over the paralogism.
~~Cy. the dead. are heroes: the,y are Athenians; we. the .Iiving. are Athenians;
"'e. the Athenians (dead and altve). are heroes. Thc we IS first extended to the
li\'ing: I. the orator. and you. the assembly; then to the dead: they. )'ou. and me.
Through this slippage of the pronoun substituted for the name. the supreme virtue
lhat I)ne ought to -die weW becomes a privilege of exception: that of being well
bOrn. Exception turns the moment of virtue around: it has already taken place.

I. an Aryan. tell you. an Aryan. the narrative ofour Aryan ancestors' acts. The
single narne Ary'an occupies the three instances in the universes of the narrative
phrase. The senseof this phrase is always. dirc:ctly or indi~cctly.~at of the M~U_
liful death.- We tell ourselves thai we have died well. It IS an epic of exception.
1lIe slh,'s. the you·s. and the fs are substitutable under a single name. thanks 10
Ihe ".t'. The closed narrative cell operales prescriptively. The imperative is
hypothetical: if you are Aryan. tell. hear. and carry out the Aryan "'beautiful
death.- But it is not the sense (the beautiful death) that contains the founding
potency. it is the mode of linking. If you hear. tell or do. If you tell. hear or do.
If you do. tell or hear. The implications are reciprocal. You don't therefore enter
into the narrative cycle. you are always already there. or you are never there.
Such is the genre of mylhic narrative. It is not cyclical in its theme. but in its (if
}'OU will. pragmatic) transmission. That is why tradition obeys a ritual protocol:
I. an Aryan. tell you this story that an Aryan told me. so tell it, carry it out.
Aryans. The prescription that issues from the rules for the transmission ofthe nar­
rati\'e is independent of the time when the phrase takes place. Tell = has told =
will tell: do = has done = will do. Moreover. the time of the narrations is not

distinguished from the time of the diegeses: to tell or to hear is already '10 die
well.- and Mto die well~ is still to hear and to tell. The people phrases itself by
acting (by dying) and dies well by phrasing itself. Whoever is not of this people
cannot hear, cannot tell. and cannot die well. This people alone is made up of
"'true men.- that's the name one ethnic group calls itself by (D·Ans. 1978). II
marks the founding exception.

That is why savages make war. They endlessly carry out. and thus endlessly
hear and tell. the narrative of their we, They merit their name (Clastres. 1977).
Who the adversaries arc is of no importance, They are not adversaries, Nothing
..... ill happen through them that has not already happened.

Nazism restores this genre ofdiscourse. which modernity has brought to ruin.
It c'm do this only parodically. as if the great modern genres (scientific cognition.
deliberative politics. interrogative philosophy. eschatological revelation) did not
already propose wholly different stakes and modes of linking. and as if they did
nllt oppose it with somcthing worse than adversaries: cosmopolitan heroes. The
parody consists in the deployment of the means to persuadc the people of its ex­
l'Cptional nature, Nazi politics as directed toward the people is thus an aesthetics
..... ith an epideicticend: the funeral ormion extended toall the trappings of the pco-
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pic's life. What is foreign to the people gives rise to a policing by eXlerminatioQ
(Auschwitz) or to a sacrificial ~beautiful death- (Slalingrad).

The linkage between the SS phrase and the deportec's phrase is undiscoverable
because these phrases do not arise from a single genre of discourse. There are
no stakes held in common by onc and thc other. In extemlinating the Jews, Na­
zism eliminated a phrase regimen where the mark is on the addressee (Lis/en, Is­
mel) and where identifying the addressor (the Lord) or the sense (what God Wants

?t\ to say) is a dishonorable and dangerous presumption. The genre of discourse
called Cabbala (tradition) is. in tcrms ofquestioning and inlerpretation, at the fur­
thest removes from the savage narrative tradition. The latter is placed under the

\regimen of the already there. the Jewish idiom placed under that of the Is il hap..
pellillg? Nazism assails the occurrence. the Ereigllis (Aristolle NOIice § 3: No.
131). II thereby attacks the time of all of modernity.

Between the SS and the Jew there is not even a differend. because there is not
even a common idiom (that ofa tribunal) in which even damages could be formu­
laled, be they in place of a wrong (Nos. 7. 9). There is thus no need of a trial.
not even a parodic one. (This is not the case with the communists). The Jewish
phrase has nOllaken place. There is no Is i( happening? II happened.

Speculative dialectics get stuck in the genre of mythic narralive. The laller
yields no result, only identical repetition. What does not emer imo this repetition.
such as the Jewish idiom. is not sublated but disregarded, it is shoved into obliv~

ion. Myth is not speculatively soluble. II must be (nonspeculatively) extermi­
nated. and so it has been. But the destruction of Nazism also leaves a silence after
it: one does nOl dare think out Nazism because it has been beaten down like a mad
dog. by a poJiceaction. and not in conformity with the rules accepted by its adver­
saries' genres of discourse (argumentation for liberalism. contradiction for Marx­
ism). It has not been refUied.

Silences. instead of a Resufwt. These silences imerrupt the chain that goes
from thcm. lhe deponed. and from them. the SS. to we who speak about them.
It's not readily seen how those substances that they are for '"1Js~ -the ~subjects"

of the discourse referring to them-are ·also· rjust as much.- ebenso sehr) those
subjects. Those silences signal the interruption of the Selbst. its splilting apart.

Obligation

161. The splitting of the self would. at least. have the finality of destroying
its presumptuousness. Of recalling that the law is transcendent to all intellection.
And this under the guise of an abhorrent buffoonery. as David Rousset calls it
(1979). Certainly. someone who decides the law instead of being its addressee
canllOl be a judge but is necessarily a criminal. And someone who submits to a
law decided in this way can only be a victim. Judge. he or she is not judged. Con­
demned or acquitted, he or she is not expiated. Still. the speculative non-sense
of·Auschwitz~ could conceal a paradox of faith (Kierkegaard. 1843).

162. Is the order Abraham receives to sacrifice his son any more intelligible
than a memorandum dirccting round-ups, convoys. ooncentratings. and either
slow or quick death? Isn't it a matlerof idiolcct (Nos. 144. 145)? Abraham hears:
DUll Isaac die, lhat is my law, and he obeys. The Lord speaks at this moment
only to Abraham, and Abraham is answerable only to the Lord. Since the reality,
if not of the Lord, then at least of the phrase imputed to Him, cannot be estab­
lished, how can it be known that Abraham isn't a paranoiac subject to homicidal
(infanticidal) urges? Or a fake?

163. The question is not even that ofobedience, but ofobligation. The question
is to know whether. when one hears something that might resemble a call. one
i~ held 10 be held by it. One can resist it or answer it, bUI it will first have to be
received as a call, rather than. for instance. as a fantasy. One must find oneself
placed in the position ofaddressec for a prescription (the request being a modality
of prescription).

'01
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164. -Bul the request Ihat harries President Schreber. the one that over.
whelms Abraham. and the one thai galvanizc:s the SS are all different! - What
do you mean to say? Thai one emanales from a famasmalic figure. another frota
God. and a Ihird from a political leader? You know that the addressor's identity
is subject to differends: the phanlom that. according 10 Aechsig. calls uPQII
Schreber is called God in me Schreberian idiom. etc. - But these various
authorities at least are not prescribing the same aCls! They can be recognized
by whallhey order done! -I am nOI saying thatlhe content of the law is indiffer_
ent. but it does not allow one to dislinguish the rightful authority from its im­
posture. Above all. the question. which is so 10 speak preliminary. is thatlhe
request emanating from this entity be received as though it were law. The only
sign capable of guiding a third party in Ihis is that the addressee is obligated.
By the vcry assumplion (of an idiolccl). Ihe third party has access neilher 10
Ihe addressor nor to lhe phrase. He is like CharCOI faced with a hysteric. or
like the friend you lell your dream to.

165. A phrase is obligatory if its addressee is obligaled. Why he or she is ob­
ligaled is something he or she can perhaps think 10 explain. In any case. the ex
nation requires funher phrases. in which he or she is no longer situated as
addressee but as the addressor. and whose stakes are no longer those ofobeyina.
but those of convincing a third pany of the reasons one has for obeying. Ph
of commentary. The I's blindness may regain the upper hand on the occasion
such phrases.

166. -Why bUill/ness (No. l65)?-Because it is impossible to deduce
prescriplion from a description. The faci thai two million people are unemploy
in a country docs nOI explain Ihatlhc unemployment mUSI be remedied. For Ibit
to lake place. a minor premise mUSI be understood or presupposed, namely. the
prescription Ihat allihose who can work oughl to work. The blindness or tran­
scendental illusion resides in the prelension to found the good or the just upoll
Ihe true. or what ought to be upon what is. By found. I simply mean the seek.illl
and aniculaling of implications which allow a prescriptive phrase 10 be concluded
from cognitive phrases. The same goes for Abraham. God orders that Isaac be
sacrificed to Him. Abraham obeys ~because-God is the one giving the order. II
is understood or presupposed Ihal orders given by God are just. This command­
ment (from God) is jusl because God's commandments arc all just and cannOI be
unjust. Now, nothing can be ascertained aboul a lotality (which is never given).
be it the totality of divine orders. Nor. Iherefore, can anYlhing be affirmed about
it cognitively. As for the ethos of God ~Himself." it is accessible only Ihrough
the totalily of his commandments. BUI. as we havejusl said. this tOlalilY etc. (And
finally. supposing that God and His orders are just. how can il be known that God
is the one giving Ihe orders?) (No. 162).
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167. The angels themselves arc prey 10 this blindness. ~Driven OUI of Abra­
ha

nJ
') housc.- Lcvinas wriles. ~Hagar and Ishmael wandered in the desert. When

heir waler supply was spenl. God opened Hagar's eyes and she saw a well and
t a\'C drink 10 her dying son~ (I976b: 260). So far. nothing abnormal. and we
~'oUldn'l expect anylhing less from a God who is The Good. Slili. this generosity
arou~ some reproach from the divine counselors (or bad aeons) thai are the an­
gels: they sce fanher lhan the ends of their noses and are acquainted with the ruses
of his lOry: '"The angels protesled: Wilt Thou bring up a well for one who will one
day make Israel suffer?~ God undoes the Hegelian Irap: "'What does Ihe end of
history matter. says the Eternal. Ijudge each for what he is now and not for what
he will become." Even God docs nOl and should not know the IOlalilY of events.
It would be unjusl were He 10 take into consideralion whal will be done lomorrow
in order 10 judge what is now. It is possible Ihen Ihat He would have given some­
thing 10 drink 10 Hiller when Hitler was thirslY.

168. To talk in terms ofa holocaust is to signify that God commanded the hand
of the Nal.i bUlcher. with the Jewish people in the place of Isaac. It is admiued.
lhough. thai if the Lord of Abraham asked the father for me sacrifice of his son,
il was in order to test Abraham's faithfulness to the Lord. Did God wanllo lest
the 5S's faithfulness 10 Him? Was there an alliance between them? And did the
5S love Ihe Jew as a falher does his son? If not. how could the crime have the
value of a sacrifice in the eyes of its victim? And in those of its executioner? And
in those of its beneficiary? Or else. was it God who offered up part of His people
in sacrifice? BUI to whal god could He offer them up? It is also said that Israel
had to be punished for its faults. or fault: pride. Not one of these phrases. which
describe the divinily's intention (testing. punishing) with a view 10 explaining Ihe
sacrifice. is falsifiable (Referent Section). Not one of them can stand as an expla­
nation of the order to kill. thaI is. as ils legitimation. The only way you can make
a "beauliful death~ out of ~Auschwitz-death (Nos. 156, 160) is by means of a
rhetoric.

169. The blindness is in potting yourself in the place of the other. in saying
/ in his or her place. in neutralizing his or her lranscendence. If you were 10 lay
bare the Lord's intenlions. you would then know His idiolect. how it is spoken.
the phrases whose addressor and addressee He is and which presumably engender
the commandment. and the senses of those phrases. ~Auschwitz~ is deduced. for
instOlnce. from the Lord's anger against His people. BUI alone by ilself. Ihis impli­
C:llinn is a crimeagainstethics: the people would beobligated by an order because
they could understand ils sense!

170. InSlead. obligation should be described as a scandal for the one who is
~)bligated: deprived of the ~free~ use of oneself. abandoned by one's narcissistic
100age. opposed in this. inhibited in that. worried over nOI being able 10 be oneself
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without further ado. - But these arc phenomenological or psychoanalytit

descriptions ofa dispossessed or cloven consciousness. Which arc far too human

and humanist. They maintain the self even in the very acknowledgment of its diS:

persion. Could we begin with the dispersion, without any nostalgia for the self?

And think therefore the splitting of the self apart from any finality, if it is true

that finality is slill the action of a self which is exerted upon an object beforehand

and from a dislance, even if this action momentarily cleaves that self? Of COUrse.
the idea of a splining would also have to be abandoned then, since it presuprose.

a beautiful tOiality: the resull.

Levinas

I. Condition for the scandal ofobligation: '"The interiority that ensures separation I11lIIl
produce a being absolutely closed over upon itself. not deriving its isolation dialecticaIIJ
from its opposition to the Other. And this c10sedness mu~ not prevent egress from illleri­
ority, so that eJueriority could speak to it, reveal ilSelfto it. in an unforsceable move:me.r
(1961: 148). As scandal for the ego. the ethical relation presupposes two kernel phrMC
Thr rgo dMS IIOl prourd from th~ OIhu: thr OIhrr fNfolfs Ih~ ~go. If the ego was but
closed (abslraet) moment of a dialectical alteration of the self. you could reveal

to me that 1 d)dn't already have in myself.
Levinas lakes his departure from the impasse of Husserl's fifth Corttsian MrditQ/i

the transcendental sameness cannot COnslitute others as other. 10e I Uri remains ene!
within its domain of constitution just as the ego (mofl is locked within its domain of
periencc. namely, theenjoymentofbeingandofhaving. The other is its other. This em .
ical and transcendental finitude is necessary. however, for the other to be other, to be
marvel M (Ibid.: 292). 10ere is an equivalency in the exclusive disjunction: if the
proceeded from the other. the other would not be the marvel: if the other .....ere not the
vel. the self would proceed from the other. It is thus either me. or the other. The
can only befall the ego, like a revelation. through a break-in. Ifsense belongs to the di
tic of the self. the event of the other turns it into non-sense. How can the other even bef.
it? The ego does not ha\'e in itself the sufficiency to understand this. The ego is tem
to explain it as a fornlation within its domain of constitution and experience. It is tempted
to know it and is tempted by knowledge. But the other. as an exteriority whose reason doeS
not lie within the ego, announces the insufficiency of knowledge. The other announces no
sense, it is the announcement. the non-sense. "The messenger is the messageM (19681:
104-5),

Clln we transcribe this? An addressor appears whose addressee I am. and about whonl
I know nothing. except thai he or she situates me upon the addressee instance. The violence
of the revelation is in the ego's expulsion from the addressor instance. from which it:
managed its work of enjoyment. power. and cognition. It is the scandal of an I displaced
onto the you instance, The I turned you tries to repossess itself through the understanding
of what dispossesses it, Another phrase is fonned. in which the I returns in the addresSOr's
situation, in order to legilimate or to reject - it doesn't matter which -the scandal of the
other's phrase and of ils own dispossession. This new phrase is always possible, like 11ft
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, .\'itablc temptation. But it canllOl annullhe evcnl. it can only tame and master it. thereby
,~

disregarding the tra~Sl:e~ence of t.he other. . •.
By turning the I lOla liS you [1011. the other makes hUll- or herself master. and turns

_I into his or her hostage. The other is not master, however. because he or she dominates
th<: I but because he or she asks for the I. The I enclosed within the disposition of itself
~. . booh· ­
a[)ll of its world knows nothing about the other a~.can kno:-- .nothmg a t I~ or IICr.
"fht." appearing of the other is not an event of cogmtlon. BU~ It .IS a.n event of feeling: The

Iac'\.-d in the posilion ofyou. is someone 10 whom a prescription IS addressed. the SImple
l.p . . I··)
prescription th~t t~re be prescri~ions ~and not o~ly de~T1ptlons. flOt on y cogmt~ons .
The I in this suuatlon learns nothmg. Since there IS OOIhmg to learn (a command IS not

a bit of infonnation). The 1 does not even know if the other is also an J. nor does the I
know lIo'hat the other wants from the I nor el'en if the other wants something from the J.
but the I is immediately obligated to the other. This is what the rs displacement onto the
100 instance marks: You ought to. Levinas comments upon the destiluleness of the other:
~ other arises in my field of perceplion wilh the lrappings of absolute poveny, without
attributes. the other has no place. no lime, no esscnse. the other is nothing bul his or her

request and my obligation.
Such is the universe of the ethical phrase: an 1 stripped of the illusion of being the ad­

dressor of phrases. grabbed hold of upon the addressee inslance. incomprehensibly. 1be
obligation is immediate. prior to any intellection, it res)des in the -welcoming oflhe stran­
ger. ~ in the address to me. which does more than reverse a preexisting relation. which in­
stilutes a new universe. This upheaval precedes any commentary upon the nalure of the
other of the rC(jl.lCSl. of my freedom. Commenting on the SJwbb(J/h (88 a-b), especially
the \'etse, 11ley did before lhey hearkened,-l..evinas writes: '"The incomparable character
of an el'ent such as the giving of the Tora lis thai! one accepIs il before knowing it
I ... I. The doing in question is 001 simply the praxis opposed la the theory. bul all'll)'
ofuC'llu/li:ing lI'irhoul fNgirming wilh Ihr possibl~ ( . . . I. They act before they hearken!
I I To hear a voice speaking to you is ipsofocro to accept the obligation of the one
Il..ho speaks~ (19683: 91,95.98. 100*-5). This immediacy is to be compared with the im­
mediacy of the performative phrase. I say. Th~ mrtling is oprn. or Wur is drclar~d, and
so they are. I hear: Hail. and I am the angel's obligee. the you of the other.

The emphasis is placed on the asymetricalness of the J1)'OU relation (1961: 215). This
rclalion is not reversible. it imlXlSCS and maintains the destabilization of a knowledge in
whil-h the I was 1(the self ilsclf. its idenlily), It cannot be repossessed by a phrase in which
tile I is I. In this phrase. the I no longer understands anything about ethics, it is able only
10 believe that il understands. The passage from the ethical phrase to the phrase of knowl­
edge is done only at the price of forgetting the fonner. In the tension the cognitive phrase
exen~ upon the addressor and addressee instances, the you addressed by the I of the asser­
tilln i~ nnly a potential I. It will link by saying I, by agreeing or disagreeing about.a refer­
cm. ,lOOut an it, to be elabor"tcd in common. I and JOlt work IOward the formauon of a

,·Ulhensus.
To Buber's Umfimllllg [inclusion I (1976a: 40). Levinas opposes the forget~ing oft.hc

"dill'crence in stalureW lhat separates the other and the ego in Ihe request. Buber s descnp­
tilln of the lliltlogisch~s Leben is ensnared by the return of the regime." of c~gnitivephr~ses
In the description of the ethical relation. Ethics prohibits dialogue. smce dialogue requires
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the permutation of names upon instances. Try as Buber might to emphasi1.c the axis of Id­
dress by freeing it of the referential relation. by going so far as to explain that the referent.
the it. is the figure of a you manqui. out of reach. and to whom I do not speak but aoo­
whom it remains for me only to speak (Buber, 1938: 19.27. 33).-it is precisely thisaliea,.
ation and this return of referential description which takes hold of Buber's phrase ....
makes him in turn objectify the /Iyou relation through the figure of dialogue (levi-.
1976a: 46-47).

One implication of this objection: there is no true transcendence of the referent for lo­
vinas. The object belongs to the dialectic of knowledge. What is wnear il!iClr is callell
upon. according to the spcculath'e rules, to be wfor il!iClf.Wto result. The speculative geare
OCC\lpies the entire terrain of what is called reality, EthK:al transcendence does not

place in this field. It docs ncH take place at all. since the ()(her is not Ioc:alil.able. If he
she were, I would be your master. and be presumed to know you. The ethical realm
not a realm. it is a mode of the II)"(N situation whK:h happens unforeseeably as these
bling of the phrase universe in which 1 is 1.

2. In L..c\'inas·s thought, the obligation in qUCSIion does 001. result from an au
previously legilimated by me or by us. If I am obligated by lhe ocher, it is not

the ()(her has some righl to obligate me which I would have directly or mediately g
him or her. My freedom is not the soura: of his or her authority: one is 001 obligated
cause one is free, and because your law is my law, but because your request is 001

law, because we are liable for the other. Obligation through freedom or consent is
dary. II presupposes a liability, a fracture in the ego's fonress: "this c10sedncss must
pre\'ent egress from interiorily.WAn aptilude for transcendence? We can lranscribe
as: the addressor's capacity. after having been displaced onto lhe addressee instance.
remember that heorshe wasn't supposed to be there. The scandal. or aptitude for thu
dal. depends upon an enlity's mobilily among the inslanccs of phrase universes, upon'
resistance to this mobility. and upon its memory of the pre-e:ncounter during lhe
encounter (conversion). These condilions require the pennancncy of a proper name.
tbe contrary. the other in its destitution does 001 even have a name. He or she is not cal
he or she is what calls.

This liability is nonetheless not a condition of possibility for elhics. it is not lhe a
of obligation. (These notions of condition of possibility, and of arcM. crop up in Total
a"'/Infinity. but are then rejeetoo at the end of Difficile Ii,"nt and in ~Humanisme el a
chie

W
) (l968b). It is already the entirety of ethics. it contains together its twO faces, free­

dom and persecution. Thc latter docs not differ from the former as heteronomy differs fro-a
autonomy, Each requires the I's auachmentto the other. its dependency. its being tak~

hostage. What gives rise to persecution is when the I is ~passivelyM attached. againsl ill
will. and in its recurrcnt narcissism, which protests against this liability and docs not ac­
cept exteriority. The return of the I in the YOll situation where he or she has been placed
hy the other turns the laller into a persecutor. I am accused because Ilx:tray you, because
I exclude or exceplthe you. ~Atheistic creaturesWendlessly accuse each other under the
regimen of the -unlimited accusath'e~ (1974: 132-33. 141-42, 150-5 I). Saying yes to the

gift of the undecipherable message. to the election that the request is. the (impossible) alli­
ance with the other who is nothing. signifies the assumption of the I's fracture. It is imposSi-
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Ie to Mslip away from the creature's imperious call,w but Mthe assumption [of passivity]
b "'hcre exceeds p3ssivity- (l968a: 108).
nO HoW can something closed like the ego also be open and liable to the transcendence
f an e.~teriority? Aren't we. in the final analysis, talking about a dialectic of the edge or

°hC limit in an utterly Hegelian kind of mo\'ement: no interiority without exteriority. and
t
lie

cOlwerse? No ego without other, no ()(her without ego. levinas attempts to break this
~\"erslble totality and to discombobulate speculative dialectics by reinforcing the dissyme­
u')' of the ethical instances. It ca~ be ~millcd that. the~e is no ego withou.t~ ()(her, if the
other is its othet. The ego constItutes Itself by losmg Itself and by sublaung Itself through
its ahenations in the narcissistic movement which pushes it to be for itself. But the other
\\00 without me would not be is llC\'erthelcss not my other, he or she is not a momentary
alienation in my odyssee, but what discombobulates it, - How do you koow? -By this dis­
combobulation. by the dispossession. and the passioo his or her reqUCSI provokes. Far
from enriching me, from giving me the opponunity to grow and to enlighten my ex­
perience, the arrival of the other suppresses me as the subject of an experience.

_ But how can you say this. unless it is after you have -regained your spirilS.- and have
rrcl3imcd )'our situation qua I who phrases (or thinks one phrases), after you ha\'e o\'er­
come the ethical phrase in conserving it. and lhus after you ha\'e included il as a momenl
in the becoming for itself of your experience? Doesn't wriling-even your wriling about
liability-wea\'e a mastery. an experience. a texi together with what has no text. no ex­
perienct'. and no mastery? How can one wrile in the second person? 1be second person
C2fl onl)' be described in the third person. One wrilCS: the you. Isn't the revers~ Levinas
Rproaches Buber for also at work in Levinas's texl? Isn'lthat text a commentary on what
C\'ery commentary must nonetheless fail 10 allain? Can thai text not be phenomenological
(No.71)?

3. Perhaps writing ought to be underslood, or rather presented, otherwise. Instead of
being the description of an experience, conducted by an I in quest of stlf-knowledge, per­
haps Levinas's wriling is the testimony of tbe fracture. of the opening onlO that other who
in the reader stnds a request to L..cvinas. of a responsibility before that messenger who is
the reader. It is 001 a question of writing Win the second person,Munder the regimen of the
''OIl. but of wriling to the other, under his or her law. L..cvinas·s lexl would be the confiding
ofa hostage. It is in him that the liability would be assumed. He would say: Yes. you are
my masters. Not you. of course. my readers who are named or nameable, but you toward
It.hollli write. over and beyond the faces that can be seen poring over whal I've wrillen.
For the one who reads is one who requests, one who calls. The one who writes is bound
by this request. is upset. beside oneself. unsure whctherone is binding or liberating oncself
by \\riting. He or she puts him- or herself in our hands as readers. Are these the hands
of good angels, or ofbad ones? What messengers lire we, what messages? The writer does
not know. nor do the angels. for they are mistaken. Only one thing is sure, this ethical
II riling is saved from persecution only if it docs not attach ilself to -atheistic creatures.~
"nly if Ihe ego of the writer does not elaim. while the writing takes place, his or her rights
o\'l'r it. or rather over and against it. Writing would not be "the deliverance of a message. ~
I hal is the presumptuousness of the I. He moans and groans. and sacrifices himself 10 his
lIurk. but he is deluding himself. Writing is not sacrificial. it is saintly (1977: 7-10). II
I, \\ hat is witness to the fr.lcturing of the I. to its lIptitude for hearing II call. In the reader.
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the ocher docs 1101 request that the ego of the writer die. but that that ego assumes its lia.
bility.

As soon. however. as one begins to speak about what one reads. as soon as one c0m­

pares what one has read with what one has requested or thought one requested, doesn't
the reader. beeome commentalor. inevitably tum into the persecutor of the work'? Froaa
the sole fact that one thinks one knows what one requested and supposes the IolI0O:'S TeSpolt.

sibility 10 be commensurable 10 the nalure of one's request. is it oot necessary that one thai
place oneself. while commenting. back under the regimen ofdescripives, under the ten.­
tation of knowledge? How can a commentary oot be a persecution of what is commented
upon? Docsn't it bring forth the proof (from the sole fact that the reader speaks up) thII
in fonnulating his or her request. he or she supposes that he or she knows it or at lQII
supposes it to be knowable. and that this request ceases 10 be a marvel to which writi.
makes ilself accessible? Is the request then no more than a prescription provided with.
content, a sense, to which the .....ork is held. as a hostage is held for the observance or,
promise?

Saintliness IollOUld disappear and the sacred ould return ..... ith its sacrificial Aujh~bwtf
It ""'35 thus the self .....ho ""'anted the .....riter·s riting. who drew its liability toward
knowledge! The incommensurability oflhe request the self exerted upon wriling with
writing gives in Cltchange .....ould be no more than the negative moment, the mome~
conlTadiction. the one whkh obeys the rule of immanent derivation (Hegel Nocicc:)
whose result despite everything is still and always the for-itself. 1lIe for-the-other w
be only the moment of an. imprudcnlly and unduly isolated. splitting apart in the
ment of the self toward itself. The writer and the reader would be two momentarily i
mensurable figures of the same. Were one to aggravate the split, one would only
the speculative machine work bener. It is in this way that the figure of Judaism was u
stood. from the beginnings of Hegelian thought. as an abstraci moment. one meanly fill.
upon its separation (the -alleged- transcendence of the request) in the movemenl of
beautifultotali7.ation (Bourgeois, 1970: 118).

But doesn't the very commenlary that has just been read already require what Levi
reproaches Buber for and what he detests in Hegel: namely. that writing and reading.
I and the you, be taken as referents in the unh'erseofthe phrase that comments upon t
and that this phrase signify each of the tenns. as well as the tenns taken together as
whole. which can CC'nainly be asymmetrieal without ceasing 10 be a whole? If this is
case. then speculation has already been enjoying its rights in this commentary. the rigta
of IDetadescripiion. Shouldn) Lcvinas recognize and obsen'e lhese rights. he who ~trivd

to comment for his reader. in his or her place. through lhe mediation of a we that effaces
the asymmetry of I anti )'OU. or what there is of that asymmetry?

That you are never me. that I am never you: can that be reflccted upon. written reflex­
h'ely? Written down. this is understood as follows: tlu" tlie )'Ql1 is /lew', Ihe I, and lhal
the I is /lew",IiI! )"01/. In its wording. the cthical phrase is annihilated. Its secret. the asym­
metry of the pronouns, is divulged lLnd neutralized in their being autonymically grasped
in the third person. The patience of the concept sets upon [(Jrrll;sOIme) the impatience of
the request. It turns that impatience back against itself. -To do before hearkeningW (1968&:
ch. 4). but isn't this exactly what commentary does with ethics! II comments upon it as
though it were a misundcrs:tanding. and it thereby consen'es in itself its own requiremenl
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h3t1here be something unundcrstood. The irony of the commentator easily goes as far
I persecution: the less I understand you. he or she says to the Levinassian (or divine) text.
a~ more I will obey you by that faet: for. if I wanl to undemand you (in your turn) as
: requcst. then I should not understand)'ou as sense. Satan would be God's best servant.
ir it is true at least that he disobeys Him. for "t~ disobedient man obeys in some way­
(,.\TlslOclc, Soph. Ref: ISO b I). he has been oblIgated. the command (or the request) has
been heard as such. il is only its content that has not been unders:tood. Satan is an ethical

"""0But Hegel is not Satan. that name is a speculative name. The self does not obey-be
ill0 disobey- it is in the process of being. God requests nothing and expecls nothing from
His crC:llures: the self goes forth to itself by way of God and His creatures.

What tribunal can know and rule on the differend between the ethical phrase (infinity)
and the speculative phrase (totality)?

171. Lcvinas's ~marvel-comes close to the MaliennessMofthe Gnostics, partic­

ularly in Marcion'scase (Jonas, 1958: 49-51). Obligation alienates the ego: it be­

comes the you of an absolutely un!mowable other. Jonas also uses the word Un­
h~imlichk~it. which gathers within itself the contradictory relation between ego
and other. In acceding 10 the request, I go out far away from my home. as a has·
tage. without ever taking up habitalion with you. nor evcr being your guest. since

you have no residence, but I also thereby fulfill my calling, which is 10 beat home
00 longer. FreUd. pUlling the id Iral in the place of )'ou, goes the wrong way when
he assigns to the ego the call of evicting the id. He would be succumbing to the
temptation ofempty knowledge. But the analysis. supposing that it consists in this
substitution. is still interminable. The true understood as appropriation of the

other. even if it is done through some ~graphism,M is false.

172. - But doesn't the other or the stranger have all the traits of the Is it hap­
M/li/lg? (Nos. 131. 132) ~hould Is it happ~ning? (A,ri~'N-il?) be understood as

~r~ JOlt coming? (Arri"n-Iu?) If the Lord is not describable. how can you say
thaI He is somebody. I mean an addressor? An un!mown addressor is at least
kno.....n as an addressor. - But, you're about to answer, since the call or the request
tUrnlo my name into the name of an addressee. ofa you. then an addressor-even

if nothing more than an empty place for the instance of a hidden I - must indeed
be presented at the same time in the same phrase universe! -Objection: when the
unilo'erse in which you arc the addressee entails an addressor instance that is left
empty. and is perhaps -absolutelyM not marked. not even by a silence. that is the

ethical situation. or the disposition of the universe presented by a phrase of obli­
gation. But that cannot be inscribed into your experience. For. in this universe.
you arc presented on the )'011 instance, you are called, but experience and cogni­
liOn take place in the first person, or at least as a self. What you judge to be the
Lurd's call is the situation of )'0/1 when I is deprived of experience, -estranged.­
~31icnated.W disauthorized. You do not therefore have the experience ofthe Lord,
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nor even of alienness. If you were to have that experience. it would not be !be
Lord. and it would not be ethics. You cannot therefore testify that whatever it ia
that calls upon you is somebody. And such is precisely the ethical universe.

173.lsn·t thelsithappenin81(Nos. 131. 132. 172) then a kind ofcall e~nalinc
from a phrase in abeyance? Doesn't it require an opening or availability to lhe 0c­

currence in its strangeness? Didn't you name. however. the approach of w til
not yet said as feeling (Nos. 22. 23)? The ego is certainly not what calls forth die
event of the phrase that is untranslatable into common idioms. Isn't it the phrase,
rather. that calls from afar upon Being. upon the occurrence? Now. in saying
the phrase calls. aren't you situating it on the instance of an addressor unkno
in the universe of an interrogative phrase? Docsn't Heidegger say the same tho
as Levinas. despite what the laller says? Isn't the I also divested here of its po
qua addressor of sense to be no more than the ear of the unpresentable that
out to it?-No. for this confusion 10 be possible. it would have to be supposed
the foreign phrase wants 10 phrase itselfthrough you as its go-between. that it w
something from you because it would like to be itself. Or. that Being (or lang
(,fie Sage) (Heidegger. 1953-54: 32) has need of man. But you are nothing but'
advent (whether addressee or addressor or referent or sense even, or several
these instances together) in the universe presented by the phrase that happens.
wasn't waiting for you. You come when it arrives. The occurrence is not the La
The pagans know this and laugh over this edifying confusion.

174. Obligation should not be confused with Redlicllkeir(uprightnessl.
probity in regard to Rede (speech) (Nancy. 1983: 63-86). The latter docs not
ligatc: /t is IIect.fSllry 10 link is not You ought to link. It does not even suffice
say that there is no choice (Nos. 102, 103): one is not held by an occurrence
samc way one is held 10 an obligation. Phrasing the occurrence. though, is
necessity of phrases. Obligation would take place only at the level of gen
which prescribe stakes: you ought to link on like this in order to get to that. F
example. if your discoursc ought to be philosophical, then you ought to link
with a vicw 10 finding the rule for the discourse (and then. you ought to pay altert­
tion 10 the f!,. itlrappening!). Obligation would take place only with its 'how',
genres would fix this 'how' in accordance with their stakes. Obligation is
hypothetical: if you want or dcsire or wish ... then you ought to ... This
is always on the condition of an end to be attained, which is whatevcr is prescribed
by the stakes of the genre. - But the possibility (ability) of this 'ought' is not
hypothetical. it is presupposcd by thc genres, by the if . . , . then '10. Thcse give
rise. but do no more than give rise. to obligation. It is thus that Kant qucstions
the capacity of the 'ought' itself. without conditions.

175. The rules that form phrasc regimens arc not prescriptive and do not of
themselves create obligations. The genres of discourse are what bring forth obli-
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':ltions, For example. it is because the stakes of logical discourse. namely, to ar­
g'\'e :It a tautology for the entire set of phrases and at a conviction procured
r~roUgh the principle of identity, already bear upon the examination of this tautol·
t 'y and this conviction that rules are established for their correct formation.
~~esc rules should be respected ifone wanlS to speak "logical1y.M It ought to be
asked whether. in all genres of discourse, the formation and linking of phrases
is not submitted to hypothetical prescriptions, to strategies aiming to pull off a
success. If this is so, and if it is true that ethical prescription is not subordinated
to a hypothesis, then wouldn't cthics therefore be a genre? Or. is the ethical genre
the one whose rule is to admit no rule but that of obligation without conditions?
It would thereby be akin to the philosophical genre. (How can you know that a
prescription is unconditional?).

176, The tribunal whose idiom is that genre of discourse which is cognition.
which therefore admits only descriptive phrases with cognitive value as accepta­
ble. asks of the one who claims an obligation: which is the authority that obligates
you (or will obligate you)? The obligated one is caught in a dilemma: either he
or she names thc addressor of the law and exposes the authority and sense of the
law, and then he or she ceases to be obligated solely by the mere fact that the law.
thus rendered intelligible to cognition. becomes an object of discussion and loses
its obligatory value. Or else, he or she recognizes that this value cannot be ex­
posited. that he or she cannot phrase in the place of the law. and then this tribunal
cannot admit that the law obligates him or her since the law is without reason and
is therefore arbitrary. In the idiom of cognition. either the law is reasonable. and
it does not obligate, since it convinces; or else, it is not reasonable. and it does
not obligate. since it constrains, This tribunal requires that the obligatory be only
that which the obligated one can reasonably account for in argumentation. It
therefore supposes that I can occupy the plaee of the addressor of prescriptions.
that I can MassumeM them. They are obligatory because I can understand their
sense and explain it to the tribunal. The value of the explanation is its truth value.
which is universal. Through this dilemma. the family of cognitive phrases an­
nexes the family of prescriptive phrases, the I effaces the you.

177. Aristotle dissociates prescriptive from denotative phrases: MEvcry dis­
course is simllll1ikos (signifies something] (not as a natural tool (orglllloll) but,
as we have said, by convention (klllll sulltlrikeJ). but not every discourse is
lIflophlllllikos (denotative], but only those in which there is truth or falsity. There
1\ not truth or falsity in all cases: a request la prayer. elldlel is discourse. but is
neither true or false. The presenl investigation It1liorill) deals with apophanlic
di~course: the others we can dismiss. since consideration of them belongs rather
10 the study of rhetoric or of poetry- [De Imerprerariolle: 17 al. A logic ofdenota­
tlves (apophantics) aims 10 determine the rules for forming simple phrases (the
logic of predicates) or for linking them (the logic of propositions) which allow
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I. The law is rtOl dc<.lucc<.l.
To legitimate lhe law would be to deduce it. Kant underslands deduction in the samll

sense as -jurisls.- There is a litigation (and perhaps a differend) over an affair -of righll
and claims.- Before deciding upon the facts. it is nec:essary to deeKk upon the legitimacy
ofthe claims ofeach ofthe two panics: does one pany have the righl. for instance. to clailD
(or to refuse to the other) the profit from an inheritance? The pany must bring fonh the
proof that it has this righl. otherwise lhe plea canoot be recei\'ed by the tribunal. DeductioG
is lhe adducing of the proof that the pany has this right - it is authorization. in the SlTOOl
S<.':nse of the word (KRV. B § 13: 120).
_ Kant transfers this question onlO obligation. How docs a prescription in general (of
which a plea pUl before a tribunal by a pany is a case) have lhe aUlhorily 10 obligale its
addressee? To answer this queslion would be to deduce prescription. BUI how can lhe
prescriptive phrase be deduced withoul making illose ilS specificity? This is the difficully
exposited by the Deduction of lhe Principles of Pure Pmetical Reason in the second
Critjqu~ (KPV. Deduetion: 43-51). For lhe phrases of theoretical reason. which are
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(\CSC"ripti\<e or cogniti\'e, the deduction of principles thaI rule their formation. if it canoot
!w: brought about speculatively from -sources of knowledge Q priQn- (as dogmatism be­
hC'\csJ. can at least ha\'e recourse to that Surrogot (Ibid.: 48). or expedient. which is ex­
p'..ri<nce. Dcduetion procttds. in sum. everything else being equal. in the manner of the
I"gici:ln of science who extracts from the dcnotath'e ullerances given in the corpus lhat
,;o;1"\'cs as his or her reference. the axioOlS (in the modem sense) lhal these utterances
presuppose. We know that. for the reader of Hume thaI Kant is. the princip31 of these ax­
ioms is causality.

The relation between lhe principles in the critical metalanguage of the Deduction 300
Iho.' object-language which is lhe discourse of science is isomorphous to lhe relation Ihat
unilCS the language of science with the -givens- of experience. This isomorphism between
~ tWO relations is in noway rontrad)ctory to the fact thaI the former is drawn from the
k\'el of the transcendental and the latter from the le\'el of the empirical. Each of them reo
lales descriptive phrases together. This isomorphism is even what allows Kant to declare
lh3tlhe deductKm of principles. unable to be brought about directly -from sources.- uses
u~rience as a Surrogat. The metalanguage. which is the critical discourse: eff«tuating
the deduction of lhe principles of science, in particular the deduction of the principle of
causalilY, remains isomorphous, on ilS level. to the object.language of science which is
ilS refcrent. This isomorphism makes the deduction possible. Without it, and in the ab­
sence of the abovemenlioned -sources,- we don't sec how it would be possible 10 deduce
lhe principles of theoretical reason, and. in panicular. the principle of causality.

This isomorphic situation between the critical language of deduction and the object.
bnguage (cognith·es). from which it must extract its principles, is lacking when the object­
bnguage is that of prescriptives. The Kantian argument is that prescriptive phl1lseS. far
from being regulaled by principles like causality. on the same order asdescripti\'e phrases.
are lhemselves the cause of the acts they engender. This pure causality, or spontaneity.
of prescription is 001 a fact of experience. since everything 'given' in experience is regu·
laled by infinite sequences of causes and eff«ts: whalever is the cause of this is also
thought of as the effect of thaI. Here. therefore, lhere is an allomorphism or heterogeneity
b<.'lween the descriptive metalanguage of deduction and ilS supposed object·language
which is the prescriptive phrase. This is why in regard to lhe deduction which is supposed
10 legitimale prescriplives through the practical principle. -one cannot hope: to ha\'e e\'ery­
Ihing as easy as it was with the principles of pure theoretical understanding- (Ibid.: 47).
Kant exposits this failure of the practical deduction with a ~ind of satisfaction: ""Thus the
objective reality of the mor:iillaw can be pro\<ed through oodeduction. Ihrough noexenion
ohhe theof"etical. speculative. or empirically supponed reason: and, even ifone were will­
ing to renounce its apodietic cenainty. it could 001 be confirmed by any experience and
thu~ proved a posteriori.- ~Nevenheless.- he adds just as quickly. -it (lhe reality of the
nlOrJllawl is firmly established of itselr (48).

Is it I'lC{:cssary then 10 abandon a1l3uempls 10 legitimme lhe prescriptive phrase? ThaI
Ihluld be to turn authorily ovcr 10 arbilrariness. The Kantian analysis takes a pt.'Culiar lwist
here: the functioning of the deduclion can be maintained, bUl only on thc condition that
lite direction be reversed: -Instead of this vainly sought deduction of the moral principle.
howe\'er, something entirely different aoo une:xpec1ed (gam: Wid~rsinnjg~sl appears- (48).
A deduction is fouoo which \\"Orks in a way opposite to lhe one ....hich was soughl. 1be
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for their truth to be calculated. A lexicon and a syntax need to be elaborated
thanks to which these rules are formulated. They constitute the logician's metalan­
guage. Does Aristotle's dismissal of deontics have the effect of subtracting them
from this metalanguage? Not necessarily, say some; obviously, say others. The
former imagine the propositional kernels of deontic logic to be of the same form
as those of propositional logic (Von Wright, 1967). Others, following Wingen­
stein's indications (PhU: §§ 433. 458. 461. 505, 506, 519), represent them rather
as obeying a paradigm: It is obligatory for x to corry 0111 act a (Hottois, 1981).
All agree, though, that if you wamtospeak about prescriptives, specific operators
or functions have to be made use of, whether or not they are in addition to thole
of propositional logic. For example, the functions of obligation and of pennissiol.
seem indispensable. - Nevertheless, this apparent unanimity shelters a new dD­
cord. For one can consider the obligatory, the permitted, and their derivative
opcralOrs (the nonobligatory or the tolerated. and the nonpcrmitted or the pr0­

hibited) as entirely analogous to the operators of propositional logic: respec.
tively, the necessary and the possible with their respective comradictories, the
contingent and the impossible. The so-called square of Aristotle, the armature of
the metalanguage that bears upon descriptions. thus remains the computatiorll1
table thanks to which the value ofprescriptives is calculated. One imponant cOGo
sequence is that, under these conditions, commentary on prescriptive phrases ..
able to be of a nature not other than commentary on denotative phrases. If it iI
admitted that it is indispensable to elaborate, to discuss and to lay down prescrip­
tions in order to tum them into norms, it is because it is presupposed that, betweca
the language of the commentary on the commands and the language of the~
mands. the consequence drawn is a good one.
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Jfescriptive phrase taken as a quasi-faci may scrve as thc poinl of dcpanure for one deduc­
:iIHl. the deduction of freedom. If you ought to. it is because you are able to. By formUlat­
ing thc canonical phrase of freedom in the second person, Kant favors a frequent error:
l.tHl afC obligated to carry out an act (it being understood: instead of being constrained to
~'arl}' il OUI) only because you have the possibility (in the sense of contingency) not to carry
it uut. Thc freedom of choice concerning the content of the command would be empirical.
and thc manner of linking onlo the command would be contingent.

WI' do not see how this freedom to refuse to obey the law would be. even indirectly,
its legitimation. Thc freedom deduced from the law is not the contingency of linkages. On
the contrary, Mwhere the moral law speaks there is 00 longer. objcelively, a free choice
[keille /feie WlIl1Il as regards what is 10 be done- (KUK § 5: 45). Even if you violate it.
you still recognize the law. Obedience is one thing, the feeling of obligation or rcspect
is something else. This is what the you in YOIl ollghlto indicates. The addressee may indeed
link on with a I \\"Ofl~ do ii, but he or she was still first a you grabbed hold of by the obliga­
lion. Obligation is analogous to a constraint insofar as it is the displacement of an I onto
the addressee instance. its being taken hostage.

What is invoked in the phrase of freedom is not a power in the sense of an evenluality,
bUl one in the sense of an ability to act, thai is. an ability to be a first cause from the cosmo­
logical point of view. Such a cause canoot be validated through experience. No fact can
be presented which might serve as an example of this first causality or spontaneity. If it
is possible, however, to deduce the spontaneity of the situation of obligation. which is ap­
parently its contrary. it is because the latter necessarily implies the former. How is this
pos~ible?

In "hearing- YOI/ Ol/ghl ro, the addressee would at the same time Mhear~ a phrdSC which
he or shc cannot anest, but which is, as it were, awaiting its formulation under his or her
responsibility and which would be YOlIlJre llbfe 10. As always (Nos. 22, 23), this imminent
phrase. unable to be formulated in a description, is marked or announced as a panial si­
lence. as a feeling, as respcrt. The question put to critical metalanguage is knowing
whcther the you in YOII Ol/g}1I to and the you in YOllllfl' able to are the same you. whether
the entity that is obligated and the entity that is a first cause are the same entity.

If they were the same. we would be brought back 10 the interpretation on the basis of
free will. which hasJUSt been discarded. YOII ough/to implies an addressor who is undoubt­
l'dly a mystery. who is Mincomprehensible~ and ~inscrutable- (KPV: 5, 49). whom Kanl
l'all~ freedom in the second Criliqlle. but also God in the Opus pOSlIimllnl. How this addres­
~r is possible cannol be explained (47). for him there is no phrase of cognition properly
called. The quasi-fact of obligation. though. is like a sign marked upon the addressed entity
Ulthe foml of a feeling. The obligated one sentimentally infers that there is some authority
\\hich obligates him or her by addressing itself to him or her. This sign signals that. in
a regimen of phrases which is precisely not the regimen of descriptives. a causality which
i, not an explanatory principle of experience acts upon thc obligated one. The entity har­
bl.lring this spontaneous causality cannOl be the addressee. The latter receives the an­
nuuncement of spontaneity in the fonn of'dependence,' 'constraint,' or 'coercion' (32). The
a{]drcssec is not the one who is able to. The addressor is the one who is ablc to. who is
the power. And if the addressor. in the univcrse of the phrase of obligation, were to speak

critical metalanguage was supposed to draw out of an objttt-language the princiPle
authorizing the prescriptive phrases found within it. Had it succeeded, this would have
been at the price of suppressing the problem: the prescriptives situated on the referent in­
stance in the universe of the critical phmse (the deductiOn) would have been by that Very
act turned into llUtOnyms (Nos. 45, 46). They would have ceased to be prescriptives, u..
is. spontaneous causes. to become in effect -objttts.~ that is 10 say, effects of the principle
which would have been concluded by the deduction.

This failure does nol. however. suppress the possibility of metalanguage: it reveTSel
the direction it takes. bul at the price of modifying its obj«:t. What can be deduced in tho
absence of the law is freedom. This new deduction is carried out starting from the la.,
But the law is then placed. within the justificatory argument. oot as a conclusion, as !be
phrase that authorizes prescriptions. as the phrase which the metalanguage would have Q­

tracted from the object-language, but rather as a premise. as a phrase of that object.
language. which the metalanguage comes to infer as what that obj«:t-Ianguage pre...
poses in order to authorize a phrase which asserts freedom. This would be the reve....
of the deduction: Mthe moral principle [the lawl itself serves as a principle of the dedu
of an inscrutable [ul1crjorschlichelll faculty [ I. the faculty of freedom [ .
(Ibid.: 48-49),

Freedom does not express itself in the obj«:t-language. it can be phrased only in
critical commentary. But then it is n«:essary that the law. in its turn. be an expression
longing to an obj«:t-Ianguage . . . And in effect Kant proposes to clliithe eonscious
of the moral law Ma fact [Fakwml of reasonM(48). In this fact. Mpure reason shows i
actually to be practieal~ (43). Only, this Mabsolulely inexplieable- (44) fact is really
sort of a fact. a quasi.fact: the reality of pure will, which as Kant explains, Mis given'
the moral law a priori. as it were by a fact [Faktumr (Ibid.). As it were by a fact,
not by a fact. This factum is only a quasi-fact because. as we have seen, the immed'
dctennination of the will, which the law is, can never be established as a true and si
fact by means of a procedure (here a critical one) whose exclusive model remains that
Ihe deduction of the principles for the cognition of facts (theoretical reason).

This MfacC of prescription or of obligation is so linle a fact in the empirical and co
tive sense of the word, so little capable of being subsumed under a concept which w0uJ4
have been MdeducedMfrom it and which would in turn allow its place to be legitim
through a cognizable experience. that Kant opposes it to such experience by relating iI
(we'll see how) to an Idea: Mthe motallaw ideally Iller Idee Iltlchltransfers us into a nalUrtl
in which reason would bring forth the highest good were it accompanied by sufficient phys­
ical capacities- (45). The realm circumscribed by the quasi-cxperience of the You ought
10 and in which the laner is inscribed is nOlthe world oor even nature, but a MsupersellsuOfIS

nature.- whose ~idea really stands as a model for the detennination of our wiW (Ibid.).
The moral Mexpcrience- is not an experience. the YOII ollghl to cannot be established II

such in reality. The obligation is received. though, and that is why it can be called sort
of a fact. But it is received in an ideal nature by the faculty of desire. and not in the real
world by sensibility.

2. I am able to.
The pure prescriptive phrase is not legitimated and it is not able to be legitimated unleSS

it vanishes as an obligation, that is. unless it loses ils specificity. Conversely, though, the
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cseT1 itself-in the field of experience.- Two things come down to one: either this field is
the referent for all if. .. thm linkings, and then perfomlativily has no place there; or
d5C". the perfomlativity of freedom finds its place there, and then its fonn obeys the
If . . Ilrm type. and the imperalive is not categorica1.

J. The abyss.
Thus. in the limitation placed upon the practical deduction (in the fonn of a reversal

of liS direc'lion). the heterogeneily belwccn ethical phrase and cognitive phrase is marked.
This limitation is not due 10 some finitude of human beings. It results from the absence
of a homogeneous language. An -abyss- (KUK. IntroduC'lion) separales every descriplive
phrase. including the critical metalanguage of the deduction, from the prescripli\'c phrase.
The laller......hen taken as the referent of the former. must elude its grasp.

The objection is not long in coming. If the abyss between obligation and the world de­
termined by cognition is impassible, then Kantian morals remain an abstrac1ion. You in­
deed hear Clos~ th~ door. but the door will never be closed. (Or, conversely. next 10 the
....orld of morality. is the world of knowledge an abstraction?) - What is truly abstract is
10 raise the question of the abyss in an alternative way. such thaI it \Ilo'ould have to be either
filled in or hollowed out. Now, thert is no abyss, as in general no limit. excepl because
each pany -to dip back into fortnsic or warrior symbolism- grants itself a right ofinspcc­
tion O\'er the others argumentation, and so extends its prteensions beyond its borders. It
is at this price that each party discovers its borders.

In our own idiom. this signifies thai a family of phl'tiCS ooc only encroaches upon an­
other but also that it cannot avoid resorting to another in order to establish its own
Iegilimacy (Nos. 40. 41). In fact, this is the rtason why they each appear as adversaries
before the judge or critical watchman. How would the lalter know that ethics is not cogni­
tion unless he tried to elaborale the legilimacy of ethics upon the mold used fOf" cognitioo.
by allempling to deduce the -moral principle- as if it .....ere a principle of cognition. at the
price then of conceiving free causality as if il were a causality within the series of causes
and effects (KRV: 410-11)? It is because he attempts this passage that he discovers its im­
possibility. that he ascenains that the moral law is not arrived at by deduction. and that
1ll' concludes that freedom is that cognitive monster. an originary eausality. It is then that
1ll' comes to usc a mode of passage which is no longer simply the extension of a legitimation
from one realm to another. but the eslablishment of a differential for the respective legiti­
mations. The Mas ir is the generic name of this differential. It neither hollows out nor fills
in the abyss. it passes or comes to pass over it. and takes itthcrdore into consideration.
It is an U~bergu1lg which is the modd for all U~lNrg(Jl/gf' (Kant NoIk-e 3).

The analogy resulting from the tlls ob is an illusion .....hen the differences are forgonen
alll.lthe differend smothered. It succeeds in being critical. on the contrary. if the modes
uf fonning and of validating phrases are distinguiShed and if the fully disclosed differend
\'all thereafter. following Kant's hope. be transformed into a litigation. The as-if depends
UPlllI the transcendental imagination for the invention of the compltrison. but it dcpends
UllOli the faculty of judgment for its regulation.

4. The type.
JUM because the ethical phrase is untranslatable into the cogllitive phrase. it does not

TC\ult that the moral law has no effect in the world. but. to the contrary. in order to hll\'C

llOOut him- or herself. he or she would Slty J. as he or she would say you in obligating the
addressee (you ougJII to).

To the YOlI oughl f() then there corresponds. on the order only of an Idea. an Jam abI~

to and not a You ur~ uble to. This """ ublt' to is not a phrase that links OntO the You ought
to by way of an entilY which would be selfsame. lover here and you over there (as in free
will). butlhe phrase Jam (Ible to ought to be the same phrase as You ought 10. Along with
the universe of the obligation, instantiated upon the addressee. ),OU aug/II to copresenrs.
universe offr«dom. which is instantiated upon the addressor. As for knowing who sa~

I. or even if this I says itself. that cannot be done. Under the general rubric ofindependencc
from -mechanicar causality. Kant multiplies solely negative descriptions. Jam ub/~ to is
to be understood as follows: I am not colllitrained by the linkages that regulate cogni
objects. especially not by empirical interests and motives. I transcend them. In this way,
in the phrase of obligation, dependence upon the law is presented as a feeling. at the same
time as independence from the rtgimen ofcognition is presented as a mysterious presuppo­
sition.

The law remains undeduced. Freedom is deduced from inside the phrase ofobligatq
itself as the immediate implication ofan addressor from the effect ofthe addressee's feel..
of dispossession. It is not known for whom freedom is freedom. All that is known is 1bIl
freedom docs no more than announce itsclf to the addressee of the law, through the feel..
of obligation. The deduction of freedom is not comparable to the deduc1ion of the princi­
ples of knowledge in the first Critiqu~. The lalter concludes upon concepts which I1lllb
possible the cognition of the empirical facts that ser.·ed as the prtmises for the deduct_
It cannot be saidstrietosmsu that freedom makes possible the experience of morality. 0bli­
gation. Obligation is not a fact that can be allested. but only a feeling. a fae'l of rc&SOIl.

a sign. Freedom is deduced negatively: there needs to be a potentiality of effect. whidl
is not causality as the explanation of experience. in order for the feeling of obligation"
take place. since experience does not obligate. The prac1ical deduction offrttdom is nep­
tive because it cannot SIan oot from fae'ls. but precisely from the opposite direction, ft'Olll
the IVidusi1l1ligf' lcontrary to senseI, which is the failurt of facts and of cognitives bef<d
the quasi-face of obligation. Facts are referents of cognili\"e phrases. Iktween the you at
obligation and the supposed I of freedom. there is no question of referents. excepl insof..
as they are to be -constituted- (70).

But. Mlds Kant. considertd in and of itself. and no longer by comparison with the cogni­
tive phrase. the ethical phrase brings fonh a -sufficient~ proof (49) for the -objective real­
ity- of free causality. Mils Irwrscf'lIdenl use is changed into an ;mnrtmmt use. whereby rea­
son bt:comes, in the field of experience. an eflkient cause through ideas- (Ibid.). The
power of the I 1/", ab/r to is not merely the power not 10 be delemlined by the series thai
form the world of experience. il is also in a posilive way the po.....er 10 obligate. it is in
an immediate way the power of the law. The -immanence- of practiclll reason (pure will)
can thus be understood as the situation of the addressor in the phrase of obligation. The
I is ideal. but it is presemed (as absent) in the uni\'erse of this phnlsc as what makes it im'
mediately effective: at Ihe slime time (the time of obligation) as the you ought to. the I is
able to. And as a sJ)l.'Citk regimen of phrases (without example among cognitives). obliga­
tion is by itself the proof of a causality which is not serial. but performative. -TIle
difficulty of the phr-olse quoted above lies in that the ellidency of this power is stated to
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an effl.."Ct-and it must have an effeet. ()(herwise it could 001 be said to be a -eause of
eventsM_ it must borrow its fonn from the functioning of theoretical rcason. a form which
is precisely that of conformity to the law (Gesetzm/1ssigkt'it). In the mordl act. the maxim
of the will must Mstand the test of being made the fonn of a natural law in general. [other.
wisel il is morally impossible~ (KPV: 72). Why is this? Kant writes: ~Even the most com.
mon understanding judges in this way. for its most ordinary judgments. even those of ex.
perience. are always based on natural law.- When an act that is done or is aboul to be done
needs to be evaluated, the understanding. pursues Kant. -always has the law at hand, but
I... I this natural law serves only as the f)pt' of a law of freedom. - It does not transfer
intuitions into the ethical rtalm, nor the possibility of prtSenting schemata or examples
which art tied to them. but simply "'the fonn of the wst'l:;n,t'Wigkt'il [of what is Mon tbe
scale of the law~1 in genernl.- This -passage- is therefore a habitual one. Why then is it
required? Without ii, writes Kant, "'the ma.l:im of action is not so constituted as to stud
the test of its applicationM(Ibid.). When the law is theorelical, the schema is what •
charged with its application to the intuitive gi\'en, and whal guides the judgment in deter­
mining that -it is indeed thecase.-In the practical realm. though. the judgment must rep­
late itself upon the Idea of the good. and lhere is no more of a schema for this Idea ..
thert is for any other. -BUIto the law of frccdom (which isa causality not sensuouslyca.
ditioned). and consequently to the conccpl of the absolutely good. no inluition and hence
no schema can be: supplied for the purpose of applying it in roncrt'to- (Ibid.: 11).

Thus. the passage is not made by the form of the intuition or the schema. but by ...
fonn of the law or rnther of the Gtst't:mllssigkt'it. Elhieal judgment borrows this f~
from the theoretical in order to guKk itself when a casc needs to be: established: -Ask your­
self whether. if the action which you propose should take place by a law of nature of whM:II
)'OU yourself were a pan. )'OU could regard it as possible through )'our will- (72). The",.
of legality is what formall)' guKles the maxim of the will in the fonnulation of the categori­
cal imperntive. as well as in the evaluation of a just action. The so doss of the imperativt
Halldt'll sotllJSS should be: undel'Slood then as'an Mas ir rather than as a -so that-: for univer­
salit)' cannot be effectively concluded from the maxim. bUi onl)' indirectl)' presented 10 !be

evaluation made of it.
This t)'pe introduces the Idea of a suprasensible nature into the entire problematics ~

the will. If the qualification that ,he natural whole is looked at as if it were a machine­
were not theTC to trnnsfer confonnil)' to the law from the realm of cognition ovcr into thII
of obligation. 001 onl)' would the Idea of a ""whole of prnetieal. reasonable beings

M
have

no peninence in the ethical realm. but. runhermore. the Idea of a cosmopolitan soctety
and of progress would havc no peninence either in the historical'political realm (Sign of
History Section). The l)'pe is a complex bridging between two regimens. the regimen of
cognition. how I know. and the regimen or the will. how you ought to. The form or legalily
is not introduced from one into the other ..... ithout modification. because causalit)' does noc
operate the same way in both, In the realm or the sensible .....orld. causality is a coneepC
that determines (/ fl'iori the liaison between phenomena and constitutes the cognition of
cxperienee. In the realm of ethics, it is an Idea of the immediate emcac)' of pure practical
reason or freedom upon the maxim of action. This idea is signaled b)' the feeling of respect
and constitutes the situation of morality. or obligation, In the first case, phenomena are
bound together as causes and effects fonning a series. the world in the Kantiun sense (as
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(.prosed to nature. although Kant often employs this word when the occasion presents it­
..dl). In the second case. a feeling of obligation-respect- which does 001 belong to the
~l'rics of phenomena (or whose cause is not found in the series). is reltexivel)' lied ba<:k
t,':ln unkno.....able cause. such as pure prnctical reason, pure will or freedom. as the effect

of that C3USC.

~, Commutability.
Here. though. it is necessary to foreslallthe recurring threat ofa transcendenlal appear·

an(:e which the analog)' of legal it)' introduces through the type, If the maxim of )"our ..... iII
UlJghtto be able to be set up as -a universal law of nature,- to constitute -a universal legisla·
tion- (1785: 39. 58), it is appartntly because the diss)'metry bet een land)"Ofl ought 10

be disregarded for the beTM:fit of some universal. -humanit)',- the e of exchangeable rs
and )"ou's: -Acl so that you treat humanit)'. whether in your person or in that of aOOlher.
alwa)'s as an end I ... l.~ -as if Iyoul were at all times a legislati\'e member in the
uni\'ersal realm of endsM(Ibid. : 41. 57). The)' are thus exchangeable not onl)' upon the
instance of the obligaled one. the )"ou of the You oughl 10. in order 10 form a community
of hostages. bUI also upon the instance of the legislator. the I of the 10m obit' to. in order
to form a communil)' of constituenrs.

Isn't an abyss filled in there. from the fact of this perfect s)'mmetry? And isn't the regi­
men of obligalion annexed righl down to the form of irs phrases by the regimen of cogni·
tion? If they arc substitutable. the I"s and the )'oo's arc only 50 in the eyes of a third pany
.....ho conceives the whole they form on the model of a nature. Ha\'en't lhey become refer·
ents for this third pany? This third pan)' may e\'cn bear one or both of their names and
thu~ immanently reside within the supranatunll world the)' form. a1beil insofar as he or
~ concei\'cs of this supranatunll world of the obligated legislator. he or she ceases to be
placed in the ethical siluation of being obligated. Moreover. doesn't Kant implicitl)' avow
this .....hen. counter to everything that has bc:cn analyzed concerning the feeling of obliga·
tion. he asks that e\'eryone treat him· or herself as the legislator, that is. that everyone pul
oneself inlo the siluation of the I in the universe of the phrase I am obit' IO? Isn't this the
pr.tC1ical transcendental appearance, par excellence? Hasn't the commentary on the ethical
phrase. here critical. but ncvenheless still descriptive. once again obtained the inevitable
TCSUlt (as it is said that the transcendental illusion is inevitable) of reducing ethicallegitima­
tion to cognitive legitimation. in panicular by imposing onto the former the rule oflhe lat·
ter. namel)' the rule of consensus and of exehangeabilit)' between panners. the rule of dia·
logue (Plato NOIice)? And isn't Levinas's exigency the only safeguard against this illusion.
nilmely, that one can onl)' phr.lSC ethics ethicall)', that is, as someone obligated. and 001
a~ il scholar. be he or she a critical one (Levinas NOIicc)?

The question of a suprnsensiblc nature comes down at least to this: how is a community
of cthical phrases possible? Kant introduces the teml humanity in order to answer this
'luc~lion, Humanity is a conccpt which docs not belong to the gcnre or critical discourse
(c'flCtiall)' not the 'deductivc' kind), but to the genre of anthropolog)' (in the Kantian sense
llf the .....ord). The communit)' of pmctical. reasonable beings (obligees and legislators.
'1nee that is the hypothesis) includes just as well entities that would not be human. This
l'(jl11l11unit)' cannot be empirically anested.

Concession: .....e can't rC:lIl)' suy if and how the objcct or referent intended b)' the ldca
(If this community is possible. but it is at least possible to coneepwulilc this communit)'.
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it is not a ~being of reason:' or an empty concept: it is a eomnllmity of persons. -But it
may be asked whether the term person is not by itself inconsistent. It in fact signifies thai:
the same entity occupies the legislating instance. that of the I in the I (lftl able to. and the
obligated instance. that of the you in the You ollght 10. On the scale of a single entity, it
signifies autonomy. The community of practical. reasonable beings merely extends this
principle of autonomy onto the scale of all possible entities. on the condition that they
satisfy the definition of a practical. reasonable being. that is. of a person. By confusina
and condensing the two instances-nonetheless recognized by Kant as completely
dissymetrical-into a sole ~person.~ isn't their ditrerend gainfully effaced? Why should the
obligated entity also be the one: that obligates? And why would this self be -humanity'1

6. Ethkal time.
The lime or tense ltempsl peculiar 10 prc:scripli\'es putS up an invincible resistance 10

the formation of a nature. be il a suprasensiblc one. The type of conformity to the law.
powerless 10 overcome: this resistance. The regimen of prc:scriplives forbKts any recursive
linkings on lhe: model of if . .. ,/hen (No. 95). which Kanl calls mechanical cau.salily,
and which are constitutive: of series of phenomena (KRV. Antinomy of Pure Reason. Sec­
tions 1. 8. and 9.1 and II: 443-(4). Obligation is not conditional. butcate:gorkal: nordoal
il condition. Even whe:n taken as an ~cffec'- of pure ~ill. it cannot in tum be the ~cause·

of an effCCl. o( an lK1 (or example which would result (rom it. Causality through(~
is immediate. thaI is. without mediation. but also without recurrence. Its efficiency is •
stantanc:ous. pure will obligates and that's all. It is but "beginning.~ContempontnCOUs willi
the c:Ihical phrase. pure will in no way regulates the linking o( this phrase with subseq~
phrases: come what may. (The command will or will not be obeyed: its executiOl't iI
awaited. but whe:ther it is obeyed or not. it is still a command) (Nos. 45-56: 141-49: K.­
Notice 2. § 2).

There is no moral diachrony. Pure ethical time is the now of the phrase which. willi
one slroke. presents the obligation and the obligated one (and perhaps the: obligating ooe.
the I am able to). each in their own way. The ethical phrase is unique. it is the: first ....
las! sign o(an Idea. and it is possible at any time. in the manner of the: world (KRV. Sectd
9. III: 469. 472-18). Like the Is it ha~"i"g? bul differently. the You OlIght /0 is a phrue
whose occurrence is preserved (rom its occultation by a rule of linkage. (How it's differcal
from Is it h(/p~"ing? is examined in Nos. 172-14).

It will be said that YOlI ollght /0 awaits a sequel. whether it is obedience or not. and
thus sketches out something possible to come. or a future. BUI this is also the case for many
phrases of other regimens. perhaps for all phrases. to the extent that none can be the last
phr..se: (No. 11). This is the case. (or instance. for cognitive phr..ses subjected to the proce­
dure for establishing reality. This procedure calls upon the possibility of other senses and
of other ostensions (Nos. 86-90). The mode of linking rnay be not necessary. but it is
neccssarily possible.

According 10 Kant, the action that follows upon a prescription must be ~possible~

(I"ill.: 413). This possibility is understood. though. as a cOlllpossibility: not only is the
prescription executory. but it must also be executable. compatible with -natural condi­
tions. ~ This sense of what is possible ealls upon the synthesis of the heterogeneity between
nature and freedom. The universe presented by the phrase that linked onlO the prescription
must be able to give rise 10 a cognitive as well as to an ethical linking.

But what is an ethical linking? As an example of 11 phrase. Kants givcs that of a -mali­
ri.H1~ lie- (1""(1.: 471-78). We link onto it by e1{plicating it (sociology. psychology. etc.).
But -we none the less blame the agcnt I ... las if the agent in and by himself began
in this aclion lthe liel an entirely new series of conscqucnces.- Now. this -imputation~

rn:~upposcsonly that the liar is the addressee of an unconditional obligation-not 10 lie­
~hil:h he has not respected. It does not at all imply that he is the author o( an original series
01 ronsequences. For that cannot be a source of blame: and. if there is a series. il belongs
to the world. Consequences. by definition. cannot be ethical. Obligation is not transitive.
On the other hand. a phenomenon. here the: lic. can givc rise 10 an ethical phrase. the judg'
mcnt of imputalion. This judgment is .....hal discontinuously. not necessarily. turns the lie
not into a cause. but inlo a (negati\"e) sign of the moral law. The same equi\'ocation be·
Iween the cogniti\"e and the c:lhical can. in tum. befallihis judgment. It may be taken as
a consequence or as a sign (a sign of the absolule). But signs are not consequences.

Causality through freedom gh'es signs. ne\"er ascenainable effects. nor chains of
elfects. No "llature.- not C\'cn a suprasensible one:. not e\'en as an Idea. can result from
obIigalion. The imperative: does not command. one to acl so as to produce: a communily
of practical. reasonable beings. but as i( the maxim o( action were supposed to be ala.....
of this community. As a sign. the ethical phrase is without sequel. and thus final. But as
there: is no final phrase. another phrase must link onto it. And. as this linkage cannot be
the linkage of an ethkal implication-which is an impossibility-this implication. if it is
still an implicalion (a series of consequences). then is not ethical. but cogniti\·e. The-pos­
sibilil)'- required by Kant that pure obligalion give rise 10 a phenomenon ascertainable in
realily and explicable acrording to the rules of cognilion. in oc.he:r words. that it give rise
to a referenl. signifies that the you of lhe: obligalion should always be able 10 be laken as
the referent of a subsequenl cognitive phrase:. We don't really see .....hal would prohibit a
linkage o(this son. We do see. however. that this linkage prohibits the making ora world
(in the: Kantian sense:) with elhical phrases. Eilhe:r implication. or obligation. There is no
ethical communily. - 'But Ithis communityl will TlC\'er come to that poinl!: cried the:
Rabbi~ (Buber. 1953: 93).



178. We see no reason to grant a ~yslical~ profundity to the abyss lhII
separates cognilives and prescriptives. (Kant is somelimes drawn into this••
is Wingenslcin. Pascal, because he is the closest 10 the soph.iSlS. is in the !all
analysis moTC ~rcasonablc. M even with. his tears of joy.) Incommensurability, iI.
the sense of Ihc heterogeneity of phrase regimens and of the impossibility of
subjecting them 10 a single law (except by neutralizing them), also marks the
relation between either cognitives or prescriptives and interrogatives. pel'"

fonnalives. cxclamatives ... For each of these regimens. there correspondl
a mode of presenting a universe, and one mode is not translatable inlO
another.

'Jt~n Ibcinc. Phtdr, I. iii. 158. -lr.

Ir'Jgic. -How these vain ornaments, these veils weigh down on me!.~· which in·
~pin..'S pily. by seeking oullighl fabrics and a sober allire (and by laughing at lhe
cu~tOmer. or with her).

ISO. - You say thai a genre of discourse imprints a unique finality onto a mul·
liplicity of heterogeneous ph.rases by linkings thai aim to procure the success
proper to thai genre. If this is !he case, it follows thai !he heterogeneilY of phrase
regimens is not of such a kind that il would prohibit their common subordination
to a single end. The abyss that separates them would Ihen be. if nOI filled in. at
least covered over or spanned by the teleology of genres of discourse. Let's go
further. This would only be Ihe case if the concatenation of phrases had nothing
10 do wilh any finality lied toa genre. and look place wilhout genres, if their heter·
ogeneity completely disjoined them and left their linkage unforeseeable and inex­
plicable, as il pleases you 10 describe them. Now, this is nol possible. By your
own avowal, the phrases that happen are ~awailed.-not by conscious or uncon­
scious -subjeclS- who would anticipate them, bUI because. 10 speak as linguislS
do. Ihey carry their own ~sel of directions~ (moot's d't"mp/oi) along with them
(Paolo Fabbri in a conversation), thai is. they carry instructions as to the end pur­
sued through them. And to insist, as you do, on the indetennination of the Iinkings
is still to funClion in terms of certain stakes, those of persuading your reader of
the helerogeneity of regimens and of the preeminence of the occurrence. This is
done. therefore. in accordance with the finality prescribed by a genre or at least
by a style (as Cage does with the musical phrase or Gertrude Siein with Ihe liler·
ary phrase). - You really are reading a book of philosophy, the phrases in it are
concatenated in such a way as 10 show that that concalenation is not just a matter
of course and that the rule for their concatenation remains 10 be found (Hegel No­
licl: §4: no. 174).

181. -Another implication of the same observalion (No. ISO). You say that
genres of discourse impose onto phrases the finality of a concatenation able to
procure a success proper to each genre. You would admit then that. as heter­
ogcneous as they may be among themselves. genres of discourse are all subjecl
to a single. universal principle. shall we say thai of "'winning- or -gaining~

19a9"u). Cenainly. the gain that is hoped for by pedagogical discourse. by dia­
loguc. by tragedy. by folksongs, by technology, or by obligation is not the same.
Whcn Jaacob Yitzchak of Lublin conceded to Yeshaya that ~whcn we seek to
effect nothing, then and then only we may nOI be wholly without JXIwer- (Buber,
1953: 10 I), he circumscribed the stakes oflhe genre ofethics; ils success (justice)
Would be the perfect disinterestedness of the ego, the relinquishing of its will.
And even if childrcn's games (such as playing mom and dad. or soldier and nurse
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179. - You aren't being clear. Does incommensurability affect the relationship
between phrase regimens or the relationship between genres of discourse? - For
every phrase regimen. Ihere corresponds a mode of presenting a universe. A
genre of diseourse inspires a mode of linking phrases logether. and these phrases
can be from differenl regimens. The universe presented by a cognitive and the
universe presented by an exclamative are heterogeneous. The stakes implied in
Ihe Iragical genre, its intended success (shall we say, the feelings of fear and pily
on Ihe part of its addressees). and Ihe slakes implied in the lechnical genre. ils
own success (shall we say, Ihe availability of the referent for Ihe addressor's
wants) are, for Iheir part, incommensurable. and they induce helerogeneous link·
ings, be Ihey on Ihe basis of the same phrase. A technician may link ontO the



~n thc back of an a~nmcnl) do not have the stakes of beating an opponcm. as
In.baskel~1I or bridge. they assuredly scill aim for a gain whose securemenc
Orlcncs thclr every sequcnce. or ""phrase. M The securemcnt of this gain is a plea.
sure sh~red Ihc~ by spectalors who are themselves Ihe actors. -Okay. bUI by this
reckon mg. you ve comc back to the "language gamesM of the Philosophische Un­
lersudlII/lgell, and 10 Iheir amhropology. But if thaI's not what you want, III
you'lI havc to give credence to somc metaphysical will. or clse to a phenomcno~
ogy of inlentions like the Anglo-American philosophers of meaning.

Kanl3

I. The archipelago.

The Ctitique of Political Reason was never written. Within cenain limits that remaia
to be determined. it is legitimate to see in the dispersion of Kant's historical-political texts
the sign of a .hetcro~~neity peculiar 10 the "objecC of politics. This heterogeneity already
affects the third Cntlqu~. There. the faculty of judgment is seen to be provided IlOC witb
one object proper to it. but with at least two: an and nature. I say ·al lease because Ibeft
is some question about knowing whether this facully of judgment is a faculty. Kant ..
earlier given a precise sense to the word/acuity, that of a potential of phrases subject 10
a group of rules of formation and presentation (in the Kantian sense). when it was a maaer
of sensibility, understanding. and reason with respect to theory and of reason with respcd
to practice. In point of fact. though. the jUdgment already and necessarily intervenes eacb
time that it is II question of saying "this is the case" in order to validate a phrase. or in order
therefore to present an object pemlilting this validation. This takes place in eognitives UD­
~er the regimen of the schema, in dialectical argumentatives uDder thai of the symbol, and
In prescriptives when it is a matter of evaluating responsibility and mOt'ality, under !he
regimen of the type (Kant Notice 2: § 4). •

In the InlrodOCIion to the third Critiqll~, the dispetliion of the genres of discourse is
not just recogniZed. it is dramatized to the point that the problem posed is that of findins
"'passages· (U~~rgllllg~)between these heterogeneous genres. The -faculty- ofjudgment.
by \'ery reason of its ubiquily, that is, on aa;:ount of the fact that it is called upon each
time a phrase has to be validated by a presentation. appears as a force of Mpassages· be­
tween the faculties. to Ihe point that it is accorded a major privilege in the area of unifying
capacity. Al the same time. a major flaw is recognized in the area of its ability to know
~n ob~ that would be proper to it; in other words, it has no dctennined object. Which
IS ""hy It may be asked whether it is indeed a cognitive faculty in the Kantian sense. Among
all the genres ofdiscourse. however heterogeneous they may be with respect to each other.
what Kant obstinately (although perhaps it is his problematics of the subject that is 0b­
stinate in his place) calls the faculty of judgment is the dctennination of lhe mode of
presenting the objcct that suits each respective genre.

What object could correspond to the Idea of this gearing of the faculties. which are un­
derstood as capacities for cognition in the broad sense. that is, as capacities to have objectS
(somelimes as realms. sometimes as territories. sometimes as fields) (KUK: 10):' This 0b­
ject could only be a symbol. l...et's say. an archipelago. Each genre of discourse would be
like an island: the faculty of judgment would be. alleast in pan. like an admiral or like
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:l pr<wisioner of ships who would launch expeditions from one island to lhe next. intended
o present to one island what was found (or invenled. in the archaic sense of the won!)

:l1 lhe other. and which might sen'e the fonner as an ·as-if inluition- with which to validate
it. Whctht:r war or commerce. this interventionist force has no object. and does not have
itS own island. but it requires a milieu-this would be the sea-the Arch('~/tlgQsor pri­
Illar)' sea as Ihe Aegean was once called...

This milieu bears anolhcr name in the Introduction 10 the third Criliqll~. that of field,
fl'M: ~Coneepts, so far as they are referred to objects. independently of the possibility or
impossibility of the cognition ofthesc:objects. have their field. whkh is detennined merely
acrording to the relation that their object has to our cogniti\'e faculty in general- (Ibid.).
This cognitive faculty in general includes the understanding. the faculty of judgment. and
reason. In accCKdance with the -serial arrangement· of representalions drawn up by Kant
at Ihe end of the section on "Ideas in GeneralM in the Dialectic of the first Critiqll~ (314).
sensibility would also have to be included. All of these faculties find their objecl in this ~

field. some delimiting a territory there, others a realm. but the faculty of judgment finds
neilher one nor the other. il ensures the pas!>llges between the others. Instead. it is the
faculty oflhe milieu, within which every circumscription of legitimacy is caught fast. Fur­
lhermore, this is the faculty which has enabled the territories and realms to be delimited.
which has established the authority of each genre on its island. And this. it was only able
to do thanks to the commerce or to the war it fOSlers between genres. >-'

2. Passages.
It is possible to specify some of the passages that constitute the archipelago. The tran­

scendental illusion is one of its cases, an unhappy one. How do we know Ihat dialectical
phrases. which have the fonn of cognitive phrases. are not cases of this? And Ihat the t~rri­

tory of the validity of reasoning does not thereby coincide with the realm oflhe understand­
ing's legislation? Because, with respect to argumentative phrases, we cannot present an
inluitable object. one gi\'en that is in space and time. Reason is impelled by its need (lk­
dur{nis) to maximaJize the concept and obeys -a merely logical prescription (~jM bloss
logjsrh~ VQI'Schriftr (KRV: 307) to advance toward the unconditioned. Whal is presenta­
ble to the phrase of reason as an objec'l proper for its legitimation cannot be a phenomenon.
Once the rule for fonni;lg the phrase has been identified (namely, that to reason is to con­
clude by means of a universal). the critique consists in playing out the rule for presenting
il. after which the dialectical phrase will have been "isolated- (insulated) from the phrase:

of Understanding. Transcendental illusion is IlOC for that matter dispelled. but it is located.
The -as ir which is the source of this illusion is SCI aright. 1lle dialectical phrase acts as
if it referm:lto phenomena. 1lle critique requires that il refer to·as if pbenomena.- To
Symbols. that is.

Another case. eminent and legitimate. of the operation of '"passagesM is indieated in
§ 59 of the third Critiqu~.where it is a question of showing thaI "the beautiful is the symbol
\If'he morally good." The symbolizing oper.l.lion in general is twofold. and is called anal·
Ugy. It consists in -first applying the conceplto the object ofa sensible intuition. and then
applying the mere rule of the reflection made upon thai intuition to a quite different object
uf which the first is only the symbol· (KUK: 197-98). Kant gives twO examples of this:
a mere machine, the hand mill. may symbolize a monatchical State ·go....emed by an in·
di\'idual absolute will·: a living bOOy may symbolize a monarchical State ·govemed by
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national laws. MIn both cases. there is no resemblance between the symbolized ObjCC1 and
the symbolizing object. which is Multerly different,- There is an identity, though, between
the reflective rule applied to the lalter and the one applied to the fomler.

The same goes f~r the relation between the beautiful and the good. Reflection is brought
to bear on the feehngs (pleasure, respect) occasioned by objects respective to the two
realms. and it discovers the same formal traits in them: immediacy. disinterestedneu
freedom. universality. 1bese are then (according to the genre of transcendental discourse)
the conditions a pn'ori for the possibility of those objects. Each trait, though. is applied

different.ly in each, realm. Immediacy of feeling is required in the case of the beautiful by
the senSible. and In the case of the good. it is required by the concept. In the judgmetl
oftaste, freedom is the freedom of the imagination coming into harmony with the concept;

in the moraljudgmcnt, it is the freedom of the will coming into harmony with itself, etc.
1lle analogy at work here is 001 identical, however. to the analogy presented by the

hand mill or living body as symbols of political regimes. It is impossible. in effect, to coa­
sider the object of taste as a phenomenon on the same !e\'el as a hand mill or a living body.
1be latter can be gh'en through a Vusinnlichung lsensible illustration), an operation of
sensibility in harmony merely with the laws of the understanding. but Sinnlichkcil (sensi­
bility) and the undersunding are 001 sufficient to grasp (and therefore to constitute) !be
object of taste. With the question of beauty. we are dealing with "the intelligible to whM:il
( ... ) taste looks I ' .. ). In this faculty. the judgment does 001 see itself ( ... I
subjected to a heteronomy ofempirical laws I . . . ). It finds itself to be referred to~
thing I .. , ) which is neither nature nor freedom. 1 ... ) the supersensiblew(KUX:
199). If there is -sensat;oo- in the experience of the beautiful, it is in a sense ullerty differw
ent from what is established in the Transcendental Aesthetic of the first Critique: wlf a de­
tennination of the feeling of pleasure or pain is called sensation, this express;oo signifies
something quite different from what I mean when I call the representation of a thing (by
sense. as a receptivity belonging to the cognitive faculty) sensation~ (KUK: 40).

If the beautiful symbolizes the good. then it is nOi because the aesthetic object
is a phenomenon susceptible of a direct inlUition which can be substituted. by analogy. for
the ethical object (moral act), for which no intuition is possible. Nor is the aesthetic object
any more of an object of experience. nor is there any intuition. at least insofar as it is aes·
thetic. Its fonn is perceptible. but the beauty of its fonn is not. Its aesthetic properties are
not in itself. as givens. but in the feeling of taste, which obeys the four a prioris enumerated
above. These are like the constitutive rules of the phrase (of feeling) which appraises
beauty. The same rules arc found in the You oughllO. in the ethical phrase. in the feeling
of respect. Butlhey are not applied to the same instances as in the aesthetic appraisal. What
is felt immediately in the ethical phrase is nOithe object, but the law (the concept of practi­
cal reason): the addressee is not affected by the referent but by the sense. The addressor
of the ethical phrase is not the imagination but the will, etc.

Symbolization, then. docs not occur here through a substitution of objects, but through
permutations of instances in the respective phrase universes, and without recourse
10 a direct presentation. The expeditions to neighboring islands undertaken by the
faculty of judgment do not just bring back empirical data, but they even bring back
rules of formation (phrdse families) and of linkage (genres of discourse), such as the four
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fl "doris. What allows the critical judge to say, This is Iltt' rnSf!-or the convicting
cxhibit- is not necessarily a facl.

r will not go back over that case of analogy which the type is for practical reason (Kant

Notice 2. § 4).
There arc other cases. of less repute but no less strange, such as that Mpassage- which

Kant >,entures to present, in the first Critique. as an Mldeal of sensibility- and which he calls
the ~mollOgramR (KRV: 487). This is. he wriles, Ma blurred sketch drawn from diverse ex­
periences.~ Ran incommunicable shadowy imageM in the judgments of painters (and phys­
iOj;oomists). a -model (001 indeed realizable) of possible empirical intuitions.

w
which Mfur_

",~hes no rules that allow of being explained and examined.~ Kant tums this evancSttnt
something or other into a creation of tile imagination. This imaginary is 001, however. an
Idea of the imagination; it is an Ideal. and an Ideal of sensibility, because it is a kind of
S"hema-an Mas_ifschema- -of the Idea of the imagination in the realm (or field?) of sensi­
ble experience. Here again. it is 001 a rule, but an ~as·ifrule.-a regulative transport from
the imagination to sensibiJity. And then, there is lil.i11 and even more simply the Idea of
the imagination itself. constituted by a passage in reverse going from reason to the imagi­
I1<Ition: intuition without a concept takes the place of the concept without intuit;oo (KUK:
165-66, 189). As for this panicular "paSSage.- there is no need to underscore its impor­
laJlCe in selling up a line of communication between subjective teleology and objective
teleology.

3. Arrangement.
It would be tedious to pursue an inventory of "'passages.- others can be found in the

field of the historical-political. One last observation on the archipelago. In the Concluding
Note on the Solution of the Mathematical-transcendemalldeas, and Preliminary Observa­
tion on the Solution of the Dynamical-transcendental Ideas (KRV, Antinomy). Kant shows
that. when it's a matter of decKiing between the mathemalical-transcendental Ideas, the
judge is obliged to send both panies packing because all they can present by way of objects
pennitting the legitimation of their respective phrases (thesis and antithesis) are -condi­
tions "ilhi" tht' fif'ld ofuPfNara"cf!~~:Min the two mathematical-transcendental ideas the
only object we have had in mind is object as appearance.- Now, neither one nor the other
of these two panies can present such an object since theirs is a phrase of an Idea and not

a phrase of a concept of the understanding. 1be dynamical antinomies (those of freedom
and of the supreme being), though, -open up to us an entirely new view~: ""The suit in
which reason is implicated I... I, in oor previoos trial of it. has been dismiSSf'd as resting.
on both sides. on false presuppositions. But since in the dynamical antinomy a presupposi­
tion compatible with the pretensions of reason (der Rf'clt/sgrQndf') may perhaps be found.
and since the judge may perhaps make good what is tacking (ergil/IV den Ma"gf'f) in the
pleas which both sides have been guilty of misstating lin the first two antinomies]. the suit
may be regulated by an arrangementla compromise. u/le mmsuctiml, I'erglf!iclten) to the

'atisfaction (Genugwu/lg) of both panies
M

(KRV: 462).
This is nothing more than the exposition of the conditions for the synthesis of the heter­

Ilgeneous. It is done in such Ii way. though. that the synthesis is clearly not de jwc. and
that the judge clearly effects the compromise without a rule which would autlKlrize him
til do so, except for the principle that heterogeneity ought to be respected in an affinnative
manner. The same case will hold for the resolution of the antinomy of taste. and prcemi-
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nendy so for the resolution of the antinomy of the faculty of judgment in § 69-71 of the
third Critiqu~. Preeminently so, because, in a prolongatton of ~what is lacking in the
pretensions of reason~ in the Note from the first Critiqu~, it is stated tbat"the judgment
must serve as its own principle~(KUK: 2]3). And. in a prolongation of the ~arrangement­

made between the two parties in that same Note. it is stated that I similar arrangement is
possible betw«n teleological thesis and mechanical antithesis, between the thesis of nature
and that of the world. since the fonner, which is the thesis of the properly reflective faculty
of judgment whkh is -aUlonomouC takes lKllhing from the '"heteronomous~ usage of the
ddenninant faculty defended by the opposing party. The name borne: by this compromise
is that of·guKling thread (uit/ode",fi' condua~urr(Ibid.). The guKling thread is the way
in which the reflective judgment, allentive to the singularities disregarded by the cognitive
phrase, and ~on the lookout- for these singularities to find an order in them, freely presup­
poses that order: that is. it judges as if there were one. If the thread guKles, it is because
there is an end. This end. though. cannot be directly presented as an Object can: "the coo­
cept of that causality (through endsj is a mere Idea, to which we by no means undertake
to conce<le reality- (KUK: 236).

The judge supplements for the absence of a universal tribunal or last judgment, before
which the regimen of cognition and the regimen of freedom could be, if not reconciled
(that they will never be), then at least put into perspective, organized. finalized in terms
of their difTerence. This supplementarity is nonetheless authorized by the Idea of nature,
in the Kantian sense. Nature is the name borne by the objcct of the Idea of objective final­
ity, and this Idea is itself required by the reflcctive judgment when it seeks to account for
the singular existences that the legality of the ~mechanically- detennined world does noc
explain (KRV: 379). Conversely though. if the activity of discerning, the Gtrwuiglceit (ex­
actnessl or attention paid to differends at work in the critique, can take on this supplemen­
tarity by invoking the objective finality of nature, it is because it (critical activity) is itself
a means set to work by nature in order to prepare its final end, (KUK: § 84).

In the Vtrkiindigung dts Noht" Abschlusses tintS TrakrOls z,wm twigtn Fritdm in der
Philosophi~(Al\IIOWIc~mt'nlofthe Upcoming CooclJLJion ofa Trtalisr ofPrrpr/uoJ PNU
in Philosoph)'1 (1796), Kant writes that philosophy -is a state forever armed (rin i_r
~!(JffntltrZMs'and) against lhose who erroneously misconstrue phenomena for things-in­
themselves.~ This armed state ~ceaselessly accompanies reason's activity.- And if. in and
around the Idea of freedom, it indeed opens up "the perspecth'e ofa perpetual peace among
philosophers.- it is not because they can come to a consensus concerning this Idea. buC
because this Idea can be neither proved oor refuted. even though there are the greatest
practical reasons to admit the principle of freedom. That is why this ~peace- to boot (iiber­

dtm) presents still another advantage (noch tin Vo""...ug), that of -forever keeping alert
(rrge), or in a state of agitation, the forces of the subject. put into apparent danger from
attacks [by the opponents of philosophYI.~This agitated peace is II way of ·furthering
through philosophy the purpose of nature, which is to enliven this subject continuously
and to ward ofT the sleep of deUlh~ (1796: 416-17). In nature's purpose. combative, criti­
cal, alert philosophy is a ·proper means to enliven (BeltbulIgsmi//dl humanity in view of
its ultimate end,-if a victim of the positivist illusion such as Schlosser, for instance, comes
to require that philosophy put an end to debate, he: puts philosophy into alann. into a state
of alertness, and thus helps it fulfill its natural end, Without wanting to (since he wants
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,hc opposite). he helps reinforce this ·combative disposi~ion (or constitution)~(dit :"'~it­

/Klft Vtrftusung) which is not war (which can and should lIlstead prevent war). but which

bunches ·pacific· e~peditions across the archipelago.
It remains that if the critical watchman thinks he can supplement for the absence of a

legal provision and go ahead and pass sente~ O\'er the dilferend concerning f~.
, "-ause he believes himself to be authorized by the Idea that nature pursues lIS ends
n~~ .
b\ means of this supplementarity. But now, what authorizes him to resort 10 thiS Idea of
•natural end capable. according to him, of authorizing him to judge without laws? Since

:..s an Idea (that of nature and thus of ends), he canl10l present an ostensible this to validate
the :lutOOrization. He can present an -as·if this.- an analogon. a sign. That sign is his feel­

Ing. the feeling that one ought to and is able to judge e\'~n .in the abse~ of l~ws. This
feeling. however. is in tum only a proof (lkwt'istn) cenlfymg that there IS. a n~t and a
duty to judge outside the law if some nature pursues its ends by means of thiS feehng. No

exit is made from the circle.
E\'en if we grant that the value signs ha\"c for the critical lookout man is what leaves

lhe play of the judgment free with regard to them (finding the case for the rule and the
rule for the case). that value nonetheless presupposes a kind of intention (a finality) on the
side of what makes sign. By means of the feeling the philosopher has, an as-if subject
would signal to him that. under the guise of this sign, a quasi-phrase has taken place whose
sense cannel be validated by procedures applicable to cognition, but which still ought to
be taken into consideration. Can one pass judgment on signs without presupposing such
an intention. be it problematically'! That is. without prejudging that an unknown addressor
001 only delivers but also addresses them to us to be de<:oded'!

Concomitantly. though. if no guiding thread leads the way for the judgment's expedi­
tions. how can the judgment find its way amid the labyrinth of passages'! Would the
/llllllogo be pure fictions? For what needs would they be forged? This itself is impossible:
the passages are what circumscribe the realms of legitimacy. and not the latter which
\\ould pre-exist the passages and tolerate them. What are we doing here other than navigat­
Lng between islands in order parado~icallyto declare that their regimens or genres are in­

commensurable'!
Whatever acceptation is given to the Idea of nature. one's right of access to it is only

through signs. but the right of access to signs is gh'en by nature. Not even a denaturalized
nature and signs of nothing. not even a postmodern nontcleology. can escape this circulus

{No. 182).

182. Is this the sense in which we are not modern? Incommensurability. heter­

ogeneity. the differend. the persistence of proper names. the absence of a supreme

tribunal? Or, on the other hand. is this the continuation of romanticism. the

nostalgia that accompanies the retreat of .... etc, ? Nihilism'! A well-executed

work of mourning for Being? And the hope that is born with it? Which is still the

hope of redemption? With all of this still remaining inscribed within the thought

of a redemptive future? Could it be that ~we~ are no longer telling ourse,lves any­

thing? Are ~we~ not telling, whether bitterly or gladly, the great narratIve of the

end of great narratives? For thought to remain modern. doesn't it suffice that it



think in terms of the end of some history? Or, is postmodernity the pastime of
an old man who scrounges in the garbage-heap of finality looking for leftovers
who brandishes unconsciousnesses. lapses. limits, confines, goulags, parataxes'
non-senses, or paradoxes, and who turns this into the glory of his novelty, int~
his promise of change? But this too is a goal for a certain humanity. A genre. (A
bad parody of Nietzsche. Why?)

183. Do ends show up right along with genres (Nos. 174. 179)?-They cer­
tainly do, and they take hold of phrases and the instances they present. especially
·us."We' do not intend them. Our'intentions' arc tensions (to link in a certain way)
exerted by genres upon the addressors and addressees of phrases, upon their
referents, and upon their senses. We believe that we want to persuade. to seduce,
to convince, to be upright, to cause to believe. or to cause to question. but this
is because a genre of discourse, whether dialectical. erotic. didactic. ethical, rhe­
torical, or ~ironic,~ imposes its mode of linking onto ~our" phrase and onto liS."

There is no reason to call these tensions intentions or wills, except for the vanity
of ascribing 10 our account what is due to occurrence and to the differend it
arouses between ways of linking onto it. -But how can one explain. or even de­
scribe, this reversal which gives currency to anthropocentrism. this transcenden­
tal appearance affecting the we, the illusion of enunciation?

184. Let's recapitulate (Nos. 180, 181): a phrase comes along. What will be
its fate. to what end will it be subordinated, within what genre of discourse will
it take its place? No phrase is the first. Thisdoes not only mean that others precede
it. but also that the modes of linking implied in the preceding phrases-possible
modes of linking therefore-are ready to take the phrase into account and to in­
scribe it into the pursuit of certain stakes. to actualize themselves by means of
it. In this sense. a phrase that comes along is put into play within a conflict be­
tween genres of discourse. This conflict is a differend. since the success (or the
validation) proper to one genre is not {he one proper to others. I call come by)'our
place (Nos. 137ff.) allows many diverse Iinkings. and if not all of them, then at
least some of them. stem from different genres of discourse. The multiplicity of
stakes. on a par with the multiplicity of genres. turns every linkage into a kind
of "victory" of one of them over the others. These others remain neglected. for­
gotten, or repressed possibilities. There is no need to adduce some will or some
intention to describe that. It suffices to pay attention to this: there is only one
phrase ~at a time" (a la loisl (No. 113). There arc many possible linkings (or
genres). but only one actual or current "time- (1I11e sellle 10is~actuelle),

185. The rules of formation and linkage that determine the regimen of a phrase
have to be distinguished, as we have been doing. from the modes of linking that
stem from genres of discourse. As Wingenstein observes. the set of rules con­
stituting the game of tennis or chess is one thing. the set of recomnrendations

which form a strategy for winning is something else. By ignoring the latter. you
arc considered to play "badly.~ But it's okay to play -badly-: -I know. I'm playing
badly but I don't want to play any better.- In that case, all my interlocutor can
say is: -Ah then that's all righe (Wittgenstein 1929-1930: 5). Not to mention that
playing ~badly- might be a good strategy, an unprecedented one. which will sub­
sequently be said to be -well played!- Genres of discourse arc stategies-of

no-one.

186. There are as many different ways of winning as there are genres. The
swkes of a genre are often set by a phrase of canonical value. This phrase may
be formulated in the interrogative regimen. What about this? What should I do?
Have you understood? Shall we judge that to be beautiful? It this is so. what can
we do? Do you agree? Do you want to? Is it legitimate to . , , ? What hap­
pened? What will happen? What follows from this? How much is this worth? Suc­
cess comes from giving an -answer" to the key-phrase. The "answer" is a phrase
that suspends the question contained in the key-phrase. It is then asked whether
this suspension is legitimate, and the answer to this last question becomes the ob­
ject of new differends, whose various parties question the said answer on the basis
of key-questions which set the stakes for their respective genres.

187. Phrase regimens coincide neither with "faculties of the soul~ nor with
Mcognitive faculties. ~ Genres of discourse don't coincide with them either. Now
and then. certain overlappings are possible: certain descriptives might belong to
the faculty of cognition. certain prescriptives to the faculty of desire, There is an
atlinity between the cognitive genre and the understanding. between the dialecti­
cal genre and speculative reason. But is there one between the narrative genre and
all of ils sub-genres? Is there a phrase regimen covering the realm of the ~faculty

of judgment'''? What about interrogative phrases? And exclamative phrases? Are
they particularly tied to feelings. to the "faculty of pleasure and pain"'? A table
of correspondences cannot be established. You might as well try to superimpose
the tripartite metaphysical psychology of Platonist origin (which still governs,
~hough from afar. the Kantian critical trilogy) onto the Aristotelian nomenclature

for the genres of logos.

188. You don't play around with language (Nos. 91. 181). And in this sense.
lhere arc no language games. There are stakes tied to genres of discourse. When
these stakes are attained. we talk about success. There is conflict, therefore. The
conflict. though. is not between humans or between any other entities; rather.
lhese result from phrases. At bottom. onc in general presupposes a language. a
language naturally at peace with itself. -communicational, ~ and perturbed for in­
~lance only by the wills. passions. and intcntions of humans. Anthropocemrism.
In the matter of language. the rcvolution of relativity and of quantum thcory re­
lTtains to be made. No mattcr what its rcgimen. every phrase is in principle what
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is at stake in a differend between genres of discourse. This differend prOCeeds
from the question. which accompanies any phrase. of how to link onto it. And
this question proceeds from the nothingness that -separates~ one phrase from the
~following.- There arc differends because, or like. there is Ereigllis. Butthafs
forgollen as much as possible: genres of discourse arc modes of forgeuing the
nothingness or of forgetting the occurrence, they fill the void between phrases.
This ~nothingness~ is, nevenheless, what opens up the possibility of finalities
proper to the genres. If the manner of linking were necessary (filled in), there
would not be sevcral possible modes. no void would leave room for that causality
exened from afar. namely, -final C3usality.-

189. The idea that a supreme genre encompassing everything that's at stake
could supply a supreme answer to the key-questions of the various genres
founders upon Russell's aporia. Either this genre is pan of the set ofgenres, and
what is at stake in it is but one among others. and therefore its answer is not su­
preme. Or else. it is not pan of the set ofgenres, and it does not therefore encom­
pass all that is at stake. since it excepts what is at stake in itself. The speculative
genre had this pretension (Result Section; Hegel Notice). The principle ofan.
solute victory of one genre over the others has no sense.

190. Were politics a genre and were that genre to pretend to that supreme stat­
us. its vanity would be quickly revealed. Politics. however, is the threat of the
differend. It is not a genre. it is the multiplicity of genres. the diversity 'Of ends.
and par excellence the question of linkage. It plunges into the emptiness where
-it happens that ... - It is. if you will. the state of language. but it is not a lan­
guage. Politics consists in the fact that language is not a language. but phrases.
or that Being is not Being. but There iss. It is tantamount to Being (d me/lle letre)
which is nol. It is onc of its names.

191. If capital were shown to be a genre of discourse. if its stakes were laid
out along with the strategies it has for winning out over the other genres. by that
alonc could it be shown that its hegemony is not only unjust but vain. In its preten­
sions to total success. however. capital's superiority over the speculative genre
resides at least in its not seeking to have the last word. to totalize after the fact
all the phrases that have taken place in all the genres of discourse (whatever their
finality might be). but rather in seeking to have the next word. (Marx accordingly
puts Vas Capiral in opposition to the Phenomenology of Mil/d. In capital. there
is a future. but there is none in the speculative genre.) The check exened upon
occurring phrases by the finality of capital is cenainly not nothing. it is that of
profitability. They are thus subordinated to stakes which seem to be what is at
stake in all stakes. namely -winning- or -gaining- (gagner) (No. 181). even
though that set of stakes is only one among others. that of gaining time (Nos 249,
250) as measured by interest calculated in terms of money. Within this genre.

though. under the conditions of this end. the most unheard of occurrences are
greeted and even Mencouraged M (-as if capital could "encourage~ the Is it flap­

,Jellillg?!).

192. When Cezanne picks up his paint-brush. what is at stake in painting is
put into question: when SchOnberg sits down at his piano. what is at stake in mu­
sic: when Joyce grabs hold of his pen. what is at stake in literature. Not only are
new strategies for "gaining~ tried out. but the nature of the -success" is ques­
tioned. Is it still a matter of"'pleasing~ through the beautiful. or of~pleasingJdis­

pleasing" through the sublime? Aren't the stakes analogous. rather, to those that
orient the "'philosophical" genre? A painting will be good (will have realized its
coos. have come near them) if it obliges the addressee to ask about what it consists
in. Everything is political if politics is the possibility of the differend on the occa­
sion of the slightest linkage. Politics is not everything, though. ifby that one be­
lieves it to be the genre that contains all the genres. It is not a genre.

193. The universe presented by a phrase is immediately "social.- ifby -social­
it is understood that an addressor. an addressee. a referent. and a sense are situ­
ated together within it. By "immediately.- I understand that none of these in­
stances can be deduced from any of the others as if from an origin. llIere is­
a phrase universe, and. depending upon its regimen. "'there are- silUations be­
tween the presented instances. situations that shape that universe. A "deduction~

of the social presupposes the social. The discourse. for instance. of the social
"contract"" is a narrative comparable to a myth. It recounts the birth of the social.
but to the extent that it is recounting it, the social is already there as narrator. nar­
ratce. narrated, question. and answer to the question. The social is always presup­
posed because it is presented orcopresented within the slightest phrase. Even Th~

SUI/l ofthe angles ofa lriangle is equal to two righl angles implies an addressor.
an addressee. and their nonfonuitous (didactic) relation.

194. It is also easy to understand that the "social- is immediately complex. In
the universe presented or co-presented by a phrase. several instances are situated:
an lor a we instance. aJoll instance. a "~. a she or a they instance. None of them
comprise the whole of the social. Even when the social is explicitly taken as a
referent in the sociologist's phrase. it is also presupposed in the situating of all
the instances presented by that phrase. The social is the universe which is formed
by their situation insofar as that situation is related to human names. and which
is signified by the phrase. The sense thereby presented obeys the regimen which
the phrase obeys. This regimen can modulate the universe according to several
modes of instanciatiOJ\ (for example, we and you facing them. we and them facing
you, you and them facing us) and several modes of presenting sense (cognizing,
prescribing. questioning. admiring. etc.). In addition. genres finalize these uni­
Verse situations in accordance with certain stakes: convincing. persuading, affect-
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ing. ctc. The tcnsion. or rather the discord. of the social is thereby immediatcly
given with its phrase universe. and the political question is given along with the
mode of linking onto it. that is. along with its finalization around a set of stakes.

195. It is just as casy to understand why the natu;e of the social-for example
its identification-by a dcfinitional phrase. is immediately deferred. For. since i;
is given along with the universe of a phrase. since the finality (the direction of
its sense. if you will) of this universedepenc:ls upon the phrase by which one links
onto the preceding one. and since this linking is a mailer for differends betwCCQ
genres ofdiscourse. the nature of the social always remains to be judged. In this
way. the soc;ial is the referent (the universe ofa prior phrase taken as the refereq
ofa subsequent phrase) ofajudgment to be always done over again. It is a "case"
pled comradictorily before a tribunal. And in this -case." the nature of the tribunal
that must pronounce upon the case is itself the object of a differend ..

196. A differend. I say. and not a litigation. II is not that humans are meaII.
or that their interests or passions are antagonistic. On the same score as what.
not human (animals. plants. gods. God and the angels. extraterrestrials. seasons.
tides. rain and fair weather. plague and fire), they are situated in heterogeflCOQl
phrase regimens and are taken hold of by stakes tied to heterogeneous genres 01
discourse. The judgmem which is passed over the nature of their social being caD

come into being only in accordance with one of these regimens. or atlcast in Ie­

cordance with one of these genres of discourse. The tribunal thereby makes this
regimen and/or this genre prevail over the others. By transcribing the heter­
ogeneity of phrases. which is at play in the social and in the commentary on tbt
social. the tribunal also necessarily wrongs the other regimens and/or genres.

197. It cannot even be said that (necessarily. civil) war. class struggle. or
revolutionary violence are more just than the tribunal because they would expose
the differend instead of masking it under litigation. Vengeance is not an authoriza­
tion (No. 44). It shows that another tribunal and other criteria ofjudgment (should
there be any) are possible and seem to be preferable. But. supposing the change
took place. it is impossible that the judgments of the new tribunal would not create
new wrongs. since they would regulate (or think they were regulating) differends
as though they were litigations. This is why politicians cannot have the good at
stake. but they ought to have the lesser evil. Or, ifyou prefer .the lesser evil ought
to be the political gOOd. By evil. I understand. and one can only understand. me
incessant interdiction of possible phrases, a defiance of the occurrence. the con·
tempt for Being.

198. It could be said that the social is given immediately with a phrase universe
(be it the one presented by the tail of a cat). and that it is given as immediately
detennined by. in principle. the regimen of that phrase. even though its determi·
nation is straightaway the objcct of another phrase. whose linking on cannot help

but be the occasion for difTerends between genres of discourse. It could be said
for that very reason that politics is immediately given with a phrase as a differend
10 be regulated concerning the matter of the means of linking onto it. It is just
as pointless to ask questions about the "origin" of the political as it is about the
lrC)Cial. The social is implicated in the universe of a phrase and the political in its
Illode of linking. There is just as much ofa Cashinahua politics as there is an Athe­
nian or a Jacobin politics. even if in the fonner the prevalence of narrative wards
ofT the threat entailed by the occurrence (Cashinahua Nolice). The civil war of
~Ianguage-with itself is what is always at play in one as in the other. The only
difference lies in the manner of instituting the litigations to regulate the differends.

199. Politics always gives rise to misunderstandings because it takes place as
a genre. This genre varies according to the nature of the authorization inscribed
in the nonnative prefix. The names invoked (the is) (Nos. 155. 2(6) detennine
the genre as myth. as deliberative consensus. as divine right ... : Our Ances­
lors hal·~ always . . . ; By d~cisiOtl of. . . . we. lhe Assembly ofr~presenta­
ri,·~s of,h~people . .. : J, empuor by ,he grace ofGod. ordain .... It can­
not be otherwise since the tribunal that dctennines what a litigation is, which
demands justice. and which !hereby forgets. represses, and reactivates differ­
ends. must pronounce the sentences it passes, and must. first of all. found its
authority upon the rules of a genre ofdiscourse. At the same time. though. politics
i... not at all a genre. it bears witness to the nothingness which opens up with each
occurring phrase and on the occasion of which the differend between genres of
discourse is born.

200. In organizing itself around the empty center where deliberation takes
place-namely. the conflict of phrases and their judgment-the Greek polis did
not invent politics. it placed the dialectical and rhetorical genre or genres in the
governorship of phrases. thereby allowing their differend to flow. in the fonn of
litigations. right out into the (empty) milieu of political institutions. The Cashina­
hua put narration in that governorship, and the first Freneh Republic the Idea, that
is. dialectics in the Kamian sense. in particular the one whose stakes are in free
causality (ethics). The Industrial Revolution gave the privilege of judging 10 the
technical genre. whose stakes are in the maximizing of performance. that is. in
obtaining the best input/output relation in the setting upon Illrraisollnem~II'J. as
Hcidegger would say, of the referent whatever it be (the social included) by the
will (or enjoyment) of the self. There are thus hegemonies of genres. which arc
like figures of politics. They fight over modes of linking. Capital gives political
hegemony to the economic genre (Nos. 240ff.).

20 I. The terms of democracy. autocracy, oligarchy. monarchy, and anarchy
(which designate modes of government) and those of republic and despotism
(which designate modes of domination or authorization) belong to narrowly an-
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thropological or politico-logical descriptions. What politics is about and what dis­
tinguishes various kinds of politics is the genre of discourse. or the stakes
whereby differends are formulated as litigationsand find their-regulation.~ What:
ever genre this is. from the sole fact that it excludes other genres. whether through
interdiction (slaves and women), through autonymic neutralization. through nar­
rative redemption, etc.• it leaves a ~residue- of differends that are not regulated
and cannot be regulated within an idiom. a residue from whence the civil war of
~Ianguage~ can always return. and indeed does return.

202. To call this residue the -accursed pare [pan "ulIIdite) is useless pathos.
As for a politics cen e orr-th- motloils associated with sacritice (CashinahUl
Notice. § 1). on the pretext that it would constitute through suffering andjubila_
tion the infallible index that a differend exists. and that no litigation could neutral_
ize this dilferend. that would be human, all too human: as if humanity had some
elected responsibility in safeguarding the occurrence! BataiUe lacks the HassKlic
or pagan sense of humor (and I know these two are not the same) in the greetina
of the Euignis. To govern in accordance with the feelings attendant upon sac­
rifice (or Dienst(serviceJ)(Heidegger. 1933: 476-78) that the differend would re­
quire would make for a politics of false supermen. In coddling the event. one pull

on a Horrorshow d 10 Grand Guignol. One's responsibility before thought COlt­

sists. on the contrary. in detecting dilferends and in finding the (impossible) idiom
for phrasing them. This is what a philosopher does. An intellectual is someooc
who helps forget dilferends. by advocating a given genre, whichever one it may
be (including the ecstasy of sacrifice), for the sake of political hegemony.

203. Authority is not deduced. Attempts at legitimating authority lead to vi­
cious circles (I have authority over you because you authorize me to have it). to
question begging (the authorization authorizes authority). to infinite regressions
(x is authorized by y. who is authorized by z). and to the paradox of idiolects
(God. Life. etc.. designate me to exen authority. and I am the only witness or
this revelation). The aporia of a deduction of authority. or the aporia of sover­
eignty. is the sign that the phrase of authorization cannot result from a phrase
stemming from a different regimen. It is the sign of an incommensurability be­
tween the normative phrase and all others.

204. The question of authority is played out in the normative phrase. The nonn
is what turns a prescription into a law. YOII ollght to carry out sud, and slIch an
lIc/ion formulates the prescription. The normative adds: It is (I norm decreed by
xor y(No. 155). It puts the prescriptive phrase in quotation marks. One may won­
der whencex lind y hold their jluthority. They hold it from this phrase. which situ­
lites them on the addressor instance in the universe authorizing the prescription.
The referent for this universe is the prescriptive phrdse. which is found to be
authorized by that very fact.
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205. One is tempted to describe the normative as a performative (No. 142).
711l' meeting is called to order, ",or is declared. and this is thereby so. The addres­
sor situated by the universe ofthesc phrases is immediately the chair of the meet­
ing or one of the belligerents: the addressee is immediately a member of the as­
~mbly coming to session or the adversary upon whom war is made. Thus the
normative. lYe decree tlltl1 it is obligatory to carry out such or sllch all actio".
"'auld immediately situate the we in the position of sovereignly. - But what one
\'al!:ucly calls these ~effects~ can be observed in all phrases. whatever their regi­
nl;n. since they are simply the deployment of the instances of the universes they
prescnt and of their respective situations. The term performance is then so ex­
tended that it loses its ability to designate a specific phrase regimen. -It remains
Ihat no entity can have the authority to obligate unless it is the addressor of the
normative that turns the obligation into a nonn. This is a tautology. Nor do we
sec how. starting from non-narrative phrases. something could become that ad­
dressor if it is not already it. One phrase regimen is not engendered by another.

206. In its strictly ethical sense. obligation in and of itself does not need the
authorization of a norm in order to take place. quite to the contrary (Nos. 155.
176: Kant Notice 2: § I): by legitimating prescription. one suppresses the dissym­
rnctry of the obligation. which is what distinguishes the regimen of prescriptive
phrases. It is precisely a function. though, or at least an effect. of the nonnative
to make the obligated one's situation symmetrical. By prefixing the prescriptive
with It ;s a nonn decrud by y that x oll8ht to carry out sllch lltld such an acriOfl,
the nonnative wrenches x from the anxiety of idiolect (Abraham or Schreber.
Nos. 162, 164). which is also the marvel of the encounter with the other and a
mode of the threat of Ereigllis. This threat. this marvel. and this anxiety, namely
the nothingness of a 'what-is-to-be-linked', are thus nonnalized. They are the
same for other x·s. for the you's of the normed obligation. The normative. ex­
cluded as it is from the ethical. leads into the political. It constitutes a community
of addressees of the prescriptive. who qua addressees of the nonnative. are ad­
vised that they are. if not necessarily equal before the law. at least all subject to
the law. It does not make the obligalion transitive. that"s impossible (Kant Notice
2. § 6). it makes it common.

207. In its form. the normative enlails the citation of a prescriptive (Nos. 45.
46). This prescriptive is autonymi1.ed. The normative is a phrase about a phrase.
a metalanguage. but not a descriptive one. Truth is not what it has at stake, but
justice. Its melalinguistic constitution marks the function of authorily: 10 Ihrow
a bridge over the abyss between heterogeneous phrases. By declaring such and
~uch a phrase permitted. such and such a phrase prohibited. and such and such
,I phrase obligatory. authority subjects them. whatever their heterogeneity might
be. to a single set of stakes. justice. Singing undoubtedly relates to the beautiful.
hut it may be unjust if it is a certain song. at a certain time. in a cenain place.
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Learning relates to the true. but there again under certain conditions. elc. With
the normative. whatever its supposed legitimation and whatever the fonn of lhil
legitimation (myth. revelation. deliberation). one genre seizes upon heterogene­
ous phrases and subordinates them to the same set of stakes.

208. On the basis of this fact. if the addressee of the normative is also the ad.
dressee of the prescription that it norms. he or she is in the situalion of meta­
addressee with regard tothe addressee of the prescription. even ifboth addresseet;
bear the same name. We know that the notion of the citizen is ~an abstraction­
in relation to the ~individual. - that is. in relation to the emity who bears the same
name and who is found situated in -current.- heterogeneous phrase universes.
What is true for the notion of the citizen. though. is also true for a member 01
the Cashinahua: the normative legitimating the distribution of names alTlOlll
sexes. generations. and moieties is respected because it is the law. and at th::~
time. this respect does nol coincide with the phrases of object-languages. if we
can say so. which correspond to the -activities- of-individuals~ (Cashinahua N0­
tice. § 3). The law should always be respected with humor because it cannot be
completely respected. exccpl at the price of giving credence to the idea that il ill
the very mode oflinking heterogeneities together. that it has the necessity of lOIII
Being. This humor aims at the heterogeneity which persists beneath and despM
legitimation. 11le People.- that impossible set of entities caught within inCOlQ-o
mensurable phrase universes. cannot believe that the law is the law because it iI
just. when it knows that the law is just (in the sense of instituting an impossible
community of obligations) because it is the law (Pascal. 1670: fragments 66­
525). The ~pcople~ is not the sovereign. it is the defender of the differend agaiOll
the sovereign. It is full of laughter. Politics is tragedy for the authorities. comedJ
for the people. The respecting of the event which comic laughter is should be
granted its ontological dignity. and the tragic tear should be put back in its place.
which is merely the highest one (Book II of the Poetics did this. only for that boot
then to be lost ).

209. The normative also has among its addressees entities who are not the ad­
dressees of the prescription it legitimates. By legitimating the obligation incum­
bent upon,( to carry out such and such an action. y also gives notice to a third
IXlrty. z. that by linking onto the said action z will have to deal with y's authority.
The normative is also a declarative. The gap between the nomlative prefix and
the prescription creates the gap between the community of the obligated and what·
ever is outside this community but which should also be made aware of the law.
But since the prescription is legitimated by the norm. how can it admit that others
are nOl subject to what it prescribes? In the answer to this question lies the mOlive
of imperialism: that all addressees of the nomlative also be addressees of the
prescriptive. The Decree ofCaracalla in 212 and the Edict of Constaminc in 312
explicitly formulate this motive: all humans living within the orbs romlllUlaTC Ro--
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111:10 citizens: all creatures. because they arc called to the heavenly kingdom. be­
long to the earthly empire, Citizcnship. or the fusion of the addressee of the
prescriptive with the ~ddressee o.f the no,:",ative. has no l.imit in principle (n.o
Ideal limit). but only In fact. Nations. their languagcs. their customs. and theIr
na111CS arc thrown back into the -empirical- as so many objects that the discourse
of the Idea can refer to only negatively: they do not satisfy Ideal legitimation.

[)<'claration of 1789

I. This is a Declaration of rights. namely. the nol1TUlli ....e legitimation no! of prescrip­
lions to be executed but of limits to be n:5peded by those prescriptions. In oIher .....ords.
I legitimation of essenlially negath'e (limiting) prescriptions to be obser....ed by the
prescripti....e authority itself. Nee: It is a norm decreed by y that it is obligatory for x. elC.:

but: It is a norm decreed by z: that. norm decreed by)'. making it obligatory for x. elC.•

is a norm only within the following limitations. The Declaralion legitimates the legitima­
tion ofthe prescriptive. It adumbrates a regression in the authorizations (No. 203) by pass­
ing to a rank. of legitimacy abo....e that of political (mda-nol1TUlth'e) legitimacy. This pas­
sage is stirred by the imperialist principle of legitimalion whkh impels it to universalize
itself in the same movement by whkh it sets boundaries on the extension of legitimacies.
This tension is resolved by the legilimation of the very bounds of legitimacy. The limits
brought to bear on authorilY determine a politkal Constitution (Ankle 16). What autho­
rizes the fixing of the said limits (the Declanlllion itself) is the Idea of man.

2. As the supreme authority. addressor. and sense of the meta-normative. man should
ha\e signed the Preamble of the Declaration. Such is not the case: ""The representatives
of the French people. organized in National Assembly. considering I ... ). have re­
solved to set fonh in a solemn declaralion the nalural. inalienable. and sacred rights of
man I ... ). In consequence. lhe National Assembly recognizes and declares I ... I
the following rights of man and citizen. M The signatory. the <: who declares the norm that
is 10 be imposed on the norms. is a community representative ofa community. an assembly
representing a people. who is named by a proper name: the French.

3. The world of names (No. 60) and history too return in the designation of the Declara­
tion's author. They Mretum· because they were expulsed while the principle of authoriza­
lion was extending its claims and passing from the mctalinguistic rank to a higher rank
(tI1eta-metalinguistic. that is. meta-norn13tive). What is indicated by this relurn is a heter­
ugeneity. The addressor of the Declaration does not have a proper name in political his­
lnry, but the French people does, The Declaration is a set of phrases obeying Ihe specula­
lI\'e regimen, in the Kantian sense (the referents are objects of Ideas. which are not

fabifiable Ihrough a process for establishing reality). If not aseribed to an addressor thaI
can be named in the hislorical-political world. the Declaration remains what it is. a phil(}­
'Ilphical discourse. a Mdialecticlil~ one (in the Kanlian sense). If the Declaration is signed
by a nation. thai is, by an entity which through ils name alone stems-be it problem­
mieally-from the world of reality (in particular. hislorical-political realily). then the
Declaration is itself a discourse. a sct of ph.....ses whose import is historical-political. By
Ilnport. I mean to say that the linking which it calls forth on the addresscc's part is not a
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discu.ssi~ aboutt~ ttUlh or fal~~o~ its (dial~ical) sense. but rather its 0CCCJ'Iance
or reJCClIOO by nallonal communlll« (which bear names in the historical-political World)

as the nonnof oorms. For the addrcsscc thus silUated by the mere signature of the add
~r is him- or herself an enlity S~bjCCl to n.ation~, polilicallaws. These laws are prc:sc:I:t ~t the

T
Yarc not nonned m accordance wllh the norm of oomls (the rights of m.au

~ clllzen). he addressee is thereby called upon to revise the nomls authorizing the
1I0nall.aws to which he. or she is SUbjugated, nonns whose authority ooght to appear bad'7;
authOrized to her or him. After 1789. international wars are also civil wan>.

4. Of course, the authority which the representlltives of the French nation arrogate 10
themselves by speal;ing in the place of man is itself authorized by Article 3 of the Decl.. ...
~IOO: "TIle source orall sovereignty is essentially in the nation. ~ If the nation is authorized
m the Preamble to prescribe the Articles, and Article 3 in particular, it is because in "­
article the nation is declared to be authorized to prescribe in general. The Ankle names
the sovereign, and the so\'ereign states the source that names him. But the sovereign h.d
to begin his declaration before being authorized to do so by the Article he is going to
declare, thus before being the authorized sovereign. The parado", is a trivial one in the
legitimation of autho~ity~No. 203). and we can't be all that shocked by it. (The same ap­
paratus of self-authonzatlon can be foond in the Comlllu//;SI MtmifeylO or in the Addrenn
of the International Working Men's Association in 1870-1871. It can also be seen that their
major difference from the apparatus of 1789 is that the instance by which these AddresJn
authorize themselves and to which they are addressed is not a historical-political one lite
a nalion (whK-h can always be named and therefore designated in the real world) but thia
instance is itself a problematic one. lil;e the object of an Idea: the worker is a univelSlll
(like man), Howean a transnational entity. lhe international organization of workers, have
a historical-political reality when it ignores national proper names? The difficulties Ita
and thereafter encountered by the workers' movement and its ultimate failure through ..
collapse back into national communities (at least since the socialist vote in favor of war
budgets in 1914) would be a signal that the legitimalion of communities through their
names and traditional narratives resists their legitimation through an idea. These two
legitimations stem from heterogeneous genres. Does the historical-political world ir­
remediably belong to the fonner?)

.5. I sec in that son of supplement/detriment to nalional authority given in lhe preambk
a .slgn that the add~r of the meta-nonn must be man; "TIle National Assembly recog_
m~~declareslnthepresenceandundertheausptcesoftheSupremeBeingl ' . , J.~

ThIS Bemg of reason has no reason to authorize a pankular nation. By soliciting its pres­
ence and by imploring its recommendation, the Assembly authorizes itself 001 only as
French, but also as human. Here. the apparatus runs counter to the one described above,
If t~ addressor has a politK-al-historical name. his declar.ltion has 1'10 import beyond that
which corresponds to the e"'tension of the name. If he must cxceed this e"'tension. and if
the Declaration ought toe"'tend to all names, then the addressor ought not to have any name
proper to him. This is Why he invokes the Supreme-Being, who is anonymous and whoSe
creature. or whose token or an expression of whom he is (there were. among the members
of the Constituent Assembly. se\'eral philosophies of this Being and of man's relation to
Him), or. shall we say. wlx>se equally anonymous existent he is. The splining of the ad-
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droosor ,ofttlc Declaration into two entities_ French nation and human being. corresponds
10 the equivocation of the declan:tive phn:se: it presents a philosophical universe and co­
prc~nts a historical-political universe. The revolution in politics that is the French Revl)­
!utioncomes from this impossible passage from one universe to another, Thereafter, it will
no longer be I;nown whether the law thereby declared is French or human, whether the
'....ar <:<,"dueted in the name of rights is one of conquest or one of liberation. whether the
violence exened under the litle of freedom is repressive or pedagogical (progressive),
whether Ihose nalions which are not French oughl to become French or become human
by endowing themselves with Constitutions that confonn to the Declaration. be they anti­
French. This confusion permitted by the members of the Constituent Assembly and as­
)tired its propagation throughout the historical-political world will turn every national or
inlernational conflict into an insoluble differend over the legitimacy of authority.

6. The members of the COllSlituenl Assembly would ha\'e been prey to a "tn:osccnden­
tal appearance~ and even perhaps 10 a d~m~ntio (Kant Notke 4: § 4). They hallucinated
humanity within the nation. Robespierre to the Convention on May 8, 1793: ~If you allow
patriots to have their throats slit one by one, then everything that is virtuoos on Earth shall
be exterminated. It's up to you to see whether you want to save the human race- (Kessel,
1969: 203). The nation. inasmuch as it is a community. owes the essential of its con·
sistency and authority to the traditions of names and narratives (Cashinahua Notice). These
traditions are exclusivist. They imply borders and border conflicts. The legitimacy of II

Mtion owes nothing to the idea of humanity and everything 10 the perpetuation of narra­
tives of origin by means of repealed narrations. Rightists never cease to make the most
OUI of this. Leftists give credence to a counter-narrath·e. a history of the whole of human­
ily, the narrative of its emancipation, cosmopolitan, of international impon. and withoul
popular rootS. They are always accused, though. of bringing the country w ruin, and yC!
lhey are always condemned to protCCl it on the occasion of civil, foreign or economic wars
because authorization through myths, or immanent authorization (the heartland), does not

yield to the aUlhorization which resorts 10 the Ideal, transcendent meta-nonn (the rights
of man). There is no Supreme Being to reconcile these two authorizations.

210. In the deliberative politics or modern democracies. the differend is ex­
posed, even though the transcendental appearance of a single finality that would

bring it 10 a resolution persists in helping forget the differend. in making it bear­
able. The concatenation or genres or discourse and of phrase regimens at least

allows itselr to be taken apart, while in traditional narration the combination or

various stakes-making believe, making known. convincing. making decide, etc.

-defies analysis (so much is it inscribed in each phrase. and so much is theoccur4

renee masked by the narrative ronn) (No. 219). The higher end is fonnulated,
as in the ethical genre. by the canonical phrase (or the stakes) which is an inlcr­

ro~ative prcscriptive, What ollght we to be? but one weighted with possible
senses: happy, kllowle,lgeable. free. equal. Frellch. rid,. pOII'erful. artistic?
Philosophies or human history bring their answers to these queslions. They arc

rarely debaled within the enclosure orthc political institution. whcre there reigns

the confused presumption or an agrccment concerning thcm. - The general reel-
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ing is that a discussion (ncccssarily dialectical in the Kantian scnse. that is. with_
out tcnn. and lacking in proof. since it is a mattcr of Ideas which cannot be
decided upon through recourse to reality) could do no morc than put the we back
into question. The we is questioned by this interrogativc prescriptive in its ab­
stract gencrality. "we humans.~ but it is not questioncd. it is presumed already
resolved. in and through silence. insofar as it is a nameable particularity, "we
French.~ By inquiring deep down into duty. one risks being surprised, for
starters, that one ought to be French. For it is not obligatory to be French; at most.,
being French can probably be established as a reality. (Or else. a legitimation or
thc Cashinahua type would have to be admitted) (Cashinahua Notice).
- Therefore, ~we- ought to be a lillIe of everything. rich. equal. free, etc.• but
wholly French: ~we~ arc already that.

211. Onto the What ollght we to be? there is linked a What alight we to do ill
order to be that (French. rich, free. equal. etc.)? This linking modifies thecanoni­
cal phrase of the interrogative prescriptive genre. The introduction of to do and
in order to into the question of duty makes duty pass into a hypothetical mode:
if you want to be this, then do that. And to do. baptized as it is in the name of
the practical, consists in a prescient calculation of phrases and or their effects,
of their linkings that is, which are able to lead to the end that is sought for. But
this -practical~ calculation remains abstract, for lack of names. unless another
genre of discoursc inserts itself within the deliberative concatenation under the
regimen of another canonical phrase: What aboll1 the mealls? This genre's end
is the cognition of givens considered from the standpoint of their affinity, _
means, with the supreme end. Analyses of the situation. inventories of availabkt
capacities. estimations of the capacities of adversaries and of allies. and defini­
tions of respective interests. arc effectuated through opinion polls. statistics, in­
dexes. and information of all kinds. Realities are established. knowledge is wtw
is at stake in this genre. The technoscience of specialists. experts. advisers, and
consultants is put to use, but it remains subordinate to an intcrest that is not its
own. that of rendering executory the supreme prescription (to be rich. free, etc.).
The cognitive phrase is thus finalized by the prescriptive genre.

212. Once the givens are established, a new genre of discourse is required,
one whose canonical phrase is lVhal call we do? This phrase is not without anal­
ogy with what Kant calls an Idea of the imagination (intuitions without a concept)
(KUK: 165-66, 189) or with what Freud calls free association. Today. these are
called scenarios or simulations. They are narrations of the unreal, as in war
games: what if they attacked our left flank? Then we would surround them by
rapidly deploying our right flank. A multiplicity of possible. probable. and im­
probable stories are told heedless of their verisimilitude. in anticipation of what
could be the case. One part ofgame theory consists in examining the ways games
function and in looking for their rules. With thc pronoun. they. them. the stress
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is put on conflict with one or more opponents. There is presupposed on the oppo­
11cnt's part a set of abstract and -practical- ends. symmetrical to "our- ends even
if they are dilrerent. It is still a question of "winning" (No. 181). These phrases
of the imagination are anchored in possible reality by means of proper names:
if there are opponents. it is because humanity has not realized itself, and because
lhose legitimated by narratives and names remain present (No. 160; Cashinahua
Notice: § 6).

213. Political deliberation properly called takes place in these scenarios. 11
obeys the dialectical and rhetorical genres. A scenario is refuted: You are wrong
or: He's wrong lind this is why. These are debates made of arguments aimed at
silencing one's partner. Another end is mixed in, that of persuading him or her.
This end is ticd to another genre of discourse, the one Aristotle calls ~deliberative~

rhetoric and which is exchanged, for example. between two parties in front of
the Assembly. The arguments (logoi) can be found described in the Rhetorics (II.
24). the Topics and the Sophistical Refutations (passim). and the commonplaces
(lOpoi) are listed in the Rhetorics (II. 23). Commonplaces: Wouldn't it be criminal
to ?, I accuse x of .. Apparent enthymemes: Since the government of
Kabul or EI Salvador has asked for Moscow or Washington's help. the presence
of Soviet or American troops in the territory governed by Kabul or EI Salvador
is proof of the independence of those governments. In modern democracies. an
important supplement to this genre is brought in from "forensic" type rhetoric
where it is a question of persuading not the opponent but the third party who sits
in judgment. This is public polemics, the campaign for public opinion, propagan­
da: the other is wrong. therefore I'm right; he or she is unworthy of your con­
fidence (this is aimed at the opposing orator's ethos), he or she is leading you away
from your true ends (this is aimed at the listener's pathos); such is not (therefore)
the case with me.

214. Afterwards. comes the "decision, - the "choice~ of a scenario. along with
the end that it implics: the resolution. the program. the resull of the ballot. the
judgc's verdict. This scenario gives the answer which is the least bad (the princi­
ple of the lesser evil) (No. 197) to the question of means and ends. This is the
jUdgment. the most enigmatic of phrases. the one which follows no rules. al­
though in appearance it is linked to ends. 10 givens. to means, and to ~conse­

quences~ (Kant Notice 3: § 3). It takes the form of resolutions. of programs. or
of ballots.

215. The phrase of judgment still needs to be legitimated. That is the charge
llf normative discourse. of law in general. and of the law of the law (constitutional
law). Then. it needs to be rendered executory (by decrees. edicts. laws.
memoranda) and twistings of the law rendered legitimately condemnable (juris­
diction of infractions and punishments).
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216, This concatenation (Nos. 210-15) secms entirely paradoxical, if one exa_
mines the linking of one phrase obeying a regimen and finalized by a genre wilb
anothcr phrase obeying another regimen or at least finalized by another genre.
For example. thc linking of Wo!ought to with We are able to (Nos. 21 J, 212; Kant
Notice 2: § 2) which poorly conceals the paralogism of the we. Or the linkinl
/n consequence (or: Considering ... ), we decide . .. , which conceals the
fact that the phrase of judgment is not derivable without residue from phrases of
a different regimen, and from cognitives in particular (Kant Notice 3). Or the
linking of a normative with the prescription it legitimates (Nos. 204-9). Etc.

217. The deliberative is more -fragile- than the narrative (Nos. 219, 220,
230), it lets the abysses be perceived that separate genres of discourse from each
other and even phrase regimens from each other, the abysses that threaten "the
social bond. - It presupposes and registers a profound dislocation of narrated
worlds. The scientific genre, for example, whose canonical phrase is cognitive.
which requires the establishment of realities, and which therefore implies their
potential extermination (Referent Section). holds a place in deliberation that il
does not in narration. Most especially, however. the unity of genres that make
up the deliberative is under the sole guarantee. if it can be said, of the answer
given to the canonical phrase of the prescriptive: What ought we to M? Withia
the narrative genre, this question is not formulated (we ought to be what we are.
which is Cashinahua). In the deliberative, the answer remains uncenain. subjed
to a dialectic (in the Aristotelian or Kantian sense) between theses and antitheses.
This dialectic has no end, since it concerns. if not ·cosmological.- then at I~
·anthropological- Ideas: or to speak again like Kant. -cosmo-political- (weltbQr­
go!r1iche) Ideas. In a word: narrative is a genre; deliberation is a concatenatia.
of genres, and that suffices to let the occurrence and differends sprout up within iL

The Sign of History

218. A phrase. which links and which is to be linked. is always apagus. a bor­
der zone where genres of discourse enter into confhet over the mode of linking.
War and commerce. It's in the pagus that the pax and the pact are made and un­
made. 1l1e vicus. the home, the Heim is a zone in which the differend between
genres of discourse is suspended. An -internal- peace is bought at the price of per­
petual differends on the outskirts. (The same arrangement goes for the ego. that
of self·identification.) This internal peace is made through narratives that accredit
the community of proper names as they accredit themselves. The Volk shuts itself
up in the Heim. and it identifies itself through narratives attached to names, narra­
ti,'es that fail before the occurrence and before the differends born from the occur­
rence. Joyce. Schonberg. Cezanne: pagani waging war among the genres ofdis­
course.

219. Narrative is perhaps the genre of discourse within whieh the hcter­
ogeneity of phrasc regimens. and even the heterogeneity of genres of discourse.
have the easiesl time passing unnoticed. On thc one hand, narrative recounts a
differend or differends and imposes an end on it or them, a complction which is
also its own term. Its finality is to come to an end. (It is like a -round- in a tourna­
tIlen!.) Wherever in dicgetic time it stops. its term makes sense and retroactively
organiz.es the recounted events. The narrative function is redeeming in itself. It
acts as if the occurrence. with its potcntiality of differends, could come tocomple­
tion. or as if there were a last word. Felicitous or infclicitous in its meaning. the
last word is always a good onc IWI bol/ mot) by vinue of its place. Ultimll I"t~rba,

'"
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pacific happiness. On the other hand, the unleashing Ideclwfnemelll) of the no""
is domesticated by the recurrence of the before/after. The diachronic operator or
operator of sllccessivity is not called back into question, even when it is mOdu.

lated. It ~swallows up- the event and the differends carried along by the event.
Narratives drive the event back to the border.

220. -Myth would be ~the mimetic instrument par excellence- and would have
an ~identificatory force" for a society threatened with dislocation (Lacoue­

Labarthe, 1980: 101-16). In this way, Nazism would have picked up, refash­

ioned, produced, and represented the mythology of Nordic peoples in order to
save a German identity sick from its ~hiSlorical belatedness," from defeat and
from economic crisis (Nos. 157, 158). -I. The identificatory force of myth is not
debatable. It cannot be explained through the pUlling into place of a specular
representation: a sick person docs not get beuer by looking in the mirror. ThiI
force proceeds from the mere formal properties of the narrative tradipon ..
chored as it is in a world of invariable names where not only the heroes but abo
the narrators and narratees are established and permutable, and thus identifiable

respectively and reciprocally (No. 160, Cashinahua Notice). -2. Myth can bo
used only as an instrument by an instance which is not narrative-mythical. ThiI
is what is called Nazi cynicism. Myth would then be this monster: an archaic.
modern politics, a politics of the community as a politics of humanity. a poJiticl
of the real origin as a politics of the ideal future. -3. If ~mimelic" is understood
as imitative or represemative, then myth is not exceptionally mimetic. Ifmime.
signifies (Lacoue·Labarthe, 1975: 18-19, 20-21) thaI the presentation (Darnel­
IUllg) can never be presented (Nos. 119. 124-27. 131), then myth-which is more
of a genre of discourse whose stakes are in neutralizing the 'event' by recountial
ii, in appropriating what is absolutely improper, and in representing presen.

tion-occults mimesis as much as it aUesls to it.

Ca.'ihinahua

I. ~Among the Cashinahua. every interpretation of a mi)'oi (mylh, tale, legend or tradi­
tional narrative) begins with a fixed formula: -Here is the story of. .. as I've always
heard it told. I am going to tell it to you in my tum, listen to il!M And this recitation invaria­
bly closes with another fonnula which says: MHere ends the story of . He who told
it to you is (Cashinahua name). or among the Whites (Spanish or Portuguese
name)M (d'Ans, 1978: 7). The ethnologist reports back to us (Whites) how the Cashinahul
storyteller reports the story of the Cashinahua hero to his Cashinahua listeners. The ethnol­
ogist can do this because he is himself a (male) Cashinahua listener. He is this listener be­
cause he bears a Cashinahua name. By means of stricl denomination. a ritual fixes the ex­
tension of myths and their recurrence. Every phrase contained in these myths is pinned,
so to speak, to named and nameable instances in the world of Cashinahua names. Each
universe presented by each of these phrases. no mailer what its regimen. refers to this

\\'orld of names. The presented hero or heroes and places. the addressee. and finally the
addressor are meticulously named.

2. Names of persons are distributed within a finite system with three variables: sex.
generation. and Mellogamic moiety. ~ Two male -moieties. K two female Mmoieties.Mand two
a!!e classes (same age or older than the ego, and younger) per moiety, make for a total
of eight -kinshipM groups. A. -M. d'Ans writes: -Considered on this plane. exogamic un­
ions have the explicit function oftransmilting names, of which each moiety. female as well
as male. possesses two limited and immutable stocks corresponding to two alternating
gcnerationsK (Ibid.: 35). -Kinship- relations are thus derivable from the system of names
alone. without considerations of consanguinity or of marriage. Your personal name (be
it through adoption) classifies you into one of the eight groups and thereby places you inlo
certain defined relations with all the other Cashinahua depending upon each one's nomina·
tive group: obligatory phrases. pennilted phrases, tolerated phrases. prohibited phrases.
The preseripions in question bear not only upon language, child rearing, and sexuality
but also upon what you can sing. hunt. cook, grow. etc.

3. This is a regimentation in principle. It is not observed to the leiter in the facts. The
obligation concerns the distribution of the stock of names and their regular recurrence
across the generations, They alone. thanks to their finite number, their pennanence (rigid­
ity). and their distribution. arc what constitute the community's identity. For example,
there is properly speaking no sellual taboo. Irregular marriages and cohabitations are
numerous. Children born from these unions are nonetheless still distributed into the regu­
lar groups through the application of the rules for naming. And. if it happens that the child
of a regular union can in principle indifferently receive the name either of the paternal
group or ofthe maternal group, the final auribution is negociated. For example. each child
of such a couple will be attributed in alternating order firsl to one, then to the other. of
these groups. -When this negotiation comes to naught, abortion or even infanticide may
take place: if the child has no name, he is nothing, he cannot existK (Ibid.: 38). Human
beings are named, or they are nO( human.

4. In order to hear the narratives. you have to have been named. (All males may listen
as well as young girls prior to the age of puberty.) In order to tell them. the same applies
(OI\ly men may tell them). And in order to be told about (referent). the same applies (all
Cashinahua without exception may be told about). But the system of names does not en­
gender and cannot engender narratives. it is a-ehronic (generations are nOl considered
otherwise than as classes of age) and by itself insignificant. since the namings are not
descriptions (Nos. 57. 66, 74-77, 81). By inserting the names into stories. narration
shelters the rigid designators of common identity from the events of the MnOW.Mand from
the perils of its linkage. To be named is to be told about. There arc twO aspects to this:
CVery narrative, even an apparently anecdotal one, reactualizes names and nominal rela·
lions. In repeating it, the community assures itself of the permanence and legitimacy of
ih .....orld of names by way of the recurrence of this world in its stories. And from another
standpoint. certain narratives explicitly tell stories of naming. Thus. the very origin of the
·cxogamic moieties- becomes the object of narrative 8 in d'Ans's collection: the origin of
the Roa Bake group. one of the male moieties. is recounted in narrative 9. These narratives
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have p:lnicular value because, instead of lelling a story to which one or more names are
anached. they tell the story of the engenderment of names themselves.

5. The invenlion of the night (narrative 17): -At thai lime. our folk had no night in
which to rest. Cenainly, they had ( ... I. But as you know (. . I. Our anceslors
were quite annoyed about nol being able 10 sleep I . r (Ibid.: 185). The: ~currenC nar­
ralor addresses lhe narratees and speaks 10 them about the Ancients. This narrative (in the
French version) is told in free indirect style ISI)'It" indirect librt"l: the speech ofthe Ancients
is ....ransposed.~ to use Qenclle's taxonomy (1972: 172: example: MI said to my mother: it
was absolutely necessary that I marry Albeninel, The: effect of this variation of narrative
-dislance~ is that the anribulion of the speech insofar as it is ascribed to one or a.nothet'
of the addressors remains equivocal: our ancestors were very annoyed. I'm telling you:
or: our ancestors were very annoyed. they saKi (10 Ihemselves)? The declal1ltion tlwI
serves as a prelude 10 the narralion (~Here is the story I . . . J. I'm going to tell it 10 you
( . , . J1 (like the one lhat concludes the narration) strongly marks the instance of lhe
~currenlM narrator in the enlire namltive that follows (or precedes). The: addressees.
though, ha\'e undoubtedly forgotten him (or are about to forget him). '"taken in as they are
by lhe $Iory- (this is a case for saying so). Most especially. the narralor himself declares
that he has -always heard" this $lory, If every narrator has always declared this. then !be
$lory will have been reponed with no discontinuity since the time of the Ancients. who
were the first namllors as well as the heroes. 1bere would be no gap. therefore. betweea
the current narnuor and the Ancients, except: in principle a chronological one. Free. ill­
direct style is faithful to this condensation of the extradiegetie instance (the current Rllffto

tor) with the int~iegetie instance (the Ancients). acondensation chal1lCleristie ofthis kiad
of tradition. The "in WQ lempore- of mythic time is no different from the time in whG
lhe narrating of it takes place, A Mmetalepsis- (Plato Not". § 5) authorized by the COlt­

stancy of proper names permits the passage from the time of day to the nighl of time.

6. Were we 10 l1Iise in a positive way the question of lhe origin of tradition or of
authority among the Cashinahua, we would find ourselves face to face with the usual para­
dox for these questions (No. 203). A phrase is authorized. one would think, only if its ad­
dressor enjoys some authority. What happens when the authority of the addressor results
from the sense of the phrase? By legitimating the addressor that its universe presents. the
phrase legitimates itself in the eyes of ils addressee. The Cashinahua narralor's authority
to tell his stories is drawn from his name. His name. though. is authorized by his stories.
especially those that recount the genesis of names. This circulus \·jtioSU$ is a common one
(No. 203). (Louis Marin finds il in the historiography of Louis XIV. which serves to legiti­
mate the king',!; aUlhority al the same time that this authority aUlhorizes the history told by
lhe king's historiogr.tpher) (198\: 49-107).

7. It sounds like a plaleful of anecdotes (lIislOrimesl. D'Ans doesn'llalk aboul sacrifices
among lhe Cashinahua. whom he presents instead as ~sccular. ~ Couldn't it be said. Ihough,
lhat whal is generally not consumable as anecdote and which has no place in lhe universe
of narralive phrases-in shorl, lhe leftovers-is what is sacrificed? This is whal I mean to
say: Ihe occurrence or evenl is nOI taken inlo account by legends. it would be sublimated
in the Slrict sense of the tenn. It would be transformed into an airy element: smoke from
sacrificial fires. the volatility of shaman spirits. The limil of the integraling capacity of nar-

,

ration and of naming would be recognized in this manner, And indetennination is what
e\'aporates thereby. Why should that pan be accursed? The sacrifice recognizes the
dilferend which is not digested by the narration and acquits itself of it.

8. How can the war at the border (Clastres. 1977) be understood through this apparatus
of integl1lted phrases? Is this too a sacrifice devoted to thai major residue of indetennina­
tion which surrounds the world of namtives that is constitulive of the ethnic group's cul­
tUre? But in this case, it is done in another mode. Could il be said thai sacrifice represses
occurrence. that it accepts il and integrates it the wlY a dream is able 10 do with a ~move­

ment of desire"? (In the absence of sacrifices, the Cashinahua men give themseh'es O\'er
10 collective bouts with ayahullSCl. a potent hallucinogen.) But that war forecloses occur­
rence at the boundaries of the namtive corpus constituling the social Mbody~ the way p8n1­

rIOia allows the -movement of desire- to return from the outside. as -reality"?

221. What would be modem would be to raise the question of politics, the

question of Iinkings. on the scale of the human. without recourse (in principle)

to legitimation by names and narratives?-By narratives, at least in the sense of

myths, tales. and rumors. 11le narrative fonn persists. however; and it undergoes

the same sublimation as the story's hero, As he is no longer a Cashinahua. but
rnan. so the narrative form no longer recounts ~litt1e stories~ IJn'titt>s histoires)
but the story of History [/'Histoire). 11le little stories received and bestowed

names, The great story of history has its end in the extinction of names (par­

ticularisms). At the end of the great story. there will simply be humanity, The
names humanity has taken will tum out to be superfluous, at best they will have

designated eertain stations along the way of the cross (Hegel Notice. § 3). This

universalism and this pure teleology is not classical in the sense of Antiquity, but

modem in the sense of Christianity. "Philosophies of history" are forged around

a redemptive future, (Even capitalism. which has no philosophy of history, l'is.

guises its 'realism' under the Idea of an emancipation from poverty,)

222. A non-cosmopolitical (or~savagelnarrative proceeds by phrases like On
tllm date, in Ihat plaCt'. il happened that x. etc, The question raised by cosmopo­

litical narrative would be Ihe following: since this x. this date. and this place are

proper names and since proper names belong by definition to worlds of names
and to specific "savage" narratives. how can these narratives give rise 10 a single

world of names and to a universal narrative?-The question may seem absurd:

aren't these communities human ones?-No. they arc ~Cashinahua"and they call

themselves the communily of ~true men: if not in exccption 10 others, then at
leas! in distinction from them (d'Ans. 1978: 11-13), The bond woven around

"Cashinahua" names by these narratives procures an identity that is solely
"Cashinahua." Were this identity already human in the cosmopolilical sense. it

would not entail the excepting of other communities. or even the difference be­
tween Ihem. and the universal history of humanity would consist in the simple

extension of particular narratives to the entire set of human communities.
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223. The objection may be made that narratives which result in a ~savage"

community, ~despite everything.~ ~already~ have a cosmopolitical ~import.~ It is
sufficient to admit an equivocation in them: they present what they present (the
~Cashinahua- world). but they also present what they don't present (the ~human"

world). -There is no objection in admitting this. The question is that of linkage:
what genre of discourse governs the linking onto the ~Cashinahua~ narrative of
a phrase discerning a "human" world therein which would stem from a universal
history? What is not in doubt is that this genre. whichever one it is, ~already" has
universal human history for its referent, in order for it to be able to link onto "sa...­
age~ narratives by placing them into that history. This linkage may be character_
ized as ~projection.- I would prefer to eall it a begging of the question. If the
-Cashinahua~ story co-presents the universal history of humanity, it is because
it is presented within a genre that presupposes a universal history of humanity.
This genre allows for certain variants. The most explicit and most "impoverished"
one consists in placing the Cashinahua slory on the referent instance of phrases
of historical (or anthropological) cognition. -This is always possible (any "ob­
ject,- if it satisfies the cognitive genre, can be situated on the referent instance
in the universe of a phrase of cognition), but no proof results from this that the
historical (or anthropological) cognition of the narrative of the community has
been engendered. throughout the continuous trajectory of a universal history of
humanity. from this narrative taken as origin. Yet this "engendennent- is what
the concept of a universal history requires.

224. In the ~impoverished- variant. the anthropologist-historian's relation 10
the Cashinahua (the West's relation to ~savagen is solely "'epistemological." The
~archaic~ narrative becomes the object of a genre ofdiscourse. that of cognition.
which obeys certain rules and which summons the ~savage- narrative genre to a~
pear only when these rules require that proofs (cases, that is to say. examples)
be brought to bear upon an assertion relating to the ~savage.- The heterogeneity
between the cognitive genre and its referent, the "savage- narrative genre. is not
to be doubted (and in no way docs it prohibit cognition). There is an abyss be­
tween them. The savage thus suffers a wrong on account of the fact that he or she
is "cognized" in this manner, that is, judged, both he or she and his or her norms,
according to criteria and in an idiom which are neither those which he or she
obeys nor their ~result~ (Hegel Notice). What is at stake in savage narratives is
not what is at stake in the descriptions of those narratives.

225. The historian of humanity will object that the epistemological linkage is
nOlthe one made by the genre of universal history. He or she invokes a ~richer"

variant of this linkage (No. 214). The equivocation that was supposed in the world
presented by the "'Cashinahua" narrative is, so it is said. intrinsic to that narrative.
It becomes cognizable only when it has been deployed. It is then that the concept
it contained. now fully disengaged. allows that equivocation to be retroactively
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cognized. The historian adds that this concept. though. was implied in it ~as the
form of the oak tree is contained in an acorn.~ The symbol is not the concept, but
it ~gives something to think,~ -We recognize the speculative genre or one of its
variations (hermeneutics. in particular). It requires that a selfhe supposed, which
is ncither the Cashinahua nor the historian. butlhe movement of an entity whose
ligures they are. They cannot be isolated. Man is this entity who only identifies
himself in the referral of these moments to his end (as the sense of a movie shot
depends upon its insertion into a sequence of shots. and the sense of the sequence
upon the arrangement of the shots). -The rules for this ~rich~ linkage arc those
of the speculalive genre (Hegel Notice) as applied to historical-political realities.

226. The universal history of humanity should be told in the narrative genre.
Like all narratives, it would proceed by means of phrases like On that date. in
that place. it happened that x, etc. But. as opposed to the savage narrative, it
would he necessary that the onomastics of persons. places. and times. as well as
the sense given the reported event. be accepted by all the addressees of the univer­
sal narrative (and even thai these addressees be able to become in turn its addres­
sors. if the stakes pursued by the narrative genre are indeed those of the narra­
tive's recurrence). and that this community be the one to which those addressees
belong. There would then need to be addressees who were themselves "univer­
sal.~ If one wants to escape the preceding question begging (No. 223), renewed
hcre in this form. then in order for the history of humanity to be recounted, a
universal, "human" narrator and corresponding narratee would have to be able
to be engendered from "'savage~ ("'national1 narrators and narratees in their par­
ticularity and mUltiplicity.

227. The universalization of narrative instances cannot be done without
connicl. Traditions are mutually opaque. Contact between two communities is
immediately a conflict, since the names and narratives of one community are ex­
clusiveofthe names and narratives of the other (principle of exception. vainglory
and jealousy of names) (Nos. 93. lSI). The conflict does not result from a prob­
lem of language. every language is translatable (this does not prevent linguistic
diffcrences from contributing on occasion to the exacerbation of a conflict). Nor
is it a differend, since we have the same genre of discourse on each side: narra­
lion. It is thus a litigation over the names oftimcs. places. and persons, over the
senses and referents attached to those names (This place, this woman, this child.
is not yours). This litigation, though, has no tribunal before which it can be
prescnted. argued, and decided. For this tribunal would already have to be
'universal.' human. having an (international) law at its disposal. etc. (And nothing
is said by saying at that moment that this tribunal is universal history unless it is
10 say that judgment is the very ~course" of reality: for. if the end of time is
awaited. there will no longer be enough time for a judgment) (Protagoras Notice;
Nos, 17. ISO). It is said that force is what decides. What is force, though. when



1580 THE SIGN OF HISTORY

it is a queslion ofdcciding bclween phrases? Are some phrases and genres sirOn
and others weak (No. 231)? g,

228. You assert (No. 227) thai between two particular narralives Ihere·
d'ff; IS no

I erend. but only litigation. because they both belong to the same genre of dis_
course and arc ruled by the same sel of stakes. In order to judge in this way y
have ~herefore neglected the particular stories (diegeses) told by these narr;tiv':
an~ sl?gl.ed ~ut ~he form of narralive, which you declare to be idemical in each.
!hls dlstJnct~on IS the wor~ ofa genre ofdiscourse, ~critical~ examinalion, which
~s nOI narratIve. In declanng thai there is a litigation. you have already paSsed
Judgmem from a "'universal

w

poim of view, that of the analysis of genres of dis-­
cours~. The interests put into play through this point of view are not those oftbe
narrations. You 100 do them a wrong. What is at stake in them is not, as it is for
you, that "language- knows ilself, but rather that the occurrence be linked onto
(No. 219). -As a mailer of fact, the examination of phrases is bUI a genre, it can­
not take Ihe place of politics. For the philosopher to be at the governorship of
phrases would be as u.njust as it would be were it the jurist, the priesl, the orator,
the storyleller (the epIc poet), or the technician. There is no genre whose hegenr
ony over the others would be just. The philosophical genre, which looks like.
metalanguage, is not itself(a genre in quest of its rules) unless it knows thai there
is no metalanguage. It thereby remains popular. humorous (No. 208).

229. ~e.rt~inly. whal is jusl is thai "the peoplewbe at the governorship of
phrases. If It IS true that -the people~ is the totality ofaddressors, addressees, and
referents of prose. which is not a genre, nor even a species of language, but the
ungr.aded supply of phrases from all regimens and oflinkages from all genres (in­
~Iudlflg poelry). -Nevertheless, Ihis mode of government is called demagogy. It
~s observed that the people contradicts ilself. tears itself asunder. and annihilates
nself. thai il is trifting and enslaved to opinions. -It is not the people that is fickle.
but ~Ianguage.- At each occurrence, the continuity between the phrase that hap­
pens an? those that precede it is threalened, and the war belween the genres is
opened In order to assure ils succession. Maybe prose is impossible. It is tempted
~n one side by despotism and on the olher by anarchy. It succumbs to the seduc.
tlon oft~e former by turning itself into the genre ofall genres (Ihe prose of popu­
lar EmpIre) and to the seduclion of the laller by trying to be no more than an un­
regula~ed assemblage of all phrases (the vagabond's prose, Gertrude Stein?). But
the u.mty of genres is impossible, as is Iheir zero degree. Prose can only be their
multitude and the mullitude of their differends.

230. The. multilude of phrase regimens and of genres of discourse finds a way
to.e~~y Itself, to neulralize differends, in narratives (No. 220). There is a
prIVIleging of narrative in Ihe assemblage of Ihe diverse. It is a genre thai seems
able to admit all others (according to Marx, there is a history of everylhing).
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There is an affinity between narrative and the people. ~Language's- popular mode
of being is the deritualized short story. Short because it is faithful to phrase regi­
mens and 10 differends. which popular narratives do not seek to dissipate but only
10 neulralize. They contradict each other. They are resumed in maxims. prov­
erbs. and morals Ihat contradict each other. The wisdom of nations is not only
their sceplici!;ln, but also the wfree lifeMof phrases and genres. That is what the
(clerical. political, military, economic. or informational) oppressor comes up
againsl in the long run. Prose is the people of anecdotes.

231. Which has more wforce- (No. 227), a narrative phrase or a critical phrase?
Aryan myth or Kantian philosophy? A direct answer would presuppose thai ~Ian­

guage- is a unity. that it has only one interest, and that the force ofa genre is mea­
sured by the closeness of its stakes to the interests of language. But genres are
incommensurable, each has its own Minterests.MThe "forcewof a phrase is judged
by the standard of a genre's rules, the same phrase is weak or strong depending
upon whal is al Slake. That is why it is legitimate for the weaker argument to be
the stronger one: the rules of the genre in which it is placed have been changed,
the Slakes are no longer the same. Arislophanes does not see that what is at stake
for the sophists and for Socrates is nOI what is al stake in the popular tradition.
The Mironic- phrase is a weak one in the tradition, and vice versa (Plato Notice,
§ I). Language does not have a single finality, or, if il has one, it is not known.
Everything is as if "Ianguage- were not.

232. At least, between two narratives belonging to the same genre, one can
be judged stronger than the other if it comes nearer the goal of narratives: to link
onto the occurrence as such by signifying it and by referring to it. The Christian
narralive vanquished the other narralives in Rome because by introducing Ihe
love ofoccurrence into narratives and narrations of narratives, it designated whal
is at stake in the genre itself. To love what happens as if it were a gift. 10 love
even the Is it happelljng? as the promise of good news, allows for linking onto
whatever happens, in'cluding other narratives (and, subsequenlly, even other
genres). Love as the principal operalor of exemplary narrations and diegescs is
the antidote to the principle of exception Ihal limits tradilional narratives. The
authorization to lell, 10 listen, and to be told about does not result from a common
affiliation with a world of names which are Ihemselves descended from primor­
dial narratives. it results from a commandment of universal attraction. Love one
lI!lOther, addressed to all heroes. all narrators, and all narratees. This command­
ment is authorized by Ihe revelation (itself loving) of a primordial story in which
we learn thai Ihe god of love was not very well loved by his children and about
the misf0l1unes that ensued. This authoriullion remains in the circular form com­
Illon to narratives. but it is extended to all narratives. The obligation to love is
decreed by the divine Absolute. it is addressed 10 all creatures (who are none
other than His addressees), and it becomes transitive (in an interested sense. be-
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Kant 4

I. Historical inquiry.
What reality is. in the historical-pol.itical as elsewhere. is that object for which intui­

tions of its concept can be presented. the phenomenon. Conditioned and conditioning.
theseobjccts funhermorc form a diachronK:: series. which constitutes the history ofhuman­
ity. This series is not given intuitively. it is the object of an Idea. and it falls beneath the
blows of the same antithetical argument as the cosmologK::a1 series in general. Cognition
through the understanding. that is. the descriptive phrase taken within the scientific genre.
is assuredly always possible for those sequences of the series for which there can be intui­
ti"e presentalions. By definition. however. these sequences of conditioning and condi­
tioned objects must be regular and therefore repeat themselves. and no becoming can be
dcri\'ed from them. be il progress. regression. or eternal retum in stagnation (Conflict. §
3). The phrase signifying repetition in the series. whether this series is the object of an
ascending or of adescending synthesis. is therefore legitimate on the condition thar objects
corresponding to it be presented in phenomena. ~Man is an animal which (. . I re­
quires a master ( .. ). But then the master is himself an animal. and needs a master

M

(Idea. Sixth Thesis). MMan hales slavery. but a new slavery is needed in order 10 suppress
iC (Rl'nwrks. in Vlachos: 92). Or again. in ordcr to refute the hope of progress Ihrough
education: "since they are also human beings who must elfectlhis education. consequenlly
"Iuch beings ( ... ] themselves have 10 be trairn.:d for that purpose ... M (Collflict: §
10). These regularities are 001 merely empirical laws: they can be established through
Matislics (Idea. Introduclion) which make evident the a priori character of Ihe categories
used to synlhesize givens into series. namely. the categories of causality and of reciprocal
action.

The cognilive phrase. with its double criterion of pertinence with regard to negation

brotherhood, of communist solidarity. Humanity is not made of creatures in the
rocess of redeeming themselves. but of wills in the process of emancipating

;hcmsclvcs. Authorization does nol reside in a myth of beginnings. but in an Idea
\\ hich elterts its finality upon phrases and which ought to allow for a way to regu­
latc the differends between genres. The obstacle. though. to this finalization by
the Idea of freedom persists in the form of Rnationa1M

names and traditions. which
arc woven into popular prose. Peoples do not form into one people. whether it
be the people of God or the sovereign people of world citizens. There is not yet
oOC world. but some worlds (with various names and narratives). International·
ism cannot overcome national worlds because it cannot channel short. popular
narratives into epics. it remains ~abstractR: it must efface proper names (Marlt try·
ing to rid the name of Alsaee-Lorraine from the litigation between French and
Gennan socialists in 1870). Even the communist epic of workers'liberation splits
off into national-eommunist epics. There IS no differend between national narra­
ti\'cs (unless one of them conceals the hegemony of another genre of discourse:
the first French Republic up against the Austrian Empire); but the differend be­
tween the Idea of freedom and narratives of legitimation is inevitable.

cause it is conditional): if you are loved. you ought 10 love; and you shall be loved
only if you love.

233. Thanks to the precept of love. all of the events already told in the narra­
tives of infidels and unbelievers can be re-told as so many signs portentous of the
new commandment (the synoptic tables of the two Testaments). Not only are the
narrative instances universalized. but occurrence is problematized. Christian nar.
ration not only tells what has happened. thereby fixing a tradition. but it allO
prescribes thecaritas for what can happen. whatever it might be. Thiscomflland.
ment orders the narrators and narratees to go to the forefront of the event and 10
make and carry out its narrative as ifit told the storyofa loving gift. Any referat
can be signified as the sign of the good news announcing that '"weRcreatures are
loved.

234. Inasmuch as it is a matter of ethics, obligation has. nonetheless. no noccI
of an addressor. it is even in need of the contrary. At stake in it is: ought I to do
this? The answer given the obligated one is that God wants it. S/he asks: is it really
His will? The answer is that He declared His will at the beginning. The obligaaed
one: but I don't feel it now, I don't understand what is prescribed by the authorized
interpreters of the Scriptures, I feellhe obligation for some other action (Joan 01
Arc's trial). The holding in suspicion of idiolects not only motivates witchcraft
trials. but it already motivates the reception given the prophets. and still motivaICI
the resistance to the Reformation. For his or her sake, though. the suspect hokll
the authority of tradition in suspicion. To belief in the narratives of love. he or
she opposes faith in the signs of obligation. The latter is only actualized as me
obligated one's feeling (the voice of conscience. respect for the moral law). The
authority of the commandment to love is not necessarily called back into questioD.
but the repetitive. narrative mode of its legitimation certainly is. To judge thIl
one ought to do this thing because that thing has already been prescribed is to defy
the occurrence and the addressee's responsibility before it. The time invoked by
the free eltamination ofone's conscience is no longer the before/after but the now.
Narrative politics is shaken. including its way of receiving and neutralizilll
events. the commutability of addressors. addressees. and heroes (referents) that
is constitutive of community, etc. The deliberative concatenation. which wel­
comes the competition between multiple genres of discourse to signify the event,
and which favors judgment over tradilion, has more affinity with obligation than
with narrative (which passes to the rank of fictive scenario) (Nos. 210. 217).

235. Obligation cannot engender a universal history. nor even a particular
community. Love supplied with its narrative of authorization can engender a
universal history as progress toward the redemption ofcreatures. Relieved oflhe
notion of revelation (the narrative of authorization in its beginnings. which deter­
mines its end). love persists in secular. universal history in the foml of republican
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(the principle of contradiction) and of pertinence with regard to intuitive presentation. is
generally opposed in Kant to vain hopes. false promises, and prophecies. The cognitive
phr.ase is the one used to refute the right of insurrection and to condemn the violent Substi_
tution of a ncw authority for a preceding one. The argument is the following: the existence
of the common being (OOs g~"'l!i/Jl! Wnt'n) is the referent of a cognitive phrase (of the Un­
derstanding) or. at best. of an objectively teleological one (finality in organized beings).
This common being's proximity to the Good is judged in a subjectively teleological phrase
(moral finality in reasonable beings), Re\'olutKm breaks apan (Abbruch) an existing corn­
mon being; another one cannot not replace it (natural law). The heterogeneity of the two
phrase families is not modified. Revolutionary politics rests upon a transcendental iIlUSKla
in the poIilical realm: il confuses what is presentable as an object for a cognitive phrase
with what is presentable as an object for a specUlative and/or ethical phrase; that is. it coo­
fuses schemata orexempla with tJrwlogtJ (Kant Notice 3). The progress ofa common beiac
toward the beuer is not judged according to empirical intuitions. but according 10 si&­
(ThWf)' tJM Proeti«; Pl!~/lUlf P(!(Ju; etc. ).

In addition to the difficulty encountered by s)'nthesis in the case of the ascending series
(its totality and its beginning are not intuitable), the descending series has the further
difficulty of linking together effects which are not yet there. and for which documents caD­

not be presented, as can be done for causes, Even worse: it can be admilttd that the synthe­
sis of descending series (that is, of phenomena to come) does not even require a specu.Ia­
th'e. transcendental Idea. The antinomy of the indefinite posed the problem of die
beginning of cosmological series. but not of their end. Kant writes in the first Critiqw:
-if we fonn an idea I . . . ) of the whole series of alljuruff alterations in the world, this
is a being of reason (~ns rotiOflis) which is only arbitrarily thought. and not a nocessat)'

presupposition of reason- (KRV. 325). Despite its importance. there is no discussion here
of the relation between an Idea (a concept without an intuition) and a Being of reason (ms
rotiOflisl, which is an empt:y concept without an object. as it is examintd on the last pqe
of the Analytic in the first Critiqul! (KRV, 295-96). Speculatively, there is nothing ahead
of us. at least in cosmological time, nO/hing. either as an object. or even as a conceivabk
concept.

To these limitations on the presentation of the theoretical phrase about the human c0s­

mological series. a final Oil(: is added. which Kant underscores with some solemnity in the

anicle DINr dl!n Gebrouclr /t'It'ologischer Prillcipien it! der Philosophie 10" the Use of
Teleological Principlt's ill Philosoph}'! (1788), with regard to nature. He writes that a dis­
tinction must be made between the description of-:iature and its history. between physi08'
raphy and physiogony, These two realms Mare completely helerogl"lleOlIS.MThe description
of nature displays itself with all the splendor of a great system. The history of nature Mfor
the moment, can only exhibit frolgmcnts or shaky hypotheses.MMthe outline of II science,­
where Ma blmrk could be put for most questions. M(There follows a long apology for Kant
by Kant (against For:ster) on the theme: I have laken scrupulous care to keep the sciences
from encroaching on ellch other's frontiers) (I 788b: 161-63). The issue, though, has to
do with the regressive synthesis, in its movement back toward the beginnings of the history
of the world, lfsome blanks ought to remain, we understand why: intuitions for all of the
singular existences inscribed in the series must be able to be presented to the physiogonic
phrase. Even exempla don't sulllce here, and schemata even less so, The presentlltional
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requirement puts the tightest grip on sensation (documentation is needed for everything).
and yet the series is only an Idea! The same would go for an anthropogony,

This is. in sum. what we have for the cognitive phrase: it doesn't have much to say about
hislllry which could be validated by the critical judge. In fact. it ignores the historical­
political because it remains under the rule of intuitive presentation. There remain many
other possible phrase families. Their presentational rules are different. We can expect to
sec analogies or. more generally. '"passages- at work there.

2. The guiding thread.
The ldro for a Uni!'(!r$l11 His/ol)' from tJ CosmopolitiCtJI Point of Vit'w (1784) argues

the nature of discourse about the historical-political in the following fashion: if we stick
to immediate. intuitive data, political history is chaos. It arouses an Un,,'illen (indignation,
depression) because it suggests that this lamentable spectacle proceeds from an Maimless
play of nature (Z"'l!cklos spil!ll!nde),Msuch that "blind chance (das t/'O$tlost' UngeftlJrr) takes
the place of the guKling thread of reason'" (First Thesis). But it is not just, in the critique's
sense of the word, to stick to the gloom of this desolate randomness. that is, 10 the ascer­
laining of non-sense. Why? 1lIe disappointment accompanying the ascertainment is in it­
self a sign. Reason is the faculty of Ideas. in panicular of the Idea of freedom. It is up
10 the Idea of freedom to realize itself (otherwise. the mom law remains without effect),
On the Olher hand, one is allowed to suppose that nature has placed cenain predispositions
within the human species that ha\'e an affinity with the use of reason. If the history of hu­
manity were but sound and fury, it would have 10 be admitted that this same nature that
placed the Mseeds- of reason in man also prohibits man, through its own disorder, from
developing the effects of those seeds in reality. Which is contradictory. in other .....ords.
00 passage ....'Quld be possible bel .....een the cognitive phrase about history, which ascenains
its chaos, and the speculative phrase. which awaits the progress of freedom.

The critical watchman is open to this sentimental protestation. He calls together the t.....o
panies. the one who says thai human history is simply disorder. and the one who says it
is organized by a provKlential nature. To the fonner, he repeats: if you stick to cognitive
phrases. and if you can supply examples and counterexamples for every phrase in this fam­
ily. then you may legitimately speak of disorder, but only within the previously indicated
limits proper to the family of cognitives about hiSlory. With that, you may only carry out
a pragmatic politics or politics of prudence suppontd by the fact that, as it is said in Per­
~tljQf PetJce. MHistory furnishes us with contradictory examples from all governments
(Rt'g;mmg$lJrt('). ~ You will be but a '"political moralist.~ and not a moral politician (Per,
Pf'waf P('Dce: 125. 119). To tile other pany, he says: you presuppose the Idea ofa finality
of nature designedly at work within human history and leading to a final end which only
freedom can bring about (KUK: § 84). You are phr.asing, therefore. nOi according to the
rule ofdirect presentation proper tocognitives but according to the free. analogical prese~­
llllion to which dialectical phrases in generoll are held, You clln then call upon CCnlllfl
phenomena given through intuition. but they cannot, however. have the value of excmpla
or of schemata in your argument. By binding them together, you do not obtain a law of
mechanical. or even organic, development. but only 11 guiding thread. As the Criliqu~ of
Judgemenl explains, the guiding thread. which is reflective, o.....es nothing to and wuh­
draws nothing from the subsumption of intuitions under concepts. namely. the rule of.cog­
nitive phrases. These are two heterogeneous, but complltible. phrase families. A smgle
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1I"cr the soughl-for event. If not given by experience. then at leas! given in experience.
or-deli"ered.- the: IkgdH!nheit ought 10 be the probali"e index of the Idea of free causalily.
With il. the rims of the abyss to be crossed over between mechanism and freedom or final­
It}', between the realm of the sensible world and the ~prase~ibl~ field. ~re almost closed
"ithOOt. however. suppressing the abyss. and that mlDUle gaping IS suffiClCnllo fixlhe sta­
IUS (inconsistent and indeterminate perhaps bul sayable and even ~~I~,"e, of the
historical-political. It can then be proven that humanily's natural prc(hsposltlOn to make

..e of s...•.....,lative reason can indeed be realized. and that a oonstanl progress toward lhe,. ~-

bettcr can be anlicipaled in its history. withoUl fear of error.
We have an event. Kant writes. which satisfies the givens of the problem. It is not at

all a momentous deed. nor is it a revolution. -it is simply the mode of lhinking (Denksu"g­
wrt) of the spectators (ZusChtlller) which betrays itself (sich I'~m'l"t) publicly (Dffcllllicll)
in Ihis game of great upheavals (Umwu"dlunge/l, such as revolutions). and man.ifests s~ch
a universal yet disinterested sympathy (r,ilneh"mng) for the players on one side agamst
those on the other. even at the risk that this paniality could become very disadvantageous
for them if discovered. Owing to its universality. this mode of thinking demonslrates (iN­
,,·tist) a character ofthe human race at large and ,II at once: and. owing to its disinterested­
ness. a moral (momlisch) character of humanity. at least in its predisposition (Anll.lgt').
a character which not only permits people to hope for progress toward the better. bul is
already ilself progress insofar as its capacity is sufficient for the presenl.M1be recent revo­
lution of a spirited (g~istnjch) people may .....ell fail or succccd. it may arxumulate misery
and atrocilies. but it ~noneIneless finds in the heam (in d~" c;,mDttm) of all spectators
(who are not engaged in this game themselves) a wishful participation (Lin, r,ilMhmu"g
dt'm Wunsch, fUlch) that borders closely on enlhusiasm (Enthusiasm). the very expression
of which is fraught with danger; this sympathy, therefore. can have no other cause than
a moral predisposilion in the human race- (Conflict. § 6),

4, Enthusiasm,
Enlhusiasm is a modality of the feeling of Ihe sublime. The imagination tries 10 supply

a direct. sensible presentalion for an Idea of reason (for lhe whole is an object ofan Idea.
as for eumple. in the whole of practical. reasonable beings). It does not succccd and it
thereby feels its impotence. bul at the same time. it discovers its destinalton. which is to
bring ilselfinto harmony wilh the ldeasof reason through an appropriale presentation. 1be
result of this obstructed relation is thai instead ofexperiencing a feeling for the object. we
experience. on the occaston of that object. a feeling -for the Idea of humanity in our sub­
..i«1~ (KUK: § 27). In this text. the feelingcommenled upon by Kanl is that ofrespecl, 1lIe
analysis holds. though. for every sublime feeling insofar as it entails a Msubreption~; the
,ubslitution of a reconcilialion IrJglagt'1 between the faculties within a subject for a recon­

ciliation belween an object and a subject.
In the case of the sublime. this -intemal~ reconciliation is a non-reconciliation, As op­

posed to tasle. the adjustment of the sublime is good when it is bad, ,The sUbli~ elllails
the finalily of a nonlinality and the pleasure of a displeasure:. ~Ihe dlspl~as~re m regard
to thc necessary extension of the imagination for lIccordance wlIh that which IS unbounded
in our faculty of reason. viz. the idea of the absolUle whole. and consequently Ihe nonfinal·
ity IU"~~'Ldcm4ui81t'it. nonaffinity or inc0",lmensurability with the aim Iof the faculty of
imagination for rational ideas and the arouslDg (£r",ed:ung) of them. are represenled as
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referent-say a phenomenon grasped in the field of human history-ean be used qua exam­
ple. to present the object of the: discourse of despair. but also qua bit of guiding thread
to present analogically the object of the discourse of emancipation, And along with thi~

guiding thread. one can undertake an analogically republican polilics. and be a moral poIi.
lician (Conflict, § 8: KUK. § 79. 83: Id,a. Introduction. First and Ninth Theses).

3. 1be event.
1be express;on. sign 01history'. used in § :5 of the Conflict 01th, Philosophy FaC14/ry

with th, Fucull)' ollAK' (1795) introduces a funhe:r degree of complexity into the "pas..
sages- needed to phrase the historical-political. TIle question raised (against the Faculty
of Law•therefore) is whether it can be allirmed that the human race is constantly progress_
ing toward the bellcr. and if so, how this is possible. The dilliculties proliferatc: the better.
progress. and the human racc are objccts of Ideas. with no possible direct presentation.
Funhermore. we are dealing with a phrase whose referent is a pan of human history the
is slill to corne. a phrase therefore of Vorhtrsagu"g. of anticipation or prediction. KalIl
distinguishes this phrase from the phrase of the W,issag,r (oflhe: soothsayer). by recalli..
that there can be (according 10 the rules for cognitives) no direct presentation of the object
of this phrase. since it bears upon the future. .

For the requested demonstration. it will be necessary to change phrase families. II will
be necessary to seek in the anthropological realm. not an intuitive gh'en (a Ckg,~).
which can never do anything more than validate the phrase that describes it, but what "­
calis a IkgrlHnh,it. an event or Mace of delivering itself which would also be an ace of
deliverance. a dLO/ IUIIL don",). if you will (the Crakow manuscript. used to prepare the
Id,a. calls it £rdgnis) (KF; 172. 173). This event would merely indicate (hi"w~is,,,) and
not prove (iNwLisL") that humanily is capable of being both cause (Unach,) and author
(Urhebtr) of its progress. More precisely. Kant explains, this &g,be"heit which delivers
itself into human history must indicate a cause such that the occurrence of its effect remains
undetermined (unbestimml) with respecl to time (i" Anst'hurl8 der ait): causality through
freedom cannot be subordinated 10 the various diachronic series of the mechanical world
(Kant Notice 2: § 4), And on account of that. it may intervene al any lime (irg~"d....a"".
repeats the Crakow manuscript) (KF: 169. 170, 173) in the succession of events (COflflid.
§ 5).

BUlthat'S not all; this &geiNnh,it ought not to be in itself the cause of progress. but
only its index (hindeuund). a CkschichwJicht'n. Kant glosses this sign of history in this
way: ~signum rLmt'l1IOratilum, d,monstruJi\um, progllOstiCOtl.~ a sign that recalls. shows.
and anticipales. 1be sought-for Ikg~benheit would have the taSk of "'presenting- free
causality according 10 the three tempoBI direclions of past. present. and future. Whal is
this enigmatic. if not contradiClory. -act of delivering itself{

We might expecl some momentous deed to be the sought-for -deal~ that attests to the
power of free causality. A momentous deed. however, is still only a given. one that cer­
tainly allows for several readings (the descriptive phrase. the dialectical phrase), but it is
Ihereby bUI an equivocal object which may be grasped indifferently by one phrase or the
other. Here. the exigency of the critical judge goes funher than simple conciliation. to Ihe
point of appearing paradoxical. It is not sufficient for him to dismiss both lhe advocale of
dClerminism and the advocate of freedom or finalily through an atrangement that satisfies
boIh. but rather he constrains them together and posilively to exercise joint sovereignty

L
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purposive ( , , , I and there accompanies the reception of an object as sublime a plea.
sure. which is only possible through the medium of a pain~ (KUK: 127).

The imagination. even at its most elltended. does no( succeed in presenting an object
that might validate or ~realize~ the Idea. Whence the pain of the incapacity to present. What
is the joy that is nonetheless grafted onto this pain? It is the joy of discovering an affinity
within this discordance: even what is presented as very great in nature (including human
nature and including the natural history of man. such as in a great revolution) is still and
always will be ~small in comparison with Ideas of reason~ (I 27). What is discovered is
not only the infinite impon of Ideas. its incommensurability to all presentation. but also
the destination of the subject. ~our~ destination. which is to supply a presentation rQf Ib£.
unpresentable. and therefore. in regard to Ideas. to exceed everything that can be
presented,

Enthusiasm is an elltreme mode of the sublime: the attempc at presenlation not only
fails. arousing the tension in question, but it reverses itself. so to speak. or invens itself
in order to supply a supremely paradollka] presentation. which Kant calls ~a mere negative
presentation.- a kind of-abstractKJn.~ and which he boldly characterizes as a "presentatioll
of the Infinite~ (KUK. General Remark Upon the hposition of the Aesthetical Reftective
Judgment). What we have here is the most inconsistent possible "'paSsage: the impute
as -passage.~ Kant even ventures to give some examples of it: ~Perhaps there is no sublimer
passage (St~{ft') in the Jewish law than the command 'Thou shalt not make to thyself ut)'

gra\'en image. nor the likeness of anything which is in heaven or in the earth or under the
eanh.· etc. This command alone can explain the enthusiasm that the Jewish people in their
monl period fell for their religion. when they compared themselves with olher peopk:s.
or ellplain the pride which Mohammedanism inspires.~ And he goes on: "'The same is true
of me moral law and of the tendency to morality in us- (Ibid.). What is required for this
abstract presentatKJn. which presents what is beyond the presentable. is that the imagina­
tion be -unbounded~ (IInMgm!ZJ).

That extremely painful joy that is enthusiasm is an AjfekJ. a strong affection. and as
such it is blind and cannot therefore. according to Kant. -deserve the approval of reason­
(Ibid.). It is even a dt'mt'nlia. a Wahnsinn. where the imagination is ~without bridle.~ AI
such. it is certainly preferable to Schll'iJrmt'rt'i. to the uproar of eultation. The lalter is
a Wahnll';tz. an -insani,a.s.~ a going -Without rule~ of the imaginalion. a -deeply rooted
illness.~ whereas enthusiasm is ~a transitory accident which sometimes befalls the soundest
understanding.~The SCh ....dnnerei is accompanied by an illusion: ~seeing something be­
yond all bounds of sensibility,~ that is. believing that there is a direct presentation when
there isn't any, II proceeds to a noncritical passage. comparable to tr,lnscendental illusion
(cognizing something beyond the limits of all cognition), Enlhusiasm. for its sake. sees
nothing, or rather sees that what can be seen is nothing and relates it back to the unpresenta­
ble, Although ethically condemnable as pathological. "aesthetically. enthusiasm is sub­
lime. because it is a tension of forces produced by Ideas, which give an impulse to the mind
that operates far more powerfully and lastingly than the impulse arising from sensible
rcpresenlations~ (Ibid.).

Historical-political enlhusiasm is thus on the edge of dementia. it is a pathological out­
bursl. and as such it has in itself no ethical validity. since ethics requires one's freedom
from any motivating pathos; ethics allows only that apathetic pathos accompanying obliga-
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tion that is respect. In its periodic unbridling. however. enthusiastic pathos conserves an
:lesthetic validity. it is an energetic sign. a tensor of Wunsch, The infinity of the Idea draws
to itself all the other capacities. that is. all the other faculties. and produces an Ajfekt ~of
the vigorous kind.Mcharacteristic of the sublime. As can be seen. the Mp~ssage~ does rx:'t
take place. it is a ~passage~ in the course of coming to pass. Its course. liS movement. IS

:l kind of agitation in place. one within the impasse of incommensurability. and abo"e the
ab} 55. a "vibration.- as Kant writes. that is. ~a quickly alternating attraction toward. and
repulsion from. the same objecC (KUK: 127). Such is the state of Gt'mat for the Speclalors

of the French Revolution.

5. The indeterminate norm and the human community.
Great changes. like the French Revolution. are not. in principle. sublime by them­

selVes. Qua object. they are similar to those spectacles of (physical) nature on whose occa­
sion the viewer experiences the sublime: Mnature excites the ideas of the sublime in its
chaoS or in its wildest and most irregulardisorderanddesolation. provided size and might
are perceived"" (KUK: 1 23). The sublime is best determined by the indeterminate. by the
FormlO.l'igkt'it (I 24): "'the sublime in nature I . . . I may be regarded as quite formless
or devoid of figureM(§ 30): ~no panicular form is represented in nature- (§ 23). The same
ought to apply for a revolution. and for all great historical upheavals: they are w~t is
formless and without figure in hismrical human nature. Ethically. they are nodiing validal­
able. They fall. on me COOlrat)'. under me sway of the critical judgment. They result from
a confusion (which is the political illusion) between thedired presentation ofthe phenome­
oon of the gemeine Wt'sm and the analogical presentation of the Idea of a republican social

rontraet.
The IHgebenht'it which ought to make a sign of history could be found only on the s)de

of the audience: watching the spectacle of the upheavals. On stage. among the actors them­
selves. interests. ordinary passions. and the whole pathos of empirical (psychical. socio­
logical) causality are fore"er inelltricably bound up with the interests of pure moral reason
and with the call of me Idea of republican law. The spectators. placed on other national
stages. which make up me theater hall for the spectacle and where absolutism ~enerall.y

reigns. cannot on the contrary be suspected of having empirical interests in makmg their
sympathies public (bjfentlich). they even run the risk of suffering repression at the ~ndS
of their governments. That itself guarantees the-alleast aesthetic-value of their feeh~gs.

It must be said of their enthusiasm that it is an aesthetic analogue of pure. republican

fervor.
To lhis is added a second argument in the audience's favor. It may be that the revolu­

lionaries' activity is directed not only toward a French political constitution under lhe
authority of the sole legitimate sovereign de jurt (the people, that is) .but also lo,;,ard a
fl'deration of States in a peace project. which then concerns all of humanny, It doesn ~ mat­
tcr lhat their action remains localized on the French scene. and that. as Kant puts It. the
forcign spectators watch it Mwithout lhe leasl intention of assisting~(olllle dit' lIIindes/t' Ab­

.I·iclu der Milll'irklmg) (Conflict: § 6),
The Teilflehlllung through desire is not a panicipution in the act, But it is worth n~ore.

because Ihe feeling ofthc sublimc. for its sake. is in fact spread OUI onto all the nauonal
~tages, Potentially. at least. it is universal. It is not univcrsal the way a ,:cll-.fornled aM~
validated cognitive phrase may be; a judgment of cognition has its dctermmallve rules 10
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front of it. ~ while the feeling of the sublime judges without a rule. Like Ihe feeling of the
beautiful. though. it docs have an a priQri which is no( a rule that is universally recognizedI but a role awaiting its universality. It is this universality in abeyance or in Suspense that
is invoked by the aesthetic judgmenr.KlIlTt"Calls it this universality unsus rommun~or
"'the Idea of a g,m~jnschaftlich~n Sinn. of a communal sense luns commuf1Qurajr~r

(KUK: 120-22.40). He specifies this as -a faculty of judgment which. in its renecliOn
takes account (a prion) of the mode of representation of all other me:n~ (KUK: § 40). Th~
common or communal sense does not guarantee that -everyone ....ill agree with my judg_
ment. but that he oughl~ (I 22). It is merely an -ideal nonn.- an -indetenninate norm­
(Ibid.) If the: enthusiasm of the spectators is a probative &g'Mnh~il for the phrase which
says that humanity is progressing toward the beuer. it is because enthusiasm. as a pure
aesthetic feeling. requires a common sense. and calls upon a consensus which is nothina
more than a s~nsus which is undetennined. but d~jur~: it is a sentimental anticipation of
th<~~.

---rile indetenninacy of this a priori eJlpected universality in the aeSlhetk judgment is
the trait thanks to which the antinomy oflaste is removed in the Dialectic of the Aesthetical
Judgment (KUK: § 56 If.). This judgment must not be based on con«pes. for otherwise
it would admit of controversy-so obsc.....es the thesis. II must be based on concepts. for
otherwise we could not even discuss whether it can lay claim to universality-retorts the
antithesis. This antinomy is removed by inlroducing the notion of a concept -in itself un­
detennincd and undetenninable- (I 57). The phrase of cognition requires the presentalioo
of a corresponding inluition: the concept is then detennined by means of the presenlalioo
thai suits il. namdy the schema. The phrase ofaesthetic judgmenl. on the conlrary. -cannot
be detennined through intuition: -we know nothing. and consequently it can supply 110
proo/for the judgmenl of taste- (Ibid.).

There is a Iranscendenlal appearance (a Sch~in) in the aesthetic phrase as there is one
in the speculative phrase. and there is a corresponding illusion. which cannot be evaded.
but which is not insoluble. In ils lheoretical use. the illusion consists in extending the valid-'
ity of the: cognitive beyond the detennination of the phrase through an intuitional presenta­
tion. In its aesthetic use. the crilical watchman declares that the aesthetic phrase is the
phrase par excellence of the faculty of presentalion. but that it has no concept for which
to present its sensible or imaginative intuition. it cannot therefore detennine a realm. but
only a field. Moreover. that field is only detennined to a second degree. renectively. so
to speak: no( by the commensurability between a presentation and a concept. but by the
indetenninate commensurability between the capacity for presenting and the capacilY for
conceptualizing. This commensurability is itself an Idea. its object is not directly presenta­
ble. It results from this that the universality invoked by the beautiful and the sublime is
merely an Idea ofcommunity. for which no proof. that is. no direct presentation. will ever
be found. but only indircct presentations.

In the solution 10 Ihe Dynamical Antinomies. which are diffcrcnds par excellence. not

only is the validity of the connicting phrascs in play but also the situation of the addressors
and addressces presented by thesc phrascs. In regard 10 aesthetic feeling. the p;lnisan of
the universality of the beautiful requires a consensus identical to the one obtainable for the
true. and his opponent. by showing that this is impossible (because there is no concept cor­
responding to an acsthetic presentation). seems to forgo any universality. The Kantian,so.
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lution calls upon the feeling itself that both panics necessarily havc. without which they
would not even be ablc to agree that they disagree. This feeling proves that there is a bond
of-communicability- between them (KUK: § 40). This sentimental bond cannot become
lhe object of a concept. as one side wishes. nor is this feeling the absence of a bond. as
thl.' other side claims. This bond must retain the status of a feeling. at the same time as
it aims to transfonn itself into an explicit consensus over what motivates it. the Idea of
the beautiful. The phrase of taste is a phrase in suspense or in suspension (No. 22) onto
which each of the interlocutors links in a heterogeneous way. but a phrase whose sense
each ought to try to fonnulate completely. Communicability is thereby required -as a duty.
so to speak.- and taste is the faculty that judges it a priori (Ibid.).

Thc s~nsw communis is thus in aesthetics what the wbole of practical. reasonable be­
ings is in ethics. It is an appeal to community carried out a priori and judged without a
rule of direcl presentation. However. in the case of moral obligation. the community is
required by the mediation of a concept of reason. the Idea of freedom. while in the phrase
of the beautiful. the community of addressors and addressees is called forth immediately.
without the mediation of any con«pe. by feeling alone. inasmuch as this feeling can be
shared a priori. The community is already there as taste. but it is not yet there as rational
consensus.

Enthusiasm as an -event ofour time~ thus obeys the role of the aesthetk antinomy. And
il is the most conlradictory of aesthetics. that of the most eJltreme sublime. Firsl of all.
because the sublime is not only a disinlerested pleasure and a universal withoul a concepl.

such as taste. bul also because il entails a finalily of anlifinalilY and a pleasure of pain. as
opposed to the feeling of the beauliful whose finalily is merely without an end and wbose
pleasure is due 10 the free agreement of the faculties with each other. With the sublime.
Kant advances far into helerogeneity. so much so that the solution to the aesthetic anlinomy
appears much more difficult in the case of the sublime than it does in the case of the
beautiful.

6. Culture.
And all the more so when we are dealing with enthusiasm. which is at the funhest ex­

tremes of the sublime. Kant recognizes this: '"'That the mind be attuned 10 feel the sublime
postulates ~jn~ £mpfl1ngJjt:hk~it for Ideas.- a susceptibility of the mind for Ideas. a sensi­
tivity to Ideas (KUK: § 29). And funheron: "'the judgment upon the sublime in nature [in
,\uman nature also. for that matter] needs culture- (Ibid.). which is not to say that the judg­
ment is produced by culture. for -it has its root in human nature: This allusion 10 culture
finds its elucidalion in the paragl1lph of the Critique of Teleological Judgment which bears
upon the ultimate end of nature. There. Kant refutes. as he does in many of his political
opuscules. the thesis that this end might be the happiness of the human race. and demon­
mates that it can only be its cullure. "The production of the llptitude of a rational being
for arbitrary ends in general (consequcntly in his freedom) is culture- (KUK: § 83). Culture
is the ultimate end pursued by nature in the human race because culture is what makes men
Illore -susceptible to Ideas.~ it is the condition that opens onto the thought of the uncondi·
lioned.

In the same paragraph. Kant distinguishes between the culture of skill and the culture
of will. and. within the former. between the material and the fonnal culture of skill. But
this fomlal development of the culture of skill requires the ncutr'dlization of conflicts be·
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tween freedoms. carried out on the level of individuals Ihrough a ~Iawful authority in
whole. which .....e call b{lrgu/idre Gesellsdrufi. civil society.~ And. if men succeed in OUt~
pacing the plan of nalUral providence, then the development of the cullure of skill requires
lhe same neutrali7.3tion. bUI this time at the level of States through ~a cosmopolitical whole
tin M"('/lb~rgerlich~Gtml.~s.M which ~ould be a federation of States (§ 83). In this way:
Ihe enthUSiasm which publicly betrays Itselfon the occasion of the French Revolution. first
because it is an extreme feeling of the sublime. then because this feeling already requires
a formal cuhure of skill. and finally because this culture in tum has civil and perhaps inter.
national peace as its horizon-this enthusiasm by it.self-~not only permits people to hope
for progress toward the belter. but is already itself progress insofar as its capacity is
sulticient for the present~ (Conjlict: § 6).

So it is not juS! any ICSthetic phrase. but that of the eXlreme sublime which is able to
supply the proof (lwM't'isfl/) that humanity is constantly progressing to.....ard the better. 1be
beautiful is DOl sufficient. it is merely a symbol of the good. But. because lhe feeling of
the sublime is an affec1i\'e paradox. the paradox of feeling publicly and as a group thai
something .....hich is Mformless~ alludes to a beyond of experience. lhat feeling con.sr.itutes
an Mas-if presentalionMof the Idea of civil sockty and even of cosmopolitical society. and
thus an as.ifpresentation oflhe Idea of morality. right where that Idea nevertheless cannoc
be presented. within experience. It is in this way that the sublime is a sign. This sign is
only indicati\'e of a f~ causality. but it nonetheless has the value of a proof for the phrase
which affinns progress. since the spectating humanity must already have made cultural
progress in order to make this sign by its ~mode of thinkingMabout the Revolution. This
sign is progress in its present state. it is as much as can be done. even though civil societies
are nowhere near republican in their regime nor Stales anywhere near world federation
(far from it!).

The faculty ofjudgment at .....ork in critical philosophy (in Kant as he writes the COf1j1ict)
sees a sign of history in peoples' enthusiasm for the Revolution because that enthusiasm
is a proof of progress in the faculty ofjudgment for the whole of humanity taken as a natu­
ral species. This sign is indicative when it is evaluated acr:ording to the standard of the
presentational rule for phrases of historical cognition. a mere e\'enl amid intuitable histori·
cal givens. Within the strange family of phrases of judgment. though. this sign is a proof
for the Kantian phrase which judges that there is progress. since this sign is itself this
(popular) phrase. certainly not ~said. ~ but publicly expressed as a feeling in principle able
to be shared. and felt on the occasion of an ~abstract- given. Kant's 1ht'r~ is progress does
no more than renect thc peoples' 71rt'r~ is progrt'SS. which is necessarily implied in their
enthusiasm.

Kant can. with some solemnity. thereby makc links: ~Now I claim to be able to predict
(l'orlll'rStI8t'1l) to the human mce-evcn withoUl prophctic insight-according to thc aspects
and omcns (Vortt"idrt"tI) of our day. the attainment (Errt'iclulIIgl of this end. That is. I pre·
dict its progress toward the better which. from now on, turns out to be no longer com'
plelcly revcrsible. For such a phenomcnon in human history is 1101 to be forgouell (I'ergissl
sich lIichlmehr)M (C()Iif/ic/: § 7). No politician (the politician of politics. the one Kant calls
Ihc Mpolitical morJlisn. -affecting wisdom. might havc conjured out of the course ofthings
hitheno existingMthis capacity for the beller that enthusiasm has discovercd in human na·
turc. He lIdds that this is something which ~nature and freedom alone. united in thc human
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race in conformity with inner principles of right. could have promised II·erh~iSSl'I1I. But
so far as time is concerned, it can promise this only indetcnninately and as a contingent
fkgt.'betlh~il.~ Intemporality and fonuitousness show up to recall the necessarily. deter­
minalcly. indeterminate character of the ~pas.sage~ between nature (the Revolution and the
pathological aspect of the feeling it arouses) and freedom (the tendency toward the moral
Idea of the Absolute Good. which is the other aspect-universal and disinterestcd-of the
samc feeling),

'"There is progress~: the critical watchman can legitimate this phrase e\'ery time he is
ablc to present a sign which sen'es as a referent for that asscnion. But he cannot say .....hen
such wobjects~ will present themsel\'es: the historical sequcnces that form series gh'e
the historian only data (which are. at best. statistically regular). but OC\'er signs. The
historical-political makes itself prtsentto the assenion only through cases. which operate
not as exempla and still less as schemata. but as complex hypotyposes. the more complex
ones being the surer. 1lle popular enthusiasm for the Re\'oIution is a very validating case
for the historical-political phrase. and thus allows for a very sure hypotyposis. This is for
the simple reason that it is itself a very improbable hypotyposis (the recognition of the Idea
of the republk in a "formless.Mempirical given). As for the philosophy of history. about
whkh there can be no question in a critical thought. it is an illusion born from the appear'
ance that signs are exempla or sehemata.

236. Marxism has not come to an end, but how does it continue7 Marx in 1843:
~a class with radical chains. a class of bourgeois society which is not a class of
bourgeois society, a sphere which has a universal character by its universal suffer­
ing and claims no particular right because no particular wrong but wrong gener­
ally (tin Umrecht schlechlhin) is perpetrated against it (Marx. 1843: 186). The
wrong is expressed through the silence of feeling. through suffering. The wrong
results from the fact that all phrase universes and all their linkages are or can be
subordinated to the sole finality of capital (but is capital a genre7) and judged ac­
cordingly. Beause this finality seizes upon or can seize upon all phrases. it makes
a claim to universality. The wrong done to phrases by capital would then be a
universal one. Even if the wrong is not universal (but how can you prove it7 irs
an Idea). the silent feeling that signals a differend remains to be listened to.
Responsibility to thought requires it. This is the way in which Marltism has not

come to an end, as the feeling of the differend.

237. Mau tries to find the idiom which the suffering due to capital clamors
for. In suffering and in class struggle. which is a referent for cognitive phrases
<the phrases of the historian, the socialist. and the economist). he thinks he hears
the demand of the proletariat. which is the object of an Idea. an ideal of reason.
namely an emancipated working humanity. The prolctariat demands commu­
nism. the free linking of phrases, the destruction of genres: the gemeille Wesell.
This finality is signaled by signs of hiStory. by the enthusiasm which workers'
struggles can arouse: ~No classofbourgcois society can play this role lof emanci­

pationl without arousing a momcnt of enthusiasm in itself and in the masses. a
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momenl in which it fralernizes and merges with society in general. becomes COn­
fused with it and is perceived and acknowledged as its general representative­
(Ibid.: 184). -A prisoner ofJhe logic of result (Hegel Notice) and its presupPOSi_
tion ofa ~If. Marx u~derstands the feeling ofenthusiasm as a request emanating
from an (Ideal. emancipated) self. The referent of the Idea ofcommunism is tran_
scri~ as a sUbj~t (addressor) who prescribes communism. The common being
wants Itself. This can be formulated only within the speculative genre.

238. In historical-political reality. it is necessary to -let this subject speak.­
-Aren't ils phrases the signs in question (No. 236): suffering. class anger and ha­
tred. enthusiasm and solidarity? And only these signs?-But if these signs have a
universal value. they are on the side of the audience (Kant Notice 4: § 5). lhey
~ave an aesthetic and not a "practical- value. They are awaited. they come at any
lime. they are evaluations not actions. they threaten only in an aleatory way !be
permanence of the linking of capital. which renews itself after every stonn. To
let the proletariat -speak- is to endow it with a historical-political reality. Man.
built the International Association of Working Men. He interprets the sign ttw:
is the enthusiasm aroused by the Commune as if it signaled the political project
of the real class and as if it outlined the organization ofa real pany. This is a sec­
ond illusory "passage-: the first (No. 237) passes from the sign that is solidary
enthusiasm to the ideal of a revolutionary subject, the proletariat; the second
passes from this ideal to the real political organization of the real working class.

239. The party must supply the proof that the proletariat is real. but it cannoc.
no more than one can supply the proof for an ideal of reason. It can only give
itself as proof and undertake a realist politics (a Machiavellian one. one that re­
mains attached to proper names and to the narratives of real communities). The
referent of its discourse remains unpresentable in any direct way. It is non ostensi­
ble. and only manifests itself through signs. The pany is constrained to mistake
the proletariat-a referent of the dialectical genre (in the Kantian sense). namely,
the ideal object (and perhaps subject) of the Idea ofemancipated working human­
ity-for the real working classes. the multiple referents of -positive- cognitive
phrases. In order to mask the differend between the genres ofdiscourse that argue
over the sense ofJhe referent (the scientific genre having its stakes in the atlesta­
bility of the lalter's definition, the -dialectical- genre in the compJetedevclopment
of its concept without the worry of supplying sensible proofs). the party assumes
a monopoly over the procedures for establishing historical-political reality. It ex­
erts the threat of the dilemma over and against whatever contests this monopoly
(No.4). The repressed differend returns within the workers movement. espe­
cially in the form of recurrent conflicts over the question of organization (that is.
over the question of the monopoly). But even the differend between centralists
and spontaneists is masked as a litigation (the spontancists don't aspire 10 be less
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realistic than the ccntralists. thcy aspire to be more realistic)-. This litigation is
always regulated to the advantage of centralism. that is to the advantagc of the
monopoly. since the tribunal (the politburo) which decidcs the litigation dcrives
ill' authority from that monopoly. This regulation. however. does no more than
engender the differend anew. on the confines of the organization (outside and

inside).

240. Phrase I: (addressor) xccdes to (addressee) y referent a. this (ostensible)
thing. Phrase 2: (addressor) y cedes to (addressee) x referent b. that (ostensible)
thing. The economic genre: the cession of that thing ought to annul the cession
ofthis thing. Phrases I and 2 are linked together with a view (the stakes or finality
of the genre) to -freeing- the two parties. to unbinding them. What this or that
thing is, what their senses are. is important only to a phrase that seeks to describe
this thing and that thing correctly (the phrase of the anthropologist, the econo­
mist. the sociologist, or the psychoanalyst). In the economic phrase (which is not

the phrase of the economist). sense is not the sense of the exchanged objects, ex­
change is the sense. Through phrase I. x is immediately placed into the situation
of creditor andy into the situation ofdebtor. Phrase 2 annuls these situations. and
in the economic genre it is the one called forth by phrase I. The linking on onto
I constitutes the exchange itself. Without 2. I does not take place. Thus. time
t + I (the occurrence of 2) is the condition for time t (the occurrence of I). A
didactic phrase -expectsM its acquiescence. namely. another phrase, but the laner
phrase is not the condition for the former. A prescriptive expects its execution.
but that execution is not the prescriptive's condition. etc. The economic phrase
of cession does not expect the phrase of acquittal (counter-cession). it presup­

poses it.

241. The economic genre is ruled by the rules of parity for the referents and
of permutability for the addressors and addressees. After a tum (phrases I and
2). the sum of the exchanges is null. If this sum is not null. then the positive or
negative balance is credited tox or is account for the following tum. up until he
or she is freed of it. Once he or she is freed of it. another round may begin. but
not necessarily. It would be necessary if the economic genre were necessary not
as a linking of phrases. but as a linking of -rounds.- But how do you prove that
a genre is necessary? Some call upon the social bond. etc.; some indulge in
Robinsonades. All of which is vainly anthropomorphic.

242. How do you know that y's debt to x is acquiued when he cedes b against
the a he or she received? When a and b are of the same value? First hypothesis:
when x values b to the same degree that y values a. Use value. need. marginal

'Sponlaneism refers 10 Rosa Luxemburg's critique of Lenin's (cenlralist) view ofllle Party as lhe or·

g;lni~ing agenl for tile proletariat in revolulionary slruggle.-lr.
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utility. symbolic value. etc. But this anthropological hypothesis presupposes a de­
bate over parities and a consensus on a seale of values. within which the question
remains unchanged: how can y know that x values b as he or she values a'! Raised
in this way. the question is that of the incommensurability of idiolects (needs
desires, uses. etc.) (No. 56). Recourse to their price (to their value as a quanti~
of money) does not resolve lhe question. Prices are to values as thermometer
degrees are to heat. Marx's answer is that lhe common measure is the mean
amount of social time incorporated into a and b. It then has to be presupposed
that a and b are ~produced.~ The danger here is that of a metaphysics of produc­
tion (energeia), capped by a metaphysics of the capacity to produce (dllllamis,
labor power) borrowed. by Marx's own avowal (GrwuJrisse). from Aristotle's
metaphysics and transferred over to the account of a human subject. On the olher
hand, the consideration solely of time is peninent. since time is included in the
formation of the economic phrase to the extent that this phrase requires its subor­
dination to the occurrence of a latter phrase which will annul it (No. 240). (We
are dealing wilh an arithmetical time, the one Kant says is implied as a sehema
in lhe formation ofthe series of natural numbers. or, better yet, an algebraic time,
Wingenstein's And so on (No. 95). Countable time.)

243. In and of itself, work does not belong to exchange. to lhe economic genre.
It is a concatenation of genres of discourse. An addressor (whatever his or her
nature, human. divine, or animal) is presumed to ask for a given object: an idea
of the imagination. one of the phrases necessary for the productive genre. 1be
olher required phrase is the quest for objects and their transformation according
to the required model. Objects are taken as materials. that is, they arc negated
in terms of their given finality and diverted to another end. lhe one proposed by
the model. This phrase is a -metaphorical~ one. it transports the referent from one
destination toward another. This metaphor is on the condition. though. that the
result remain ostensible: lhis is the object requested by the initial addressor.
Techniques improve lhe phrases of transformation with regard to lheir stakes;
culture (1). genius (1) improve lhe phrases of the imagination with regard to lheir
stakes. The result of the latter can act as the referent of an exchange (a patent).
if it is ostensible.

244. The timc for the production of a commodity is not economic time. if it
is true that the economic genre obeys the rules of exchange. Production takes time
and this time is subtracted from the eltchange. Time accumulates during produc­
tion, it is stocked up in products, up until these arc presented for exchange. The
qualifications ofa seller of services arc measured in terms of the amount of train­
ing lime. The same goes for dctcrmining the price of a commodity. The mere fact
that it remains in stock raises its cost. The samc goes for a national economy: its
development is proportional to the amount of time accumulated in basic equip­
ment and in means of production (invested filted capital). Work is not an eltpendi-
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ture of energy. but an eltpenditurc of time. It doesn't put delays on enjoyment
(within the economic genre. enjoyment is inessential. it is a destruction ofobjects
thai takes place in-between two ~rounds~ and is entirely subordinate to the ex­
change). The exchange is what delays enjoyment. But production puts delays on
the exchange. Lots of time to produce. lots of delays to make up and of (lost)
~toc"ed-up time to annul. lots of value to be realized.

245. Between the phrases of imagination on the one hand. the phrases of tech­
nical effectuation on the other. and finally the phrases that follow the rules of the
economic genre. there is heterogeneity. Capital subordinates the first two regi­
mens to the third. Inventing and cxecuting. along with the stakes proper to them.
arc treated as so much lost time with regard to the concatenation phrase I-phrase
2. This loss of time ought to be annulled in the exchange of products. The acceler­
ating rhythm and. in general. the saturated scheduling of time in communities re­
sult from the elttension of the economic genre to phrases not under the rule of
cltchange: namely. lhe subordination of current phrase I to a phrase 2 wh.ich will
annul the cession and 'free' the exchanging panners. All debts (for love. for an
opus. for life itself) are reputed to be repayable. For example. in dying, x will
leave some incompleted cycles ofexchange. that is. he or she will die before lhe
annulation of the cessions he or she is implicated in has taken place. By insuring
his or her life. a society relays his or her capacity to discharge his or her debts.
One does not owe onc's life to the gods or to one's family. but to the insurance

company. that is, to cxchange.

246. Money is not the general equivalent for the referents of eltchanges (a, b,
commodities). It cannot, like them, be withdrawn from circulation (consumed).
And its face value is independent of the time incorporated into its ~production~

(this time is the same for a $1 bill as for a $20 bill). It ought. however. to be the
(more or less faithful) equivalent of the time incorporated into commodities and
lost in lheir production until they are exchanged. In the counter-cession or buying
(phrase 2). it may be substituted for any b. It discharges the time lost by x in lhe
production of a. It makes evident the fact that the enjoyment or the ownership
of objects is inessential. but that exchange is a negotiation of time. Whatever its
nature. a monetary sign is ~abstract~ accumulated time. Detached from -actu.ll~

eltchanges ofostensiblc (hie et nunc) commodities. it is able to transfer the bundle
of time whose sign it is onlO any moment of these exchanges.

247. One's fortune is proportionate 10 one'sdisposing of more passed time than
Ihe other parties in exchangc. One has capital proportionate 10 one's putting this
time back into circulation through exchange. Putting time into the time of ex­
change. the time separating phrase I al moment t from phrase 2 at moment t +
/. is not only the ability to buy commodities which themselves contain even more
lime. but also the ability to lengthen the interval between the two instants. -There



1760 THE SIGN OF HISTORY

are those who have nothing to sell but ~their" time (hie et /lime). and those who
in JXIssession of some disJXIsable accumulated time. can cede some of il. And, i~

between these two, there are those who arc a little ahead, but not enough to ...

248. Money can make advances in time because it is stocked-up time. Con.
sumer c.redil (.intend~ f~r the buyer) allows one to anticipate the time of enjoy.
ment; cIrculating credit (Intended for the merchant) to anticipate the time of pay_
ment (to the suppliers); investment credit (intended for the entrepreneur) to
anticipate the time of production; creditor's credit (intended for the banker) to an­
ticipa.te the time of the debtor's amortizing the debt. The lender gives time, sup"
pressmg for the debtor the delay of time necessary to realize his or her transac_
tion. Money (lime in other words) is then itself taken as an "as-if commodity."
Under the rule of e~changes, the cession of money presupJXISes, as always, a
counter-cession. Here, what is ceded by the creditor is an advance of time. 1be
assumption is that the counter-cession, the reimbursement of the advance, is de.
ferred for several e~change cycles (short, mean, or long term). Otherwise, there
wouldn't be any advance. However. the lime of the exchanges during which the
money is thereby blocked in the form of credit is so much time lost in relation
to effective exchanges (hie et mmc), just as when it is blocked during production.
This lost time in turn must be made up and annulled until the credit reaches its
term. Interest discharges what is deferred, the time lost by the lender.

249. If work is considered as so much time lost for exchange. then it must be
reduced as much as JXIssible. Exploitation. in the Marxian sense (the extraction
of relative surplus-value. the only one pertinent to the economic genre), is one
of the means of obtaining this reduction. There are others. But we see what the
ideal of the genre is: to make up the lost time immediately. to anticipate. for ex.
ample. the time lost in credit. To have the interest on a loan paid right away, as
if the cycles to be lraversed up until its term had already passed by. This is also,
for example. what is realized by self-financing business ventures: the profits
earned from the sale ofcommodities arc incorporated back into the starting costs.
They may be put back into the next circuit of exchange before the preceding one
is completed. The smallest gap between phrase I and phrase 2 is sought after,
but by making a paid for as if the gap were great. as if dead time had to be ad­
vanced for the paymcnt of a and as if y were supposed to acquit him- or herself
not only for thc time incorporated into a but also for the time lost through the ex·
tending of the credit.

250. Work is twice subject to the rule of exchange. Working conditions in a
capitalist system all result from the hegemony of the economic genre. in which
the issue is to gain time. By itself. work ignores these stakes (Nos. 243. 244).
There is an insoluble differend between working and gaining time. The feelings
(sadness. anger, hatred. alienation, frustration. humiliation) that accompany the
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said working conditions arc born from this difTerend and signal it. -The subordi­
nation of work to exchange is also called wage-earning. The economic genre
pre:>cnts this as a contract between a buyer and a seller of "services." There is a
difference. though, which has todo with 'real' time (Referent Section). A moment
is s3id to be real when it is now and when it is chrononymically nameable (day,
hour. minute). In the commodity/money exchange. only the moment ofexchange
is real: objects. which are so much abstract time, are exchanged now. on such
a day. at such an hour. In the "work contract." the "service,~ which in principle
is the exchanged object, is defined nOI only in abstract time (Ihe time of the wage­
carner's past qualifications and the time of his or her future well-being and up­
keep). but also in real time. The wage-earner will be here (at his or her workJXIst)
and now (for every moment between such and such an hour, so many days per
week. so many weeks per year). Partners in exchange may hope to gain time. one
by selling. the other by buying, because they are exchanging abstract time. which
is mobile in "real~ chronology and exchangeable at the right moment. In ceding
real time. however, the wage-earner, remains riveted to the deictics of the em­
ployer's phrase (Yes, slhe's there) and to the calendar (Yes. slhe arrived at eight
o'clock). Real lime cannot be moved about. Even if we supJXIse that the wage·
earner gains more abstract time (as money) than he or she spends in real time to
gain it (is this JXIssible?), it seems improbable that he or she would have the (real)
time to spend the accumulated time. The problem seems analogous to the problem
of narration in Tristram Shandy or in Butor's Passi1lg TIme: it takes more time
to tell thc life of the narrator (as the hero of the story) than this life has really
laken. It can only be hoped that the time stocked up in an opus is not lost for
everybody.

251. With capital. there is no longer a time for exchange. Exchange is the ex­
change of time, the exchange in the least JXIssible time ("real" time) for the
greatest JXIssible time ("'abstract~ or lost time). Anything at all may be exchanged.
on the condition that the time contained by the referent and the timc required for
the exchange are countable. In communication theory. a unit countable in
Boolean algebra has been determined for phrases in general, the bit of informa­
tion. Under this condition, phrases can be commodities. The heterogeneity of
their regimens as well as the heterogeneity of genres of discourses (stakes) finds
a universal idiom in the economic genre. with a universal critcrion, success. in
having gained timc; and a universal judge in the strongest money. in olher words
lhe most creditable one. the onc most susceptible of giving and therefore of
receiving time. Currency speculation, which shon-circuits production. is re­
vealed to be the quickest procedure for accumulating time through exchange: you
buy weak money on Friday and you sell it on Tuesday when it is steady. or simply
because it has not been devaluated.
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~52. The differe~s.belween ph~se ~imen.s o~ between genres of discourse
are Judged 10 be negligible by the tnbunal ofcapItalism. The economic genre wjth
ils mode of necessary linkage from one phrase-Io the next (Nos. 240. 241) dis­
misses Ihe occurrence. the event. the marvel, the amicipation ofa community ~f
feelings. -You'd never be done~ taking intooonsideration the incommensurability
of the stakes and the void this incommensurability opens between one phrase and
the next. Time is at its fullest with capitalism. But if the verdict. always pro­
nounced in favor of gained time. puts an end 10 litigations. it may for that very
reason aggravate differends.

253. The economic genre's hegemony over the others can cenainly put on the
garb of an emancipatory philosophy of hislory. More wealth. more security.
more adventure, etc.. there's our answer to the canonical phrase of political
ethics: What ought we 10 be? (No. 210; Kant Notice 4: § 2). This ethical question
is not asked, however, in the economic genre. In it. you don't gain (you don't grab
onto Ihe slakes) because you listened to the obligation and welcomed it. but be­
cause you've gained some time and are able to gain even more. Thus. the ec0­

nomic genre of capital in no way requires the deliberative political concatenation,
which admits the heterogeneity of genres of discourse. To the contrary. it re­
quires the suppression of that heterogeneity. It only tolerates it 10 the degree that
the social bond is not (yet) entirely assimilated to the economic phrase alone (ces­
sion and eounter-eession). If this is one day the case. political institutions will be
superfluous. as national narratives and traditions already are. But then. without
the deliberative concatenation where the multiplicity of genres and their respec­
tive ends can in principle be expressed. how could the Idea of a humanity. which
is not the master of -its

M
ends (a metaphysical illusion). but which is sensitive to

the heterogeneous ends implied in the various known and unknown genres ofdis­
course. and capable of pursuing them as much as possible. maintain itself'? And
without this Idea. how would a universal history of humanity be possible?

254. In an exchange. the debt must be canceled. and quickly. In a narrative.
it must be recognized. honored. and deferred. In a deliberation. it must be ques­
tioned. and therefore also deferred. (And thedifferend accordingly comes to light
in deliberation. and even in narrative. or around it). Communities woven through
narration must be destroyed by capital: "backward mentality.MAnd the questions
that olher C-develope<n communilies ask themselves by means ofdeliberative in­
slitutions must be abbreviated C-chit-chat.M -playing to the gallery-: anti­
parliamemarianism) and brought back down 10 Ihe canonical question of ex­
change: whal is the alha! x (Mwe•MFrance. Europe. subway conductors. etc.) must
cede to)' C-them.

M
Germany. the United States. the ministry in charge. etc.) in

order 10 obtain b? Beneath all this. the following is understood: without irrepara­
bly indebting "us.~ wilhoul MUS

Mhaving to say thanks. so -weMcan enter the nexi
round in a good posilion. etc. Can the differend. the And? (No. 100). the nothing-
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ncss that suspends and threalens the linkage from one phrase to Ihe next. be co­
\'crcd over in this way. by negotiation? Can the Come back implied in the rule
of parity for cessions and counter-cessions neutralize the Is il happening? (Nos.
131. 132) in such a way that nothing else but the negotiable happens?

255. Capitalism docs not constitute a universal history. it is trying to constitute
a world market (while deferring it. since it also needs the gaps between national
communities). If there is something like a universal hislory. it would be signaled
by signs of history. These signs would be feelings which would in principle be
able 10 be universally shared. disinlerested, and ""vigorous.- and which would
manifest themselves publicly on the occasion of events (Kant Notice 4). Kant
cites. by way ofa sign of history. the enthusiasm aroused by the French Revolu­
tion. Other names are now pan of our history. One question would be: do feelings
identical 10 thai enthusiasm. if not in contenl. then at least in tenns of the formal
traits recalled above. attach themselves to these names or to cenain ones among
lhem? (But the preliminary question would be: are 'we'today still able 10 give cre­
dence to the concept of a sign of history?)

256. Kant following Burke recognizes sublime feclingsolher than enthusiasm.
Besides respect. of course. and admiration. sorrow (de, Kummer) also counts
among the -vigorous emotions.Mif it is grounded in moral Ideas (KUK: 117). The
despair of never being able to present something within realilY on the scale of the
Idea then overrides the joy of being nonetheless called upon todoso. Weare more
depressed by the abyss Ihat separates heterogeneous genres of discourse than ex­
cited by the indication of a possible passage from one to the other. -Would a
vigorously melancholic humanity be sufficient thereby to supply the proof that it

is -progressing toward the better:

257. The ~philosophiesof historyM that inspired the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries claim to assure passages over the abyss of helerogeneity or of the event.
The names which are those of -our history- oppose counter-examples to their
claim. -Everything real is rational. everything rational is real: -AuschwilZ- re­
fules speculative doctrine. This crime alleast. which is real (Differend and Refer­
ent Sections). is not rational. -Everything proletarian is communist. everything
communisl is proletarian: MBeriin 1953. Budapest 1956. Czechoslovakia 1968.
Poland 1980- (I could mention others) refule the doctrine of historical material­
ism: the workers rose up against the Pany. -Everything democralic is by and for
lhe people. and vice-vcrsa: ~May 1968- refutes Ihe doctrine of parliamentary
liberalism. The social in its everydayness puts representative inslitutions in
check. -Everything that is the free play of supply and demand is favorable for
lhe general enrichment. and vice-versa: the -crises of 1911 and 1929- refute Ihe
doctrine of economic liberalism. And the Mcrisis of 1974-1979

M
refules the post­

Keynesian revision of Ihat doctrine. The passages promised by the greal doctrinal
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syntheses end in bloody impasses. Whence the sorrow of the spectators iO"this
end of the twentieth century.

258. Worse than sorrow-which is a negative feeling but one that can reach the
level of the sublime and attest to the heterogeneity between Ideas and realities-is
the disillusioned feeling (ressenriment?). Reformism accepts the stakes of the
economic genre (capitalism) even while priding itself on redistributing the resull
of the exchange more equitably.· It wants time to be gained. but for everyone.
For those who have a lot. to cede some of it without recompense to those who
have only a little. Now. first of all. the projcct is inconsistent with respect to its
genre: either this genre is the genre of exchange (No. 241), and every cession
presupposes its counter-cession; or else. if there is no counter-eession, then it is
not the genre of exchange, and revolution is brought to the cconomic genre's he­
gemony over the others. So it's without exerting any blackmail and by conformina
to the stakes of his genre, that the banker refutes the timid reformist endeavor:
if I advance you some time (credit), you must pay me back (with interest); if you
don't pay me back, I won't advance it to you, 111 spend it (by consuming ""my.
gained time. and the decadence of the economic genre won't have to wait). Sec­
ond. the reformist project is ethically debatable: the social community does noI

in principle coincide with the set of partners situated by the economic phrase. To
assign it the end of happiness, that is. the equitable distribution of gained time,
is to confuse one with the other. to put the you of obligation in the place of the
I of enjoyment (Obligation Section). -In principle, reformism cannot make any­
body happy, But just as the hope surrounding its birth was not vigorous, so the
disillusionment linked to its decline is not a sublime feeling either. Sulking. we
go back to exchange.

259, Ifhumanity were progressing toward the better, it would not be be<:ause
-things are getting betterRand be<:ause the reality of this betterment could be at­
tested through procedures for establishing reality. but because humans would
have become so cultivated and would have developed an ear so attuned to the Idea
(which is nonetheless, unpresentable) that they would feel its tension on the occa­
sion of the most apparently impertinent. with regard to it, facts and that they
would supply the very proof of progress by the sole fact of their susceptibility.
This progress could therefore be compatible with the general feeling that Rthings
arc getting worse.

M
In its aggravation, the gap between Ideas and observable

historical-political reality would bear witness not only against that reality but also
in favor of those Ideas.

·The allusion is 10 Kcynesian C(;ollOfllics bul also and more broadly to lhe libcrJlisl gCSl\Jrc of in­
lroducing rcforms wi/lrill a systcm in an atll'mpllO assuage lhe lhrcal or n«nsity offull,scalc rcyolu'
lion.-tr.
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260, But what assurance is thcre that humans will become more cultivated Ihan
Ihey arc? If culture (culture of the mind. at least) requires work and thus takes
lime, and if the economic genre imposes its stakes of gaining time on the grealer
pan of phrase regimens and genres of discourse. then culture. as a consumer of
time, ought to be eliminated. Humans will thereby no longer feel even sorrow
before Ihe incommensurability between realities and Ideas, since they will lose
their capacity 10 have Ideas, They will be<:ome more and more competent at
strategies ofexchange. but exclusively so. The word culture already signifies the
pUlling into circulation of information rather than the work that needs to be done
in order to arrive at presenting what is not presentable under the circumstances
1m IOccurrence},

261. And how can it still be supposed (No. 255) that in human history-assum­
ing that the economic genre has not destroyed it-a providence. under the name
ofNalure, continues to signal, to make signs. to hold out guiding threads? Provi­
dence is finality. and finality is deferred accomplishment. expectation. suspense.
What finality could maintain itself if hegemony were left to exchange. within
which the time of payment on the debt must be abridged? And within which, it
goes without saying that there is nothing to wait for-there is no sign what+
SQCver-from anyone other than oneself.

262. The resistance of communities banded around their names and their nar­
ratives is counted on to stand in the way ofcapital's hegemony. This is a mistake.
First of all, this resistance fosters this hegemony (No. 255) as much as it counters
it, Then, it puts otfthe Idea of a cosmopolitical history and generates the fear of
falling back onto legitimation through tradition, indeed onto legitimation through
myth. even if that legitimation also gives shape to the resistances of peoples to
their extermination. Proud struggles for independence end in young. reactionary
States.

263, The only insurmountable obstacle that the hegemony of Ihe cconomic
gcnre comes up against is the heterogeneity of phrase regimens and of genres of
discourse, This is be<:ause there is not 'language' and 'Being.' but occurrences.
The obstacle does not depend upon the MwillMof human beings in one sense or
in another, but upon the diffcrend. The diffcrend is reborn from the very resolu­
tions of supposed litigations. II summons humans to situate themselves in un­
known phrase universes, even if thcy don't have the feeling that somelhing has
10 be phrased. (For Ihis is a necessity and not an obligation,) The Is il IWIJpclling?
is invincible to every will to gain timc.

264. But the occurrence doesn't make a story, docs it?-Indecd. it's not a sign.
But it is to be judged, all the way through to its incomparability. You can't make
a political -program- with it. but you can bear witness to it. -And what if no.one
hears the tcstimony. etc, (No, Iff,)? -Arc you prejudging the Is it Iwppemng?
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AC:llld: current; in Frcnch.1hc adjecti.·( IICIwl means both ",hal is actual or real (as oppos«llO .....hat
is ~l)" poteIXiaJ) and .,;1'1.1 is current or occurrillJ -now.~Boch KIl5eS arc implied in L)'OW'lf$

usc of tho: 1110«1. buI in ordtr jus( 10 lMinuin the 1.lIer IrnSC in Engloo. I have had to I~te

_tI as ·current- since ·currentness- scill implies an aetualiUlioll. whereas English "'actual- does

IlOI necessarily imply the notion of wll:1I is happening -now.-
Aj(foccmt'nl: concatenation; an arrangmenl or aniculation of phrases in accordance Wilh the finality

imposed by a genre of disoourse.

Arrabonon-: to.set upon: a tec:hnical term which refers to the boarding of a ship by c~oms officials

10 check for and if neal be. 10 seize rorIIraband: the term i$ abo the iWldard Freoch lTaIISlalion
oflhc: Hcidegerian llOfionofdiu (;aII'll. lDdiljorgJly rendered illln EngIidl as ·cnframillJ-: -E...

framing means the gatherina logdbeToflhal settina'upon thaI.sets upon man. i.e .• ellallmp him
(orlh. to !"C,'eal.he real. in the mode or ordering, as standing-reserve· [Manin Hcidcggtt. 1lle
Question Concerning T«hnology.-l', w. Lovin. in D. Krc:ll. cd. &uk Writings (New York:

Harper and Row, 1977). p. 302].
Arrl\'f-l-II?: Is it Ilappening?; translatcs German Effignis; lhe French vC'm a,ril'tr means "to arrivC'"

as ....1'11 as -to Ilappen.- WhilC' the lallC'r 5C'1\SC' predominatC's in the C'KprC'Ssion "arrivC'-I-il?,"

Lyourd oflC'n plays on lhe SC'nse of ....hal happcm as ..·hat co"," or am,'es (sec especially, No.

In and the ~ pangnpll of!b(o -ruding dossiC'r').

8C'!~ Moo: BC'aulifu.t Death; heroic dC'ath, in ..·hich motUlity is 1ndC'd for immortality,

Com11M' si: as if; InnslalCS Qcllllan ais 00.
Connaissan«: most oftC'n tnnslated as "cognilion" (bill Ol:casioll3l1y as "knowledge-) 10 dislinguish

II from Sil\'oir, lranslalcd uniformly as "knowledge": lranslalc~ German E,k,mmr;s.

Ot'mandC': requesL

~inabli"; addresstt.
Dtsllnlueur: addressor.
DiIl'frC'nd: dilferend; !b(o FrendltaTll has btC'n re:l.lincd in lial of OI'IC' of iUi Engh~h equi\·a!C'nlS (dis-
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pute. COnniCI. disagn:cmenl. difference of opinion. quarrel. or dissension) in order 10 allow lhe
pil"icul~r. technical sense Lyotard is attributing to it.

l>isrolU'!i (Jenre de): genre llf diSOO\l!"SC'.
I>isposltlf: apparatus.

I)ommal:f: damages: understood in tl1c legal sense of an injury for ..'hich legitimate gric"ance can
be soug.llt.

Eneha.iner. enchaineIDl'nt: 10 link. a linking or linkage: derived from 1M troet.aphor found in Kripkc
(sec No. 57) of a -chain of communication- whereby unel'llOCes are linked or hooked onto each
OIher as the silualion of cnuncialion changes or dcvelop.oi.

Enjeu: stakes: "'hat one bets on. and. prcsIlmably. banks on.
EIXKK'I (~jet dt r): subjttl of the Ullcrance.
Enonciation (sujet lit I'); subjcn oflM uttering. lllc importanl semiol:ic distinction bct ...·ecn IJto"d

and htoIlritJlioIt goes back. of COU!"SC'. 10 Emile lkn'·cniste.
Etanl: ellistenl: Innslatu Gcrtl13n ~indcs: I have dlsrcgudcd the frequent translation of this term

by elllity since the laller is also pan of L)'llW'd"s vocabulary.
Elrt; Bci"l: Innd.'lles German !kilt.
Fin; mil: bOIh aim and termination.
tlna1it!f; finality: tnnslales German Z..'«kMIJssigUif; the determination of SOI'DClhing in krms ofilS

·end'" or Jilt.
t'oil;: time: time as OlXlJrrence in expressions like -one at a time- or -one time only-; 10 be (listi ...

guishcd from ''''"I's or time as temporality.
~nrt lit d~urs; genre of di5COUf'§C.

Je; I.
litile; litigation.
Mtnt'illt: ma....·d.
Moi; the ego: in the phcllOlTleOOlosical as "'e11 as the Freudian sense.
Nom propft; ptOpCT" name.
Oubll; oblivion or forgetting.

Phrast; phnsc:: the Enslish rognate 1'w b«n used throughout rather than lhe SoCmantical1y more 001'"­

r«I kll/rna for a number or reasons. The tcrm. as Lyoord de,'clops it here. is fIOl a
grammatical-or C\'cn a rinsuistic-cntily (il is llOIlM cxprC$$ion or one completc thought nor
the minimal unit or signilkation). but a pragmtllic one. lhc concern being ....ith lhc possibility (or
impossibility) of "'hat can (or cannot) be -phrased. - ofwnat can (orcanllOl) be "put into phf1lSCS.­
lllc valllC of tl1c term phras.. is thus incmlscd by ils ability 10 be used (in French as ..~II as in

English) eilhe:r as a noun or Il'S a "erb with no appreciable semantic difference. Phrou is also a
term of "ay wide Clltension which encompasses uttel'1lr1Ca at various kvels between "'ord and
senlence. ~nd which is even availablc fOT designating units of nonlinguiSlic signilication such as
gestures, signals. or notes of music. A phrase is delined by-as it. in fact. delines-the: situating
of its instances (lIddrcssor. adliresscc:. referent. Knse) wilh regard to onc allOlher. Rather than
defining a Sntnnn:nical or semanlic unit. a phraJ~ designatcs a pilrticurar conStelialion of in­
stances. which is as conte~lual as il is te~lual- if it is IlOI indeed precisely what renders lhe: .oppo­
silion- bct ...·ecn text and contcxt impertinent.

Puissalll:t: pOIcncy or pOIentiality: as opposed to poul'Oir. translated as power.
R~ime (dt phrase): phrase rl:simen: the: political. as well as the dietary. senses of the French word.

rjgiml'. should be kept in mind in addition to its linguistic scnsc.
Rcl~n, N'lenr: SUblation. sublate: translales German AlIjhl'blillg. iluflrrbl'll: LyOlard is bere follow·

iog Jacques Dcrri(ja'S tr.mslation of Hegel's term: sec fI1l1rgitu - ofl'lrilos('1,hy. especially pp.
88-95.

Sa,'l)jr: kno....ledge: sec llOIe on romlllisMmcr abo,·c.
Seos: sense:: often with the sensc of~meaning-: used in conformity with Frege's important distinction

,
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between -sense' and -referencc~: Frcgc's article has bc:cn cruei~1 in LyOlard's tbinking since at
Icast Disrours. jigurt (Paris: Klincksicck. 1971). especially pp. 105-16.

S<ontimcot: f('('ling.

Sol: self.
Soulfranct (eo): in abeyance: the idiom is used to refcr 10 lhe: suspense or suspension within wbich

the not·yet actualiublc phrase is held. but L)'OIard abo manifeslly plays on the: non-idiomatic con·
noI.iltion or whal -suffers- from its not beinS able to be put into phraso: sec especially no. 93.

Timoignct"; to bear wilness to or 10 testify.
Timoin: y,'itne5s: in no. 47. the racing contell induced lhe: lcrm "baton- (itself a borrowing from

French) for Ibnoi" as the objttl passed from runner to runner in a rcbty race.

Ttmps: lime: sec llOIe oofois aoo.·c.
TItl'S: third pany.
Tort; "'rong: the word is initiall)' defined by Lyotard (No.7) in terms similar to 1M tcchnical usc:

of the word ton in English jurispnadence. but it acquires a wider. mort: broadl)' ethical conno­

wion.
Tu; )'ou: for lhc sake ofconsistency. I h.a,·c mainained this translalion of the SoCCOoo-pcnon proooun

throughoul. although it is often to be undcrSlood as wcll (especially in the Levinas Notice) in the
sense: of Buber's dtoM.

Unh'trS (lit phraw); phnsc uni,·nsc.
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Abraham: 162. 164. 166. 168.206.

Adorno: 152. 1S4.

Aeschylus: 110.

Agamemnon: 110.

Alexander lhe Greal: 74.

Alsace-Lo1TIline: 235.
Amazons: 110.
America: 63.

Ammonius: Protagoru Notice
Anlisthmcs: 108; Anli.sIJ'lent5 Notice.

Apel: 94. 103.

Apultius: Prougons NOlIce.
Aristophanes: 23 I: Plato Notice.

ArisiOIlc: 10. 14,68,74, 129, 131. 152. 160.

177. 213. 217. 242; Notices: Protagoras.

Gorgias. PlaIO. Allli§lhcnc:s. AriSIOIlt,

Hegel. L.evinas.
Anml:rong: 89.

Ar)'an: 160.231.
"thens: 160: Plalo NOlicc.

Am:us: 110.
Aubcnquc: 74, 117, 185: Notices: Aristotle. §

2: AnlisllK:na.

Autrbach: 100.

Augustint: 71. n. 12.5; Arislotlc Notice.

Aulllli-Gel1ius: protlJgonlS Notit"c.
Ausdl...ilZ: 31. 65. 68. 81. 93. 152-160. 168.

169.257.

Balzac: Plato NOIice.
Bambrough: 122.

BaWllt: 202.

8«ketl: 125.
Ikrtin: 257.
Bianchi!: 136.
Bon.:lpane: 63. 71. 81.
BotJrgeois: Lcyinas Notice.
Boovcresse: 64.

Buber: 181: Notices: Le,·irw. Kan12.

Bulbpc:sl: 257.

B~~~....8 al: 99; ProtlJgOr.tS Notice.
Butor: 250.

Cac,;ar: 63. 71. 75, Sit
Cage:-I80: GC'rtrudt' Stt'in N~e.

NOlt': The rdt'renca arc 10 IMlmben in tJw: lUI (nOl", pages in tJw: book). To Ioalc lilt' rercrcncc:s

10 lilt' NOlice!;. II«' tJw: lable or CQIllet'llS.

199
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Caiui: AmiSihencs Notice.
Califomg: 67.
Capilli: Protagoras Notice.
Cashinanua: 198.200.202.208.210.212.

m-ill: Cashinahua Notice.
Cauandra: 110.
Ca.s.sin: Gorgias Notke.
Cb.anne: 192.218.
Chamonix: 68.
Charcoc: 164.
Chaleaubri~nd: 35.
ChJhelet: 4.

Claslres: 160: Cashinahua Notice.
Clinias: Plato Notice.
Clytemne5lra: 10.
Colonel Henry: 33.
Coru: P1a1O NOlice.
Cralylus: AnliSlhc:nes Notice.
Clesippus: AllIislhenes Notic1:.
Cuny: 99.

CYJaIIO: 31.
CzcdlosJovakia.: 2.57.

O'Ans: 160.222. Cashinahua Notiet:.

Dacanes: 71. 72. 119.
Desclb. Guc:nlehc:va Descl~: 122.
Descombes: 54. M. 93. 106. 134.
Dcrrida: Notices: AriSlotle. Hegel.
Detienne: 124: Plalo Notice.
Diderot: PI~IO Notice.
Dicls: Protagoras Notice.
Diogenes l.a(nius: Noticeli: Prolllgoras. Plalo.
Oiogenes the Cynic: AmiSlhc:nes Notice.
Oiony§Odorus: Antisttlenes Notice.
Dreyfus: 33.
Ducmt:: 96. 140.

Eichmann: 48. 93.
Engel: 140.
E~lhlus: Protagoru Notice.
Euclid: Plato Notice.
Europe: 254.
Euscbius: P1~lo Notice.
EUlh)'demus: Antisthc:nes Notice.

Fabbri: 25, 30, 180.
Faekenhc:im: 93.
Faurisson: 2. 26. 27. 33. 48. 49.
Febvrc:: 31.
Fe)"erabend: 29.

Flechsig: 164.
Fontcr: KasM Notic1: 4.
France: 254.
Frege: 54. 76.
French Revolution: 52-54: Kant Notice 4.
Freud: 144. 171, 212: Gorgias Notic1:.

GanJies: SO. 89; P11::Ugoru Notic1:.
Genet: Plato Notic1:.
GellClte: 73; Notices: Plato. Antisttlcncs.
Georgia: 67.
Germany: 254.
Gorgias: 28. 48. 71: Notices: Gorgias, An·

tisllw:ncs.
G6schc:I: 152.
Gu)'OIat: 144.

Habermas: 115. 137.
Hagar: 167
Har1O!: 49.
Hegel: 45,:Sf' 71. 73.126.127,130.

152-154. 157. 167. ISO. 189 224.225.
237; leeS: Gorgias. cgel Levinas.
Cashinahua.

HeMkgger: 71. 98. 173.200.202.
Herodolus: 110.
Hesychius: Plalo Notice.
Hitler: 68, 93, 167.
Horner: 75.
HOllOis: 177.
Hume: 72; Kanl Notice 2
Husserl: 117. 125; NOIiccs: Aristotle.

Lcvinas.

lbanskian: 4: Protagoras Notic1:.
Isaac: 162. 168.
Is/tJrIael: 167.
IStXI: 93.167.168.
Italy: 67.

lena: Hegel Notice.
Joan of Arc: 234.
Jonas: 171.
Joyce: 192.218.

Kabul: 213.
Kahn: 58.
Kalinowski: 155; Hegel Notice.
Kant: 5. 36. 52-55. 67. 68. 93. 95. 97. 98.

107,117.119,126. U3. 152. 155, 178.

206.212.216.217.231. 238. 239. 253.
255: Notices: Protago<as. Kant I. Hegel.
Kant 2. Kant 3. Declaralion of 1789. KasM

••
Kaufmann: 74.
Kessel: Declaration of 1789 Notice.
KicrkegaMd: 161.
Kripke: 57. 59; Antisthenes Notic1:.

l.acan: 144.
Lacooc·Labarthe: 220.
La Fonlaine: 138.
Latour: 29.
Lawler: 18.
Lebrun: 152.
Leibniz: 10. 88.

{.evinas: 167. 171. 173: Notices: Levinas.
KaJ1l2.

~1l·Scoll: Gertrude Stdn Notic1:.
Livy: 58.
Loraux: PIalo Notic1:.
Louis XIV: Cashinallua NOIic1:.
l..4lblin: 181.
l...I.Ician: P11::Ugoras Notice.

M:Kkk: Protagoras Notice.

M~rcion: 171.
Marin: 63: Cashinahua Notice.
Marx: 12, 191. 230. 235-238. 242.
McOowell: 64.
Megillus: Plato Notice.
Mclelus: Plato Notice.

Moscow: 213.
MQ5CS: 75.

Nancy: 174.
Napoleon: 76, 83.
Nazi: ISS. 159.
New York: 67.
Nicwchc: 182.
Nurembtrg: 93.

OaIipus: 74.
Oregon: 67.

Paris Commurw:: 156.
Parmenides: 48: Notices: Gorgias. Plalo. An·

liSlhc:nes.
Pascal: 178. 208.
Pasch: 136.

Pericles: 75.
Philmlratus: Plalo Notic1:.
Pingn: 123.
PiranrJcllo: Plato Notice.
Plato: 74.106.152,160.231: Notices: Plait),

Anlisthenes. Ctihinahua.
Pk)'el: .56.
Poland: 68. 257.
Polus: Plato Notice:.
Protagoras: 97. 227: Notices: ProtaSQr.lS,

Arislotle. Hegel.
Prousl: Plalo Notice.
Puech: 123.

Quinccy: 57.

Reschcr: 89.
Rey-Dcbo\'e: 108.
Rhodus: 65.
Robespim-c: 159; Declaralion of 1789 Notice.

Rome: 58. 59. 66-68, 232.
Rossn: 48.
ROUS5CC: 16J.
Rubicon: 88.
Russell: 54. 99. 189; Prolagoras Notice.

Salaru;kis: 99.
Salvador: 99.
Satan: Levinas Notice.
Saturn: 31.
Sbisa: 25.
Sc:hlos!iC:r: Kant Notice 3.

Schneider: 99: ProtlgOl'l5 Notice.
SchOnbcTs: 192.218.
Schrebc:r: 1M, 206.
Sc)"thians: 110.
Sextus Empirieus: Notices: Gorgias. Plato.
Socnllcs: 1.56. 160.231: Notices: Plato. An-

listhcnl'5. Aristotle.
S.S.: 157-159.
Stalin: 92.
SllIlin: 92.
SIlIlingrad: 156. 160.
Stein (Gertrude): 105. 180.229: Genrudc

Sicin Notice.
Slcrnc: 250: Pb,.) Notice.

Tarski: 62.
Ten~scc: 257.
Terpsion: P1alo Notice.



Thcacte!Us; Plaw Notice.
Theodorus: Plato Notice.
ThcrRlopylcs: 156.
ThrasYRlllchus: Plato Notice.
Tibetans: Hegel NOlice.
Troy: 110.
Tsimbidaros: 91.

Uniled States: 254.
Ut<lpia: 63.

Valjean: 63.
Vidal-Naquet: 2. 31. 33. 35. 48.
Vlachos: Kanl Notice 4.
Voyager II: 31.
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Washington: 213.
White: 35. 93.
Willgenstcin: 43. 55. 59. 77, 79. 84. 86-88.

90. 95. 97. 99. 119. 122. }30.132. 133.
135. 145. 177. 178. 185.242: NOlices:
Gorgias. Amisthcncs.

Wojtila: 89.
World War II: 93.

Yeshaya: 181.
Yitl.chak: 181.

Zinoviev: 4.

Index of Terms



Note: lllc referencc:s are 10 numbers in the tnl (nol ~gCli in the bool;). To locate refuroca 10 the

Notices and theIr ~ragraphs. use the la.blc or conte:nlS.

Index of Tenns

Abyss: 178. 181,207,217.256.257; No­
tices: Kant 2. If 3 and 5; Kant 4, §): KC

HC'lef"OI!encous.
Addrosor. addrcMtt (destitI(Ut,.,.. tks­

tinuluirt): 18.25.53.91. 1M. 165. 172.
173.208. 2Q9. 226. 241; Notices: Kanl I:
Levinas. § I: KaniZ. § 2: Dcclamlion of
1789: CashillilJlua. tf I and 5; see Uni­

\'crw (of pOl'tiC).

Archipelago: KIN NOI~ J. t I.
A.s if (C'OI'IlIIW SI): 248: N<xices: Kant 2. t 4:

Kant J. U 2 and 4: Kant 4. t 6.

Autonymy: 45. 46. 201. 201: Notkes: Le­

virms. t 3: Kanl 2. t I.
Authorization: 155. 157. 197.201. 203-205.

207.209: Notices: Dedaralion of 1789:
Cnhinahua, t 6.-

Bcmglim·); 113,114.117.127.190.197.
263: NOI:icn: Gorgias: H~e1. t 2: sec' Is

il 'wp~ninR?:Occurrence.
Body (rOIl's): 144. 145.

Capital: 191. 221. 245. 247. 250-2j;2. 255. 262.

Case: see Time (/o01).

Calcgot)': 111.
Chagrin: 256-258. 260.

Citi7.en: 200, 208. 209: Dcdannion of 1789

Notice.

Cognitive: 28, 30. 34. 36. 61. 64. 67. 68. 16.
71.81. &S. 176.211,217.237: Kam No­

lice 4. t I.

Color: 59. 61: Gorgias Notice.

Commcnury: 1M. In. 196: NOlices: Le-

\'j!"laS. n I. 2. and 3: Kant 2. t I.
Communisl: 4. 235-237. 239. 257.

C{)nte~t: 141-143.

Contingeocy: see Necessity.

Cuhure: 260. Kanl NOIice 4. t 6.

Death: II. 16. 17.93.152.153.156.157.

Death (lkauuful) (lk/l~ Mon): 153. 156. 160.

168: PlalO NOIice. t I.
Declarative (genre): 209: Dccla,...~tion of 1789

Notice.
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Definition: 106-108. 133.
Dcixi~: 50. 51. 58. 61. 71. 72. 250: Kant No­

tice I; see Self-rl'ferentialily.
Deliberative (polilical apparatus): 210-217.

234.253.
Denominali\'e: see Proper Name.
Descripcive: 61-65.
DesigNllor: 57-68; AnlisthellC$ Notice: set'

Proper Nan1C. DciJlis.
Dialeclical (genre): 71. 152. 154. 158.217:

Notices: Gol'Jiu; Hegel. If 2 and 3: set'

IOu.

~
. , Notices: Placo: [r.·inas. f I.

itre -46 (especially: 12. 21. 22). 92.
186. I .190.195-198.217.236.252.
254. 263: Notices: Protagoras; Plalo f 5:
Kanl 3: Declaration of 1789. 16.

Dilemma: 2-4. 8. 70. 176: Notiea: Pro­
lagorat;: Hegel. f 2: Kant 2. f 2.

~: 94-96. 99. 101. 104. 154: Hegel No­
tu. f 1: iCC Is il Itupfwn;n8?

Economic' (Jenre): 240. 241. 244. 253. 261.
263.

End (fin): 40.148.119-181. 261: Notices:
Kane 3. If 3 find 4; Kane 4. f 4; !iCC

Genres of discourse.
Enthusiasm: 238: Kflnl Notice 4. If ~6.
Equivocation: 111. 137-140. 146; Hegel No­

lice. f l.
Elhical (,enre): 169. 172. 175. 181. 206. 210.

234.253; Notices: L.c:vinas: Kflnt 2. f 6:
ObliSlilion.

Evelll: Kant NOlice 4. f 3: !iCC Time (/ois).
v I' : 103.

Evil (mal): 197.214.
Em:plion: 158. 159: see Nation.
Exchange: set' Economic (genre).
EJlclamati\'e: 43. 45. 46. 65. 178. 187: see

Feeling. Silence.
Experience: 69. 71-73. 91. lB. 172: Notices:

Levinas. § 2; Kant 2. t 2.

Fal:uhy: 187; K~nl NOlice 3.
Family (or p/lrase~): SO. 122: see Regimen (of

phrases).
Feeling: 22. 23. 93.105. 146. 173. 187.202.

236. 250. 255; Notice~: Kam 2. t 2: Kant
3. § 2: Kanl 4. §§ 4 and 5,

Field (chump): sec EJlpcrieoce.

'orgening mbll): 124. 128. 188.

Genres of discourse: 40. 43. 78. 79. 136.
I·H. 148. 174. 175. 119-187. 189. 192.
194.200.232: set' End.

Hegemony: 149.200.202.253. 262. 263.
HeterogelleOUs; 44. 77-SO. 92. ISS. 178-181.

196.207.245.263: Notices; Kant 3. f 3:
Kant 4. t I: set' Abyss.

History: 167. 182.210.221. 223. 228. 230.
232.255.261. 262.: Notices: Protagoru.
§ 5: Kant 2. If I and 2: set' Narrati\·e.

Host.age: 171: u\'inas Notice.
Human: 18-21. 31. 32. 123. 142. 151. 170.

181. 183. 188.202.222.223.225.241:
Notices: Kant 2. § 5: Declaration of 1789.

I (jr): 15.71. 72. 94. 165. 169. 176.258: Le­
vinas Notice. t 1.

Idea: 31. 32. 36.132.200.209.212.237.
253. 2jC}; Notices: Kant I; Kant 3. If 2
ard 3; Kane 4. f§ 2-5; sec Dialectical.

Idio6ect: 56. 93, 144, 145, 162. 164. 169.
203. 206. 242: Notice: Kanl I: set'

lUling.
Impiety: Plato Notice. § 2.
lmunce: 18.25.26. SO. 114. 115. 123. 155.

193.205.227.233: Notices: Kal\ll I: Kanl
2, § 5: CflShirWiwl. f I: set' Uni\'eI'$oC (of
phrase).

Intellectual: 202,
Imerrogali\'e: 65. 96.140. 173. 178. 187.

Is il happrning'ry.Arri~'r"'i/."): 110, 131. 132.
160, L12-J33. 174. 1&4. 190, 191,232.
254.263.264: NOIic.:s: AriSlotle. § 3:
Kanl 2. § 6.

'Judgment: 19S. 197.200,207,214-216.227.
264; N . es: Protagoras: Kanl 3. n I and

3.

Language: 95. 173. 188. 190, 198.201. 228.
229.231.263.

Language Game: 34. 91. 181. 188.
Law: 161. 162. 164.208: Kant Notice 2. § 1:

~
lLink (..nchlli"..-;)\40. 41. 102. 105, 123. 135.

137-140;-1;,;J. 188, 198.223.240.241.

254: Notices: Gertrude Slein. Kanl 2. § 6:

S/.'e Abyss. Passage.
Liligation (litig.. ): 13.20-22.93.196·198.

200.201.227.239.263.
Logic (genre): 85. 86.91. 99. 129. 175. In:

Notices: Protagoras. § 2: Kam 2. § I.
Love: 232. 233. 235.

Mar..-cl (m..n'riff<'): 171. 206. 252: Le\'illils

Notice. § I.
Metalanguage: 45. lOS. 122, 177.207; No­

tices: Hegel. §§ I and 2: Kanl 2. § I: set'

Commenuory .
Meu.Iqlsis: Plato Notice. § 5.
Metaphysical (senre): 55. 71. 72. 124-126.

133. 181. 242. 253: Hegd Notu. 14.
Mimesis: 220: 1'1:110 Notice. 12.
Model: 152.
Modem. postInO<km: 71. 100. 160. 182.221:

Kant Notice 3. § 3.
Money: 246. 248. 250,
M)'lh: 198-200.202.207.220. lll. 262: No­

lices: Declaration of 1789. t 6:
CashirWiwl.

Name: see Proper Name.
Narnli\'e (genre): 160.200.212.217.219.

220.227.228.230.232.250,262:
Cashinahua Notice: see History.

N:IIion: 209. 235: Declaralion of 1789 Notice:

see World (of names).
Necessity:~. 101-103. 105. 136-140. 174.

263: Notices: Aristotle. § 3; Kanl 2. § 2:
sec Link.

Negati\'e: II. 24. 26. 27. 70. 83, 90. 91. 93.
127.128.130: Notices: Gorgias. Hegel.

Normat;ve: 155. In. 199.203-209.216; No­
tices: Declaration of 1789. Kanl 4. § 5:
sec Prescriptive.

Obligation: 135. ISS. 161-177. 206. 210.
234.235.263: Notiees:levin:l!i: Kanl 2:
sec Ethics.

Occurrence: 104. 113. 130. 131. 132. 135,
163.173. 174. 188. 219. 233. 252. 264:
Kanl Notice 4. § 3: see Is il hll/l/l""in/(?
Time (filis).

Onlological (genre): 127.208.
Ostensive: 28. 41. -19. 53. 54. 243: Kant No­

lice 1: sec Dei~is.

Pagus: 218: sec Savage.
Passage: 95. 97. 100. 10!. 256. 257: NOIice~:

Gertrude Slein: Hegel. § 2: Kanl 2. § ):

Kant 3. n I lind 2: Kanl 4. § 4: see
Abyss. Archipelago. Heterogerooous. Vali­

dation.
People lp<'1«I1.. ): 208, 228-230. 262: Kam No­

tice 4. n 5 and 6.
Perforrnath'e: 142. 178.205: Levillils Notu.

IJ.
Ph;~ical (genre): 98. 174. !,7S. ISO. 183.

192.202.228: Notices: Hegel. § 4: K2nt

3. t 3.
Phrase: 18.25.94.99. 101. 102. 104. 106.

109. 110. 1&4. 185. 198.218; Gertrude

Stein Notice.
Phrase Regimen: see Regimen (of phrase)
Phrase Uni\'eI'$oC: see Unh'eI'$oC (of phrase).
Politics: 181. 190. 192. 197-200. 206.
Possible: 14_16.83_90.93.137.1&4: KarM

Notice 2. § 2.
Po",..cr. 211. 211. 216. 235: Notices: Kanl 2.

f 2: Kant 4. t§ 5 ard 6.
Prescripli\'e: 43. 45.107.155.162.163.166.

175. In. 178. 2Q.l. 207. 216. 217. 2~:
Notices: K2nt 2: D«\aTaIion of 1789; see
N . ·C. ONig:llion.

PreicnUll~: ~8. 25. 111-119. 124. 126. 127.
131:~: Aristotk: Hegel. § 3: Kant
I: Kanl 2: set' SitualioJl. Uni\'enc (of

Phrase).
ProgI'C:S$: 256. 259: K:ml Notice 4. t§ 3 and,.
Proper Name (nOtll prop"'): 49. 51. 54. 55.

61-68.152. 155. 157. 159. 160.211.262:
Notices: Antislhcne:s: Hegel. § 3: L.c:vinas.
§ 2: Cashin:lhua: set' World (of llilmes),

Proposilion: 84. 85. 91. 99.
Prose: 229.

Reality: 37. 39. 47. 48. 56. 61-67. 82.91.
92. 238. 239: Kam Notice 4. § 1: sec

Referent.
Rcferem: 28. 37. 47-93 (e>pcciall)' 51. 55.

62.63).233.239.241: NOliees: Hegel. §

I; t.e\'ina~. § I.
Refotmi~l1l: 258.
Regimen (or phrase): 39. 40. 78. 79. 147.

175.178. 179. 187. 194.
\RCpre~ 118. 133.220: sec Situation.



Time (foiJ): 40. 66.113.118.184.186.219:
NOIiccs: Genrutle Slein; KaRl 4. § 3: see
Occurrence.

UniversaJiution: 222-221, 232.235,236,
153. 255; NOIiccs: Declaration of 1189:
Kant 4. § 5.

Univnx(ofphrase):25. III. 115. 119.123.
193-195: see Insancc. Phrase, Pn:scnUl­
tion. Sillialion.

Unuanslatable (itltroduiJib/t): 91: _ Heter-

"'~.

You (114): 116, 258; Notices: Lcvinas: Kanl 2,

"

We (~): 155. 1S8. 160. 183.210: Notil%s:
Hegel: Kant 2. § 5.

Weak. Arong (/aibft.jHr): 130.217.231.
232: Nociccs: Protagoras; PblO, n I and

1 •
Will (m/otlltl: 134. 159. 181,235,263: Kam

Nocice 2. § 4.
Witneu (tlmoill): 1-5.56.64.90, 103, 155,

264: see Third Party.
Work (tro\'C1if): 243. 244. 249. 250: see Ec0­

nomical.
World (of names): 60. 81, 133. 160.210.

226. 227: Nocices: DecblOltion or 1789. I
3; Cashinahua. Ii 1-3: see Pmpcr Name.

Wrong (IOff): 7. 8

Validalion: 41, 56, 61, n. 90: NOIiccs: Kant
2, n I and 3: Ku.J. § I.

Vrngeatll"1:: 42-44. 92. 191.
Viclim; 9-24, 33. 36. 38. 16L; see Wrong.
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,Time (I~J): 94-98,101, 120, 121. 125.
19':""226,232.234.242.244-251: No­

tices: Protagoras: Aristotle: Kant 2, § 6:
Cashinahua, §f 5 and 1: Kanl 4. § 3; see
History, /J il hoPfWlljIlS', Occurrence.
Progress. Time (/oiJ).

Third Party (tim): 64. 88. 103, 1S8. 164,
1M; P1alo NOIice. § 3; see Wilneu.

RC<juest (d~mafld~): 163. 164. 112. In: Le­
vinas Notice. if I and 3.

Ruul!: 1S3-160. 170,237; Hegel Notice.

SaYage: 222-224. 226; Ca~;nahua NlXice;
_ Pagus.

Sall1C1ion: 148.
Self (Wf): 153, 161, 170,200, 225; Hegel

NlXice. U I, 2 and 3.
Self-n:fen:ntialily (sui-rlfjr~flu): 51, 99. 108:

Protagoru NOIKc. § 2.
SeIl5l: (U'IU): 30. 54. 69. 74-n. 81, 169.
Sensus romlmmis: Kant NlXKc 4, § 5; _

Feelina·
Serie$: 94--97,100,242; Notices: Protagoras.

U 3 and 4; Hegel. § 2; Kanl 2. If 2 and
4: Kant 4. § I.

Sign: 238. ~5. 261; Nodccs: Ku. I. § 2;
Hegel. § 3; Kant 2. If 2 and 6: Kant 3, §
4: Kant 4. n 2. 3. and 6.

Silc:nte: 1-18.22-24,26-28,93. 160.236:
NOIices: Kanl I; Arislotk. § 3: see
Feeling.

Si. (object): 81. 88; Antisthcnes NOIKc.
Situation: 18.~. 114-117. 121. 131; Kant

Noric'e I; see Presentation.
Social: 193-195. 198,211.
Specu.laI;ye (&mn:): 71. 73. 189. m. 237.

~7: HCJd NOIice. n 2 .nd 3; sec Di­
altelical.

Stage and .udicl'lCC (U'b«- tf sallt): 238; No-
tices: Plato. § 5: Kanl 4. If 3 and 5.

Stakcs (tfljtU): see End.
Subject: 52. 54; Notices: Kanl 1: Heg!'!.
SUb~126, 192,256: Kal'll NlXicc 4. § 4.
S\ICCe5$: 175. 119-181, 184, 186. 192.212,

25 I. 253; NOIices: Protagoras: Kanl 3. §
3.

Symbol: 225; Noticcs: Hegel. § I; Kanl 3. U
I and 2.
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