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FOREWORD TO THE ENGLISH EDITION 

When the decision was made to edit and publish Jacques Derrida's teaching 
lectures, there was little quc51ion that they would and should be translated 
into English. From eady in his career, ;n [968, and annually thereafter un
[;12003, Dcrridn regularly taught at U.S. universities. It was his CUSTom to 
repeat for his Arner;c:!n audience the lectures delivered to his students in 
France the same year. Teaching first at Johns Hopkins and then at Yale. 
he read the lectures in French as they had been written. But from 1987. 
when he began teaching at the Uni\'crsit), of California, Irvine, Derrida 
undertook to lecrure in English, improvising on-the-spot translations of his 
French text. Recognizing Ih:l! the greater p.ut of his audience outside of 
France depended on translation was easier, how(:\'cr, than providing an od 
libitum English version of his own elegant. complex, and idiomatic writ
ing. In the circumstance, to his evident joy in teaching was orten added a 
measure of suffering and regret for all that remained behind in the French 
original. II is (0 the memory of Derrida the teacher as well as to all his stu
dents past and still to come that we offer these En,glish translations of "The 
Seminars of J:acqucs Dcrrid:a." 

The volumes in this series :are translations of the: original French editions 
published by Editions Galilee:, Paris. and will in e:ach C:15e follow shortly the 
publication of the corresponding French volume. The scope of the project. 
and the basic editori:al principles followed in establishing the text, are Out
lined in rhe '"General Introduction to the French Edition." translated here. 
Editorial issues :and decisions rdating more specifically to this \'olume are 
addressed in:an "Editorial Note." Editors' footnotes and other editonal ll1ter
ventions are, with :a few exceptions, translated without modification, except 
in the case of footnoted cit:alions of quoted material, which refer to e:x[anl 
English uanslations of the source as necessary. Additional translator's notes 
have been kept to:a minimum. To facilitate scholarly reference, the page 
numbers of the French edition are printed in the margin on the line al 
which the new page begins. 



viii :t: POItI!WOItl> TO THE ENOI..I$H f;lllTIOS 

Translating Derrida is a notoriously difficult enterprise, and while the 
translator of each volume assumes full responsibility for the integrity of 
the translation. as series editors we have also reviewed the translations and 
sought to ensure a standard of accuracy and consistency across the volumes. 
Toward this end. in the first phase of work on the series. we have called 
upon the advice of other experienced translators of Derrida's work into En
glish and wish to thank them here: Pascale-Anne Brault. Michael Naas. 
Elizabeth Rottenberg. and David Wills. 

Groffi'� Bennington 
Pegg)' Kamll/ 
JANUAItY 2009 

-

GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO 

THE FRENCH EDITION 

The complete edition of Jacques Derrida's seminars and lectures will give 
the reader the chance of an unpn:cedented contact with the philosopher's 
teaching voice. This edition will constitute a new p:Ht of his oeuvre, to be 
distinguished from the books and other texts published during his lifetime 
or revised by him before his death, and with a clearly different status. It is 
not certain that Jacques Derrida would have published the seminars as they 
stand: probably he would ha\"C reorganized or rewritten them. Taken as a 
whole, but also in their relation to Derrida's philosophical oeuvre, these lec
[Ures and seminars will constitute an incomparable research tool and will. 
we believe, give a different experience of his thinking, here linked to his 
teaching. which was always, both in France and abroad, a [ruly viml re
source of his writing. 

The corpus we are preparing for publication is vaSt. From the beginning 
of his teaching career, Dcrrida was in the habit of completely writing out al
most all his lectures and seminars. This means that we have at our disposal 
the equivalent of some fourteen thousand printed P.1ges, or forty-three 
volumes, on [he b.1sis of one volume per academic year. This material can 
be classified according to a varie[}' of criteria. First. according to the place 
where the teaching took place: the Soroonne from t960 to t964; The Ecole 
normale supcrieure in the rue d'Ulm from 1964 to 1984; the Ecole des 10 
hautes etudes en sciencel> sociales from 198 ... to 2003.1 Se1::ond, according to 

L We must add the Amcricm placcs 100; from (all 1968 to 1974 at the Johns Hop. 
kins UnivCfsil), in Baltimore. thcn as Visiting Prufcssor III Ihc Hum:lIlities from 1975 to 
1986 at Yale Unvcnil),. whcre hCjZ:nc cach year, in the fall or spring S<cmester, a regular 
seminar. From 19871U 2003, De.nida taught regularly al the Uni\enity of California, 
Irvine, and at Ihe Kew School for Social ReS<carch, the Cardozo Law School. and New 
York University (1992-2003). This American teaehlllg (which. \\,(h a few cxccplions, 
rc�ato:J thc Parisian SCffilllar) was givcn at firSI III Frcnch but after 1987 most oftcn 
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the type of teaching: classes with a very variable number of sessions (from 
one to fiftcen) until '964; what he always called "S<':minars" thereafter. Fi� 
nally-and, no doubt, most rdevantly for the editorial work-according 
to the tools used: wc have handwritten sessions from 1960 to [970; type
scripts. with manuscript annotations and corrections. from 1970 to 1988; 
dectronic files and primouts from 1988 to 2003. 

DerridOl's seminOlrs, which already had their own style and had already 
attracted a broad and numerous following at the rue d'Ulm (where the 
choice of subjects and authors, if not the way they were treated, was con
strained by the program of the Agrcgation).! take on their definiti\'e char
acter at the EHES5, where, on \Vednesdays from 5:00 PM to 7:00 I'M, a 
dozen times a year, Jacques Derrida, some:times improvising a liule, would 
read before a large audience the text of his seminar, entirely written out for 
each session as the year proceeded, (Add to that a few improvised sessions, 
sometimes around a re:lding, and a few discussion sessions.) Henceforth 
free in his choice of subjects, Derrida bunched research projcns over peri
ods of sc\'eral years, which link together in explicit, coherent, and gripping 
fashion. The great question of philosophical nationality and nationalism 
(1984-88) leads to that of the "Politics of Friendship" ([988-91), and then to 
the long scries of "Questions of Responsibility" ([991-2003), focusing suc
cessively on the Secret (1991-92), on Testimony (1992-95), Hostility and 
Hospitality (1995-97), Perjury and Pardon (1997-99), and the Death Pen
alty (1999-2001), with Ihe final two years devoted to "The Beast and the 
Sovereign" (2001-3). 

jacques Derrida was in the habit of drawing on the :lbundant mate
rial of these seminars for the \cry numerous lectures he gave cvery year 
throughout the world, and often, via this route. parts of the seminars were 
reworked and published. Several of his books also find their point of de
p..1rture in the work of the seminar; OfGrommat%gy (1967). for example, 
in large part develops sessions of the 1965-66 seminar on "Nature, Culture, 
Writing": the semin:lr on "Hegel's Family" (1971-72) is picked up in Glas 

(1974)· PolitICS of Friendship (1994) is explicitly presented as the cxp."1nsion of 
the first session of the 1988-89 seminar, and there arc traces in it of other 
sessions too. But in spite of these pa nial conl'ergences and correspondences, 

in English: Dnnda would imprOVise during the session an English �ersion of his tut, 
which he had previously :mnotated for thiS purpo$C. 

l. ITmnslator's note:) The Agn::)::aIinn is the nmoriously compelltive qualifying ex
�minacion ,aken by pmsp«ti,-e higher-level teachers in the secondary and unilersily 
systems. 

Gf."ERAl.. INTIlODUCTIOl<o :j: XI 

the vast majority of the pages wrillcn from week to week for the seminar 
remain unpublished and will provide an incomparable complemellt to the 
work already published. Whene\'er a session was later published by Janlucs 
Derrida, [11 modified form or not, we will gl\-e the referencC'. \Ve do not 
consider it appropriate for the edition of the �eminars themsc.lves. as origi
nal material, to offer a comparatil'e reading of those versions. 

As wt' ha\e already pointed out, the editorial work varies considerably 
according to the mode of production of the text. For the typewriter pe
riod, many handwritten amendments and annotations require a consider
able effort of decipherment; the more so for the seminars enlirely written 
in Jacques Derrida's handsome but difficult handwriting. which require 
laborious transcription. 50 we shall bcgin by publishing the �eminars or the: 
last twenty years. while be,ginning preparation of the re�t. In all cases, our 
primary goal is to prescnt Ihe tat (lflhe seminar. as written by Jacques Dcr
rida with a vIew to speech, to rf!ading aloud, ami thus wHh some marks of 
anticipate:d orality and some familiar turns or phrase. It is not certain that 
Jacques Derrida would ha"e publLshed these seminars, ahhou,gh he occa
sionally expressed his intention of doing SO,I but if he had taken up these 
texts for publication, he would probably ha\'e reworked them, as ht' alw'lYs 
did, in the direction of a morc wrinen leXT. Obviously we have not taken 
it upon ourseh'es to do lhat work in his place. As we mentioned above, the 
reader may wish 10 compare the original n:rsion prt'sented here with the 
fcw sessiom published separately by Jacques Derrida himself. 

Groffrey Bnl11ingroll 

Marc Cripon 

Margucl'I1e Derrida 

Thomas /Jlltolr 

Peggy Kamuf 

Michel LlSst' 

Maric-Louise Mallt:t 

Ginette MIchaud 

3· See, for example, the foreword 10 Poltt.ql<cs dc i'llmmi (Pa .. �; G;llilce. 1994), p. II; 
Irans. George Collins as PQlma of Frll'nds)"p (Lon{lon; VcrS!) Rook�. '99i), p. '-;1. 
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EDITORIAL N O T E 

The seminar entitled 'The Beast and the Sovereign" was the laSt st:minar 
given by Jacques Derrida at the Ecole des halites elUdes en sciences soclales 
(EHESS), in Paris, from the fall of 200t to the spring of 2003. Rather than 
attempt what could only be :t reductive summary. we reproduce here the 
presentation given by Derrida in the tcale's yearbook: 

\Ve pursued the research Ihat in pre�-ious years, cemering on the prob
lem of the de:nh penalty. had led us to study sQWuignly, the political and 
omotheological history of its concept and its figures. This year we <Ielib
trately pri\lile�ed what intertwined this history with that of a thinking 
of the living being (the biological and the zoological), and more precisely 
with the Ifeaunent of so-called animal life in all its registers (hunting ami 
domestication, political history of zoologic:11 parks and gardens. breeding, 
industrial and cxpemnem:tl exploitation of the living animal, figures of 
bestiality and bilist:, etc.). The point was not merely to study, from {\ristO
tic to Contemporary discussions (Foucault, "gam ben). the canonical texts 
around the illlerprelation of man as a "political animal." We had above all 
to explore the "logics" org:lIli7.ing both the submission of the beast (and 
Ihe li\ ing being) to politic:!1 sovereignty. and an irresistible and overloaded 
analogy between a beast :!nd � sovereign supposed to share a space of sOllle 
exterioTllY with rtspect to "I:!w" �nd "right" (outside the law: above the law: 
origin and foundation of the law), 

We Studied a great many philosophical. rhetorical, poliucal, and other 
indices of this overdetermined analogy (L., Fontaine's Pub1�s and the tradl- 14 
tion that precedes and follows them. texts by Machiavelli. Schmitt.etc.). We 
also attempted a SOrt of taxonomy of the :lI1imal figures of the political. no-
tably from the point of \lew of so\'ereignt}' (alwa)s outside the law: abo\(: 
the laws). Alongside the lion, the fox, etc.. Ihe -character" of the wolf (in 
many cultures) and of tell the "wercwolr (in Europe) imerested us a great 
deal, from Plautus 10 Hobbes and Rousseau. 

On the permanem horizon of our work wert general questions about 
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force and righi, right and justice, of what is "proper 10 mankind," and the 
philosophical interpretation of the limits between what is called man and 
what is improperly and in the generic singular called the animal. As "bes
tiality" and beti,-r: are supposedly proper 10 man in his relation 10 his kind, 
and foreign 10 '\he animal." we bcgan from this point of view a prob1cma
tizing reading of certain texts by Lacan on ··bestiality," by Ddeuze {Differ
("flU and Repetition) on bellJ"e, and by De1cuze and Guattari (A Thousa1ld 
Plureow) on the becoming-animal of man: 

This edition reproduces the written text of the seminar read by Jacques 
Derrida at the sessions that took place at the EHESS. The first volume of 
this seminar corresponds to theyear 200(-2 and comprises thirteen sessions,� 
while the second (2002-3) has ten. The greater P;IT\ of this seminar is un
published, with the exception of a few sessions from this first volume, which 
were presented at various colloquia and were subsequently published, with 
slight variations. 

With the exception of the ninth and the thirteenth, all the sessions of this 
seminar are completely written out. The ninth is devoted to an improvised 
commentary on D. H. Lawrence's poem "Snake" (alluded to in Derrida's 
Rogues." published in 2003), and thc thirteenth is a concluding sessIOn that 
begins with a return to the opening of the seminar. We thought in both cases 
that it would be a pity not to add these pieces to the whole, and so we have 
made a transcription on the basis of some brief notes and, more especially, 

4. Jacques Derrida, �Qucslions de rtsponsahilit� (IX. I .... octe e! Ie s<>uv<:rain)," in 
Annuaire de I'EHESS 20(}1-2002 (paris: E.ditions de I'EHESS, 2002), Pl'. 60i--8. 

;. There are two s<:!.� of \exts of"The Beast and the SoVereign'· seminar deposiled:u 
the [nstitut Mtmoires de. redition cOlllcmporaine (IMEC): Ihe firs! is very lightly and 
sparsely annotated by Jacques Derrida, who would continue 10 correct his text while 
reading it out, which he always did [X:n in han<1. Thi� s<:t wmprises all the sessions of 
the seminar in order, numbered from 1 to 12 (a sequence that is modified here by the 
insertion of the ninth, Improvised, session: see session 9. n. t, below); this is Ihe set we 
have used as the reference text for this edition, and to which we shall henceforth refer as 
�Ihe typescript:' The secontlset compris�s the seri�s that Jacques Derrida used for the 
seminar given in the United States in the spring of 2002 at the University of California, 
Irvine, and in October 2002 at New York Univnsity, at the N�w School for Social Re
s<:arcn, and at Car(lozo Law School: with the e�(eption of the first s<:»ion, this s<:! has 
the entire s<:rics, numbered from 2 to 12. 

6./. Derrida, "La raison du plus fort (y :l-I-iI des flals voyous'), in Voyous: Deux 
""u;, mr /u raison (Paris: Galilee, 200�), p. 23: trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and �Iichad 
Naas, "The Reason of the Strongcsi (Are There Rogue Slates?):· in ROgUCi: Two ways 
On Reasou (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 200S), p. 5. 

EDITORIAL SOTf. * xv 

a recording (made and preserved by Marie-Louise. Mallet), e\'en though the: 
reader must of course be aware that these sessions are inevitably less reliable 
than the others, in that the author could not read and review the transcrip
tion. Also, Derrida often left time for discussion with seminar participants. 
We have signaled such moments in the sessions, but we also decided not to 
include these discussions, which, although they were recorded (but often in 
a technically deficient manner, with some voices being inaudible and above 
all difficult to identify), seemed to us to r:!ise tOO m;Iny questions. In this we 
have followed what was most usually done at the Cerisy and other major 
conferences devoted [Q Derrida's work. 

In the typescript of the seminar, the bibliographical indications were, 
most often, clearly indicated but in abbreviated form: we have completed 
them and filled in those that were missing. A number of quotations were 
not copied out in the typescript: they were included as photocopies of pages 
from books, and we have reinserted them, where necessary resorting to the 
tape recording of the sessions to be sure of where to begin and end. Else
where, we used Jacques Derrida's own books, whenever it was possible to 
find them in the library of his house;1t Ris-Orangis. In doubtful cases or 
where it was impossible to track down the copy he would have used, we 
have referred [Q the editions that are generally thought to be the most reli
able. We have checked and where necessary corrected the quotations made 
by Jacques Derrida, rectifying without signaling the fact whatever seemed 
to be obvious errors of transcription; but we have signaled, when they 
might be significant, certain m(l(lifications to quotations or translations. Fi
nally, to end on this question of references: Jacques Derrida makes numer
ous references throughout the seminar to his own earlier work, whether 
published or not: we give references whenever the citation is explicit, even 
when the work cited belongs to the still unpublished body of the seminars 
themselves.' 

As for the more technical aspeClS of our work, they are relatively slight. 
This edition is of the entire lext of Derrida's 2001-2 seminar as it was com
posed and laid out by him, notably as to its sometimes very long sentences 
and paragraphs. Similarly, at a more microgr:tphic level, the punctuation 
has been preserved; in particular all the brackets, which are Derrida's own.s 
We have, howe"er, on rare occasions made some corrections or minute al-

7·ITranslator's note;1 Unle» otherwise indicated, all notes are. provided by the edi
tors of thl; French edition. J have added rl;fnencl;S 10 English translations whcrl; ap
propriate. 

8. [Translator's note:! Except for translator's glosses. 

" 



terations when the proliferation of signs such as brackets, parentheses. and 
dashes (or else their absence) made it difficult [0 follow the argument. 

We have kept all the signs of the semin:lr's oTa[ quality. and especiall)' 
the "pickups" Derrida placed in brackets, e\(:n if these were often quite 
substantially modified in the aelUa[ readin,lt out. In the same spirit, we have 
chosen to le:lve in p: lrentheses some stage directions, such as "(Board)," 
"(Read and comment)," "(Reread)," "(Develop)," which give a sense of the 

17 rhythm of the seminar, its accents and inton:ltions. In the case of expressions 
that recur with slight differences in spelling (use of capital [etters, quot:llion 
marks, italics or roman face. optional elisions, and so on), we did not see 
fit to attempt any systematic harmonization of these \'uiations, as the}' do 
not hinder the [egibility of the text. Words placed in angle brackets were 
added by us to fiU certain lacunae in the typescript-most oftcn omitted 
words.9 On the typescript, at the end of e:lCh session, Dcrrida was in thc 
habit of noting down in more or less telegraphic style lines of research to 
be explored. These "off cuts" are sometimes reproduced from one session 
[0 the next, sometimes modified and augmented. Given th:lI they did not 
constitute a sustained text, they have not been included in this edition. 

Finally, we thank Gil Anidjar, Joseph Cohen, Jean�Jacque.s l.-1\oie, Ursub 
Sarrazin, and Stcph:lnie Vanasten. whom we consul led [0 explain or verify 
linguistic points concerning the trans[iter:ltion of Hebf(!w words, the trans� 
lation of German expressions, and certain references. \Vc especially and 
warmly thank Georges Leroux, who carefully rC\ised the transliterations 
from the Greek. On his suggestion, we decided to follow here the code used 
by Emile Benveniste in his Vocabulary of Indo-European Imlilutions.lO 

Michel LiSle 

Marie-Louise Malin 
Ginme Michaud 

9. [Translator's notl::1 Not all sueh ea><:s arc reproduced in the translatlun. 
lo·ITr.lIldators note:1 Greek translllerallons in the translation follow the ISO 11.13 

nand"rd. 
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FIRST SESSION 

December 12,20011 

Feminine . .. masculine [La . . .  /d. 
Let me recall the title proposed for this year's semin:lr: the beast I femi� 

nine: Ia bitd and the sovereign [masculine: Ie sOlltJuainj. La. Ie. 
Naturally I shall try to justify this title as I �o along, step by step, pcrh:lps 

stealthily, [ike a wolf[pellt-itrea pas de /Ollp[. Those of you who followed the 
last few years' seminars on the death penalty know thai the huge and for
midable question of sovereignty was central to them. So thi:. inexhaustible 
question will provide for a certain continuity between the previous semi
nars and wh:lt still rem;lins untrodden from this flew approach. by the [Urn 
or at the turning of the semin:lr to come. 

The question of the amma[ was also, here :lncl elsewhere, one of our 
permanent concerns. Bur the beast is not exactly the animal. and it was only 
after the fact, after ha\'ing chosen this I1Ile, the literal formulation of this 
title, the [feminine] beast and the [masculinel sovereign, th:lt I understood 

I. This session wa, publishe:.;I, :llmOSI In 115 enliret). In the: procCf;(lm� of Ihe 1001 
Cerisy eonferencc, Lu dtmf)CTQlIe Ii umr, cd. �'brie-LoUI'(' Mallet (Pari5; G�liU"e, 10<)4), 
pp. 433-56. With some \"..ri�nt' .m<l ,.dJillon), il was alpin given as � lecture at the 
2003 Coimbra confcrcnce (u. sow"Crainni.· Crstlqu". dtronjfmC1lQn, IlfOrics: tll/tollr d( 
1<1 penIle de Jacques lHrrula), and publi<hed, first separately In a bllmg\lal edl11on. un
dcr the 1111<, Lc SOIII:I!mm l1it'" 10 mcranQ fJem (Portuj.(uese tran.btum by Fernanda 
Ikrnardo I \'i5e:U: Pal image: E.:liton::., 20041), and then In the proceedings of Ihe confer
ence JacqM! Dcrritla Q CoimbrollHrr-.tla nn COlmbra (td, Fernand.l Ikrnardo I\'iseu, 
Pal,magc Editorcs, 10051. pp. ;5-1(5), under the title: ··I.e sou\eram Bien, ou �1re: en 
mal de: somcraineIC" IThe SO\crcign Good. ur Being W'lnllng SUlc".:igmy1. Fm'llly, 
pnxeded hy a quite long inuoduclion. the COlillbra [cxt wa� used agam (with '()mc fur
fher \ananu and additIOns) for the Ian lecture hcques Derrida g�\'e In France. In 1004 
at Strasbourg. puh!i5hed by Josellh l"...,he:n m [he journal eitis. special issue, IRmda 
pofu;que_LA dlcr)1",trllctlon de fu JOllt'rruinctl- (puimmcc el droit). no. 30 (100;): 103-40, 
under the lit Ie: "Lcsou\'crain hiell-ou I'Eurolleen mal de �u\er:l.lnelc: La tOnfcrem:e: 
de SWlSbourg du 81um 1OO4.H 

'0 
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one at least of the lines of force or one of the silent bOl insistent connotations 
in what seemed to me to impose the very lener, down to my unconscious. 
down to the title's unconscious, "La bete et Ie sOUVer:lIO," namely the sexual 
difference marked in the grammar of the definite articles, w, I� (feminine, 
masculine). as if we were naming in it, ahead of time, a certain couple, a 
cerlain coupling, a plot involving alliance or hostility, war or peace, mar
riage or di\'orce-not only between tWO types of living beings (animal and 
human) but bel\n�en two sexes which, already in the title, and in a certain 
language- French-ufollt UII� scef/�, arc going at each other, are making 
a scene. 

What scene? 
"\Ve're shordy going to show it" INous I'al/om montr� tout d I'heure: lit

erally, "We are going to show it in a moment'V (Board) 

Stealthy as a wolf. Imagine a seminar that began thus, stealthy us a wolf 
"We're shortly going to show it." 
What: What arc we going to show shordy? Well, "We'rc shortly going 

to show it." 

Imagine a seminar that began thus, saying almost nothing. with a "'We're 
shonly going to show it.' 'What: What arc we going to show shortly?' Well, 
'We're shortly going to show il.'" 

Why would one say of such a seminar that it movcs suulthy us u wolf? 
This is, however, what I'm s,1ying. Stealthy as a wolf. I'm 5.1ying it with 

reference to the (French] proverbial expression d pas de {oup, which in gen
eral signifies a sort of introduction, a discreet intrusion or even an unobtru-

21 sive effraction, withoUl show. all but secret, clandestine, an entrance that 
docs all it can to go unnoticed and especially not to be stopped, intercepted, 
or interrupted, To move d pas dt: loup is to walk withoUl making a noise, to 
arri\'e without warning, to proceed discreetly, silently, invisibly, almost in
audibly and imperceptibly, as though to surprise a prey. to take it by surpris
ing what is in sight but docs not sec coming the one that is already seeing it, 
already getting ready to take It by surprise. to grasp it by surprise. Speech 
(for we are dealing with silent speech here}-spcech proceedlllg d pas d� 
loup would not be proceeding r1 pas dt: colombe, dove-footed, according to 
what a great philosophical tradition says of the dove, of the all but unnotice
able procedure or proceeding of truth advancing in history like one thiev-

2. ITranslator's n(){e:J In La Fomame's classical French, "tout � l'heure" means 
Mforlhwith." r:uher than, as III modern French, "bIer on." 

• 
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ing or else Aying kommr 1m oolt:uI" 011 ("ncore ("II vo{umj (remember.! while 

we're in the columbarium of philosophy. what Kant already said about it 
in the Introduction to the Critiqu(" of Pure Rt:asoll, about the light dove [die 
'�ichte TaubL"]' which. in its Aight. does not feel the resistance of the air and 
imagines it would be sti ll better in empty space. And especially Zarathustra, 
in the Ix>ok that is one of the richest bestiaries in the Western philosophical 
library. A political bestiary, wh:H is more. rich in animal figures as figures of 
the political. A dove crosses a song at the very end of the second pan of Abo 
spruch Zilruthustru, "Di(" stillste Sflmde, � "The Hour of Supreme Silence" 

(IThe stillest houri that's the title of the song). This hour of supreme silence 
speaks. speaks to me, addn.:sses me, and it is mine, it is my hour, it spoke to 
me yesterday, he says. it murmurs in my ear, il is closest to me. as though 
in me, like Ihe voice of the other in me, like my voice of the other. and its 
name, the name of this hour of silence, my hour of silence, is the name of a 
fearsome sovereign mistress [souverainel: "Gestem gen AMnd spruch ZII mir u 

meine stillste StilI/de: das is! der Name meinerfurchrbart:n Herrin" [Lasl night 
my hour of supn:me silence (my hour of the greatest silence. of sovereign si
lence) spoke to me: this is rhe name of my terrifying so\'ereign mistress: "dus 
ist der Name meillt'lfurchtbart:lI Hel'I"ill."I� (Commemary: the hour, my hour, 
the hour of my sovereign silence speaks to me. and its name. the name of 
this absolutely silent one, is that of my mOSt fearsome mistrcss, the one who 
speaks to me in silence. who commands me in silence, whispcnng through 
the silence, who orders me in silence, as silence.) So what is she going to say 
to him, to me. during rhis song I'm leaving you to read.> After saying to him 
(to me, says Zarathustra), "what is Ihe most unpardonable thing about you 
Idt:in UlIlIeruihlichrsesl is that you have the power IMacht! and you do not 
want to reign Idu wills, nicht herrschcn I ," you have the power and you do not 
want to be so\·ereign. Zarathustra's reply, again convoking sovereign power 
and beast: '·For all command I lack the lion's ,·oice." At that moment. his 
most silent voice tells him. as though in a whisper: "(Du spruch ("s Wled� 

wie ein Fliistem Ul mtr): Die stillste" Worte sind ("s, wdcht:dr-n Swrm brmgen. 
Gt:dullkell, die mit TuubmjiiJSen kommell, lenknt die Welt,"("![ is the stillest 

3· The p.1renthesis opened here does 1101 close In the typescript. 
4· Immanuel Kanl. CnllqlU'ojPurc RCaJQ", AS/Ba. 

5· Friedrich Niet7.sche. A.6:0 Ipruch Zararhffilra. in K"riJchc Gnamlawgak. lome 6, 
\'01. I, e.:l. GiorgioColli :lIld i\I:U:711l0 Monllnan (Berl'n and New York: Wallndo: Gru),
ICt, 1968). p. 183. [krrida's own translation. (Tr:lIlslator's note: For Ihe sake of C(JlIsi�
teney, J have tl"3nslale.:llh� passa�es with an <:)"c 10 [krriJa's French vnsion, as well 
as to the original German.J 
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words that bring the swrm. Thoughts that come with dove's footsteps guide 
the world."l 

Read what follows: a still small voice, one might say in a parody of the 
biblical book of Kings I I Kings 19: 12], the silent voice commands him to 
command,� but 10 command in silence., to become sovereign, [Q learn how 
to command, to give orders (befehten), and to learn to command in sile.nce 
by learning that it is silence, the silent order that commands and leads the 
world. With dovt:'s fOOTsteps, on dove's feet. 

Now, where were we just now? Not like ;J. dove, we were saying, and 
above all not on dove's feet, but "sttalthy like a wolf," on wolf's feet. Which 
also means, although quite differently than in the case of dove's feet: si
lently, discreetly and unobtrusively. What the dove's footsteps and the wolf's 
footsteps have in common is that one scarcely hears them. But Ihe one an
nounces war, the war chief. the sovereign who orders war, the other silently 

orders peace. These are two major figures in the great zoopolilics that is 

preoccupying us here, which will not cease to occupy us and is already oc
cupying us in advance. These two figures preoccupy our space. One cannot 
imagine animals more different, even antagonistic, than the dove and the 
wolf, the one rather allegorizing peace, from Noah's Ark, which ensures 
the future the safety of humanity and its animals, the other, the wolf, JUSt as 
much as the falcon, allegorizing hunting and warfare, prey and predation. 

A great number of idiomatic and quasi-proverbial expressions feature 
the wolf("howl among wolves," "cry wolf," "have a wolf in one's stomach," 

"cold enough for a wolf," " between dog and wolf;' "a young wolf;' " the 
big bad wolf," etc.).' These expressions arc idiomatic lin French]. They are 
not all translatable from one language or culture to another, or even from 
one territory or geography to another- there are not wolves everywhere, 
and one does not have the same experience of the wolf in Alaska or in the 
Alps, in the Middle Ages or today. These idiomatic expressions and these 
figures of the wolf, these fables or fantasies vary from one place and one his
LOrical moment to another; the figures of the wolf thus encounter, and pose 
for us, thorny frontier questions. Without asking permission, real wolves 
cross humankind's national and imtitutional frontiers, and his sovereign 
nation�states; wolves out in nature ]dans la natur!'"] as we say, real wolves, 

6. The typescript bas " lui cummande de commander de commander" 1commands 
him to command to commandj, apparently a t)"ping error. 

7. [Translator's note:J These are the idioms in French: "hurler avec les loups," "crier 
au loup,� "un ... faim de loup," "un froid de loup," "entre chien ("I loupM lthe twilight 
hourI. "un jeune 10up" l�a young Turk"I, "1c grand mechant loup." 
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arc the same on this side or the other side of the Pyrenees or the Alps;� but 
the figures of the wolfbelong to cultures, nations, languages, myths, fables, 
fantasies, histories. 

If I chose the expression that names the wolf's "step" in the paJ de loup, 

it was no doubt because the wolf itselfis there named in absentia, as it were; 
the wolf is named where you don't yet see or hear it coming; it is still absent, 
save for its name. It is looming, an object of apprehension; it is named, re
ferred to, even called by its name; one imagines it or projects toward it an 
image, a trope, a figure, a myth, a fable, a fantasy, but always by reference to 
someone who, advancing Ii pas de loup, is not there, not yet there, someone 
who is not yet present or represented; you can't even see its tail; as another 
proverb says: " When you speak of the wolf, you see its tail," meaning that 
someone, a human this time, shows up just when you are talking about him 
or her. Here you don't yet see or hear anything of what is advancinga pas de 
loup, when at the beginning of a seminar I might say: "We're shortly going 
(0 show it." 

For one of the reasons-they arc many, too many, I won't get through 
enumerating them, and I will in fact be devoting the whole seminar to 
them -one of the many reasons why I chose, in this bunch of proverbs, 
the one which forms the syntagm pas de JOllp, is precisely that [he absence 

of the wolf is also expressed in it in the silent operation of the pas, the word 
pas which implies, but without any noise, the savage intrusion ofthe adverb 
of negation (pas, pas de loup, il n'y a pas de loup Ithere is no wolf[, il n'y a paJ 
Ie Joup ["the wolf is not here," perhaps even "there is no such thing as the 
wolr'D-the clandestine intrusion, then, of the adverh of negation (pas) in 
the noun, in Ie pas de loup. An adverb haunts a noun. The adverb pas has 
slipped in silently, stealthy as a \\'olf, a pas de loup, into the noun pas [step]. 

Which is to say that where things are looming a paJ de IOIlP, the wolf is 
not there yet, no real wolf, no so-called natural wolf, no literal wolf. There 
is no wolf yet when things arc looming a pas de Joup. There is only a word, a 
spoken word, a fable, a fable-wolf. a fabulous animal, or even a fantasy (fon
tasma in the sense of a revenant, in Greek; or fantasy in the enigmatic sense 
of psychoanalysis, in the sense, for example, that a tOlem corresponds to a 

fantasy); there is only another "wolf" that figures something else-some
thing or somebody else, the other that the fabulous figure of the wolf, like 

8. [Translalor's nOle:1 French readers would perceive the allusion to Pascal's rcmnk 

about truths on one side of [he Pyrenees being errors on the Olher, See PrMlr" 60 (in 
Blaise: Pascal. OeU07"t's romp/hes, ed. L. I_ .. fuma [Paris: Editions du Seuil. 1963J): (Brun
schvicg cd., p. :;194; sec n. 1:;1 below). 
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a metonymic substitute or supplement. would come both to announce and 
conceal, to manifest and mask. 

And do nOt forget that in French we also cail ioup the black velvet mask 
that used to be worn, that women especially, "bdies" more often than men, 
used to wear at one time, in certain milieux, and especially at masked balls. 
The so-called loup allowed them to see sovereignly without being seen, to 
identify without allowing themselves [0 be identified. This woman in the 
loup would be the feminine figure of what I once called a "visor effect," the 
upper P3rt of the armor played on by the father or spectral king in Ham/�t, 
who sees withoUl being seen when he puts down his visor.9 This time. in 
the ca� of the loup, the mask nicknamed loup, the visor effect would play 
especially, or at least most often, on the feminine side. 

Why this loup, why loup-woman rather than the lotlp-man, in this 
masked unobtrusiveness, whereas in the prm'erb "When you speak of the 
wolf, you see its tail," we seem to be taken more toward the masculine side 
of sexual difference? 

In both ca�s, in any case, of sexual difference,pasde IOllp signifies the ab
sence, the literal non-prescnl3tion of the wolf itself in response to its name, 
and SO an evocation that is only figural, tropic, fabulous, phantasmic, con
notative: there is no wolf. there is pus de IOllp. And the absence of this wolf, 
ungraspable in person othcr than according 10 the words of a fable-this 
absence bespeaks at the same time power, resource, force, cunning, ruse of 
war, str:ltagem or strategy, operation of mastery. The wolf is all the stron
ger, the meaning of its power is :111 the more terrorizing, armed, threaten
ing, virtually predatory for the fact that in these appellations. these turns of 
phrase, these sayings, the wolf does not yet appear in person but only in the 
theatrical pe-rsonQ of a mask, a simulacrum or a piece oflanguage, i.e. a fable 
or a fantasy. The strength of the wolf is all the stronger, sovereign even, is 
all the morc all-conquering [a raison dt'loutj for the fact that the wolf is not 
there. that there IS not the wolf itself. were it not for a pas d� loup, except for 
a pas d� loup, save a pas de IOllp, only a pus de loup. 

I would say that this force of the inSNlsihl� wolf (insNlSih/� because one 
neither sees nor hears it commg, because it is invisible and inaudible, and 
therefore nonsensible. but also insensible becau�e it is a II the crueler for this. 
impassive, indifferent to the suffering of its virtual victims)-that the force 
of this insensible beast seems then to overcome [avoif raisoll del C\erything 
because through that other untranslatable idiomatic cxpression (avotr raison 

9. SeC' J�cques Dcnida, Spectrt!J J� Mun (Paris: Galiltc, 1993). especially pp. 16-17: 
trans. Peggy Kamuf as Spulu/ o!Murx (London: Roulledge, 1994). PP' 5-6. 
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d�, to o\ ercome. to win out on�r, to be the strongest), the question of reason 
comes up, the question of zoological reason, political reason, rationalitv in 
general: What is reason? What is a reason l A good or a bad reason) And 
you can sec that already when I move from the qut:stion "\Vhat is reason?" 
to the question "What is a reason?" a good or a 1).1d reason, the sense of the 
word "reason" has changed. And it changes again when I mm"e from "to 
be right" taLlOlr ralsoll l (and so to have a good reason to bring forward in a 
debate or a comixn, a good reason against a bad reason. a just reason against 
an unjust reason), the word "reason" changes again, then. when I move 
from aLlOlr l'alSO/I in a reasonable or rational discussion, 10 avail' raison de Ito 
overcome I in a power rciation I rapport de fared, a war of conquest, hunting, 
or even a fight to the death. 

'"We're shortly going to show it," I was saying. 
Imagine a seminar. I was also s,1ying, that began thus, a paS de IOllp: 
"'We're shortly going to show It.' What? Well, 'We're shortly going to 

show il."· 

Now, it·s high time, you had already recognized the quotation. 
I t  is the second line of a fable by L1 Fontaine that puIS on stage one of 

those wolves we'll be talking about a lot: here, then. the wolf from the fable 
The Wolf and the Lomh. Here are its first two lines; the f.1ble begins with 
the moral, this time. before [he story, before the narrative moment which is 
thus, somewhat unusually, deferred. 

Tht: reason of tlie strongest is always the beSt: 
As we shall shortly �ho\\,.'Q 

Let me point you at once 10 a fine ch:tpter that my colleague and friend 
Louis Marin devoted to this fable by La Fomaim:, in his book entitled 1..0 

10. J�an d� 1-1 Fontaine, "I.e loup et 1'agneau" ("The Wolf and th� Lamb"l. Livre 
premier. fabl� X. in Fabia. ed. �bre Furn�rol, (Paris: Le I"'re de poche. 1985). p. 51 .  
ITranslalO"$ note: ThiS famous fabk, known to e'ery French S(hookhild. has of cour$C 
bttn vanously trJnsl;,te(1 mlO English, Ilinng, for eumple. "MIght is right: the 'er
din g0e5 to the strong. I To prove the pomt won't take me \ery lon�" (�Iiehie): "The 
)Irongest argue be,t and :llways win. I Read un: you'll find the proof therc:of herein" 
(Schapiro). J n their translation of Dernd:I', VO}'Ql<5 (P!lris: G�lMe. 1003) IRDgu('s: TlI)o 
Essays Oil RmsOIl (Stanford: Stanford Un\er,ay Press. 10(5)!, in whICh IhCSC' two line� 
appear as an epigraph. PaS(ale-Anne Brault and .\Iichad Naas U$C the translation by 
Norman B. Spectur: "The strong arC' always heM at provinll ihey're right. I \Vllncss 
the ca$C we're now Ilomg to cite." Gi\en Dcrri.!:>·s attention 10 the kHer of the opening 
lines, [ halC' preferred to offer a morc llferal aDd prosaic rendition here. I 
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porole mangh. et autres essau thrologiro-politiqun II This chapter of Marin's 
book is, moreover, entitled "L, raison du plus fon eSI toujours la meilJeure" 
[The reason of Ihe strongest is always the best I and it is preceded by a brief 
chapter entitled "L'animal-fablc" ]the fable-animal]. Although the path 
we're going down is not exactly the same, we'lI often be crossing this anal
ysis of Marin's, which I therefore strongly recommend that you read. One 
of me many imeresting things about Marin's approach is  thai it pro�s a 
historical articulation between several exactly contemporary texts: this fable 
of La Fontaine's, then the Port-Royal General Grammur and Art of Think
ing, and finally a famous PensEi' of Pascal's on the relation between justice 
and force, a Pensei' to which Marin often returned, and Ihe logic of which 
is very important to us here. I'm referring to what Pascal places under the 
titie �Reason of effects," and I'll read the whole fragmem, even though we'll 
have to come o.,ck to it in more delail later, because imerpreting it requires 
whole treasure-homes of :menlion and vigilance (298 in Brunschvicg's clas
sification, 103 in Lafuma's): 

fuma,force. It is JUSt that what is just be followed; it is neccssary that what 
is slrongcst be followcd. JU51lCe without forcc is impotent; forcc without 
justicc is ryrannical. Justice without forcc is contradicted. because therc arc 
always bad people; forec without justice stands accused. So Justicc and forcc 
must be put logelhcr; and to do so make whal is just. strong and what is 
strong, lust. 

Justicc is subject to dispute; forcc is easy to recognize and indisputablc. 
And so Onc could not give force to justice, because force contradicted justlCc 
and said that it was unjust, and 5.1id that it was force that was lust, And 
thus not being able to make what is just, strong; one madc what is SHang. 
jUSLll 

Apart from Marin's, I refer you, among the texts that arc one way or 
another dtvoted to this fragment, to my little book Force de loil! and the 
remarkable chapter that Geoffrey BenningtOn devotes to Paul de Man in 
ugislations: The Politlc> of Deconstruction. 1< 

1 L Louis Marin, UJ paf()/� rnllnglt·, Cl Ilurrr:s eJflllS rhlologiro-fXJlttlques (Pans: Meri
diens/Klincksicck,1986). 

12. Blaise Pascal. Pou/�s �r OpllscII/n, cd. Uon Bnmschvicg (paris: I-Iachette, 1946). 
no. 298, p. 470. 

1 j. /3«1Ue$ Dcrrida. Foru J� /QI (Pari$: Galilec. 199"); trans. Mar)- QU;lIntancc. in 
Actso/Rd'g'QII. cd. G. Amdlal (Lon<lon: Routlcdgc. 10(2). pp. 230-98. 

I". Geoffrcy Bcnnmgron, � Aberrations: de Man (and) the Machine." '" l.Jguiaflom: 
Th� Pohr,('J of D«onsrrucrlon (1...)O<lon: Vnso Books. 1994), pp. 137-5 I .  
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Many wolves will, then, be crossing the stage of this Seminar. We are �oing 
to show in a momenl lhat one cannot be interested in the rebtions ofbca�t 
and sovereign, and all the questions of the animal and the politica\. of the 
politics of the animal, of man and bea\! in tht: context of the state, the polu, 
the city, thc rtpublic. the social bod}', the law in gcneral. war and peace, ter
ror and terrorism, national or International terrOrism, etc .. without rec
ognizing somt pri\'ilege to the ligure of the "wolf"; and not only in the 
direction of a certain Hobbes and that fantastic, phantasmIC, insislt:nt, re
current altcrcation between man and wolf, between the two of them, the 
wolf jar man, manfor the wolf. rn:m us wolfjo/' man, man as humankind, 
this time, beyond sexual difference. Illan and woman (homo hamilll lupus, 
this dativc making clear th,H it is also a wa}' for man, within his human 
space. to give himself. to rcpresent or recount to himself this wolf story, 
to hunt the wolfby making it come, tracking it (in Frt:nch this wolfhulll 
is called loutJeuriej [it is just as much a way for m:m, within his human 
space, to give himself, to represent or recount to himself this wolf stOry, 
to hunt the wolfl in a fantasy, a narrative, a my theme, a fable, a trope. a 
rhetorical turn, where man tells himself the story of poi.lics, the story of 
the origin of society, the story of the social contract, elc,;for man, man IS 
a wolf). 

When I say wolf, you mustn't forget the she-wolf. What counts here is 
no longcr the sexual difference between the wolf as real :mimal and the 
mask ['aup] worn by the woman. Here wt: are not dt:aling with this double 
wolf, this "twin" word, masculine in both cases, the natural wolf, the real 
wolf and its mask ,� lotlp, its simulacrum, but indeed with the she-wolf, 
often a symbol of sexuality or cven of sexual debauchery or fecundity, of 
the she-wolf mother of othcr tw\Os, for example tht: she-wolf that, at the 
foundation of Romt:, sucklt:d turn by lurn. each in turn or both at once, the 
twins Remus and Romulus. And while we're on twinsll and myths of origi
nary foundation, it is frequcnt among North American Indians-for we 
have also been in America for a moment-for two tWIns to fi�h[ over thetr 
mother's brcasl: and among the Ojibwa, in certain \'ariants of the story, the 
hero Manabozho {who most of the time gets on well with his brother) either 
remains inconsolable at his death or else kills him himself; :md his brother, 
dead or killed by him, is a Wolf: the Wolf. His brother is the wolf, his next 
of kin is the wolf. For this man. the twin brother is a wolf: a friendly wolf, 
a friendly brother whose death leaves him inconsolable, beyond all possible 

15. [Translator's nOlc:] 10 all thrcc occurrences In Ihis semence, Dcnida suppli(C\ thc 
English word "lwinsH as well as the French word "jUIl1(c3Ult.-
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work of mourning; or else an enemy wolf, an enemy brother, a twin he will 
have killed, and whom he will not havc mourned here either. Those dose 
to me, brothers, friendly or enemy brothers arc wolves who arc my kind 
and my brothers. 

And then. glvc·n th:lt the pack of mythical wolves is without numbf=r, 
remember Wman among the German gods (WOIan or Odin in the Nonh). 
WUlan is a warrior god. a god of warlike fury (cf. wiifm III modern Ger
man: to bf= in a fury, to r:tvap:e through warfare). and Wotan decides as Sov
ereign King, as war chief. Sovereignty is his very essence. \Vhen he sits on 
the throne. he is Aanked by two wolves. who arc like the insignia of his maj
esty. living coats of arms, the living heraldry of his sovereigmy. tWO wolves 
[Q whom he gives everything anyone hands him to cat, for he himself docs 
not eat, he only drinks, especially me:td. What is more. Odin WOtan also 
had the gift ofbeing able to change himself at will into a wild animal. into 
a bird. fish, or serpem. 

We will keep trying to think through this becoming-beast. this 
hecoming-animal Df a so\·ercign who is above all a war chief, and is deter-

30 mined as sovereign Dr as animal faced with the enemy. He is instituted as 
so\'ereign by the possibility of the enelllY, by that hDstility in which Schmitt 
d:timed to recognize. along \\ Ith the possibility of the political, the very 
possibility of the sovereign, of sovereign decision and exception. In the leg
end of Thor. son of Odin (or \Vot:ll1) and of lord, the Earth, we can also 

find a terrible wolf story. The giant wolf Fenrir plays an important part 
on the day of the twilight of the gods. Just to say a word about a long and 
complicated story (that I am leaving you to pu:ce together for roursekes). 

I recall that the gods, threatened by this sinister and voracious. ytS \ora
cious, wolf, lay for him a highly ingenious Ir:lp that the wolf discovers, :Inc! 
to which he agrees to suhject himself on am: condition; once the condition 
is met, he ends up closing his jaws around the wrist of the god Tyr. who 
was to place him in the trap. according to tht cOntract. After which the 

god Tyr, who had accepted a mutilated hand in order to respect the con
tmct and redeem the disloyal trial proposed to the wolf. hecomes the jurist 
god, the god of justice and oaths. fixing the cocle and the rules of what 
was c:tneel the Thing (Ding, rC:ld Heidegger). the Thing, the C:tuse. Ihat 

is, tht plaCt of assemblies, deb:lles, common deliberations, conAicts :md 
litigations and decisiDns of justice. The god of the Thmg. of the C:lUse. of 
justice, of oaths h3d his h:tnd devoured, cut ofT at the wrist by the wolf. in 
the wolrs mouth. 

And then, but tht: list would be too long. think of Akc1a, the sovereign 
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chief o f  the wolves 3nd the father of the wolf cubs who protect and raise 
Mowgli. 

Now, aoout this she-wolf or all these wolf-mcn, about the foulld:nion of 
the town or the city, the origin of the political. [he originary social contract 

and sovereignty. let me quickly recall a well-known r.'1ct. ThaI is, that ROllS· 
scau will oppose a cert:lin f:tntastics or phamasmatics of the wolf-man or 
Plautus'shomo hOml1l1 lupus in his comedy Asinaria: "Lupus est homo hom· 
ini, non homo, quom quali5 sit non nov it" ('"\Vhen one doc:s not know him, 
man is not a m:ln but a wolf for man"),lb a phrase the proverbial nucleus of 31 
which was l:lken up. reinterpreted, reinvested, 3nd mediated by so m:llly 
others: Rabclais. Montaigne. Bacon, especially Hobbes. And it is, as you 
know, against the homo homim lupUJ of Hobbes or equally against Grotius 

that Rousseau thInks and writes the Social Contract. As for the man-wolf 
for man in Plautus and especially Montaignc. and Hobbes-we will come 
back to him only at the end of next week's session, after a certain detour the 
necessity of which must be pllt 10 the tesl in the meantime. 

Back to Rousseau. As early as chapler 2 of the Social COntract ("On the 
First Societies"). on thc: threshold. then, of the immedi:llcly following chap

ter, which seems to be responding to L1. Fontaine in that It is entitled "Of 
the Right of the Stronger" -as early as ch3pter 2. then. Rousseau opposes 
Grotius and Hobbes as theorists of the political, of the foundation of the po
litical, who reduce citizen to beast, and the originary community of men 10 
3n animal community. An animal community the chief of which would be. 
all in all, a kind of wolf, like the wolf-tyrant. the tyrant turned wolf in Pla
to's Republic (book 8. to which we shall return later. along with everything 
I would call the I)'r% g)' of Platonic politics, politics as discourse aoout the 
wolf, llIkos) in any case, to come h3ck to Rousse:tu. ::t sovereign who would 
be simply stronger and thereby capable of de"ouring those he commands, 
namcly carrle. ROllsse:w had, however. written somewhere, 1 don·, remem
ber where • .  " was li\'ing like a real werewolf' (we shall return al length to 
the werewolf, which is something dse). Here in the SOCIal Contract (chapter 
2), Rousseau is, then, opposing a certain 3nimalization of the origins of ,he 

political in Grotius and Hobbes, when he wrires: 

Ir is doubtful, then. according to Grotius. whcther the human r�ee be
longs to � hundred or so men. or 1f rh�t hundred or so men belong to the 
human r�ee: �nd throughout his book he seems to lc�n toward the fonner 
opinion: tillS is also Hobbes's reeling. So. here we ha\e the hum�n race 

16. PIaUlUS, Amllmu. linc 495. 
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divid�d into herds of caule. each one wllh lIS chIef who keeps H III order 
to devour it.11 I reread J 

INotice Ihe "in order to devour if': don't forget this word "de\'our" : he, Ihe 
chief. does not keep Ihe beast by d�VQurmg it, while devouring Ihe beast (and 
we are already in the space of Totem and Taboo and the scenes of devour
ing cruelty that are unleashed in it, put down, represse<1 in it and Iherefore 
displaced in it into symptoms; and the devouring wolf is nOt far away, the 
big b.1d wolf, the wolrs mouth, Ihe big leeth of Little Red Riding Hood's 
Grandmother-Wolf CGrandmother, what biJ:: teeth you have"), as well as 
the devouring wolfin the Rig Veda, etc.. or Kronos appeanng with the face 
of Anubis devouring time itsdf)- notice, then. the "in order to devour it" 
in Rousseau's lext ("So, here we have Ihe human race divided into herds 
of cattle, each one with its chief who keeps it in order to devour it"): he, 
the chief, does not keep the be:1SI by del/ourmg it, he does not first keep the 
cattle and then. subsequently. devour said cattle, no. he keeps the cattle with 
o l/i�1/J to de//ollrmg it, he only keeps the cattle m ordu to devour it, so us to 
de\'our it savagely and gluttonously. tearing at it with Ius teeth. violently, 
he keeps it for himself the way one keeps for oneself (in what is a larder) 
but with a view to keeping even more completely for oneself by devouring, 
i,e. by putting to death :md destroymg. as one annihilates what one wants 
to keep for oneself-and Rousseau does say "caulc," i.e. an animality not 
domesticated (which would be something else again), but already defined 
,md dominated by man in I/it:wofman, an animality that is already destined, 
in its reproduction organized by man, to nccome either an enslaved instru
ment of work or else animal nourishment (horse, ox, lamb. sheep, etc.: ani
mals. let us nOte, that can become the victims or the prey of the wolf). 

Rousseau continues, and we arc still in the order of fJ1/UJOgy ("analogy" 
is Rousseau's word. as you'll see). we are in the order of the figure. of the 
"like" of met:lphor or comparison, or even fable: l  

As a 5hcpherd is of a nature �uperior 10 Ihal of his herd, the shepherds of men, 
who arc their chiefs, arc also of a nature �upcrior to thai of their peoples. 
This i5. aC(:Qrdmg 10 Philon, how Caligub. reasoned, correctly concluding 
from lhisanalogy Imy emphasis! that kings were p:ods. or that peoples were 
beasts. 

The reaSOning of this C.lligula . . .  I� 

1 j. lean-Jacques Rou�sc:au. DII COntrul KJCial (pari�: Cbssiques Garnier. 19541. p. 237. 
(Tr:onslator's nOIC; M� translation. I 

18. Du COl/lrol social. p. 237. Dcrnda's e:mphasis. 
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lAnd thi� IS indcc.:d the reasoning of a sovereign. the reason given by a 
sovereign. let us not forget that: Rousseau is certainly marking the fact 
that thiS discourse, this "rea�oning." was signed, and signed not by a phi
losopher or a political scientist but by a duef. an emperor, and therefore 
by a sovereign himself situated by analogy and in the "animal" analogy 
that he thu� accredits. an analogy from which man has in the end disap
peared, between god and beast: "kings were gods, peoples were bea�ts," 
The sovereign says, the emperor Caligula proclaims, he edicts, speaking 
thus of sovereignty from so\·ereignty, from the place of Ihe soven:lgn, he 
says: there arc gods and there are beasts. there is, ,here is only, the Iheo
zoological, and in Ihe thco-anthropo-zoological, man i� caught, evanes
cent, dis:J.ppearing, at the very most a simple mediation. a hyphen between 
the so\ereign and the beast. between Cod and cattle. Taking up the thread 
of the quotation again:1 

The reasomng of this Caligula comes down to the same !hing as in Hobbes 
and Grotius. ArislOde, before any of Them. had also said thaI men arc not 

naturally equal. but that some were born for slavery and olhers for domi
nation. 

Aristode was righ! [Ot·ou 1"Iuion: reason again! This time in the syntagm 
"avoir raison" !he poim is not 10 0/10" ralSOIi de but JUSt to «/IOir raison, to 
Ix: just or right[; but he took the effect for th� cause. AllY man born into 
slavery is born for sla\·ery. nothing is more cenain. Sla\'C'S lose everything in 
their irons, even The desire to be fret" of Ihem; they 10\(: thclr enslavcmem 
as Odysseus's companions loved their brulishness. So if Ihere: are slaves by 
nature, Thts IS because there have been sla\es against nature. Force made Ihe 
first slaves.l� 

Rousseau's thesis is Ihm bolh thaI ·'the reason of the l>Irongcs," is in fac/ the 
best, that it has prcvailed and prevails in fact (the stronger has reason of the 
weaker, th ... wolf of the lamb), but that if ill fact the reason of the stronger 
wins out. by righr the reason of the strongest is not the beSt. ought not to be, 
ought not to have been Ihe best, ought not to ha\'e been right, and every
thing will turn around the semantic pi\'ot of the word ··reason" in the fable: 
when the fable says "the reason of the strongest is always the beSt," is it rea
son irsdf, the good reason, the most just reason, true reason, or the reason 
given, alleged by the stronger (Caligula or the sovereign or the wolf in the 
fable) which is the best? And ··best" can still mean tWO radically helero-

19· Ibid., p. 137. This laSI sentence of Roussc:au ends thu�: �Furce made the fir�1 
slaves. their cow<lr<lice pcrpctualcd their sla�cry." 



35 

14 * FIRST SESS10l< 

geneous things: either the reason that prevails in fact or elsc, on the con* 
trary, the reason that ought to prevail by right and according to justice. 

If I'm already quoting Rousseau at some length and Ulsislently. while 
asking you to read what precedes and follows in the SOCial Contract. !Ius is, 
precisely. for sc\'er:11 reasons. 

I. The first is that we have JUSt seen. in the warp of a few sentences, 
a crossing of most of the lines of force of our fmure problematic, begin* 
ning with this insistent -analogy," this multiple and o\'erdetermined anal* 
ogy Ihat. as we shall see, through so many figures. now brings man close 
10 the animal. inscribing them both in a relation of proponion, and now 
brings man and animal close in order to oppose them: heterogeneity. dis
proportion between the authentic homo politicus and the app • .1Tcntly politi* 
cal animal, the soverdgn and the strongest animal, etc. Of course, the word 
"analogy" designates for us the place of a question rather than that of an 
answer. However one understands the word, an analogy is always a reason. 
a logos, a reasoning. or even a calculus that moves back up toward a relation 
of produclion, or resemblance, or comparability in which identity and dif
ference coexist. 

Here, whenever we speak of the beast and the sovercign, we shall have in 
view an analogy between two currenr represenrations {currenr and therefore 
problematical, suspect. to be interrogated) between Ihis type of animality or 
living being that is called the "beast" or that is represented as bestiality, on 
the one hand, and on the other a sovereignty that is mOSt often represented 
as human or divine, in truth anthropo-theological. But cultivating this anal* 
ogy, clearing or plowing its territory, does not mean either accrediting it or 
simply traveling in it in only one direction, for example by reducing sov
ereignty (political or social or individual-and these arc already different 
and terribly problematical dimensions), as it is most often situated in the 
human order, [reducing it, then] to prefigurations said 10 be zoological. bio
logical, animal or bestial (four concepts-the zoological. the biological, the 
animal, the bestial-that we shall also, prudently, have to tell apart). 

We should never be content to say. in spite of temptations, somcthing 
like: the social. the political, and in them the \'alue or exercise of sovcreignty 
arc merdy disguised manifestations of animal forcc. or conflicts of purc 
force, the truth of which is gi\'en to us by zoology. that is to say at bottom 
bestiality or barb.1fity or inhuman cruelty. It would and will he possible to 
quote a thousand and one statements that rely on this schema. a whole ar
chive or a worldwide library. \Ve could also in\'ert the sense of the analogy 
and recogmzc, on the contrary, not that political man is still animal but that 
the animal is already political. and exhibit. as is e.1SY f() do, in many ex* 
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amples of what arc called animal societies. the appearance of refined. com* 
plicaled organizations, with h,erarchical structures, attributes of authority 
and power, phenomena of symbolIC credit. so many things that are so often 
att ributed to and so na'i\'ely reserved for ro-callcd human CltlfUrl'. in opposi
tion to f/atttrl'. For example-tO cite only this sign. which has imercsted me 
for a long time and touches on what so many philosophers and anthropolo
gists hold to be proper to man and human law-the interdiction of incest. 
Among all that modern primatology has taught us, and among all ihe fea* 
lUres that-forgive me for recalling this-I have been emphasizing wher
ever (i.e. just aboul cverywhere) I have been interested in the great ,-!uestion 
of the animal and what is proper to man. as everything [ nicknamed cartlo-
phaJlogocentriJm (among the mo�t recent and [he most recapitulatory texts I 36 

permit myself, for simple reasons of economy in order to gain time in this 
seminar, to refer to: OJSpirit, "Eating Well" in Points . . . , "The animal that 
therefore I am," in L'all/'mal autobiogl'aphique, and For What Tomorrow . . .  , 

read, and follow up the references given in all the texts in L'animal 
autobiographiqul'},1.fI for some time now I have been emphasizing the fragil-
ity and porosity oflhis limil between nature and culture, and the fact that 
there is also a\'oidance of incest in some societies of so-called great apes-
the limit between avoidance and interdiction will always be difficult to 
recognize-just as there is also, in human societies, some ine\'itability about 
incest, if one looks closely, in the \ery place where incest appears forbidden. 
The only rule that for the moment I believe we should give ourselves in this 
seminar is no more 10 rely on commonly accredited oppositional limits 
between what is called nature and culture, naturellaw, physislllomos, God. 
man, and animal or concerning what is "proper 10 man" (no more to rely on 
commonly accredited oppositional limits] than to muddle C'\'eT}·thing and 

20. lk r�pr,t: Ht':idqrgn' t'l 1£1 qut'sllfln (paris; G"liUc. 19871: nans. Gt:offr�y Ben
nington �nd Rachel Bowlby as Of Spirit: HI',dl'ggt'f IlnJ Iht': QIlt'Ilwn (ChiClgo: Uni\'t'T
sity of Chicago Press, '989); "11 faUl hlt:n 11lan,l!cr. 011 It: cakul du sujct." in POI/jlsdt' 

suspension (Paris; GaIMe. 1992). JlP. 269-jO l; nans. Petcr Connor and Avital Ronell as 
'''Eating Well; or the Calculation of the Sub!ect.� III P()lIIti . . . : Into-filews '974-1994 
(Stanford, Stanford Umversity Pn:n. '995). pp. 2')5-87; "L'anJinal que done je 5uis (3-
suivre), in M-L Mallet. ed., L'<Ullmul IlllfohlOgruplllqUt': .-Ifftoffr de /aeqllt'i De"ida (p;nis: 
Galilee. 1999). PI'. 251-301. Subsequently publishcd in J:lC<JUC'S D<::rricla. L'animal quI' 
(Umejt': mil. t:d. M-L Mallet (Paris: Galilee. 2(06). PI" 15-77; trans. I)alid Wills as The 

Animal That Thert':jort' I Am (New York: Fordham University Press. 2008). pr. 1-';1 

Jacques D<::rrida and EI1l'.aheth Roudlneseo. "Violences contre 1cs animaux." In lk quOl 
dt'mOm: Dii2logut': (Paris: Fayard/Galil&. 2001). pp. 10,)-27: trans. Jeff FOri as For Whal 
TomOTTQw • . •  (Stanford: StOlnfonl Univ<,rsit)' Pr<,ss. 2004), pp. 62-76. 



rush. by analogism. IOward resemblances ;md idemities. Every time one 
puts an oppositional lunit m question, far from concluding that there is 
identity. we must on the contrary multiply attention 10 differences. refine 
the analysis in ;l restruClun::d field. To take only this example, very close to 
our seminar. it will not be enough to take into account this hardly contest� 

17 able fact that there are animal socu!lies, animal org:l nizations t11i"lt :Ire refined 
and complicated in the org;Hliz<ltion of family relations and social relations 
in general. in the distribution of work and wealth, in architecture, in the 
inheritance of things acquired. of goods or non-mnate abihties, in the con� 
duct of war and peace. in the hierarchy of powers. in the institution of an 
absolute chief (by consensus or force, if one can distinguish them), of an 
absolute chief who has the right of life and death o\er the others, with the 
possibiliry of revolts, reconciliations, pardons granted, etc.-it will not suf
fice [0 take into account these scarcely contestable facts to conclude from 
them that there is pOliIICJ' and especi311y sovereigllly in communities of non
hum:ln living beings. "Social animal" does not necessarily mean politic31 
:mim31: every law is not necessarily ethical. juridical, or political. So it is the 
concept of law, and with it that of COnlract, authority, credit, and therefore 
many, many others that will be at the hean of our reAeClions. Is the law th3t 
reigns (in a way that is morcm-cr differentiated and heterogcneous) in all 
the so-c.alled animal societies a law of the same n3ture as what we under
stand by law in human right 3nd human politics? And IS the complex, al
though relativel}' short. history of the concept of so\creignty in the West (:I 
concept that is itself 3n institution that we shall try 10 study as well as we 
can) the history of a law, or is it not, the structure of which is or IS not, also 
10 be found in the laws that organize the hierarchized rel:ltions of authority, 
hegemony, force. powcr. power of life and death in sO-GIBed animal socie
ties? The question is a11 lh1.' more obscure and necessary for the f3ct that the 
minimal feature that must oc recognized in the position of sovereignty. at 
this scarcely even preliminary stage, IS. as we insisted these last few years 
with rc:speCl to Schml1t,�1 a certain power togwe. to muk�, but also tosu.5pend 
the law; it is the exceptional right to place oneself above right, the right 10 
non-right,U if I can say Ihis, which both runs the risk of carrying the human 
sovereign above the hurn:m, toward divine omnipotence (which will more� 

)8 oVl:r most often have grounded the principle of sovereignty in its sacred and 

21. See llmung OIhers the unpublilhc<1 seminar �Polilics of Fricn(hhip� (1988-891. 

llnJ PO[,tlCi of F,,�ntiJnip. 

22. [Tran5ialOr\ note;) "Droit"· on French can CQrrc�pund 10 both " bw� (in the gen
eral �nsc: -Ie droif civil- is civII I"w). ,ond �right.� 
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theological origin) and, hecause of this arbitrary sllspension Dr rupturc of 
righl. runs the risk of making the so\'ereign look like the most brutal beast 
who respects nothing, scorns the law, immediately situates himself above 
the law, at a distance from the bw. For the current representation, to which 
we are referring for 3 St3ft. sovereign and beast seem to have in common 
their bcing-outside-the-13w. It is as though both of them were situated by 
definition at 3 dist3nce from or 31XJ\e the laws. in nonrespeC! for the ahso
lute law, the absolute law that they make or that they are but that they do 
not havc to respect. Bell1g-outside-the-bw can, no doubt. on the one hand 
(and this is the figure of sovereignty), take the form of being-abo\'e-the
bws, and therefore take the form of the L.1W itself, of the origin of 13""'5. 
the guarantor oflaw ... as though the Law, with a c3pital L, the condition of 
the law, were before, above, and therefore outside the law, external or even 
heterogeneous to the law; but bcing-outside-the�law can also, on the OIher 
hand (and this is the: figure of what is most often understood by anim:llilY 
or bestiality), l heing-oulsidc-thc-law can 3lso! situate the pbce where the 
law does not appear, or is not respected. or geu violated. These modes of 
being-outside-the-Iaw (be it the mode of wh3t is called the beast, be it that 
of the criminal. even of that grand criminal we were talking ;lbout last year 
and of whom Benjamin said that he fascinates the crowd. even when he is 
condemned and executed. because, along with the law, he defies the SO\'er
eignty of the state as monopoly of violence; be it the being-oUlside-the
bw of the sovereign himself)-these different modes of bcing-outside
thc-Iaw can seem to be heterogeneousarnong thcmsel\'es,or even apparently 
heterogeneous to ,he law. but the fact remains, sharing this common being
outside-the-law, beast, criminal. :lnd sOH·reign h:l\'e a troubling rescm� 
blance: they call on e3ch other and recall each oth1.'r, from one to the other: 
there is between sovereign. criminal. and heast a sort of obscure 3nd fasci
nating complicity. or even a worrying mutual attraction, a worrying r.1mil
iarity, an 1Il1h�im"ch, uncanny!! reciprocal h3unting. Both of them. all three 
of them, the anim:l\. the criminal. and the sovereign, are outside rhe law, at 
a distance from or above the laws: criminal, OCast. and sovereign str:lngely 
resemble each other while seeming to be sinl3ted at the antilxxles. at each 
other's antipodes. I t  happens. moreover-brief re:lppearance of the wolf
that the nickname "wolf" is given to a head of st:lte :15 Father oflhe Nation. 
Mustapha Kern31 who had given himself the name Atatiirk (Father of the 
Turks) was called the "'gray wolr' hy his panis:lns, in memory of the myth
ical ancestor Genghis Khan, the "blue wolf:' 

23·ITr:J.ndator's notc::I "Uncanny- IS in Engh5h In thc tcxt. 
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believe that this troubling resemblance, this worrying superposition 
of these twO beings-outside-the-Iaw or "without laws" or "above the laws" 
that beast and sovereign both are when \'iewed from a cerlain angle-I 
bc:11I:ve: that this re:semblance explains and engenders a sort of hypnotic fas
cmatlOn or irresistible halluCination, which makes us see, pro)eCl, perceive, 
as in a X-ray, the face of the beast under the features of the sovereign; or 
conversely, if you prefer, it is as though, through the maw ofille unta.mable 
beast, a figure of the sovereign were to appear. As in those games where one 
figure has 10 be identified through another. In the venigo of thiS tlnh�ml
fieh, uncanny!' hallucination, one would be as though prey to a haunting, or 
rather the spectacle of a spectrality: haunting of the sovereign by the beast 
and the beast by the sovereign, the one inhabiting or housing the other, the 
one becoming the intimate host of the other, the a.nimal becoming the hore 
(host and guest),l' the hostage too, of a sovereign of whom we: also know 
that he can be ve:ry stupid Itrh b�ul without that at all affecting the all
powerfulness ensured by his function or, if you like, by one of the "king's 
two tx.dies."!I> In the metamorphic covering-over of the two figures, the 
beast and the sovereign, one therefore has a presentiment that a profound 
and essential ontological copula is at work on this couple: it is like a cou
pling, an ontological. onto-zoo-anthropo-theologico-political copulation: 
the beast becomes the so"ereign who becomes the beast; there is the beast 
and [e/] the sovereign (conjunction). but also the beast is kS11 the sovereign, 
the sovereign IS lutl the beast.�] 

Whence-and this will be one of the major foci of our reAection, its 
most current political focus-whence the :Jccusation so often made toel:iy 

40 in the rhetoric of politicians against sovereign states that do not respect in
tern:nional l:iw or right. and which are called "rogue stales" [Elals l/oYQI/.S), 
i.e:. delinquent state:s, criminal states, states that lx:have like brigands, like 
highway robbers or like vulgar rapscallions who just do as they feel, do 
not respect international right, stay in the margins of international civility, 
"iolate propeny, frontiers, rules and good international manners, including 
the laws of war (terrorism being one: of the classic forms of this delinquency, 
according to the: rhetoric of heads of sovereign states who for their pan 

2o\. ITra.nstator's nUI<::l "Uncanny" is in English m !Ill: text. 
25. ITT3nstator's nnu:::I ··Hos," and "gU(!S'·· an: III Engli5h in the t(,xt, to spe.::ify the 

amb'gui£)' of the French word -h&e:· 
26. See Ermt Kantorowicz, Th� King's Two BoJiu: A Suui,. m M�d,aa'Ql Palit/{:al 

Throfogy (PnncelOn: Princewn Unl�<:rSlty Press. (957). 
27. ITr�nsbtor·� notc:1 Derrida speth out the copub <'it (e-s-I), which IS a homophone 

of the cunjunction n. 
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claim to respect inlern:uional right). Now I�·tat voyotl is a. translation of the 
English rogUf:. rogue st:Jte (in German, Schlfrk� which can also mean "ras
cal," bounder, cheat, crook. rabble, blackguard, criminal. is the word also 
used to translate rogl/d. ··Rogue state" in English seems to he the first namt: 
(wyou and Schurke arc merely transla.tions, 1 think), for the accusation was 
first formulated in English. by the United SWles. Now we shall see, when 
we go in this direction and )tudy the uses, the pragmatics, and the semantics 
of the word rogue, very frequent in Shakespeare, what it also tells us about 
animality or bc�tiality. The "rogue," be it to do with elephant, tiger, lion, or 
hippopotamus (and more generally carnivorous animals), [the "rogut:"1 is 
the individual who does not even respect the law of the animal community, 
of the pack, the horde, of its kind. By its s.wage or indocile behavior, it stays 
or goes away from the society to which it belongs. As you know, the states 
that are accused of being and behaving as rogue states often turn the accusa
tion back against the prosecutor and claim in their turn that the true rogue 
states arc the sovereign, powerful. and hegemonic n:Jtion-states that begin 
by not respecting the law or international right to which they claim 10 be 
referring, and have long practiced state terrorism, which is merely another 
form of international terrorism. The first accused accuser in this debate is 
the United States of America. The United States is accused of practicing a 
state terrorism and regula rly violating the decisions of the UN or the agen-
cies of intern.uional right that the)' are so quick to accuse the others, the so- 41 
called rogue states, of violatlllg. We shall return at length to this problem-
atic zone. There is e\en a book by No.11ll Chomsky entitled Roguf: Slau5.· 
The Ruff: of Force in WorM Affairs, 18 a book the principal aim of which, sup
ported by a great number of facts and evidence from the geopolitical his-
tory of the last decades, is to support an accusation made against the United 
States. The United States, which is so ready to accuse other states of being 
rogue states, is in fact allegedly the most rogue of a\1, the one that most 
often violates internation:J1 right. even as il enjoins other states (often by 
force, when it suits it) to respect the intern:llional right thilt it does not itself 
respect whenever it suits 11 not to. Irs use of the expression "rogue state" 
would be the most hypocritical rhetoncal slr.It;lgem, the: most pernicious or 
perverse or cynical armed trick of its permanent resort to the greater force, 
the most inhuman brutality. To take, provisiunally, only one example from 
the overwhelming case: made by Chomsky III Roglle SfaUS, and selecting 
within it the bestiary lexicon that is import;lIlt to us here, I shall in\'oke: 

28. No:am Chom�ky, Rogue S',,'cr: The Rille of Forc� in World Affilm (Cambridge, 
MA; South End Press. 2000). 
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only from the beginning of the hook the o:xample of the long and complex 
history of the relations bc:tween the USA and Saddam Hussein's Iraq. Cer
tainly, Chomsky has no indulgence for Saddam Hussein or for Iraq. which 
he describes, relying on a number of well-known facts, as a "leading crimi
nal stale" (p. 24, read all the pages around thiS). BUI ifSaddam's Iraq indeed 
comes in at the lOp of the list of criminal states, if. as US diplomacy has been 
reminding us regularly for ten rears, Saddam is guihy of using weapons of 
mass destruction against his neighbors and his own people, Chomsky has no 
difficulty recalling that for a \'ery long time Saddam was well treated by tht: 

42 USA. as an ally and a client. This treatment only came to an end. leading to 
a terrible biological war whose Iraqi victims arc counted by the thousands 
(malnutrition, illness, five thousand children dying e\'ery month accord
ing to UNICEF quoted by Chomsky, etc.)-this treatment of Sadd:lm as 
respected ally and client only came to an end. then, when Saddam stopped 
following the political and militaro-economic strategy of the USA (.md one 
could say the same about the Taliban). Only at that moment did J raq. ceas
ing to be an ally, an ;Iccomplice, or a docile cliem, become a roglft:stale and 
only then did one begin to speak of Sad dam Hussein, the leader of a rogue 
state, as a beast, "the beast of Baghdad."."> I make this remark to announce 
the fact that we will no doubt be talking a lot, later in this seminar, about 
what has become known as "Scptember I I ." 

That, said tOO briefly and in pure anticipation, is the obscure place to
ward which we are directed by the word. itself obscure. "analogy," amlogy 
between the political sovereign and the beast. This word analogy IS not only 
obscure, like a word wbose concept or theorem. whose theoretical tenor, is 
invisible or inaccessible: it is obscure and dark and black, this word analogy, 
like the reality of a frightening cloud [har announces and carries within 
it the threat of thunder. of lightning, of tempest and hurricane: it is dark 
because it is heavy with all the (actual and \ irtual) \'iolences and nameless 
historical ravages, disasters we won't (already don't) have a name for, when 
the names of right (national or international). war, ci\'il war or international 
war, terrorism (national or international) lose their most elementary credit. 

2. The second reason why I quote thesc first chapters of the Social Cot/
tmct is that we already sec cited in them philosophers and philosophemes. 
political philosophies, that ought to occupy us as a first priority: for example, 
as you heard, Aristotle, Grotius, and Hobbes. Rousseau here inscribes all 

43 three of them rather quickly into the same tradition, neglecting Ihe massive 
fact that it wa!> in order to break with Aristotle. and with the consequences 

29. Ibid .. p. ::z8. ITr�n)l.llOr·5 nOle: [knida "luotes Chomsky herc In English.1 

that Aristode draws from his famous but still JUSt as enigmatic definition of 

man as political creature or animal (poJitikoll zOtm), that Hobbes wrote his 
Leviathan and his De Ciu�, and developed a theory of sovereignty that will 
interest us later. Naturally we shall have to read or reread these texts. 

3. The third reason why I refer to these fiTS! chapters of the Social Con

(met is that in the lines I have just qUOIed. Rousseau adds a footnote to the 
word "brutishness" [obmt/iJemmt! ("they lo\'e their e-nslavement as Odys
seus's companions loved their brutishness"). The note- refers to Plutarch. It 
says, "See a linle treatise by Plutarch. entided: That Bl?asU HaUl? Reason." 
You will find this f

.
1scinating text by Plutarch llJmla Animalta ral/On� mil, 

translated [into French] by Amyot. in the collection published and pref
aced by t.lisabeth de Fontenay, Trois 1m/til pour les ammatlx.!oJ The treatise 
10 which Rousseau rt:fers is found there under the tide "That brute bcas[S 
use reason." The word "brute" will often be \ery important to us, where it 
seems to connote not only animalilY but :l certain bestiality of the animal. 

I cannot recommend too strongly that you read these texts, which could 

detain us for a long time. In "That brute beasts usc reason," the first words 
of a philosophical discus�ion with several voices already or again convoke 
the figure of the wolf, the analogy and the quasi-metamorphosis that or
ganizes the passage between man and wolf (but also lion). The discussion 
begins, then. with this metamorphic analogy: "I think I've understood what 
you're saying. Circe, and I'll bear it in mind. BUI please could you tell me 
whether there arc any Greeks among the people you've turned into wolves 
and lionsrJ1 

Read what follows and notice too that In praising a cenain \'inue of the 
animal, one of the particip.1llts in the discussion. Gryllus. places, precisely. 
this animal \'irtue above or at a distance from the law. Let me read this ethi
cal and political praise of the animal, whose moral and social, even political, 
virtue goes above or before the law-a bit bkl? (3 " Iike" that carries the 
whole charge of the question of an analogy), a bit "like" the sovereign: 

You can see, however, that when al1lmals fight with one :lI1orher or with 

you humans. they do nOI employ tricks and stratagems: they rely in their 
battles on blatant b.1re bravery backed up by real prowess. Tnt:'} dOIl't need 
a law to hl? passed Imy emphasisJ lo summon them to b.'mle. and Ihey don't 
fight because they're afraid ofbcing court-m:1nialled for desertion: they see 

30. Plutarque. Tro is t,wtl! pour In ammuux, C(1. tli�lbelh de Fontcna), (P�ris: P.O.L. 
199::Z); �On the Usc of Rcason by '1 rrational' Ammals." III Plutarch. E.'$iJ)" , trans. Robin 
Waterfield (London: PengulIl Books. 1992). pp. 383--99. 

Jl. lbid., 1'. 12511" ]83J. 
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the fight through to the bitter end and refuse to give in because they instine
ti\'c!Y loathe defeal. [Read what follows; and, further on:1 

I . . .  [ You don't find animals begging or pleading for mercy or admitting 
defeat [error of Plutarch's: comment). Cowardice never led a lion to be
come enslaved to another lion, or a horse to anOlher horse. as it does human 
beings. who readily welcome the condition which is named after coward
ice. Suppose humans trap or trick animals into captivity: if the animals are 
mature, they choose to reject food. reject thirst and choose to hring aoout 
and embrace death rather than accept enslavement.J.l IComment.] 

If we wanted to place this note in the Sociul COlltract referring to Plutarch's 
plea for animal reason into a network. a RousseaUlst network, we should 
have to sLUdy closely, in Emile (book 2) a very long quoration (mure th;m 
three pages) from the opening of the first of Plutarch's Three Treafi.c • . . .  

("If It Is Permissible 10 Eat Flesh" [De em carniumJ). Before quoting Plu
tarch, the one who speaks 10 Emile, the imaginary pupil, warns him against 
eating meat. Children are naturally vegetari;m, and it is important "nor to 
turn them [ . . .  ] into meat eaters:' Botb for thei r  he:llth and for their charac
ter. For, the master says: 

It is certain th.H great meat caters arc in general more cruel and ferocious 
than other men: this observation is for all pbcesand times. The barbarity of 
the English is well known. I . . .  1 All savages arc cruel; and their customs do 
not lead them to be so: this cruelty comes from their food !comment: cruelty 
an{j without/I cruelty and death sentence[. They go to war as they go to 
the hum. and Treat men like bears [my emphasis: always this "Iikc" of the 
anthropo-zoologlGll analogy). In England even butchers an.' not allowed to 
bear witness, and no more are surgeons. Great criminals harden themsc1\;cs 
for murder by drinking blood.!-4 

(Rousse:w :tdds a note here, because of a scruple, because his translator 
pointed out to him, and translators are always the most vigilant and formi
dable readers, that in fact English butchers and surgeons did h:Jve the right 

to bear witness and that only butchers, and not surgeons, were rtfused the 
right to sit as jurors in criminal tri:lls.) Read what follows. and the very long 
quotatIons from Plutarch's plea or indictment, one of the most eloquent in 

32. Ibid., pp. I 29�30 [p. 387. very slight I) modified [. 
33. "CrUaUle et 5..111S

M in the typescript: perhaps a typing tHOr fur " cmaute et sang" 
lcrudt), and blood[. 

34. Jean-Jacquo:"5 Rousse,,\!, Emile (P"ri�: Garnia-Flammarion, 19()6), pp. 196--97. 
ITr"n�la\Or's nul<:: My transl..tioll.] 
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history in the trial of carnivorous culture ;md its "cruel delights" (,"You do 
not eat these carnivorous animals, you imitate them; you hunger only for 

the innocent and gentle beasts who do no harm to anyone, who arc attached 
to yOU, who serve you. ;md that you det'our Imy emphasis] as a reward for 
their services.") 

You h;1\'e no doubt already noticed lhe recurrence of the lexicon of de- 46 
vourmenr ("devour," "devouring"): the beast is on this account devouring, 
and man devours the beast. Devourment and voracity. Devoto, vorax, VO/"(l-

ror. It's about mouth. teeth. tongue. and the violent rush to bite, engulf, 
swallow the other, to rake the other into oneself too, to kill it or mourn 
it. Might sovereignty be devouring? Might its force. its power, its greatest 
force, its absolute pmency be. in essence and always in  the last instance, a 
power of devourment (mouth, teeth, tongue, violent rush \0 bite, t:ngulf, 
swallow the other. to take the other into oneself too, to kill il or mourn it)? 
But what gocs via interiorizing devourment, i.e. via orality, via the mouth, 

the maw, teeth, thro;]\, glottis, and tongue-which afe also the sites of cry 
and speech, ofl:lllguage-that very thing can also inhabit that other site of 
the visage or the face, i.e. the ears, the auricular attributes. the visible and 
therefore audiovisual forms of what allows one not only to speak but also 
to hear and listen. "Grandmother. what big ears you ha\"(," she says to the 
wolf. The place of devourwcnl is also the place of what carries the voice, 
the topos of the porte-vOIx [megaphone, literally '"voice-carrier" j, in a word, 
the place of vociferatioIJ. De\"ou rment, vociferation, there, in the figure of 
the figure,'� in the face, slll;]ck in the mouth, but :Ilso in the figure as trope, 
there's the figure of figure, vociferating devourment or devouring vocifera-
tion. The one, vociferation, exteriorizes what is eaten, devoured, or interior-
ized: the other, conversely or simultaneously, i.e. dc\'ourmem, Illteriorizes 
what is exteriorized or proffered. And on this subject of devouring, proffer-
ing, eating, speaking, and therefore listening, of obeying in receiving within 
through the cars, on the subject of the beast and the sovereign, I lcavc you 

to musc on the ass's ears of King Mid:Js that Apollo inAicted on him because 
he had preferred his rival in a musical cum petition. The ass is thought, un
fairly, to be the most stupid of beasts I/o plus bite des hew I. Midas hid these 
ass's ears under his crown, and when his hairdresser denounced him and 
divulged his secret to the tanh, the rushes, Ovid tells us, murmured in the 47 
wind. '"King Midas has ass's ears!" And then in Tristan and Yseu/t, another 
king, another animal's ears, the horse's ears of King Mark. 

35· [Transbtor'� note:I "Figure" III French meam both "fi)!:ur,;," ;ond "face:' 



Th� r�ason of th� Sirongest is alwa}'� th� beSt 
As w� shall shortly show. 

[n a sense, no scminar should begin that way. And yet every seminar dOC"s 
begin that way, anticipating and deferring in some manner the monstration 
or demonstration. Every seminar begins with somc f3bu[ou.s .. As we shall 
shortly show." 

What is a fable? 

We could, [0 begin. ask oursch·cs (ycs, " ask oursehes." but what arc we 
doing when we ask ourselves? When one asks somt'thing of oneself? When 
one (X>SCS oneself a question, when onc interrogates oneself on this or 
that subject or, which is something different, when one asks for on�self? 
When one asks on�self for oneself as if  that wer� possible or as if it were 
an other)-we could, to begin, before even beginning, ask ourselves what 
relation there can be between a seminar and a fable, between a seminar and 
the mode of fiction. simulacrum, fictive speech. "once upon a time" and 
"as if' narration that we call a fable. Especially if said fable stages some 
fabulous beast, the lamb, the wolf, the great aquatic monsters created by 
God in Genesis ( 1 :21), or the four beasts in Daniers dream or vision (which 
I leave you [0 read, starting at Daniel 7=2: and "These great beasts, which 
arc four, urt' four kings, which shall aflsc out of the earth" (7:17), i.e. four 
bestial figures of historico-political sovereignty); or again, and cspecially, 
all the beasts from John's Rt'c.-dotion, which clearly present themselves as 
political or polemological figures. the reading of which would merit more 

48 than one seminar on its own; or again Behemoth or Leviathan, the name of 
that apocalyptic marine monster, that political dragon renamed by God in 
almost his last address to Job (40:15),1/; which I invite you to reread: "Behold 
now behemoth, which I made with thee: he eateth grass as an ox. Lo now, 
his strength is in his loins . . .  ;' and, just a linle further on. just afterward 
in the Book of Job: 

ICanst thou dr:!w out lellialh:m with an hook' or his longue: with a cord 
which thou 1ctt�st down? 'Canst thou put an hook IntO his nose? or bore 
his jaw through with a thorn? ! . . .  1 or his head with fish spears? �L1)' thine 

h:!nd upon him, remember the haule, do no more. " Behold. the hope of 
him is in \"ain: shall not om: be cast down even at th� sight of him? IONone 

j6. 1TranslatoT·s note:! I han' normalizc<l all blbliul referenets 10 eorrClipond to the 
chapter and \·�r<c numocn of th� KlOg lames '·�nion. 
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is �"O fierce thai dare slIr him up: who then is able 10 st:!nd before me: ! . . .  ! 
111 will not conceal hiS P.1rtS. (Job ,,1:1-12) 

Read what follow�, but remember this ··1 Will not conce:!l his parts.� Read 
tOO Isaiah (2Tt): ··[n th;1I day the LORD with his sore and great and strong 
sword shall punish leviathan the piercing serpent, even leviathan that 
crooked serpent; and he shall slay the dragon thal ls in the sea.� 

Or else read Psalms (74:13. t4), and you will find that it is always ad
dressed to a God cap:!ble of destroying, puning to death. the hideous, pow
erful, and repugn:lIlt beast. the Leviathan: 

l.!Thou didst (Ii'ide Ihe sea by thy strength: thou brakesl the heads of the 
dragons in the waters. I'Thou brakest thc heads oflcviathan in pieces, and 
ga\·cst him /0 hr meat 10 thc people inhabiting the wilderness. 

Just where the :!nirnnl realm IS so often opposed to the human realm as 
the realm of the nonpolilic:ll to the renlrn of the political, and just where 
it has seemed possible to define m:ln as a political animal or living being, 
a living being that is, on top of that. a "political" being, there too the es
sence of the political and. in panicular of the state and sovereignty has often 
been represented in the formless form of animal monstrosity, in the figure 
withom figure of a mythological, fabulous, and non-natural monstrosity, an 
artificial monstrosity of the animal. 

Among all the questions that we shall have to unfold in all directions, 
among all the things thaI we shall have to ask oursel\·cs, there would, then, 
be this figuration of man as "political animal" or "political living being" 
(Z6011 politikoll. according to Aristotle's so well-known and so enigmatic for
mula (Politics 1 . 1253:13). I t  is obvious, says Aristotle, that the polis forms part 
of [he things of nature (tall physei) and that man is by nature a political be
ing (kai oli fJmhropos ph}"St'i po/itikon ZOoIl); from which he concludes, after 
having suongly iI1�isted (contrary to what is sometimes understood or read) 
in the same text, in the same pages, and again juS! before this. on living and 
life as, '�JI (ztn), and not as �(OS' (bios), on the EU '�I' (t'u ztn), living well 
(we shall h:tve to come Ixlck to this too)-he concludes, then. that a being 
without a city, QrrOAlS" (UpollS), an apolitical being, is, by nature and not by 
chance (diu physill kai 011 diu luchln), either much worse (phulIlos) or much 
better than man. superior to man (kreil/on i Ul1lh,.oposP:-which clearly 
marks the fact that politicity, the being-political of the living being called 
man, is an imermediate between those two OIher living bcmgs that arc beast 
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and god. which. each in iu own way, would he "apolitical")-so. w return 
to our point. among all the questions that we shall ha\-e to unfold, among all 
the things we shall have to a.o.k ourselves, there would. then. be this figura
tion of man as "political animal" or "political being," but also a double :Hld 
contradictory figuration (and figuration is always the beginning of a fabula
tion or an afTabulation), the double and contradictory figuration of political 
man as on th�on� halld superior, In his very sovereignty, to the beast that he 
masters, enslaves, dominates, domesticates, or kills, so that his sovereignty 
consists in raising himself above the animal and appropriating it, having 
its life at his dispos.11, but 011 th� Olh" hand (contradictorily) a figuration of 
the political man, and especially of the sovereign state as animality, or even 
as bestiality (we shall also distinguish between these twO values), either a 
normal bestiality or a monstrous bestiality itself mythological or fabulous. 
Political m:m as superior to animality and political man as animality. 

Whence the most abstract and general form of what we shall have to 
ask ourselves: Why is political sovereignty, the sovereign or the Slate or the 
people, figured sometimes as what rises, through the law of reason. above 
the beast, above the natural life of the animal. and sometimes (or simulta
neously) as the manifestation of bestiality or human animality. i.e. human 
naturality? I leave these questions:1S they are for the mnment. But the prin
ciple of a reply (I shall call it prosthctic or prostatic or prosthstaric, i.l;'. fol
lowing the technical or prosthetic logic of a supplemem that supplemenu 
nature by adding to it an nrtificial organ, here the state) seems to come to 
us from what is no doubt the most arresting example (the one that is most 
present to our memory, and we shall return to it) of ti'l1S figuration of the 
political. oflhe state nnd sovereignty in the Olllcgory or the fable of the mon
strous animal. and precisely the dragon cnlled Leviathan in the Book of 
Job: I am referring to Hobbes's book ullinlhan (1651).\� Right from its In
troduction, and in an opposition to Aristotle that we shall have to specify 
later, Hobbes's UlllatlwlI inscribes human art in the logic of an imit:ltion of 
divine art. Nnture is the art of God when he creates and governs the world. 
i.e. when, by an art of life, a genius of life, he produces the living and thus 
commands the living. Well. man, who IS the most eminent living creation 
of God, the art of man that is the most excellent replica of the art of God, 
the art of this living being, man, imitates the art of God but, being unable to 
crrou,fobricatt:J and, being unablc to engender a natural animal. fabricates 
an artifiCial animal. Art goes so f.1r as [0 imitate this excellent life-form that 

38. 1 Dcrrida quotes (rom] Ut'/Iuhan. AuthontJt,vc Text. BJckgrounds, Interpreta
tions. cd. Richard E. Fhthman and 1);l\ id Johnston (New York: "orlan, 1997), p. 9. 
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is man, and 1 quote: "Arl goes yet further, imitating that Rationall am] most 
excellent work of Nature. Man. For by art is crealed that great LEV rHIIA !'O " 

(the frontispiece of Ihc book represents this gigantic and monstrous man 

who dominates the city, ;tnd Hobbes cites In Latin, in this frontispiece, a 
passage of Job ('P :33), "Upon earth there is not his like," words followed in 
the text by "He beholdelh all hIgh Ihmgi: he IS :I king over all the children 
of pride.")'" 

Once again. I leave you to rcad or reread, I invite and urge you to do so, 
these two or three pages, which describe, in God's words, the monster Le
viathan. LeI me pick up again my quotation from Hobbes's Introduction to 
Ullialhan: "Art goes yet further, imitating that R:ltionall and most excellcnt 
work of Nature, Mall. For by art IS created that great LEVIATHAN, called a 
COMMON-WEALTH or STATE. (in latine CIVITAS) which is but an Artificiall 
Man; though of greater stature and strength than the N:Hurall, for whose 
protection and defence it was intended" (p. 9). [So Leviathan is the Stale 52 
and political man himself. the artificial man, the man of :ITt :lml institu-
tion, man producer and product of his own art, which imitates thc art of 
God. An is here, like the institution itself, like artificiality, like the technical 
supplement, a sort of animal and rnonstrous n:Hurality. And Hobbes will 
analyze, describe in delail, "not conceal his pans," as it says in Job, detail the 
members of the monstrous body of this animal, this Leviathan, produced 
as political man by man. And he begins with sovereignty. which is both 
absolute and indivisible (we shall return to this-and Hohbes no doubt 
had read Bodin, the first great theorist of political sovereigI1fY); but this 
absolute sovereignty is. as we shall also sec, anything but natura\; it is the 
product of a mechanical artificialitY. :1 product of man, an artifact; and this 
is why its animality is that of a monster as prosthetic and artificial animal. 
like something made in the laboratory; and by the same token, I would say, 
leaving the genre of commentary for that of interpretation, i.e. following 
the consequence of what Hobbes S.1}'S beyond his own explicit intention: if 
SovereignlY, as artificial animal, as prosthetic monstrosity. as Lcviathan, is a 
human artifact, ifit is nOt natural, it is deconstruetible, it is historical; and as 
historical, subject to infinite transformat-jon, it is at once precarious, mortal, 
and perfectible. Let me return to my quotation and continue it:1 

39·ITransIJtor"s nme:1 1 hcrequme thc Kmg Jame$ \er�ion: "Children of pride- cor
responds in Ihe French lr�nSlal'On usc<1 by D.::nl<la (I.e LIVre de Job. trans. Pierre Alferi 
and lean-Pierre Prevost, in La 81Mt:. nOUI'elle IradUCllon (paris: Ihprd. 2001]) �imply 
to "fauves" ("wild heasIS"); another French translallon. by loUIS Segond. has "Ie$ plus 
hen animau,X" (�Ihe proudest animals�). The Vulgate: has -filios mpcrhiae.-
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Art goes )'et funh�r, imitatIng that Rationall and mosl eKcdlcm work of 
Nature, "Iun. For by an IS cr�at� that gr�at LEVIATHAN, called a COM 1'101"
WEALTII or STo'ITI!, (in latin� CI VITAS) which is hut an Aruheiall �tan; though 
of greater stalUrc and strength than the Naturall, for whose proteCiion and 
defence It was Lntended: and in which, th� Soverrllg/lty is an Aninciall 5011/, 
as glvmg life and motion 10 th� whole body: Th� .\1agistr(lus, and other Of 
ficers of J udicaturc: and ExeCUlion. aninciall Jo)'nl.i: Reward and PUnishment 
(hy which fastned to the seat� of the Scwcraignty, every join! and member is 
mo\ed to perform� his duty) arc the Nerws. 

Let me interrupt the quotation for a momen[ to emphasize tWO points. On 

the one hand, sovereignty is the anificial soul: the soul. i.e. the principle of 

life, life. vitality. vivacit), of this Leviathan, and so also of the state, of this 

state monster created and dominated by the art of man, artificial animal 

monster which is none other than artificial man, says Hobbes. and which 

lives as a republic. state, commonwealth, civitas only through this so\'er

eignty. This sovereignty is like an iron lung. an artificial respiration, an 

"Artificiall Soul." So the state is a sort of robot, an animal monSter, which. in 

the figure of man, or of man in tht" figure of the animal monster. i� stronger, 

etc., than natural man. Like a gigantic prosthesis designed 10 amplify, by 

objectifying it outside natural man, to amplify the power of the living. the 

living man that it protects. that it seryes. but like a dead machine, or even 

a machine of death. a machine which is only the mask of the li\ ing. like a 

machine of death can serve the living. But this state and prosthetic machine, 

let's 5.1)' prosthstatic, this prosthsf(Jt� must also extend, mime, imitate, even 

reproduce down w the details the living creature that produces It. Which 

means that, paradoxically, this political discourse of Hobhes's is \ italisl, or

ganicist, finalist, and mechanicist. Right down 10 the detail, the al1ologlStic 

description of the Ulliatlum follows in the body of the state, the Repub

lic, the Civitas. the Commonw�alth, the whole structure of the human body. 

For example, the nerves arc the penal law, the reward and pUnishment b} 

which, says Hohbes. sovereignty, fastening to its service each 3niculation 

and each member, puts them in motion in order to fulfill their duty. So it is 

when talking about penal law that Hobbes, in this physiology of the politi

cal, names a sovereignty that is. therefore, the nerve or nervous system of 

the body politic, which both ensures its articulation and sets it into Illotion. 

Wealth and riches are the state's strength, the salus pop/lli, or safety. is the 

state's busil/eJS, the collf/seiors are its memOlY, col/cord is its health, sedlflo,1 is 

its illneJS, and finally, a poim to which we shall return often, cillil wa/" is liS 

death. Civil war is the death of the Leviathan, the death of the Slate, and that 

at bottom is the subject of our seminar: What is a war, today, how can we 
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tell the difference between a civil war and a war in general ? \\'hat is the dif
ference between civil war as "war of partisans" (a notion of Schmitt's, who 
sees in Hobbes "truly a powerful and systematic political thinker")"· and a 
war between states? \Vhat is the difference between war and terrorism? 
Between national terrorism and inlernational terrorism� This systematics 
of Hobbes is inconcei\'ahle wilhout Ihis prosthstatics (at once zoologistic, 
biologist ie, and techno-mechanist) of so\'ereignty, of sovereignty as animal 
machine, li\ing machine. and death machine. This prosthstatic sovereignty, 
which Hobbes recalls in Ichapter 9 of! the De CIU�, is indivisihle'l-this IS 

a decisivc point that will be \'ery imponant to us-presupposes the right of 
man over the beasts. This righl of man over the beasts is demonstrated in 
chapter S iof the De Cillel. "Of the right of t-.lasters over slaves," JUSt before 
chapter 9, "Of the right of parents over children and on the Patrimonial 
Kingdom:' during which sovereignty, domination, or sovereign power is 
said to be indivisihle (a feature to which we shall return constantly); and 
Hobbes demonstrates that this sMereignty. within [he family, belongs to 
the father who is, I quote, "a little king in his house" ["un pctit roi dans sa 
maison"[:1 and not to the mother, although by natural generation, in the 
state of nature, in which, following Hobbes. "it cannot be known who is a 
child'sfothe,." (an old and tenaciOlLs prejudicc), it is the mother. the only cer
tain generatrix, who controls the child; when one leaves the state of nature 
through the ci\'il contract. it tS the father who, in a �ci\'ill government," has 
at his disposal authority and power. And so just before treating "Of the righl 
of parents over children and on the Patrimonial Kingdom" (and therefore 
the absoluu right of the father in cillil society), at the end of chapter 8, entitled 
"Of the right of Masters over slaves." Hobbes posits the right of man over 
the beasts. So we have here a configuration that is both systcmatic and hier
archical: at the summit is the sovereign (master, king, husband. father: ipse-

40. Carl Schmin, La '/Of/on de polif/que 1000r Begr4f del Pohmchen, 19281, trans. 
Marie-LouiSt: Steinhauser (p�ris: Challlps-FbmmJrion. 1991). p. 109: trans. George 
Schwab a� Thl! Co>/upt of Ihe Polmcu/ (Chicago: Uni\ crsit)' of Chicago Press. 1996: 

�l(panded cdition ibul slill slightly abridgcd J 1007). p. 65. 
4 L Thomas Hobbe-s, Lc (110),("11. OU i.-l!f fOlldl'tlUt/m dl' lu po/lllqut [D(" Ciwj, trans. 

Samuel $orbiere [1649J (Paris: Garnier-Fbmmarion. 1982), sec. 2. chap. 9. p. 186: Oll lhe 

CitizclI, cd. and tram. Ricbard Tuek and /I'lichacl Silverthorne (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Prcss, (998). p. 108. 

42· [Translator's nOle:) Thi. quotation from Sorbi�rc:'s 1649 translation does nOI 
\.Cern to correspond exactly 10 Ihc leXI orthe 0.- Cit: ... Sec however. On Ihl' CitiuTI. cd. 
and trans. Tuck and $ih·CTlhorne. p. 101: "For 10 be- a King is simplr to ha\·c Domimon 
over many pn�onJ. �nd Ihus :1 kingdQm is a /arg .. fum/ly. and afumily is a huk kingdom." 
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ity itselflcomm�ntJ), and below. subjected to his service. the slave. th� beast, 
the wom:ln. the child. The word "subjection," the gesture of "subduing" is 
at the center of the last paragraph of chapter 8. on the right of the master 
over the slaves, which I'll read to conclude for today: 

Right over non-r;lIlonal animals is acqUired in the same way as over the 

/'VSOIIS of men.th:1I is. by natural suength and powers. In the natural nate. 

becau� of the war of all against all. any one ma) lcglllln:lIcl)' subdue or 

even kill Men. whenever that seems to be to his ad\'a11lage: much more 

will this be the case a�:linsl animals. Th:lt is. one ffi:ly at discretion reduce 

to one's service any al11mals that C:ln be tam�l or made useful. and wage 

continual war against the rest as harmful. and hunt them down and kill 

them. Thus VommtOl/ over animals has its origin in the right ofnalllre not 

in Vivlfle poIltlVC: right. For if no such right had existed before the publi

c:lIion of holy scripture. no one could righdy have slaughtC'red :lnimal� 

for food except somcone to whom the divine will h:ld been revealed in 

the holy scriplUrcs� :lnd the condition of mankmd would surely hal'e been 

very hard, sinc(' thc beasts could devour them in all innocence, while th('y 

could not devour the beasts. StIlce therefore it is by natural right that an 

animal kills a man, it will be by the same righl that a Illan slaughters an 

anima!." 

Conclusion: th(: beast and ktl the sovereign (couple, coupling, copula), the 
beast is lutl the sovereign, man is the beast for man, homo hommi luplIJ. Pe
ter and the wolf. Pe:ter accomp..1nies his grandfather on the wolfhunt, Pc[(:r. 
the grandfather and the wolf, the father is the wolf, 

In "The Question of L1y Analysis" (Di� Frog� d�r Loi�t/anulys�. (926). 

Freud pretends to be in dialogue, as you know, with an Impartial person. 

and he reminds him that every time a ran,::nous animal ("like the wolf," says 

Freud) enters the scene in a story, "we shall ra:ognize as a disguise of the 

father,"H And Freud explains that we cannot account for these fable� and 

myths without r(:turning to infantile sexuality. I n the series of the devour

ing father. we will also find. he says, Cronus. who swallows up his children 

after having emasculated his father Uranus and before being himself emas

culated by his son Zells, saved by his mother's cunning. 
But, on the subject of these zooanthropological Qt/a/ogirs, or evell these 

43. all tn .. ell/UII. pp. 105-6· 

H, Sigmund Freud. �The: Question ofL .. y An�lysis." in Th .. Sfalldvrd J:.'d,tloll ofth .. 

COlllpl .. t .. J>J}'chologicul Works ofSlgTmmd Fret/d. 24 "ols. (London: Ilogarlh Press. 195.i-

74). 10: 18,3-258 (p. 111). 
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zooanthropotheological tropes of the unconscious-for Freud says in DaJ 

Unbehagol /1/ d�r Kllirur ( 1(}29-30) th:lt. thanks to technology :lnd mastery 
o\'er nature. man has Ix:come a "prmthetic God"·\-Freud. in the same 
work (at the opening of cll:lpter 7). ask� him�lf the question why, despite 
the analogies between the state imtitution� of animal societies and human 
state institutions. the analogies encounter a limit. The animals arc related 
10 us. they arc even our brOlhers, says one French translation,'" they are our 

kin, and there are even animal states. but we hum:lllS would not be happy 
in them, says Freud in �UI1l. Why) The hypotheSIS he leaves hanging IS 

that these states are arrested ;n their hi�tory. They have no history and no 
future: and the reason for thl� arrest. this stabilization, this stasis (and in 
this sense animal states seems more stable and therefore more statelikc than 

human states). the reason for their relatively a-historical stasis is a relative 

equilibrium between the environment and their drives. Whereas for man 
(this is the hypothesis thm Freud leaves hanging). it is possible that an excess 
or relaunching of libido might have provoked a new rebellion on the part 

of the destructive drive, a new unleashing of the death drive and of cruehy. 

and therefore a relaunching (be it finite or infinite) of history. That is the 
question that Freud le;l\'es open for us, (Read Freud, Civilization and Its 
DiJco1ltenu, p. t 23') 

Why do our rdati\'es. the animals, nOl exhibit any such cultural struggle? 
W(' do nOt know. Very prob;lbly somc of them-the bees. the ants, the ter
mitt'S-stro\'e for thou5.1nds of years before they arrived al the State institu
tions, the distribution of functions and the restrictions on the individual for 
which we admire them to-day, It is a mark of our present condition tha: we 
know from Ollr own feelings that we should not think ourselves happy in any 
of these animal States or III any of the roles �ssigncd in them to the individual. 
In the case of other animal species It may be that a temporary balance has 
been reached between the influcnces of their en\ ironment and the mutually 
contending instincts within them. :llld that thus a ct"S:>.1tion of development 
has come about. It may be Ih;u 111 prunitl\c man a rresh access of libido kin
dled a renewed burst of activity on the part of the destructive mstinct. There 
are a great many questions here to which as yet there is no answer.·F 

45' Sigmund Freud. "Civilization and Its J)1\.C()ntenl�." in Tht: Slalldard EditiOll, 21: 
64-145 (p. 92). 

46.& lIIa/ab'" Jam la cIVIlisatIOn. Ir:IlU, Ch, et J .  O,l!ier (Paris: PrC5SC:� unin:rsitaires 
de France. 1971). p. 79 ("nos fr�res [o::� amm:lUx"). (Translator's note: Tht: Standard Edi
rum has Mour rdatives.tho:: animals" (21:123).) 

�7, Tht:StlllldaTd E�J.rion.21:1l3· 
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S E COI"D S E S S ION 

December 19, 20011 

The [feminine] beaSt and the [masculine] sovereign, la , , , fe, 
What and who? Who or what? Go figure [A/Jez J(lllt>lri. 

Go figure what who, that's what who our question will be made ofwday, 

The beast and [1"1] the sovereign, the beast is kstl the so\'ereign, that's how 
our couple seems first to show up, a couple, a duo or even a dud, but also 
an alliance. almost a hymen, whose boisterous the-a-tete we alreacly he
gan [Q interrogate last week. Tete-a.-Tete or face-to-face, haunted by virtual 
sexual differences, between. on flu: 011(' hal/d, the simple conjunction (and 
ktl), which seems to pose, oppose, or juxtapose them as two species arriv
ing beings radically heterogeneous to each other, the one infrahuman. the 
other human or even superhuman, and, 011 the other hand, the copula (is 
[est]), which seems to couple them in a sort of ontologico-sexual a[[raction. a 
mutual fascination, a communitarian :ltlachment, or even a narcissistic re
semblance. the one recognizing in the other a SOrt of double, the one becom
ing the other, being the other (the " is" then having rhe value of a process, a 
becoming, an identificator), metamorphosis), rhe beast being the sovereign. 
the sovereign being the beast, the one and the mher being each engaged, in 
truth changed or even exchanged. in a becoming-beast of the sO\'ereign or 
in a becoming-sovereign of the beast, the passage from the one to the other. 
the analogy, the resemblance. the alliance, the hymen depending on the (act 

that they both share that very singular position ofbcing outlaws, above or at 
a disrance (rom the law, the beast ignorant of right and rhe so\'ereign ha\'ing 
the right to suspend right, to place himself above the law that he is, that he 
makes, that he institutes, as to which he decides. sovereignly. The so\·er
eign is nOt an angel, but, one might say, he who plays the sovereign plays 

I , ThiS $(Ossion was publistlCd. wl1h )Orne cuts. In Ut dlm(KTQ',� t1 t-"nlfr (sec sess,on I 
above, n, I), pp, 456-,6. 

SEeOI'<D U$$I ()I'< * jj 

the beasl.l The sovereign makes himself the beast. has himself the OC:lst 
�met"mes in the most troubling sense of a zoophilia or cven a bestiality th� 
h,stoncal symptoms of which ..... c would need to inventory, detect. or even 
interpret. 

,
That·s our first impetus, the nerve of our et/eSl analogy. Our eh 

eh/
,
u.nde

.
C\ded or.even undecidable. Because cvery decision (by its essence a 

decISIon IS exceptional and sovereign) must escape the order of the possible, 
of wha� �s already possible and programmable for the supposed subject of 
[�e deCISIon, because cvery decision worthy of the name must be this excep
tional scandal of a p.1ssive decision or deciSIon of [he other. the difference 
between the deciding deciSion and the undecided decision itself becomes 
un�e�idable. an� then the S�PI)()sed decision. the exceptionally sovereign 
declsl�n looks, like 

,
two r:as III a pod, just like an indecision. an unwilling, 

a nonhberty, a nOllintentlon, an unconsciousness and an irrationality, etc.; 
and then the supposed sovereign subject begins, by an invincible cHtraction 
to look lik

,
e the beast he is supposed to subjecr to himself (and we alread; 

know. havlllg often-last time too--verified it, that in place of the beast one 
can pur, in rhe same hierarchy, the slave, the woman, the child). 

�'m no� going to offer for your rcAection a French expression that is heavIly eqUIvocal, also undecidable and no doubt untranslatabk ro wit Id savoir] �faire savoir"'l (Board). 
What does "faire savoir" Jmake to know] mean? 
What is meant in "make to know" by this coupling of two such charged ve b .. k "  d "k "I we r S, rna e an now . lIa[ is one making known when one says fair� sall(),,? 

Let us leave this question suspended. No doubt we shall return 10 it �hortly or toul ii I'heure, Right on lime !totJ!f' ii /,h�ftr�J, it will come back at liS Own time. Remember Zarathustra talking about ·'his hour" of his "m hour," the stillest (die stil/stt: Stundf'), about his own sovereign hour whic� 

l· ITranslator·s norc:] French rcaders would immcdiately rccognize the: rcfcrence: 10 P�sca�'s P�nsl� that rcads. "L'homm� /I'('Sf III u/lge: III bft�, �t It' malh('/Ir II('UI qu(' qUI IIl'lff foln! I �ng� jtll1lo bi,�� IMan is neithcr ango:! not bea51, and the: misery of It is that whocver tnes to act the angel �((s lhe beasi/. (No, 6,8 in the Lafuma dassific�tion,) 
, 

j. /Transhtor's nore;] The $l;andard Inleqection "ch M (which can correspond 10 En-glIsh "Eh M "Uh M .. U .. ··E M "H h "  h .  . , m, r, c ,  among ot cu) IS homophonous with hoth "CI" and "t'St," 
4· ITranslator·s nOle:/ Llte:rally Mto make to know" or "to have Isome:one] know," "to make known": bul ·Taire" al)Ome:ans simprr ",n d� '" d "  , ' ." I . v .... , n sa'olr IS a)O a noun mean_ Ing "knowledge" or. especially In the: expression "sa,oir-falfe." "know_how:' 

6, 
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addressed him to tell him, almost in silence. murmuring, the story of what 
comes at its own time "on dovc's feet." 

The reason of the strongeM is always th(' ocst, 
As we shall shortly show. 

These are the first words. and the moral. as they :>ay. of a fable, Th� Wolf 

and th� Lamb, which is to occupy us for some time. Starting next week. In 

a sense the "NollS ('allons momrer tout a l'heure" can be translated by a 

"We're going to make known." "Vic will nOt delay in m:lking known";and 

tht difference between monstration and demonstration, between the i Illuitive 

image of the story. which is an audiovisual scene. and the discursi\ e reason

ing of the moral. is here suspended, as on telens!on: we arc going to make 

it known to you. by showing images and an audiovisual story. in an im

medi:lIe1y sensory way.:ts though it were live, we are going to demonstrate 

what we want to show, namely that "The n:ason of the strongest is always 

the beSI." 

In principle, in the noblest tradition of the university institution. a seminar 
is not a kind offable. It docs not belong to the genre of me fable. It can, of 
course, on occasion, prtsent Itself as a discourse ofknowlcdge on tht: SUbJ�Cl 

ofth:ll law of genre that is called the fable; it can no doubt give itself out as a 
learned, historical. critical, theoretical, philosophical discourse. a discoursc 
of knowledge on the fable. on the subject of the f:tbulous in general. 

But in principle, and according to its statutory vocation, :according lO its 
law and the contract it presupposes, the discourse of tcaching ought not to 
be f:abular. It gi\'es somcthing to be known, it dispenses knowledge, and 
knowledge must be without f:able. And you must make known without 
fable. Similarly, in the prevalent or htgtmonic tradition of the politic:il, a 
political discourse. and above all a political action. should in no case come 
under the category of the fabular, of that type of simulacrum called fabular. 

62 th:at type of speech known as the fable, be it the fable in general. or the fable 
as determinate literary genre in the European \Vest. For. as its L.1lin name 
indicates. a fable is always and before all else s[,>cech-for,fari, is to speak, to 
say, to celebrate. to sing, to predict, and fabtlla is first of all something said, 
a f.1miliar piece of speech. :a conversation. :tnd then a mythical narrativt. 

without hiSlOrical knowledge. a legend, sometime� a theatrical play, in any 
c:ase a fiction that cl:aims to teach us something, a fiction supposed to give 
something to be known. a fiction suppost.-d to mak� knowll lfolrt' SQlIOir], 

makt' so a�' tu know, in a double sense: (I) in the sense of bringing some 
knowledge to the awareness of the other. to inform the other. share with 

p 

the other, <make> the other know. and (2) in the sense of "making liken 
knowledge !'Iolft''' 5allOifl. i.e. giving the impression of knowing, giving the 
effect of knowledge. resembling knowing where there isn't nccessarily any 
knowing: in the hiller case of fall'/! sallOJr, gilling the' �JJ/!ct of knowing. the 
knowmg is a pretend knowing, :a false knowing, a :.irnulacrum ofknowmg, 
a mask of knowing. something like th:1t IOltp o\er a person's face that we 

were talking aboul last time. But there must be a technique. there must be a 
rhetoric. an art ofthc simulacfllm, asollOlf1u;rt' tofulU sallO" where it is not 
a matter of knowing. where there is no knowing wonhy of the name. 

One of our questions could then be announced as follows. within a 
classical seminar discourse. i.e. a theoretic:tl, philosophical. constative dis
course, a discourse of knowledge, or e\'en a reAection within political phi
losophy: Wh:H would happen if, for (:xample. political discourse, or even 
the political :lctiol1 wdded to II and IIldissociable from it, weTe constituted 

or cven instituted by something f:tbular, by mat sort of narrative simula
crum, the convention of some historical as if. by th:1.\ fictive modality of 
"storytelling" that is called fabulous or fabular, which supposes giving to 
be known where one docs nOI know, fraudulently affecting or showing 
off the making-known. and which :Idministers. right in the work of the 
hors�'cxlI(Ju of some narrative. a mor:il lesson, a "moral"? A hypothesis 
:lCcording to which political, and even politicians', logic and rhetoric would 
be always, through and Ihrough, the putting to work of a fable, a strategy 
to give meaning and crcdit to a f:tble, an affabulation-and therefore to a 
story indissociable from a moral. the putting of li"ing beings, animals or 6) 
humans. on stage. a supposedly instructive. informative. pedagogical. edi
fying, story, fictive. put up, artificial, even invented from whole doth, but 
destined to educate, to teach, tomakt' known, to share a knowledge, to bring 
to knowledge. 

The fabular dimcnsions of this political logic and rhetoric would not be 
limited to discursive operations, to spoken words, as they say, to the sayinb'S 

and writings of political decision-makers, heads of State. so,·ereigns and Ihe 
great and goocJ, citizens or the media; in other words. these affabulations 
would not be limited to the sayings, writings, or even images of everything 
that concerns politics in the public space. The fabular dimension would 
also, beyond the sayings, writings, and images. determine the political ac
lions, military operations. Ihe sound of arms, the din of explosions and kill
ings, puttings-to-death of military and ci\'ilians, so-called acts of war or of 
terrorism, or civil or International war, the war of partisans, etc .. with or 
without condemnation to death according 10 the law. 

What is fabulous in the fable does not only depend on its linguistic nature, 



on the fact that the fable is made up of words. The f:lbulous also engages :let, 
J!esture, action, if only the operation that consists in producing narrative, in 
organizing, disposing discourse III such a way as to recount, to put living 
beings on stage, to accredit the imerprelatioll of a narrative, [0 faire savair, 
to make knowledge, to make performativdy, [0 operate knowledge (a bit 
like the way Augustine spoke of making the truth, £'{'ritamn fociare}. Well. 
given this, the fabulous deployment of information, of the tdetechnologies 
of information and of the media today, is perhaps only spreading the empire 
of the fable. What has been happening on big and small television channels, 
for a long time now, hut in p:lrticular in time of war. for example over the 
last few months, attests to this becoming�fabulous of political action and 
discourse, be it described as military or civil, warlike or terroristic. A certain 
effecti\'ity, a certain efficacy, including the irreversible actuality of death, 
arc not excluded from this affabulation. Death and suffering, which are not 
fabular, are yet carried off and inscribed in the affabulatory score. 

64 We could take countless examples of this. I'll do no more than recall a 
few of them. One wonders what would have been the sense and efficacy of 
an operation of so-called " international terrorism" (we shall no doubt have 
the opporrunity 10 return [0 this notion, which for the moment I shall do no 
more than cite) [one wonders what would have been the sense and efficacy 
of an operation of so�called "international terrorism" J i f  the image of the 
airplanes gutting the Twin Towers, if the image of <what> I would call, 
between two languages, lhe collapsus of the World Trade Center towers. 
had not been,as an image, precisely, recorded, not only archived and filmed 
but indefinitdy reproducible and compulsively reproduced, immediately, 
throughout the USA, but also. all but instantaneously, via CNN for ex
ample, from New York to Paris, from London to Berlin. Moscow, Tokyo, 
Islamabad, Cairo, even Shanghai, where I happened to be at that moment. 
This technical reproducibility is an integral pan of the event itself, from 
its origin on. As arc the making-known lfoirl"-savairl and the know-how 
[savoirfairl"] of the making-known that are immediately at work, put to 

work in organized fashion on both sides of the front, by the supposed ag� 
gressor no less than by the supposed viClim who have an equal interest in 
knowing how to make this making-known as efficient, powerful, repro
ducible, and widely broadcast as possible. In other words, the technical re
producibility of the archive does not come along after the fact to accompany 
it, but conditions its \'cry pUlling-to-work, Its efficacy, its scope and its ver)' 
me:lning, if there is a meaning. Even if the interminable looped repetition 
of these disaster-movie images could serve, in a sort ofjubilalOry grief, both 
the work of mourning and the deadening of a tfauma which depended less 

p 
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on the announced numbers of "HlnOCcnt vicums" and the �uffering pro
voked by a terrible aggression in the past. than on the experience of the 
vulnerability of the invulnerable. Oil :mxiety abollt what was lO come, about 
thc risk of Jttacks to come, which thre;l\en It) be still worse, still more ter
rible (similar attacks, or the use of nuclear, biochemical. or b;1Cteriolog-ical 
weapons, etc.). Without the deployment and the logic of linage-effects. of 
this maklllg-known, this supposed making-known, without this "news:' 65 
the blow struck would have been, if nOt nothmg-. at least massively reduced 
(let's say reduced to what is made or the new� of a famine or a typhoon 
scarcdy reported or felt when the�' come from a county f:tr from Europe 
or Amenca, or reduced to the number of traffic accidents In all the holt� 
day weekends in a year, or those dead from AIDS in Africa. or the dfccts 

of the emhargo on Iraq, so many human catastrophes which are anything 
but natural and inC\'itable accidents like an earthquake-and even there, 
hurricanes or earthquakes. qua catastrophes said to be natural and incvi-
table, do nOl produce the same effects. as we know so well, according to the 
wealth :In<l k\eI of development of the country concerned. Which reminds 
us of this obvious facl: the effect and repercussion of these cataclysms are 
also comlilioned, in their breadth and their impact. by a politico�economical 
situation, and therefore by the power of the media, a �ignifying power, 
then, both ethological and ethical, the nhos of cthology here making the 
link between the organization of the natural habitat and ethics. therefore 
so-called human responsibility in the fields of cconomics. ecology, morality. 
law, and politics). The pUlling to work of the image, as we well know. is 
not, then, lunited to archiving, in the sense of a presen 109 recordinJZ. but 
it makes archiving an active interpretation, one that is sclecti\c. productive 
qua reproductive, productive of a "making-known" narr:lIive as much as 

reproductive of images: know�how of making-known which works jU�l as 
well for the col/apms of the Twin Towers as for the name:, and much less 

the image, of the Pentagon. as much for the apparitions (I think tll:lt'� the 

beSt word) of Osama bin L1den on screens lhe world over, initially relayed 
by the channel Al Jazeera. whose role in this process would be worth more 
than one seminar. 

Among the innumerable indices of this power of hlgh-tech� archiving 
which conditions the political efficacy of rhe evem, r:llher, earlier jplulor. 
plu.! 16t], than it records it so as to preserve it. which produces. co-produces 
the event that It is supposed merely to repnxluee and archive, I am Ihink� 
ing, for example (there would be so many other examples), of what I saw 

5·ITransblOr'$ nOle:] The words Mh'gh tc:ch� 3re in English in the texl. 
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66 on television when I was in N�w York tWO weeks or so after September 
I I. On the one hand, even beyond the censorship or half-imposed h:alf
spontaneous control over the maIO radio :and TV channels (so beyond 
heu:ro- or auwcensorship, in a distinction to which it is harder ;lnd harder 
to give credit), :at the very moment when, given that the logic of the mar
ket is part of the logic of war, capitalist control of the news consisted quite 
simply in the American administration's buymg (as was dearl>' its right in 
the logic of :a globalized world). buying all the images taken and broad
cast by a satellite able to see and make seen nery inch of Afghanistan. and 
therefore to mok� known to the whole world what was happening on the 
ground, and in p:lrticular the victim� among the civilian population, the 
real effects of the oombing-at that very moment, at the apparently op
posite extreme of this control of muking-knoum by purchasing power, by the 
political SOuOIr-jolre of the market, at the app.ucntly opposite extreme, at 
the pole of archiving :and public broadcasting of the archive. of panoptical 
and panaudHory tr:lnsparency, one could have access to an extraordinary 
recording. And what was it? Well. during the attack on the Twin Towers 
and their collapse. an anonymous private individual, a very well-t:quippcd 
amateur radio enthusiast in San Francisco, woken by a phone call at 6:00 
a.m. on Septt:mbcr I I  (given the time differenct: betwet:n East and West 
coasts), had immediately fired up a sophisticated system, as they say, that 
be had set up and that allowed him clandt:stinely to intercept and record, 
from San Francisco, all the messages exchanged around the Twin Tow
ers, by [he New York police and fire department (NYI'D, FDNY), cries 
of victims and all, on the other side or Ihe COUiHry. This man testified on 
camera and placed his recordings at the dispo:.al of tht: TV channels (he 
probably sold them, he no doubt sold his know-how-to-make-known), SO 
that to all those mute images, all those photographic and cinematographic 
images taken in public by who knows how many cameraS and broadcast 
continually ror days and days (with the order never to show a body-it is 
true that mo�t or the bodies had disappeared, with only the "disappeared" 

67 remaining), 110 all the.se images taken in public by who knows how many 
cameras and bro.1dcast continually for days and daysl one could henct:forth 
add a soundtrack, sound images of non public discourse, which could have 
rt:mained secret ;,mong tht: police. the firemen, and so on. I n this way it Wi'S 
possible to havt: the impression, illusory or not, or having at one's dispo�al 
the total archive, ooth public and nonpubltc, of the totality of the event, 
<of> all making-known in an exhaustive making-known (with the ob"ious 
exception of the dead1 experienced within the lowers by those who disap
peared without even leaving a body). This disappearance of the bodies, this 
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death in gener,tl, with or without lxxlies, will have become, in the undecid
ability of making-known that is occupying: us here, an essential structure 
of the trauma (for New York, America. the world) bearing tht: impossible 
mourning as much or the past, the pastness of the blow struck, as of what 
remaills to come, and which, from b..1d to worse, installs the virtuality of 
the worst threat at tht: heart of evt:rything we can currently know, know 
how to do and to make known. In all cases it has to do with knowing how 
to cause fear, knowing how to terrorize by making known. And this ter
ror, on ooth sides of the front. is undeniably effective, real, concrete. e'en 
if this concrete effeClivity overflows the presence of the present toward a 
past or future of the trauma, which is Ilt:\'er satur<lted with presence. So 
that all this knowledge, this know-how, this making-known, might well 
go via fable, simulacrum, fantasy, or vinuality. might well go via the Ull
real and fabular inconsistency of media or capital (for on both sides the 
violence also moves indissociably via media and capital, in ways that are 
simultaneously fabular, unreal. virtual, dependent on belief, on faith and 
credit-no capital without an accredited fablc--and yet terribly effective 
and efficacious in their effects), this know-how-to-make-known, this mak
ing makes knowing, and so touches nonetheless effectively, affectivdy, and 
concretely both IxKlies and souls. And that is the essence without essence of 
lerror, the becoming-terrorism of terror, bot h antistate terror and state ter
ror, be it actual or virtual. 

We really are dealing here with that fear, that terTOror JXlIlic that Hobbes 
in uviathun said was the political passion P.1T excellence. the mainspring of 68 
politics. If we were to do a history or Terror or Terrorism, so-called na-
tional and international terror isms (the modern name "terrorism" coming 
initially, as you know, rrom the Terror of the French Revolution, of a Re\'o

Imion that was also at the origin of all the universal declarations of human 
rights), if we were to proceed to a conceptual genealob'1' of terrorism. to 
wit, of know-how (always technically t:quipped, sometimes poorly, SOIl1t:-
times highly), of this know-how that organizes the panic or supposedly 
civil populations in order to exert the pressure of public opinion on public, 
governmental, or military policy, we should have to reconstitute all the p0-
litical theories that have made rear or panic (and so terror or terrorism as 
knowing-how to make fear reign) an essential and structural mainspring of 
subjectity. of subjection, of being-subject, of submission or IXllitical subjec-
tion. And there we should find. as dose as can be to sovereignty-which 
is, as it were, ilS correlate-fear: fear as It is defined by the Leviathan, for 
example. Leviathan is the name of an animal-machine designed to cause 
fear or of a prosthetic and s(:lte Qrgallon, a st;lle as prosthesis, the organ of 
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a state prosthesis. wh:1I I nickname a prostnstatics. which runs on fear and 
reigns by fear. For example. 10 ch;lpter 27 of Lelliathan, & fear is defined <as> 
the "onely ming" (p. 150) that. 1Il the humanity of man, motivates obedience 
to the \:Jw. noninfraClion of the \:Jw, and keeping the laws. The correlate 
on the side of the passions. the essential affect of the law, is fear. And as 
there is no law without sovereignlY, we shall have to say that sovereignty 
calls for, presupposes, provokes fea r, as its condition of possibility but also as 
its main effect. Sovereignty causes fear, and fear makes the sovereign. The 
chapter that recognizes In fear ;1 fundamental political passion is entitled Of 
Crim�i, Excus�s Qnd Exumwtwns. Reading or rereading it, rou will see that 
the condition for there to bt: cnme, in the strict sense of the term. and so for 
there to be infraction of the law and infraction punishable by law, is that 
there be a sovereign, a sovereign power. "The Civill Law ceasing, Crimes 
cease." says Hobbes. or again: "when the SO\'eralgn Power cease[h, Crime 
also ceaseth: for where there is no such Power, there is no protection to be 
h:ld from the Law; and therefore everyone may protect himselfby his own 
power" (p. I.U). So: as long as there is not yet instituted sovereignty (sov� 
ereignty, for Hobbes, is always all institution, and therefore a non�natural 
prosthesis), ever)'one has the right to preserve his own body and does nO( 
have to give up this self-prO(C'Ction. He can then kill, without crime :lnd 
without being incriminated, out of legitimate self�defense (and one should 
not even call this " legitimate" or " Iegal," as there is no law yet); he can kill 
toprorect himself without it being a crime, since there is not yel sovereignt)' 
and thereby law, Sovereignty is "ordained," says ' lobbes. there is " Inslim
tion ofSoveraign Power" to ensure the bodily security of the subjects. Once 
this sovereignt y is instituted. once it has been dcleg:ned, by contract, by con� 
vention, to ensure the prouction of the citizens, then there can be crime if 
someone ensures his own protection without going \ i:\ the state to which 
he has entrusted it by contract. I will nO( go here into the detail of this long 
chapter, which you will read for yourselves. I'll retain onl)' this: if I kill :\ 
man who threatens to kill me as soon as he can, when, as Hobbes says, I 

have "time, and means (0 demand protection, from the Sover:aign Power" 
(p. 150), then I commit a crime. Just as if, when exposed to offense, I fear 

6. Thomas Hobbe$. Ulliurnull. ed. Flalhm:m and Johnston. Second ParI, "Of 
Common-\Vealth.� chap. 27: "Of Crimes, Excuses. and E�teou;lIiom." pp. 146-')5' 

Jacques Dcrrida rec311s here III !),lfeotheses the plan uf Ut·,utnan: "(Second Pnl: 'Of 
Common-Weahh' IFIrsl Part: 'Of�bn'; Third Part: 'Ofa Chrislwn C'.ommon-\\'eahh'; 
Fourth Part: 'Of the Kmgdome of Darkness.c' Ichapter 46, 'Of OarknC'SJ>e from Vain 
Philosophy, and F3butous Traditions'J).-
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contempt, and then exert tcrror (Hobbes's word: "Terrour") by "pri\'ate re
venge,K this terror I exert is a crime. So that nerything comes down to fear: 

I can commit a crime ;lIld exert terror by fear, but it is the same fear that 
makes me obey the law. Fear is " sometimcs cause of Crime, as when the 

danger is neither present. nor corporeall" (p. 150). Thts tS an important pre� 

cision: Hobbes privile�es "Bodily Fear" and the "present" of the body. but 

there is in all fear something that refers, essentially. to non�body and non� 
present, if only the future of a threat: what causes fear is never fully present 

nor fully corporeal. In the sense that the purely corporeal is supposed to be 
samrated with presence. Fear always exceeds corporeal presence, and this is 
why it is also the passion correlati\'e to the law: fear is thus both the origin of 

the law and of the transgressIOn of the law, the origin of both law and crime. 
And if you take fear 10 the limit of the threat either exerted or felt, i.e. ter
ror, then you ha\e to conclude that terror is both what Illotivates respect for 
laws and the transgression of laws. If you translate "law" by "sovereignty" 
and " state," you have [0 conclude that terror is equally opposed to the state 
as a challenge as it is exerted by the state as the essential manifestation of 
its sovereignty. \Vhcnce Hobbes's measured statClllents-I mean measured 
into more and le)s. more Of less, Then: is, al bottom. only fear, fear has no 
opposite. it is coextensive with the whole field of the passions, and here with 
political p.1ssion. The political subject is primarily subjected to fear, and it 
is fear that is sometimes th� mOit propillOllS. sometimes th� 1�(Ut propitious, 
but one cannot not COUnt on it and with it. And fear is primarily fear for 
the body, for the body proper, for one's own proper body. i.e. for life. Life 

lives in fear. Life is essentially fearful, fear is the passion of life, etc. "Of all 
Passions, that which enclineth men least [0 hreak the Lawes, is Fear." (Note 
the strange logico-grammatical turn of this definition. Hobbes does not say 

that fear drivt:s ont: to obey the laws, more than any other passion; he says 
that among the passions that incline men to crime. fclon)" transgression of 
the law-with the Impltcation that tht:y all do. fear included because he wilt 
say at the end of this p.uagraph that one can commit cnme through fear
among all the passions that incline humans to crime, fdon)" transgression 
of me law, fear as passion, as affect. is the one that does so I�ast. And then 
he will take things the other way around, and examine the other side of the 
same assertion, from the side not of the transgression but the keeping of 
the laws; if fear is a passion that is J.::ss inclined, less propitious to the infrac� 
tion of the laws, then it is the most propitious. and even the only one that 
is propitious. to their being kept-with the exception, the rare exception 
only of some "generous natures" who can assert the law5 without fear, who 
can preserve the laws (Ir not bre:lk them other than by the negati\'e reactiv-

70 
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ity of fear.) " Nay (excepting some generous natures,) it is the ondy thing 
(when there is appearance of profit, or pleasure by breaking the L1wes,) 
that makes men keep them. And yet In many cases a Crime may be com
mitted through Feare" (p. 150). 

What is becoming dearer here is that th(' fear that pushes one to respect 
the laws and therefore to respect a sovereignty destined, b)' convention, 
10 ensure the protection of the citizens-thaI this fear is here dehned as a 
human thing. as proper to mankind. Hobbes twice specifies this humanity, 
this properly human quality ("Of all Passions, that which endineth m�n 
least to break the l"':lwes, is Fear. Nay 1 . . .  1 it is the ondy thing (when there 
is appearance of proht, or pleasure by breaking the Lawes,) that makes men 
keep them"). This humanity. this proper 10 man here signifies that sover
eignty. laws, law and therefore the state are nothing natural and are posited 
by contract and convention. They are prosthe�s. I f  there is a prosthetic 
structure to the Leviathan as political animal or monster, this is because 

72 of its conventional. thetic. contr:lCIual structure. The opposition between 
ph}'Iis and nomOI (nature and law). as opposition between ph)'j'$ and them 
(nature and convention, or nature and positing). is here fully and decisively 
functional. It follows that I:lw, sovereignty, the institution of the state are 
historical and alw:lYs provisional, let's say deconstructibk, essentially fr:lgile 
or finite or monal, even if sovereignty is poliud us immortal. It is posited as 
immortal and indivisible pr«isely because it IS mortal and divisible, con
tract or convention being destined to ensure for it what it does not ha\e. 
or is not, naturally. So that if sovereignty is, as Hobbes S:lYS, thl! "Soule of 
the Common-wealth,'" this soul is an artifici:ll. institution:ll, prosthetic and 
mortal soul: it lasts only as long as law, sovereigmy, and the st:lte art: able to 
pro'�CI fearful subjects against what is causing them fear. The word prot«
,ion here bears the whole burden of the political, i.e. the insurance contract 
made between scared or terrorized subjects to delegate to the state or the 
SQ\'ereign the charge of protecting them when they cannOt protect them
selves. They must then obey what protects thc:m. For the fear that pushes 
thl!m to obey the laws. obedience to the laws. their condition as subject to 
the law only lasts the time that ,he sovereign can ensure their protection. 
This insur:lIlce policy [police d'aswranul which basic:llly entrusts to SO\'
ereignty the very pol icc Ipolic�l, the protection of security, comes down to 
moving from one fear to another. One institutes sovereignty because one is 
fearful (for one's life, for one's own bocIy) and therefore because one needs 
[Q be protected, and then one obeys the law one has instiwted through fear 

7. Chap. 21. �or Ih� Liberly vr Subi«I5." p. 121. 

of being punished if onc breaks the law. Between protccting and obliging to 
obey there i� :In essemial link. '" protect you" means, for the state, ' obltge 
you. you art: my 5ubiect. 1 subject you. Being the subjl!ct of one's fear and be
ing the subject of the law or the state, belllg obhged to abe)' the state as one 
obeys one's fear. arc at bottom the same thing. If you like, in the two semc� 
of the word "oblige." I oblige rou by forcing you to obey. by constraining 
you, because I oblige you by doing rou the service of protl!cting you. I oblige 
you by forcing you to obey in the same mo\'ement by which. obliging you 
by doing rou the ser\'ice of protecting you, I oblige you to have gralllude. I 73 
oblige you to recognition Irt'co!lfIu issanct': recognition and gratitude]: to rec
ognize the state and the law. and to recognize them for obliging you (in both 
senses of the word: constraining and doing a service by protecting. obliging 
to recognize). It is in this sense that Schmlll, in a p..1Ssage that I shall read 
in a moment, will sa)' that "Prou:go "go obltgo is the cog/to t'rgo sum of the 
state." In the paragraph of UlIlfUhUll th:1I I am going to read, I emphasize 
the lexicon of I'rDuctioll, where Ihis lexicon :lnd its logic explain the paradox 
of the mortal immortality of sovereignty. Sovereignty-the soul. and there-
fore the lift': of the state, the :trtificial respiration of the state-is posited, 
instituted. promised. contracted. ortijiciul/), III immortal only because \I is 
naturally mol'tul. 1t is prosthetic and :lrtificial tC;!chnique that immortalizes it 
or in any case guarantees it an indefinite survival: (re:ld and comment) 

The ObligatIon ofSubJect5 to the Smer:lIgn. is underSlOod 10 last as long. 
and no longer. than the I)()w�r hlSlelh, by which he is able to prouct them. 
For [he right men have hy Nature 10 prottct tntmselves, when none clse 
can prottct thtm. Gin hy no Covenant he relinquished. The So\'Naigmy is 
the Soule of Ihe Common-wealth; which once departed rrolll the Body. the 
members doe no more receive their mOllon from it. The end of Obedience 
is PrQUC(Wl/i which, wheresoc\'C�r a man sec:th H. either In his own. or In 
anothers sword, nature applyeth his obedience: to it, and hIS cmka\our 10 
maintaine II. And though So\'craigmy, III the lI11ention of them that make 
it, be Immort:lll; yet IS it H1 Its own nature, not only subject to violent death, 
by forrelJ!:n war; but also through the ignorance and passions of men. 1\ 
hath in il. from the very inslitution, many .<.ttds of a natural1 mortality. b) 
Intestine Discord. (p. LU) 

As it is for Schmitt, here a good disciple of a Hobbes he often quotes and 
III whom he sees a decisionist theorist of sovereignty, ('\'il is civil war. This 74 
is what Schmitt 5.1)'S about the great law of protection, which he analyzes 
in utterly historical f..1shion, I.e. hoth as hi�lOflcal in the Sl!nse of being pro
duced by pact, contract, alliance. instilution. :.nd as a historical theory. i.e. 
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produced, as political philosophy, on rhe basis of historical experiences such 
as those that dictated to Hobbes his political theory: 

Furthermorl·, It would be <I mistake to belie\·e that a nation could dUnl
n;l\C the distinction of friend and enemy by declaring its fnendsilip for the 
enllTe world or by ,-oluntarily disarming itself. The world will not thereby 
become dcpolilicizcd. and il will not be transplanted lIl(() a condition of 
pure mor:llit),. pure Justice. or pure ITonomics. If a people is afraid of the 
trials and risks implied by existing in the sphere of politics. then another 
people will appear which will assume these uials by protectmg it again�t 
foreign enemlCS and thereby taking over political rule. The protector then 
decides who the enemy is by virtue of the eternal relation of protectIon and 
obedience. 

ISehmill's Notel 

On this principle rests the feudal order and the relatioll of lord and lIassal, 
leader and led. patron and clients. This relatiOIl i� clearly and explicitly 
seen here. No form of order. no reasonahle legitimacy or Icg:l1ity can exist 
withol1l protcction and ohedience. The prot�go ago abtigo is the ("ogtto ergo 
sum of the $t:lte. A political theory which docs not systematic:llly become 
:lWare of thi� sentence remains an inadequate fragment. Hobbes design�!ed 
this (at the end of his English edition of 1651. p. 396) as the true purpose 
of his l.Lv/ulhall, to 1I15till in man once ag<lin ··the mutual relation between 
Protection and Obedience··; human nature as well as dlvlIle right demands 
liS inviobble obse.rllation. 

llobbes himself had experienced this truth in the terrible ume of ei\il 
war. because then all legitimate and normative illmions with which men lIke 
to decei�e themselves regarding political realllie� in periods of untroubled 
security valllsh. 1 . . . \ The fundamental correctness of the protection· 
obedience axiom comes to the fore even more dearly 111 foreign policy and 
interst:lle relations: the simplest expression of this aXiom is found III the 
prOteCtorate under international law. the federal State. the confederal1on of 
States dominated hy one of them, and the various kinds of tre:llies offering 
protection and guarantees.' 

A little further on, Schmitt explains, as he often docs. what he calls the 
anthropological bases of political theories, namely that the only theories of 
politics worthy of the name arc based on a pessimistic :lnthropology, on a 
lIision of man as bad, corrupt, d3ngeroUS, fearful, or violent. On the basis 
of this criterion (a pessimistic anthropology of man as a dangerou� anima]), 
Schmitt grants the quality of political theorist worthy of the name to Ma-

8. Carl Schmil1. Till!" Conc/!""f't ofthl!" Polif/aIl. pp. 51--53. 

chiavdli, Bossuet. de Maistre, Donoso COrles. llegd. Marx, Taine-and 

a�)(we all Hobbes. All of them arc thinkers of evil. whatever form that evil 
may take, and one has no difficulty recognizing the features generally at

tributed to the beast (brUiality, poorly controlled instincts. the irration:,lity 

of the living being, etc.: these are Schmitt\ terms). And this is when Schmin 
evokes the fablcs that put on stage anunals who�e beh;llIior COln be glVcn a 

political interpretation. I quote: (read) 

The problematic or unproblematic conccpl1on of man IS decisive for the 
presupposition of c\cry further political consideration. the answer to the 
que5tion whether man is a dangerous being or not. a ri5k)' or a harmlcss 
c[eature. 

[Schmitt's NOle! 

The numerous mcxlifications and variations uf this anthropological distinc
tion of good and cvil arc not relliewed here in detail. Evil may appear as 
corruption, weakness, cowardice, slUpidity. or also as bru tality. sensuality, 
viralit)" irrationahty. and so on. Goodness may appear 111 corresponding 
lIariations as reasonableness, perfectibility, the capacity of being manipu
lated. of being tallght, peaceful. :lnd so forth. Stnking in this context is rhe 
political Signification of animal fables. 1\lrnosl all can be applied to a real 
political situation: thc problcm of aggression 111 the fable of the wolf and 
the lamb: the question of guilt for the plague in La Fontaine's fable. a guilt 
which of course f.111s upon the donkey; justice between states in the fables of 
animal assemblies; disarmnment in Churchill"s election speech of October 
1928, which depicts how e\'ery anllnal believes that Its t«th, claws, horns 
arc onl)' lIIS1rUmenlS for mallltaimng peace; the large fish which devour 
the smal] ones. Etc. This curious analogy can be explained by the direct 
connection of political anthropology wnh what the IXIlilical philosophers 
of the seventeenth century (Hobbes, Splnoz;l. Pufendorf) calbl the state of 
nature. I n it. states exist among thelllscl\es in a condition of animal danger, 
and their acting subjects arc evil for precisely the same reasons as animals 
who nrc stirred by their drives (hunger, greedmess, fear, jealousy).' 

Human namre, political anthropology, com·cntionalist theory of sovereignty, 
and thereforc of the statc, thesis, prosthesis. proJlhJtatlc-all of that pre

supposes, recalls or entails at lC:lst three assert;ol/S that we shall have cease
lessly to take into account. 

On the olle ha/Jd, this conventionalist (and nOI naturalIStic) theory makes 

prosthslatic sovereignty proper to man. And this artificial prosthesis of the 

9· Ibid .. PI'· 58--59. 
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sO\iereign state is always ;1 protection. The prosthesis prmcclS. PrOieclion is 
IU essential purpose, the essential function of the state. 

0,1 th� orhrr hand. this prOlectionist prOSthst3tic posits the absolme indi
visibility of sovereignty (indivisibility is an analytic part of the concept of 
sovereignty: divi�iblc or sharable sovt'reignty is not $ovcrcignty), 

Third, finally, the convention, the thrsis, the prosthesis, the contract at 
the origin of sovereignty excludes God just as much-ancl lhis will be the 
important point for us here-as it excludes tht beast. 

In order to recognize the logic of these three theses. which are, at bOl
tom, posited on the originary theSIS or prosthesis. rou can read, among 
other things. chapter 18 of UI/latholl, entitled "Of the RICIITS ofSo\eraignes 
by institution.H Hobbes begins by positing that a state is "instituted" ("A 
Common-wealth is said 10 Ix institUled") when a multitude of men, as it 
were, become One in their represemation, when the One emerges to rep
resent the many. To this end, the multitude comes 10 :m agreement and a 
convention, a Covenalll (a word that is also used. as you'll remember I:Jter. 
to translate the Alliance between God and the Jewish people-and "cov
enam" is both a noun meaning COlltrael, convention. alliance. commitment, 
and a verb: "to covenant;' meaning to commit oneself, 10 sign a conn:mioll, 
to be p.nty to a contract or an alliance): they H Agree and (""ovenam," says 
Hobbes: "A Common-wealth IS iaid to be Instituted It,hen a Multitude of 
men do Ague and CO\'enam, every one with e'<ery one. that ro tlIhats�wr 
Man. or Assembly of Men. shall be given by the ,mljor part. the Right to Pre
sent the Persoll of them all, (thor i�' to say. to be theIr Representative) [ . .  -I" 
(p. 121). According to this Covenam, according 10 this convention designed 
toprotect them from each other in peace-protect is the most frequent word 
in these pages, along with cofllletlfion--they "authorize" themselves to au
thorize all (I repeat: all) the aelions and all (I repeat: all) the judgments of 
the man or assembly of men that the majority of thi:. multitude has gi\'t:n 
the right to represent them. Even those who l'Oted agamst are obliged, they 
oblige themselves to bc= obliged to obey unconditionally. And it is during 
the exposition of everything that is entailed by Ihis unconditional obedience 
to the convention (I kavc you to follow this at the beginning of chapter 
18) that Hobbes encounters and rejects the objection that one can place a 
convention or a commitment above the one thai institutes the state. For ex
ample, a commitment with respeC[ to God. Some people might claim that 
they arc disobeying the human sovereign because they :Ire obeying God, 
whose sovereigmy trumps that of statesmen. As you GIn imagine, this point 
is ;1 delicate onc for th� who. like me, of len speak of an unto-theologico
political Strucmre of sovcreignty (to be deconslructed). For Hobbes's re-
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sponse (like Rodin's, for that maner) seems, I say sums. to want to unue 
sO-called modern state sovereignty. as established by convention or Institu
[ion, from di\'ine sovereIgnty. But things get complicated, in Bodin as well 
as in Hobbes, and we shall have more than one sign of this: in :my case 
in Hobbes, as that's where we are, it gelS complicated by the fact that this 
humanity, this anthropological essence of prosthstalics is produced, from 
[he opening pages of I-Lvilllhon, on the divine model. The artificial man, 
as Hobbes says. the artificial soul, the "Artificial Animal" that the Levia· 
than is, imitates Ihe natural arl of God: "NIITURE (th� Art wh�reby God hath 
made and gowm�s the World) IS by the Art of mon, as 111 man)' other things. 

so in this olio imitaud, that it can make an Artificial Animal" (p. 9). These 
are the opening words of uviathan, we already read them, and the conse· 
quences can be seen constantly and everywhere. And this human mimeSIS 
produces automats, machines that mimic the nalUral life created by God. 
The life of these automats, of these machines, is compared to that of clocks 
and watches. Why could we not say, Hobbes asks immediately afterward, 
that all the autotn:lta (machines or engines that move by virtue of springs 
and wheels, like a watch) have an artifieial lifd In this way, a philosophy 
and even a theology of tnlmesis grounds in the laSI analysis the most hu
manist and anthropologist discourse of sovereignty. So thai, however dif
ficult it remains, we must ceaselessly understand how the so--called modern 
humanist or anthropologist insistence on the specificity of the state or of 
so--ealled modern political sovereignty gets its irreducible originality, i.e. 
its artificial, conventional, if you will techno-prosthslatic nature, only by 
grounding itself in a profound ontotheology, or even in a religion. If you 
read at least chapter 8 of the first book of Bodin's Six Books of the Republic 
(1583; uviathal1 dates from 1651). a chapter entitled "On So\'Ncignry" {and 
which begins by defining sovereignty, "absolute and perpetual power of the 
state" in more than one language-majestas, majestatem in Latin, akron �x
ousian, kurian arkh{l{, kuriofJ poJiteltma in Greek,segnioria in Italian, tismar 
shabot in Hebrew),10 you will see that although he posits that "sovereignty 

10. Jean BOOm. us S'X Lwrel de JD Ripllbllql,e (Pam; Le LIne de Poche, '993>, book 
I, chap. 8, pp. 1 1 1-37- In thi� ed,tIOn, the Greek <::<prcSSIOI1S comam a number of errou. 
Jacques Derrid'i had noticed only some of them (corrected m pencil on his pTlmOul). 
and consequently IllS Innsillcralion was not completely correct. l-b\'ing \'crified the 
tC1l1 in the edition of the "Corpus des oeuvres philosophiqucs en langue fran�aiseH (in 
Les Six Liurcs de JD Rfp"blrq"c.' uurc premin'. cd. Catherine F'rbnont. Maric.Dommiquc 
Cou:/;1net. and Henri Rochais IPans: Faprd, 19861. p. li91. wc confirm {hat the exact 
lellt shoul<! read: "que les L"'lIns appdlent mlllclfilicrtl, Ics Grccs OKpaV �I;01JOiov. et 
101pi:ov opxlrjvl, ellC\lpiOIl noAiT""J,lO I . . .  1: Its Hehreux l'appdlenl O""':l ie·,i,." We give 
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is nOi limited, neither In power, nor in charge, nor to a certain time," and 
although, infinitc though it be, it remains human, its model is divine, and 
the sovereign remains the image of God, "Modd" and "image" arc Bodin's 
words, In the conclusion of this chapter: HFor if justice is the end of law, 
law the work of the prince. the prince the imagt' of God; then by this reason
ing, the law of the prince must be modeled on the 1:tw ofGod."11 Elsewhere, 
in the same chapter, Bodin has remarked that " he is absolUlely so\'ereign 
who recognizes nothing, after God, that is gre;lter than himself:' and again 
that the sovereign Prince " is answerable only to God."I! These an: also what 
Bodin calls, as will Hohhes, the "marks of sovereignty" and the end of the 
first of the Six Books ofthr Rrpubhc declares that he who usurps the marks 
of sovereignty must be punished by death.11 The expression " marks of SO\'
ereignty" is common to Rodin and Hobbes, and on this subject I refer you to 
a fine article that tticllne Balibar published 1:tst year in a special issue of us 
Temps Modemes devOted losovereignty,i"' in which he rec:llls that the expres
sion "marks of sovereignty" comes "no doubt" from "a whole theological 
and juridical history:' and in passing he contests the appropriation of Bodin 
by Schmitt, who sees in him the first decisionist theorist of sovl;!rcignty, the 
first theorist of the exception that authorizes the sovereign to suspend righI, 
that gives him the right to suspend right and place hllnsdf above Ihe law 
that he embodies. I cannot get into Lhi� debate here. Balibar thinks that 

the Creek transliteration on the basis or this edition. The expre�slons transliterated b} 
akron (xousiun, kunon arch' and kllflon polit(umu can Ix translalcd, rcsp«ti\"(:ly, as "su
preille power,- -smcreign power,- and " sovcreign gm'ernmem,H according to Georges 
Leroux. For the Hebrew, Dcrrid. here gilcs the transliteration tW1/ur shalMt, funher 
on, in the eighth session, he writes 7ismiJr uhubcr. Accordmg 10 lean-Jacques uI'ole, 
the retr;lIlScripuon or Ihese words alj() imokes errors, and Ihe lext ciloo IS difficult 
10 read bc:causc Ihe laSI Ictter is cm off. The Hebrew expression corresponding 10 the 
Greek te�t is the rollowing: lwmk shhr (pronounced romrk shr� ... r� The expreS$ion lil
erally signifies " holdmg a scepter,- and is rare, appearing only m Amos 1;5 �lIld 1:8. 
[Translator's nOle: A Kle<:tion from ikKlin's book is available as 0 .. So� ... mg"ty, cd. ;mll 
trans. Juhan H. Franklin (Cambridge: Cambridge UnlH:rsit)' Press, 1992). The open. 
ing of book I,  chapter 8. is there transl�,tc(l as follows: -So�ereignl)' I� Ihe absohnc �lIld 

perpetual power of a cOllllllonwo:alth. which the Latins call rna/rltas; Ihc Gr�'eks akra 

(!(Qlls/a, km'/o1I arcl!(, ;md kllf/OII polllt'umu; 'md thl' italianssrgllJoriu I . . . 1 whde Ihe He, 
brews c�,1l it roml'Ch .htt·n-that is. the highe�1 power of command."'1 

I I. OIl SO/l(.,.�lgllty, p. 45. 
12. Ibid., p. 4. 
I j. 11)1(1., p. 87. 
14· �lIcnnc Baltbar, " ProUgomi-no:s a Ia SOUllo:ra;ncte: b frontiere, I'�!al, Ie peuple:' 

Ln Trmps MC!dn-nN, " u  sou\"era,nct<";' no. 610, Scptcmber-No\cmlxr 1.000, PI'. 47-7')' 
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Bodin's whole docHinc belies this " ISchtnlHi:ml primacy of the exception."' 

And in support of his thesis, Balibar affirms that Schmiu's interpretation 

amountS to " distorting the sen.;c of Bodin') construction, which considers 

the state of exception preCisely as an exception, the st;ltus and treatment of 

which depend on the conslluned norm."I\ 
No doubt. But does Schmitt S.1Y anything dirrerent? The exception is the 

exception, it must rem:lin the exception, it is nOt the norm even ifit appears 

as exception only with respect to the norm. Schmiu has nO( said that the 

exception is normal, which would be absurd, any more than sovereignty is 

normal, even if he h:ls said that the exception is more interesting and de

cisive than the norm . "  But let's leave that there-it refers us again to the 

paradoxes of a philosophy or :l theory of the exception (and of the sovereign 

decision). A thrOlY of the exception, especially a juridic:ll or political theory 

of the exception, is impossible qua philosophical theOlY, even if the thought 

of exception IS necessary. This is perhaps the site of a difference between, 

on the one hand, the theon::tical, sciencc, philosophy, even thc concept, and, 

on the other hand, what one c:ln c;llI, for want of a better term, thought. 

Bur it goes without saylllg that at the vcr)' place at which he attempts to 

think the exception, Schmitt, for his part, would not ;\Ccept the distinction 

I have just proposed and would claim to relmin within the order of politi

cal philosophy, of theory, and even of the concept, of conceptual generality 

or universality, That one cannot make the exception into a general norm, a 

rule, a law, or a theorem is lIldeed the question. But precisely, sovereignty, 
like the exception, like the decision, makes the law //I excepting itsdffrom the 

/ow, by suspending the norm and the right that it imposes, by its own force, 
at the very moment that it marks that suspense in the act of positing law or 
right. The positing or establishing of\aw or right afe exceptional and are in 
themselves neither 1cp:al nor properly juridical. 

Hobbes, less than a century after Bodin, would also like to save the 
human autonomy of the institution of state sovereignty, while basing him
self on the model of divine art. He will reject the objection of a convention 
above the human convention, for example :1 convention with God. And 
what 1 would like to emphasize is that this exclusion of any convention with 
God will be, as it were, symmetrical with another exclusion, that of a con
vention with the beast. This symmetry of the two living beings that are not 
man, i.e. the beast and Ihe sovereign God, both excluded from the contract, 
convention or covenant-this symmetry is :llI the more thought�pro\'oking 
for the f::1CI that one of the two l)(lles, God, is ;llso the model of sovereignty, 

15· Ibid., p. 58. 
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but of a sovereignty, an absolute \Xlwer, that would here be outside all con
tract and institution. God IS beyond the so\Oereign but as the so,oereign's 
sovereign. Which is as much as to say that this theological mooel of Ihe 
Leviathan. work of human an or artifice imitating the art of Goo, this theo
logical model of the political, excludes from the polit ical evnything that is 
not proper to man, God as much as the beast. God like the beast. If God is 
the model of sovereignty, 5.1ying "God like the beast" puts us again on the 
same track, sniffing out everything that might attract the one to the other, 
via this like, the so\ereign and the anim:ll, the hypcrsovereign that Goo is, 
and the beast. Goo e(J)1 [iSland I with or without "s." and so wilh or without 
being, the beast. The beast e(J)t God, with or without being (one). The beast 
is Goo without being (ond, a God without being. accordmg to the equinx:al 
syntagma I ventured a \ery long time ago, I no longer know where.16 

Let's look first at the rather awkward exclusion of the convention with 
God. Hobbes strongly condemns�in a rather symptomatic, scathing tone, 
I [hink�those who invoke such a convention with God. He does so in 
chapter t8 of the Leviathan. This is the moment when he recalls that some 
people, in order to disobey their human sovereign, and therefore the COIl

vention that commitS them with respect to the sovereign. have claimed to 
refer to another convention, to a "new Covenant:' made this time not with 
humans but with God�the moment when he recalls. basically, that some 
people posit a law above the laws, a justice above right, :and a sovereign 
above the sovereign: and here Hobbes energetically replies: No; i t  is just 
as "unjust" to claim that as it is to disobey the sovereign. For there is no 
convention, no covenant with God. As this is difficult 10 say and have ac
cepted in this form, Hobbes has [Q complic:ate things a little by distinguish. 
ing the mediau from the i",,,,ediau. He basically specifies thaI there is no 
immediate convcnant with God, but only "by mediation of some body that 
representeth God's person, which none doth but Gods Lieutenant." who 
has sovereignty under God. "But," he adds, �this pretence of Covenant with 
God, is so evidem a lye. evcn in the pretenders own consciences, that is not 
ondy an act of an unjust, but also a vile, :and unmanly dis(Xlsition:" l 

This passage is rich, complex, and abyssal. It merits a highly stratified 

16. See Jacques Dcrrida, " Comment nc pas parler: l)tn�g:ltlons," III P,y,},!: ,,,�'t!n 

lIOns dt' I'aulrt', � \'ols. (Pari$: GaiMe, lOOJ). 2: ISO. note I :  tr:m50 Ken Fried�n a5 "How 
to A"oid Speaking: �nials,M in Jacques D.;rricla, Pi)che: im't!nl/()IIS of the Other. l \"ol� .. 
(d. Peggy Kamur �nd Eli7.abc:th Roftcnbcrg (Stanrord: Stanrord Um(uily Prtss, lOOS). 
:Z:I47 and nOle J. 

17. Hobbes, uviafhan, chap. t8, p. 97. 
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analysis. Clearly, I lohbes is  \'ery angry, \·ery aggressive, cannot find words 

hard enough to describe those who in his eyes arc guilty of vile lies: they are 

liars who know thai they arc lying, they :Ire unJust, cowardly, vile. and un

wholesome. of what arc thcy guilty in their very lie) Before coming back 

to this, we have to im3ginc th31 in order 10 be effectively and affecti\e\y so 

motivated, so dogged, so violent and passionate. Hobbes must have had in 

view risks close at h:l1ld, enemies e\en in the politics of his country, where 

he was subject and actor, as you know. What is always remarkable with 

the great philosophen of politics, with all philosophers when they deal 

with politics, is that. more than ever, their philowphemes arc also, in a vcry 

marked way, those of citizens and politicians of their own timc, implicated 

and exposed in the national political field of their time. Of course this is true 

of all philosophers in general when they talk about politics, from Plato to 

Kant, Hegel, or Heidegger. But in another way. with a stricter stylc of com

mitment, th:at of statutory playcrs in poli! ics, as it were, office-holdcrs. poli

ticians, it is more true still. true in another sense, of philosophers who were 

essentially thinkers of th� political on the verge of modernity, of people like 

Machiavelli, Hobbes, and in another way Bodin. Montaigne, or Schmitt. 

All these people were involved, as players, in the affairs of their countries 

or cities; they were, In some capacity or other, at one moment or another, 

in politics. And we need 10 be auentive. especially where it is difficult to 
do so, to separate out the threads that tic them to the \XlIi tical web of their 

time and their nation even as they remain for us, beyond that initial web, 

guiding threads for :I v:lSter problern;ltic that. while always remaining his

torical and periodized, epochal, nonetheless still adapts to broader historical 

sequences, sometimes up to our own time. For example, why and how is it 

that what Bodin and Hobbes say 3hom sovereignty, which is so essentially 

and internally m3rkecl by the \Xllitical turbulences of their time and coun- B4 
tries, retains nonetheless such a strong and durable conceptual relevance 
for the fundamental problems, the basic problems of sovereignty still today, 
even where the basis of sovereignty :and the rigor of a logic of nation-state 

sovereignty are lra\'crsing a zone which is more than critical? 
Back to Hobbes's anger. Where is the guilt of the "unjust;· the "cow

;ads," those who lie and know that thcy are lying when they claim to h�l\'e a 
covenant with God himself. immediately? They are guilty of at least three 
things. 

I. First, of lying LO men. Wh,1t they claim is not true and they cannot 
testify to it or bring human proof of it, by definition. Or at least imm�dialely 
perceptible proof or signs of an ImmedlOte convention with Goo. Whence 
Hobbes's concession, we'll be coming b.1ck 10 it, as to a \Xlssible mediation 
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and a possible human " Iieutenant" of God. What Hubbes refuses is the "im
mediate'" alliance or CO\'enant with God. So the lie is m the allegation of 
immediacy. 

2. These cowardly unjust liars :arc guihy of placing a law above the laws. 
of authorizing themselves to disobey right and political law in the n:une of 
a transcendent law and a superhuman and meta political duty. They ;lre dis
obedient citizens, and this can go as far as treason. They arc above all people 
who have no respect for right, and especially for the political, in the sense 
of the right and politics of the human City. Today they would be conscien
tious objecmrs, partisans of civil disobedience'" etc., who place a law above 
the laws or above the constitution of the country. Or agam. today, in a way 
that is at least analQgotIJ. those people who place the rights of man above the 
rights of the citizen or nalion-state politics. They are, basically, agents of de
jX)liticization (in Schmitt's sensc:), people who threaten politics as grounded 
in territory, nation-state. the nation-state figu re of sovereignty. etc. 

3. These terrible people who cbim to h:lVe an immediate convention or 
cm'eoant with God arc like Jews. and this resemblance is accredited by the 
word "covenant," the term most often used to translate into English the aHi-

8S anceoflahve with the nation of Israel. a "covenant" that precisely makes them 
into a "chosen people" receiving its law. its orders. its mission, its right and 
its duties. only from divine transcendence. beyond all politics or all human 
politico-juridical institution. Whether or not there be here on Hobbes's parr 
a reference to the "covenant" of the "chosen people," there is liule doubt 
that the awkward insistence on the difference between mediacy and imme
diacy, especially the allusion to the mediator, the one who intercedes as the 
(human) lieutenant of God, the one who, standing in for Itellant lieu dt") God, 
representing God on earth among men. God made man, as it were, articu
lating a human IXllitics. a human so\'ereignty, a human state in accord with 
God hut without an immediate convention with God-there is little doubt, 

then, that this concept of standing in. of fiell-tenOllce. of the substitute rep
resentative of God in the earthly city of human politics and state, is there 
to justify or in any case leave open the possibility of a Christian foundation 
of politics, but a mediate, mediated foundation. nOt breaching, threatenin)!. 

or reducing the human specificity and autonomy of the political, and there
fore the human f.1ce of sovereignty and of the convention that founds it. I 
must insist on this point, for what is at stake is deeisi\·e. It is about nothin)! 

less than the foundation-theological or not, religIOUS or not, Christian or 

18.ITransial(lr·s nmc:! ··Ci,·il dlsobediencc" is i n  English in Ihc lext. 
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not-of the concept of IXllitical so\'ereignty, III any case of one of the most 
powerful. prevalent. accredited, legitimated concepts of properly human, 
political and supposedly modern sovereignty. 

Many expert commentators on Hobbes. or on 80ehn. believe it necessary 

to insist on the modernity of their concept of sovereignty. insofar as it is sup
posed to be, precisely. emancipated from tht:ology ;.nd religion and would 

supposedly have finally landed on purdy human soil. as a jX)litical and nm 

a theological concept, as a non-theologico-political concept. But things seem 
much more complex to me. as do the logic and rhetonc of these theorists of 
the political. Even though it is indeed scarcely to be contested that Hobbes, 

for example. docs all he can to anthropologize and humanize the origin and 
foundation of state sovereignty (for example, by reaffirming literally and 
explicitly that the convention that institutes the sovereign is a convention 86 
among men and not with God), the fact remains that this anthropologiza-
tion, modernization. this seculanzarion, if you will. remains cssentially at
tached by the skein of a double umbilical cord. 

On the olle haT/d. there is this imitaliOIl we were talking about jU.5t now, 
which, from the opening of the lLviathaT/. dt:scribes and analyzes the human 
institution of the state (a rtificial man, artificial sou\, Leviathan, etc.) as cop* 
ies of the work of God. 

On Ih� other hand, <Ihere is> this logic (Chrislian or not) of (jeul�"allce 
(119 say "Christian or not" out of prudence or respect for the implicit that 
must remain implicit, but the allusion to some body. in tWO words. that rep
resents God, scems indeed to refer to some onc who is also a body, an incar
nation of God on earth, to a son of man as son of God, or to somc one who. 
in the Bible, will have represented God. I refer you. to make this difficult 
point more specific, to the gripping chapter 16 of uviathan, on the concept 

or person and personification. a chapter that pUIS forward three examples 
of the personal "representation" of a "personated" God, all three of whom 
speak therefore/or God, III th� place of God, in the name a/God: Moses. Je
sus Christ. and the Holy Spirit. In any case, this logic. be it Jewish, literally 
Christian or not, of the heu-tenance of God, of the lieutenant as sovereign 
after God, dearly marks the fact that the proprr place of the sovereign, the 
appropriate tojJOs ofthe topofillcs of this human sovereignty, is lOdeed that or 
an authority that is subject, subjected, submitted to, and underlying divine 
sovereignty. Be it Moses, Christ. the monarch king as Christian king or 
an assembly of men elected and insti[uted as sovereigns. their place always 

19· The parc:nlhC$isopcnw here docs nO! dose In Ihc Iypescript. 
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stands for the place of God IlI"'rIl lim d ... Di ... ul. The (human) sovereign takes 
place as place-taking [lI..-u-lt'nanr[. he takes place, the place standing in for 
the ab'>Olute sovereign: God. The absoluteness of the human sovereign. his 
required and declared immortality. remains essentially divine, whatever 
the substitution, reprt:sentation or !i ... utenanc..- which institutes it statutorily 
in this place. 

If this is really so, if my reading is not unfair, in other words if this hu
manistic or anthropologistic modernity of the institution of sovereignt)' 
and the state retains a profound and fundamemal theological and religiolls 
basis, if the apparent exclusion of all convemion with God docs not con
travene, to the contrary. thiS theologico-politics, then we could try, with
out any funher transition. by a sudden movement, the better to attempt to 
undersland funher the architecture. the essential architectonic of this 50-
called modern, humanistic, and secular construction, we could try to move 
all in one go to the place of another exclusion. An exclusion til:lt would not 
be the entirely apparent exclusir)[l of a covenant or convention with God. 
Wh:lt exclusion? Well, precisely. the exclusion (entirely symmetrical in its 
apparent asymmetry). of a convention with the beast. Earlier in l..Lv/a/han, Nt 

the two exelusions (that of the contract with God and that of the COntract 
with " brute beasts") are. as it were, juxtaposed and consecutive, contigu
ous. even superimposed. This superimposition (one paragraph above the 
other, one immediately after the other) lays open their proximity to a ste
reoscopic vision. that of the relief that is properly. as is true of any relief, 
what remains to our seminar.!1 What remains on the t:lble in this seminar is 
what remains to be thought of this metonymic contiguity between the beast 
and God. the beast. the sovereign and God, the human and political figure 
of the sovereign being right there, b�twl't'n the beast and God. the beast 
and God becoming in all senses of this word the mbJec/s of the sovereign. 
the sovereign subjec.t of the sovereign. the one who commands the human 
sovereign, and the subject subjected to the sovereign. These three figures 
replace each other, substitute for each othn. standing in for each other. the 
one keeping watch as lieutenant or stand-in Imppliallt] for the other along 
this metonymic chain. Double exclusion. then, of the convention with God 
and the convention with the bcast, but this time-and this is rhe point [ 

20. Hobbes. UWiUfhllll, chap. 16. MO( the fiN and second 1'\�turall Lawes. and of 
Contracts." 

2 t. ITran.I:lIor·s note:] Pb)·I11� on the French wortl Mrdl�C which m�ans rdid in 
th� sense of � relief inaI' ( ... hence: the: reference: to "ste:r�lSCOf)1C '·ision�). but also �re
mains·· In the sense oflefw\"ers. 

p 

think it important \(j note-the exclusion. the justification of the exclusion 
of the cm·enant with Goo as with the Reast Im·okes language, :1 question of 
language and more especially of response. If one cannot make a convention 
with the bea�t, :trty more than with God. it is for a reason of languagc. The 
beast docs not understand our language, and God cannot respond to us, 
that is, cannot mak� kllown to us. and :.o we could not know in return if our 
convenrion is or is not aCCI'pud by him. In both cases. there could not be an 
exchange, shared speech, question and response, proposition and response, 
as any contract. convention, or co\"en�'nt seems 10 demand. I shall say in 
a moment why it is important to me to insist nOt only on language :lS ex
change but on this dimcnsion :lnd this moment of responU or r�spolliibdIfY, 
Before I do that, I quote these two paragraphs from chaptcr 16. The second 
concerns the exclusion of (he covenant with God, bUI if it is not redundant 
with respect to the one I have already quoted, this is preci�ely because of the 
:lrgument he puts forw;Lrd this time, that of theacuptallc", of the COntract in 
a response. Here is the quotation: 

To make co'"ennm with God. i� lmlx)Ssiblc. but by Mediation of such as 
God spcaketh to lar�\mlem of the lieutenant again. then I. either by Re\'da
tion supcrnawrall. or by hiS Lleuten:1Il1S that govern under him, and in his 
Name: For ()(hcrwise We know not whether our Co\'enants be accepted or 
not. (p. 77) 

Just before, ;n the preceding paragraph. Hobbes had posited (and I mean 
posited, for there is something profoundly thetical and dogmatic in this ges
ture) that a CQ\enant with beasts. brutt': beasts, is impossible, He used the 
same terms and the same syntax as for God at the beginning of the follow
ing paragraph ("To make covenant with God. is impo�sible") and here for 
the beast: " To make Cm"Cnant with bruit beasts is impossible." And in the 
argument about language, that beasts do not understand, we find again 
the word "accept··: brute beasts could not accept or make known to us, any 
more than God could. that they ocapt a con\·ention or elller into that mu
tual acceptance that a convention is. Here: 

To make CO\Cn:Ull with brut! Beasts. is impossible; because not under
standing our speech. they understand not. nor accept of any translation of 
Right; nor can tr:lIlslate any Right 10 another: and withom mUfuall accepta
tion. there is no Covenant. (Ibid .. Ill) cmphasis) 

I shall not hasten to say brutally, as I III f.1ct think, that :11] that is brutally 
false, that it is false 10 say that beaslS in general (supposing any such thing 
to exist) or so-called brute beasts (what docs "brute" mean?) do not under-
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stand our language, do not n:sjXlnd or do not enter into any <:onvention. I 
shall not hasten to rt:call the often refined understanding that many of said 
beasts have of our language; nor even 10 recall that e\en if they probably 
don't make li\eral. discursive conventions with men, in our languages and 
with a notary public present, on th� one hand, there :uc nevertheh:ss all sorts 
of conventions, i.e. agreements or dis3greements acquired by learning and 
experience (and so not innate or natura]), between what one <:alls animals 
and what one calls humans (and I am not just thinking of all the relations 
that arc organized in domestication, training (in horse riding. for example), 
and then taming, and then organization of territory, marking of frontiers 
and interdictions-we shall speak at length, hiler, of the jXllitical history of 
menageries and zoos, but there is, beyond these forms of violence. which. 
moreover, have their human equivalents, I mean all sort� of human zoos 
and menageries of which we shall speak loo);!lolld On th� other hand, con
versely, no one GIn claim (and certainly not Hobbes) that the human con
ventions at the origin of states always or even most often take the form of 
literal. dis<:ursive and written contracts, with mutual and rational consent 
of the subjects concerned. As always, to stick to the schema of my recurrent 
and deconstructive objections to this whole traditional discourse on "the 
animal" (as though any such thing could exist in the general singular), one 
must not be content to mark the fact that wh:1I is attributed as "proper to 
man" also belongs to other living beings if you look more closely, but also, 
conversely, that what is attributed as proper to man docs nOt �Iong to him 
in all purity clOd all rigor; and that one must therefore restructure the whole 
problematic. 

So I shall not hasten to recall or announce all that today. I shall insist only 
on the motif of the "resjXlnse" which one finds at work in the double exclu
sion from convention-in the case of Goo as well as in that ofthe beast. From 
Descartes to L,can inclusive, from Kant to Hegel to Heidegger inclusive, 

thus passing through Hobbes. the most jXlwerful. impassin". and dogmatic 
prejudice about the animal did not consist in sa)'lOg that it docs not commu
nicate, that it docs nOt signify, and that it has no sign at its disposal, but that It 
docs not resjXlnd. I ha\e tried elsewhere, in published and unpublished texts, 
to show in detail how this distinction between reaction and response remains 
dogmatic and thereby problematic.:l I n  all those I have just named. I will not 

22. ITranslator's note:1 The syntax of Ihis parenthesiS :tpfX'ars 10 � incomplelc in 

thc French tnt. 
23. Sec, among other places, I. Dcrrida. L'ammal q"� done J" J/4U, pp. 5-\, 79-80. 

115-19. 125. 154; lrans. W.ll .. pp. 3l, 52-')3, 81-84. 89. 112. 
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go back over that here. I simply remark that Hobbes is C,ntesian from that 
point of view, that his discourse on the beast belongs to that tradition. L,ter. 
we shall read a chapter from & Ci� in which. criticizing ArIStotle, Hobbes 

says more about the beasts and the reasons why. in his view, animal societies 
do not merit the name of "civil societies.":' And, above all. and this is more 
interesting for us at this point, the double exclusion we afe talking about, in 
associating in nonconvemion beast and God, btu also in nonresjXlnse, gives us 
to think that the sovereign's sovereign, God himself, like the beast, does not 
respond, thaI in an)' case we cannot be assured of his acceptance, we cannot 
coum on his resjXlnse. And [hat is indeed the most profound definition of 
absolute sovereignty, of the absolute of sovereignty, of that absoluteness that 
absolves it, unbinds il from all duty of rct:iprocity. The sovereign docs not 
respond, he is the one who docs not have to. who always has [he right not 
to, resjXlnd Irlpolldr�l, in panicular not to be responsible for Irlpolldr� d�1 his 
acts. He is above the law If� droit] and has the right lIt' droit I to suspend fhe 
law, he docs not have to respond before a representative chamber or before 
judges, he grants pardon or not after the law has passed. The sovereign has 
the right not to respond, he has the right to the silence of that dissymmetry. 
He has the right toa certain irresjXlnsibility. Whence our obscure but I believe 
lucid affect, whence the double sentiment that ass.1ils us faced with the abso
lute sovereign: like God, the sovereign is above Ihe law and above humanity, 
above everything, and he looks a bit stupid lbitt'l. he looks like the beast, and 
even like the death he carries within him, like that death that Uvinas says is 
not nothingness, nonbeing, but non response. The so\'ereign fik� a God, lik� a 
beast, or fik� death, those arc the remains of a "like" that arc still on our table. 
If sovereignty were (but I don't bdie ... ·e it) proper [Q man, it would be so much 
like this expropriating ecstasy of irresponsibility, like this place of nonresponse 
that is commonly and dogmatically called bestiality, divinity, or death. 

At this jXlint, and 10 conclude today by recalling what we have not 
ceased to follow, stealthy as wolves, the trace of the wolf that we shall be 
seeing again in January when we read La Fontaine's Th� WofJalld th� Lamb 
after September II, ( shall be content to reconnoiter ,"cry rapidly a SOrt of 
strange genealogy of the wolf (fukOJ), a genelycological filiation, a strange 
genelycology, the path of a track that, from one cave to another, leads to 
the alliance (from north, south, cast or west) between all these c1aim3nts to 
sovereignty who thus assemble and so resemble each other: the wolf, man, 
God. The one/or Ihe other. 

24· Hobbes, Ik CW�, $<!Clion 2. chap. 5; On I}, .. Clfl::�n, cd. Tuck and Silvcrthorne. 
PP' �-i4. 

9' 
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I bdic\-c thm we shall be bener placed now to hear not only the homo 

92 homilli JUPI4J but bener to understand the passage of God in this landscape. 
On the track of this common gcndycology, the sovereIgn, the wolf, man. 
God, me wolf-man. God-man, God-wolf, God-thc-fathcr-thc-wolf or 
grandmother-wolf, etc .. I shall leave, as markers for next year, three quo
tations w be put on the stand, rcuacking the thread of the story of homo 

hQmm; IlIpllS. a syntagma that has never ceased bemg transferred or onto 
which one h3S never ceased If::lOsfcrring, with God always on the p.1th of 
this transference. Three quotations only for the moment. 

I. Hobbes, first. at the beginning of thc De Cil/{" s Dedicatory Epistle to 
the Right Honorable E.ut of Devonshire. Arter having invoked (in a dem
onstration I hope to read with you) the saying of Cato, who, in the name 
of the Roman Empire, condemned those monarchs who, he said, "are to 
be classed as predatory animals," Hobbes then wonders about the Roman 
people itself in its very imperialism: "But what sort of animal was the Ro
man People? By the agency of citizens who took the names Africanw, Ali
at/clfs, MaaJonicUJ, Achaims and so on from the nations the), had robbed. 
that people plundered nearly all the world," so that Pontius Tdcsinus in 
his combat against Sylla decided that Rome had to be demolished because, 
he said, "there would never be an end to lVolvt'S preying upon the liberty 
of Italy, unless the forest in which they took refuge (one is tempted to add: 
like in a cave in Afghanistan) was cut down," Hobbes cOnlinues: "There arc 

twO maxims which arc surely both true: Man is a God to man, and Man /J a 

It/olJta Man."I'> 
2. From Hobhes we mo'le back in time to Montaigne (/:Hay,·, book 3, 

chapter 5, "On some verses of Virgil"). Here, it is in the course of a medita
tion on marriage, I would even say on the contract, the covenant. the alliance 
of marriage, that we sec the homo homim lupus go P;lSI. And the fael that 
the occasion. the ,'ery theme here, is ;l cerwin folly of marriage is far from 
S(:condary. contingent, or accidentaL We would need to follow this long 

93 paragraph as closcly as possible. to the letter and the comma. Where docs 
Montaigne situate the "good marriage," if there is such a thing, "if there be 

any such," as he S,1YS himself? On what side? He situates it nOt on me side of 
love but on the side offriendship. I quote: "A good marriage, if there be any 
such, rejects the comp.1ny and conditions oflove, and tries to represent those 
of friendship:' Admire me prudence of the formulations. E"erything here is 
in the conditional and under the sign of a tendency or a task which is assured 
of nothing: :, good marriage. if there be any such . . .  tries to represent the 

25. Hobbes. Ik CIt·�. p, 3; em fhe C" lzt:11. cd. Tuck and Siherthorne. p. 3. 
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conditions of friendship. It is not certain that it succeeds. or (!ven that there 
is any marriage, but if there is. this will only be by merely r�pr�s�lItlflg the 
conditions of friendship. not even being mfrtendshtp. bdng mIstress or female 
friend, but representing the conditions of friendship. And Montaigne :,dds: 

"No woman who savors it Ithis social life representing friendshipl lquotation 
from Catullus hereFh would wish to stand as beloved mistress and friend 
to her husb:lIld. If she is lodged in his affection as:l wife, she IS much more 
honorably and securely lodged there."·., Now at this moment in the writing 
there passes a first animaL A first animal crosses the text, an animal both 
wild and/or domestic. A bird. A "sound marnage," a precious and rare thing 
that we cannot do without and that we constantly decry. is lih a cage from 94 
which one would like to escape when one is inside. and in which one would 
like to be enclosed when one is outside (and this is one of the examples of 
what thus lets itself be tamed-trained. broken, domesticated-here an ex
ample of th:1I domestication we were talking about just now, domestication 
in the proper sense of the term, one of those conventions, both human and 
animal, th:lI bend a living being to the law of the household or the family, to 
the oik,os and the donuti, [Q domestic economy). Conjugality, then, explains 
Momaigne, is like a cage from which one would like to escape when one is 
inside, and in which one would like to be enclosed when one is outside. He 
says: "It happens, as with cages, that the birds outside despair of gening in, 
and those inside despair of getting out:' Then he quotes Socrates, who says 
thai, in an)' case, whether one lakes a wife or not land you see that the ques-
tion, the decision (to marry or not) is proper to man and not to woman: the 
question is that of knowing whether to tak�a wife or not}-Socrates who, to 
this question of marriage as a question of "taking a wife," replies. and this 
is again the double bind! of a bird with respect to tile cage. who wantS both 
to get in and to get out, whatever you do, you will regret it: "Whiche"er one 
does," he says. "one will repent:' Which means that the man (viI; aner), the 
husband or the father, "inual head of family, the patriarch. the domestic 
sovereign, feels like a bird trapped in advance by the dOflb/� bind of domes
tication: whether he enter or leave me house-cage, not only will he regret it, 
but he will be accuS(:d, he will accuS(: himself, of a capital fault, rather than 
an accident: all that will remain is to repent: " Whichever one docs," he says, 
"one will repent." Now immediately afterward, with no further transition, 

26. Jacques Derrida skIps the quotation from Camllus that I� III Montmgne's lext. 
27· Monr:l1gne, " Sur des VeTS oe Virgi1e:' 10 Essa;; (Pari): GallilOard. 1950). book 3. 

chap. 5, p. 95:1. ITransl:uor·s note: My Iranslations of Montalgne.1 
:18, [Translator'5 note:l Here and elsewhere. Mdouble b1n(I" i$ in Enj::lish in the ICKt. 
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as though it were simply the extension of this saying of Socrates and the 
appearance of the bird trapped by the cage, by the double: billd of the domt:S� 
tic cage {and, in spite of appearances, the cage itself, the apparatus called 
"cage" is not the trap, the [rap is not the cage: the [rap IS the double bind, 
this double link, this double obligation, this double injunction: enter/leave, 
inside/outside} [so, Immediately afterward, as I was saying, with no further 
transition, as though he were simply adding a commentary to Socrates' say
ing and to the appearance of the bird trapped by the cage, by the double bind 
of the domestic cage[, Montaigne lets the wolf in, into the house, as it were, 
if not into the menagerie or the sht:epfold.!9 But the wolf in the company 
of man and God. And you will admire the either/or [ou . . .  ou 1 that follows 
the homo hom/nl: " either 'God' or 'lupus'" (e;thu/or, be it this, be il that: an 
"or" than is undecidably either the "or" of an equivalence or else the "or" of 
alternative, vel or aut). And it is not insignificam that the word "contracl" 
lronllt"lItlOn! appears in the same sentence: "It  [marriage\ is a convention to 
which fits perfectly the saying 'Homo homini, either "deus," or " lupus." ' " 

95 And since, in Montaigne's homo homin; lupUi, the question is marriage, lo\t� 
or friendship, anti therefore sexlLal differences, this IS perhaps the right or 
appropriate moment to recall, in this gendycology, some woln:s from Plato. 
Not merely the tyrant-wolf or wolf-tyrant from the R�public(8.566a), where, 
if you look it up, yOlL will sec the alternative between "be either slain by his 
enemies or be<:ome a tyrant and be transformed from a man into a wolf' (i 
tyronneill ka; Iyko ex allfhropou genesthal)' But also, even more relevantly for 
us, the wolf and the lamb of the Phat!dms (24IC-d), where the question of 
love and friendship is adapted to the desire to eat the other, to a "you really 
have to eat the other."JO Read everything that precedes this passage as weU: 
"These things, dear boy lmy little one,o pa;J, you must bear in mind, and you 
must know that the fondness of the lover (tbl t!rstou philia) is not a maner of 
goodwill, blLt of appetite which he wishes to satisfy: 'JUSt as the wolf loves 

19. (Tran�lator's note:1 On Ihe annotated printout of this seminar he used in the 
USA, Do:rrida ha) a margmal note; "U laup dam la bcrgnu: to 5(t the fox to mind the 
gee5(. 

Jo. (Translator's no\(:;( An allusion to Derrida's interview WIth lean-Lue I\'an()', "II 

faut b1en manger. ou Ie talcul du SUlci:' in Pomu d� JuspnmQn (paris: Calil&:, 1991), 
tram. Peter Connor and Avilal Rondl as "'Eatlng Well: or the Calculation of the SuD

lC1:t:' In Point; . . .  : InUrlli�wJ 1974-1994 (Stanford: Stanford Univnsity Press, 1995)' 
pp. l55-87. -II faul bien manger- means literally both "1\ is necessary 10 e3t wdl- and 

"It  really is ncxessar}' to eat," or -You really do han: to eat.-
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the lamb, so the lover adores his belo\'ed' los IYkOl amos agaposm, OJ paida 
philolls;n t!/UstOll" 

3· Finally, the "common saying:' referring to the at least supposed origin 
of this saYlOg, i.e. Plaut us, who was horn III Sarsina, in northern Umbria_ 
basically III a colony of Rome-and who learned Latin and came to the 
capital \'ery young. I will content myself with reading and translating the 
tWO lines from the comedy Aiinana (we'll come back to all this next time), 
tWO lines that propose, or dare I say prosopou, the figure of the wolf, the 
f.lce of the wolf, the mask of the wolf, onto what is most unknown in man. 
The wolf IS, for man, man himself, but for as long as one does not know 
him, inasmlLch as one docs not know him [tant qu'ol/ nt! Ie CUflllait pas, ell 
lalll qu'otl fie I� conI/air pai!, The wolf is man tam que and �tI tam que, dUTlng 
the time :lncl to tht: extent that ht: remains unknown and therefort: doej flot 
make: himselfknowtl. The wolfis man for man to the extent that [ (en) tam 
quel he exceeds all knowledge and making�known: "LupllseJI homohoflmu, 
IIOfi homo, quom qualis s;t 11011 novit." Literally: "Wolf [the wolf] is man for 
man, and nOt a man, when l1ike or asl one docs not know which he IS."·\1 In 
other words, wherever man does not make known to man who or whICh 
he is, he becomes a wolf. Who or which [qui ou quel! (quailS) call also mean 
who or what [quI 011 quoil. 

Just as Montaigne's sentence was inscribed in a marriage-contract scene, 
here we must not neglect the fact that this sentence from PlalLtus is placed 
in the mouth of a merchant (mercator) and that we arc dealing with a capi
talistic market scene, a scene of lending or credit [dt! aiallce ou de credit]. 
The merchant docs not want to give credit, entrust or lend money to, some
one he doe:. not know, and who could, tht:Il, behave like a wolf. \Vho-or 
what-is the wolr? And is not the substitution of wolf for man, the slLbsti
tUtion, for man, of the wolfman for man, the substitution of what for /tIho? 

Go figure [A"�z savairl. That's what [he mercator is implying. He wants 
to know and he asks "go figure," because "Lupus �st homo homitli, 11011 homo, 
quom quolis sit non lIov;t," which can be translated, as in the [FrenchJ trans� 
latian I h:lve to hand (Alfred Ernout) as "When one does not know him. 
man is not a man, but a wolf for man:' but perhaps too, in a less convincing 
but grammatically possible way: ·'Wolf [ the wolfl is a man for man, which 
is not a man, when one does not know him." 

This grammar, the same and different, shakes lLp thc. decidable authority 
of the ·'who" and the "what" and the order of substitution. The beast-is it 

JI. PlaUtllS, /Lmarla, line 495. 

,. 
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"who" or " what"? \Vhcn then: is substilUtion, there can :llways be qui pro 
quo,:1 II/ho for a who but also a who for a what or a what for a who. 

Go figure. Will we be able [0 show it in a moment? Or make II known 
next year? In any case, we shall relUrn 10a1l this by different paths. of which 
at least one will pass via the fable, i.e. orality, an oral speech about a possible 
dc\'ourment, as In Th� Wolf and lh� Lamb by La Fontaine, which, you see, 
comes on the scene quite laiC. 

There. it is quite !:ate. 
Happ)' New Year. 

T I-I IRD S E S S I ON 

January 16, 2002 

The Ifeminine\ beast and the Im:asculinel sovereign. La . . .  I�. 
She and he. The she-wolf and the wolf. Beware of the wolf [gart' au 

IOllpl! 
"[ . . .  J and I lived like;} real wercwolfl/oup-garoul": that's a confessIOn by 

Rousseau, at the end of the first book of his Confessions. I There 3TC others. 
confessional phrases that present him, Jean�Jacqucs, as a wolf, as a wolfin 
his own eyes, as a wolf in the eyes of others, in other contexts, with other 
rhetorics and mcanings. 

But here, Rousseau describes himself asa werewolf, he represents himself, 
presents himself as a werewolf, that is. a wolf-man, and he docs so-one 
might find this surprising-because of an immoderate, compulsive, raging 
taste for reading, for Ix>okish culture, and for buying books. The question 
remains of the difference between reading and not reading, neglecting the 
book or not, neglecting (m:gJego, neglegere> to read. Neglect-is that not 
always a way of not reading or nOt elecllng Illirel or gathering (/egere), the 
"not" (ne, nee, neg) carrying the whole burden of the question on negation, 
denegation, repression, suppression, forgeuing. amnesia, etc.. in a context 
of legn-e, reading, putting together or gathering? Rousseau stopS stealing, 
as he approaches the age of sixteen. in order to devote himself [0 reading 98 
and what he calls his " Iove of imaginary objects." And this love of reading 
(Iegere), the love of the book. paradoxically. this love of imaginary objects, 
far from turning him LOward culture and culriv:ued society, makes him sav-

age, mute, silent, asocial; ''savage'' is his word: "my humor became taciturn, 
savage; my head was beginning to spoil, and I lived like a real werewolf." 

1. Jean-Jacques Rou�s<:au, UJ ronf�u'olls. V('I. I of(J..ullrn compti/c., 5 vols., ed. Ber
nard Gagnebin and MJrccl Raymond (Paris: Gallmlard, 1959---9'5), p. 40. [Transbtor's 
note:[ Unless otherWIse mdicaled, lunslauons from Rousseau are my own. 
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(I felt the desire to consult an English translation of this p.1ssage,! And. 
marvelously for liS, " Ioup-garou" Iwerewolr] is translated as "outlaw," A 
little like rogue, isn't it: fl()you, unsociable, outside the law. " I  lived like an 
ouda\\' " ," for "je vivais en vfai loup-garou." So the werewolf, the '"true" 
werewolf. is indeed the one who. like the beast or the sovereign, pl:lces him
self or finds himself pbced "outside the law." om/IJUJ [Eng. I. above or at a 
distance from the normal regune oflaw and righ!.) 

So: let's not forget. let·s not neglect the wolves. from one year to the next. 
Never forget the he- and the she-wolves: Docs that mean do flat hunt 

them? Or not suppress them: Or nO[ repress them? Or not neglect them? 
And if to forget, suppress. repress. neglen. with or without negation, dis
avowal or denial, is in a certain way [0 chase (away). is chasing to e::xpel. 
exclude::, Ae::e::. neglect, or elsc. on the contrary, to follow, pursue. persecute, 
track down. run after? 

So we still need to know how to deal with the wolf. And to know what 
kind of chase we're dealing with, in what we have called our genealogy of 

99 the \\'olf, our book of wolves. our genelycology. A gendycology that must 
inscribe in its tree, its genealogical tree. what is ca11ed the lycanthrope. the 
wolf-man, man made:: wolf or wolf made man. 

When one associates the wolf with the tree, there immediately arises the 
dream of Freud's Wolf Man,' the WolJMaflll who recounts how he saw, in 
a dream, siuing in a tree, a big walnut tree. six or seven white wolves who. 
let's not forget, also resembled other animals, foxes. he said-and there are 
foxes wailing for us today-or sheepdogs, because they had big tails ftke 
(/ike, always the analogy!) foxes, and cars pricked like (like!) dogs. So there is 
a whole menagerie. a whole zoological crowd that does more than swarm. 
that is meaningfully organized in the Wolf Man's dream. Oliler animals 
will come up in the analysis, for example, lhe wasp and the butterfly. And 
the Wolf Man immediately admits his fear ofbcing devoured by the wolf: 
it is this terror. this terrorism of wolves. that wakes him up by making hun 
cry out. He refers himself: 10 accoum for his associations, 10 a book, pre
cisely, a book that Freud docs not neglect ln his interpretation. namely the 
illustration of a fable or a narrative. "Little Red Riding Hood." To explalll 
the figure of six or seven wolves. Freud has him be more specific with refer-

�. lean·Jacques Rousseau. Till' Conft#lonJ. nans. J • •  \1. Cohen (London: Pcn!!UUl 

Classics. 1953). p. 47· 
3. Sigmund Freud. uFrom lhe H"lory or an Inf.lnl1le Nc:urosi5.� in 1.,,1' StanJ,mJ 

Ed,IIO", 17:7-122. 
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eoce 10 another book not to be neglected. another fairy talc. "The Wolf and 

the Seven Little Kids." Freud sees In the wolf, without hesitation, as you 
know, a substitute for the castratin� father. the more so in that the father 
often said in jest to the:: Wolf Man as a child. ''I'm going to eat you." Later 
in the analysis, the mother becomes JUSt as much a wolf, if not a she-wolf, 

as the father. All tht: ancestors of the Wolf Man are, then, present in the 

genealogical tree. in the feminine and III the masculine, 10 the positions of 
beast and sovereign, !x:;lst and master. the more so in that in the interval we 
encounter a master-wolf, Wolf being the name of the child's Latin master 
at school. We shall also be coming back to this question of the schoolmaster 
today. 8ut l leave you 10 reread the WolJ Man. which I alxmdon here. for in 

this genelycological tree::, in this library of wolves, what we shall in the end 
be interested m tooay is not so much the "\Volf Man" as the wolf-man, the 
lycanthrope, the becoming-man of the wolf and Ihe becoming-wolf of the 
man. For example, the werewolf. 

It is this metaphor or rather this analogical metamorphosis, this fan
tastical proouction. thai is important to us in the political entrance we are 
seeking, in the political access or approach to what can play the role of a 
mediating schema between the beast and the sovereign. In the political 
or zooanthropological field. The zOQ,:lnthropological, rather than the bio
political, is our problematic horizon. 

The [feminine) beast and the Imasculinel sovereign. La . , .  Ie. 

In previous sessions, we paid some attention to a double oscillation. A 
double vacillation too seemed to gi\e its rhythm to something like the pen
dulum of this title, of the simple statement or rather the oral saying of this 
text. I n  French. in the French tongue, and I insist on the:: tongue and the 
genders it imposes on liS. La bitt: t:1 lesou/lt:rain. La . . . It:. And as for oralit)" 
between mouth and maw, we have already seen its double carry [porttd. the 
double tongue. Ihe:: carry of the tongue that speaks, carry as the carry of the 
voice that tIOCi["IJt�s (to voci-ferate is to carry the fI();uj and the other carry. 
the other devouring one, the /IOrociou.J carry of the maw and the teeth that 
lacerate and cut [0 pieces. Vociferation and devourment, we were saying, 
but let us not hasten to attribute speech 10 the mouth of man supposed to 
speak and voracity or even the vociferation of the cry to the animal's maw. 
It is precisely this simple and dogmatic opposition. the abu.ses of this over
Simplification that we have in our sights here. 

We had, then, started to give some weight to an oscillation. a vacillation 
come in a not quite fortuitous way to affect the pendulum of the title thus 
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pronounced, in the French tongue: LA bCte et l� 50u\crain. La . . .  I�. This 
oscillating or vacillating rhythm is imprinted on each of its words, the ar
ticles (la, I�), the nouns or 5ubSlami,'cs (hiu, SOUIlnTJ.;n), the verb. the copula 

101 or the conjunction kt. �/sJt). And as I have JUSt noted, the suspension of this 
pendulum is double. 

0" th� on� hand, firsl oscillation, the sexual difference rn;lrked at least 
by French grammar (fa . . .  Ie), which seemed by chance (as we illustrated 
with more than one fact and more than one lext) to confirm that the beast 
was often the living thing to be subjected, dominated, domesticated, mas
tered, like, by a not insignificant analogy, the woman, the slave, or the child. 
Remember the Hobbes texts we read on this subjcct, on the subject of the 
right over beasts, in the D� Cit/�, And the sexual difference that seemed 
also [0 confirm (as we illustrated with more than one fact and more than 
one text) that the sovereign appeared most often in the masculine figure of 
the king, the master, the chief, the paterfomilias, or the husband-of the 
ipseity of the ips�, concerning which a few years ago, reading Benveniste, 
we had emphasized that, in its very etymology,· it implies the exercise of 
power by someone it suffices to designate as hims�1f, ipsr, The sovereign, 
in the broadest sense of the term, is he who has the right and the strength 
to be and be recognized as himsrlJ, thr samr, pro�rly thr samr as himsdf 
Benveniste, to whom J refer you, goes on to wonder about the filiation of 
poti, Sanskritpal),DU, L.1tinpotior (to have power over something, to have at 
one's dispos.:!l, to possess,potsrdar): "The nmion of'power' l, , ,J is then con
stituted and it receives its verbal form from the predicative expression pott: 
rst contracted into poust which engenders the conjug:Hion posmm, poust, 'J 
am capable, I can.' "\ Now, and I insist on this poinr, for we will not cease to 
measure its consequences, Benveniste had inscribed the value of ipseity, the 

ipst:, the " oneself," the "him{one)selr' in the same filiation, as though power 
102 were first of all recognized in the one who could be designated or who 

could be the first to designate himself as Ihr samr, a hlmsr/f. a onrsrlf. We 
commented a few years back on these lines of tknvcniste, who is surprised 
that a word meaning " master" (as he had shown a page earlil!r:poris, in San
skrit parill (master and husband), in Grl!ek posis (husband), in composition 
d�spotb) should become so enfeebled (Benveniste's word and evaluation, but 
I do not believe one can speak here of enfeeblement. of loss of power-to 
the contrary) as to signify "himself." On the other hand. Benveniste un-

4, Emile Ikn"eniSle, arllcl(' "H�pitalil{', M in u �'QC<Ib"fI1lf'- d'-I mJtltluiom .. "ropt' 
mn .. J, 2 I'Ols. (Paris: &J.uons de Mmuil, '969), 1'88-91. 

5· IbId .. p, 91. 
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derstands Ixtter that a word signifying " himself' could ha"e taken on the 
proper sense <of> "master." In spoken Latin, PlautllS, as Ben"eniste recall� 
(and let us not forget, let us ne"er forget the wolves in our genclycology, 
let us not forget th.Lt, Ix this a coincidence or not, Plautus is the author of 
Asinaria concerning whLch [ recalled last time, during our wolf-hunt, thai 

it contaIned tht first occurrence of LupllS �st homo homini, flOIl homo, quom 
q,l(llis sit 11011 /1Ot/lt) -Plautus, then, uses t he word Ipsissimus (the abso/lltt'/y 
himsdj) to designate the master, the boss, the most important personage, 
in short the first, the prlllups or the prince. In shan, the: sovereign. In Rm

sian, sam (himself) names the lord. Among the Pythagoreans, the master 
Pythagoras was designated as DutOS, autos rpha: he s.1id it himself, i.e. the 

master said. "In Danish hall sjo/v, '�r ulhst,' has the s.1me meaning." The 
master (and what IS said of the master is easily transferable to the first of all, 
the prince, the: sovereign), the master is he who is said to be, and who can 
say "himself" to be, the (sdf-)same, "myself." 

The concept of sovereignty will always imply the possibility of ,his po
sition.:!lity, this thesis, this self-thesis, this autoposition of him who posits or 

posits himself as ipu, th� (U/f-)iUmr, Oll�S�1J. And that will be JUSt as much 
[he case for all the "firsts," for the sovereign as princely person, tht": monarch 
or the emperor or the dictator, as for the people in a democracy, or even 
for the citizen-subject in the exerCIse of his so\'ereign liberty (for example. 
when he votes or places his secret ballot in the box, sovereignly). In sum. 
wherever there is a decision wonhy of the name, in the classical sense of the 
term, Dictatorship (and in a minimal and strict sense sovereignty is :II ways 
a moment of dictatorship, even if one does not live in a so-called dictatorial 
regime) is always the essence of sovereignty, where it is linked to the power 
to say in the form of dictation, prescription, urder or diktat, From rhe Ro
man dictDlIlro, where the dielator is the supreme and extraordinar}' magis
trate, sometimes tht": first magistrate, and so the ma:>tcr of certain cities, to 
modern forms of dictatorship such as Fiihrt:r or Dllu or the Little Father 
of the People or some other "papadoc,"6 but also in the figure of the dicta
torship of the proletanat, in dictatorship in gene:ral as power that exercises 
itself unconditionally in the form of the Diktat, of the: ultimate saying or the 
pcrformative verdict thal gives orders and h:ls no account to render other 
than to itself (ipst:), and not to any superior agency, especially not a par· 

liament_well, that dictatorship, that dictatorial age:ncy, is at work every· 
where, wherever there is sovereignty. 

6, ITranslalor's note:l Dernda is here referring to Fran�Ols �P�p.:l Doc� Du\'�l ier 
(190i-71), the notOriOUS dictatorial prt'Sidenl of Haiti from '957 unlll hiS dealh. 

IOJ 
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Benveniste continues, defining withom using the word sovereignty itsdf, 
precisdy as authority of the Ipse, of the same, of the properly oneself-and 
this IS why I am inSisting on it here and will often usc the value and word 
IPWly in this sense. with all its implications lBcnvcnistc continues then, and 
en:ry word counts\: 

For an adjective thai means "oneself' to become amplified to the sense of 
"master," one condition is necessary: a dosed circle of people. subordinated 
to II central personage who takes on the pc-rsonality and complete identity 
of the group to the point of summing it up himself; by himself. he embod
ies It. 

This is cX3niy what happens in the compound dffl'l-pot(i)- \skr.1, " mas
ter of the house." The: role of the personage thus named is nOt to exercise 
command, bUl to take on a representation that gives him authority over the 
family group, with which he is identified.' 

Apart from sexual difference, the article, la, Ie, fa hEfe, I� sou/J�rain, clearly 
marks th:1I we arc dealing with common nouns, substantives, and not ad
jectives or :utributes. The distinction is the marc critical in that it reCalls 
two obvious things, linked to the idiomatic use of the French language. It b 
never said of the beast that it is here [stupid ! or hmiaf. The adjective, epithet, 
attribute btu:, or "bestial" are never appropriate for animal or beast. 8ime 
is proper to man (or e\'en to the sovereign qua man). Later we shal1 look 
closely al a text of Ddeuze from Differenu and Repetitio/J, on this subject 
(hEtiu as proper to man). 

We shall look at this text of Deleuze, as well as the fine, great book that 
Avilal Ronel1 has just devoted to bilise, i.e. Slupidi/}'.� For D<:leuze, natu
rally you should also read the very rich chapter in MiJ/e pfateallx9 entitled 
.
. 1730-Becom in g -I ntense, Beeami ng-Animal, Becoming -I m perce ptible . . .  " 
You will find there not only references to the wolf-man. the Wolf Man that 
the wo1\"(:s look at, the werewolf (pp. 303 and 323 1249 and 2641) and the 
phenomenon of wolf-children (p. 335 [273]), the becoming-whale of Ahab 
in Mob}' Dick (p. 374 13061). You will also find, among a thousand plateaus 

7. Iknvemm. " Hospitalite," P·91. 

8. AI Iwl HoncJ1, Stup,dity (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2002). 
9. Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guanari. Alill� plououx (pam: Minuil, 11)80). chap. 10; 

tr:ms. Brian Massumi as A Thow(md Plaua", (l\·lmneapolis: Unl\Crsity of MinnesotJ 
Prcs�. /1)87).1 Transl;lwr', n()lc: 1 [ h"", Ix:nefil.:-d from consuhin,l: l\bssumi's tr;lJl�latl()n. 
hili hal'c r<:transl:\tcd Ihc passages from /It.lI� pl"I�'lI<x in the Inter<:�ts uf literaht), and 

conSlstenc)' with Dcrrid;l\ commentary. 

and a thousand other things. the question of taxonomy that will interest us 

here, the question of the classification of animal figures. In passing. D<:leuze 
makes fun of psychoanalysIs when ;t t::llks about animals, makes fun as he 
often does, sometimes a little hastily, and not only does he In::lke fun of it but 
he says, which is even funnier, that the all1mals themselves make fun of it. 
This is on pages 294-95 1240--111 of Mill� plauaux: 

\Ve would even have 10 disllngUlsh threc sorts of animals: individuated 
animals, familiar and familial, senttmental, Oedip"i animals. part of our 
little story. " my" C.1(, Hmy" dog; they invlfe us to regress, they draw liS inlO 
narcissistic contempi:uion, and psychoanalysis understands only these a/ll

mals, lhe better to discover underneath (he image of a Daddy, a Mommy, a 
linle brother (when psychoanalYSIS talks about animals. the animals learn 
(0 laugh): all the fXOpl� 1111,0 love calS and dog; m'e idiots Id�,- COil;!' And then 
there would be a second SOrt. animals with character or attribute, animals of 
genus, classification, or stale, the way the great divine myths treat them, to 
extract from (hem series or structures, archetypes or models (lung is more 
profound than Freud, though). Finally, there would be more demoniacal 
animals, with packs and affects, and who produce mulriplicity, becoming, 
population, fair), talc . . .  Or else, once more, is it not all animals that can 
be treated these three ways? There will always be the possibility that any 
animal, louse. cheetah. or elephant. be treated asa familiar animal. my little 
animal. And. at the other extreme, any animal can also be treated after the 
manner of pack and swarming, which SUltS us sorcerers better. Even the 
cat,e,"en the dog . . .  And .fthc shcpherd or the leader of the pack, the devil 
have his favorite animal in the p-" k. thts is certainly not in the same way as 
just now. Yes, any :Hlimal is or can be a pack, but with varying degrees of 
vocation for it. which makes it morc or less easy to disco\'er the multiplicity . 
the tenor in multiplicity, that it contains actually or \ lftually in each case. 
Banks, bands, Rocks. populations arc not inferior social forms, they are af
fects amI potentials. II1volution5, which catch up all animals in a bc<:oming 
that is no less powerful than that of man with ammal. 

And of course the question that will traverse this whole seminar, whether it 
be itself present and pressing, itself, explicitly, in person, or indirectly, will 
always be that of the "proper to man." And, moreover, bestiality, character
ized �jther as perversion or sexual deviancy, zoophilia that pushes people to 
make love with beaslS or to make love to beastS. 01" as cruelty- this bestial
ity, this double bestiality (zoophilic or cruel) would also be proper to man. 
And later we shall look closely at a text of Lacan's on this subject (bestial 
cruelty as proper to man). 

'"5 
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On Ihe Olh"r hand, second oscillation, between conjunction and copula, 
then which can juSt as wdl, in two lencrs, e. I, juxtapose. compare, or C'"CIl 
oppose ocast and sovereign, but which can just as well, in three Ictlcrs,e. J, I, 

couple in a thousand d ifferent ways the being-beast and the bcing-sO\'crcign. 
couple them across a copula, is. which deSCribes an affinity through an anal
ogy of proportion, attraction or reciprocal faSCination. Or (\'en, as we 5h;111 
come to confirm today, a predisposition to grafting, composition of mix
lUres, figures participating in both at once, beast and (sovereign) man, beast 
and man coupling in the sovereign. For the prosthC'sis. 35 graft. IS not only 
what gives rise to the figure of the sovereign state as Lcviath:lIl, i.e. says 
Hobbes, an artificial animal, an animal-machine, what last time I was call
ing prosthstatics. Prosthesis as graft: that can be a composition or mix of 
the hum:ln beast. This will be one of paths for exploring the analogy and 
common destiny of beast and sovereign. For example, we shall come to this 
in :1 moment, leI us never forget the wolves and the werewolf. Not the Wolf 
Man, but the wolf-man, as werewolf. The be:ls( is the sovereign who is the 
heast, bOlh sharing (we paid some :luention to this) a being outside-the-law, 
aoove or at a dist:lncc from the laws. 

One of the many nodal tensions th:lt we shall have, if not 10 unknot, at 
least to reconnoiter in as strict and tight a way as possible, is that if sover
eignty is, indeed, defined as the proper of man (in the scnse of artifice. law, 
conventionality. contract, as we had re<:ognized them in Bodin and Hobbes. 
and even if a theological grounding-we also took this complication into 
aceount-corllinued deep down to legitimate this humanity, this anthro-
1>oIogical and SUPl>oscdly secular dimension of sovcreignty). [if so\ereignt) 
is, indeed, defined as the proper of man) it is nonetheless also in the n:lme of 
man, the humanity of man, the dignity of m:m, therefore a cenain proper of 
man, that a certain modernity has begun to question, to underminc,lO PUt 
into crisis nation-state sovereignty. Every time one refers to the universal
ity of human rights (beyond the rights of man and cirizen). every time one 
invokes the recent concept ([945) of crime against humanity or genocide. 
in order to implement an international right or even an internalional penal 
tribunal. or even humanitarian actions the initiative for which is taken by 
NGOs (nongovernmcntal organizations), every time one milit:l[cs for the 

tmivt:rsul abolition of the death penalty, elc .. then one is calling !Ilto quc�
tion the principle and the authority of the sovereignty of the nation-�Iate. 
and doing so in the name of man. the right of man, the proper or man. It 
is in Ihe name of a cef[alll proper of man, which sometimes remains. so 
I belicve. completely 1O he thought. merely promlSl:d to a thought which 
does not rei think what it thinks it thinks and th;)! [he doxa accredits with 
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a firmness matched only by its na'i\'eu�, it is in the name of a certalfl sup
posed proper of man, of Ihe humanity of man, that one limits. delimits, and 
circumscribes. even healS back, comb.1ts, :lI1d denounces the sO\ereignty 
of the nation-state. I'm C:lreful to say the sovereignt), or the state and the 
nation-state, for the humanity of man or or the human person invoked by 
human rights or the concept of crime against humanity. by international 
right or the IIlternalional penal agencies-aU these agencies might well be 
invoking another sovereignty, the )()vcreigmy of man himself. of the very 
being of man himself (Ipsr, Ipsissimus) above and beyond and before state or 
nation-state sovereignty. 

It  is, moreover. let it be said [n p:lssing. this invocation of the human. the 
humanitarian, or even of human rights-above the stale-that Schmitt 
holds 10 be de-politicizing, to be responsible for the modern neutralization 
of the political or ror depoliticization (Entpolitisiuung). In truth, and this is 
why I say "invocation" of the human or the humanitarian above the interest 
of the state, Schmitt believes he c:ln always discern in this humanistic and 
humanitarian discourse a ruse of W:lr, a strategic ruse put to work by a state 
struggling for hegemony, Ihe rusc of a wolf, a werewolf, if not of a fox (let \IS 

never forget the wolve� and the foxes). Dcpoliticization, the move beyond 
state sovereignty would on this view be a piece of hypocrisy in the service 
of a sovereignty. of a determinate nation-state hegemony. Schmitt. in the 
1930s, is not yel speaking of "globalization Imondialisorion: worldwidiza
tion];' but this is clearly what he has in view in his critique of the premises 
of a new international right, a SocielY of nations. etc. The world of gI0b.11-
ization would then be a stratagem, :I false concept or a concept forged in or
der to pass off some panicular imereSI as a worldwide or universal interest, 
pass off the interest of one nation-st:\le or a reSlricted group of nation-states 
as the world, as the univers.11 interest of human it)' in general. as the interest 
of the proper of man in general. After having assencd that " humanity as 
such [Die" Ml'1Ischhnt als soleho.") cannot wage war because it has no enemy. 
at least on this planet !comment on this last dctail[. The concept of human
ity excludes the concept of the enemy, because the enemy does not cease 
to be human being-and hence there is no specific differentiation in that 
concept"lo-after having assened this, i.e. that the concept of humanity 
cannot be a political concept or the basis for a politics, Schmitt goes on to try 
to show that inftcr, wherever this concept is put forward in the pursuit of 
war (and there would he so many examples LOday), it is a lying rhetoric, an 
ideological disguise tending to mask and smuggle in nation-state interests. 

10. Carl Schrnlll, TAl' Co,,«pto/rhr PO/If/cal (5« session 1 above. n. ",0). p. 5�. 
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and therefore those of a determinate sovereignty. Humanity is only a word, 
then, a name:: in the:: name of which particular and momentary interests of 
p,uticular states are being served: 

That wars are waged In the name of humanity lim NamNl dn- Mt'mchht'lt, 
$chmin contlnuesl is not a contradiction IWidt'rltgul1gl oflhis simple truth; 
quite the:: COntrary, it has an especially intensive political meaning la more 
intense political meaning, an intensification of the political meaning, einen 
,"wnders munsivcl1 pofitischNl Smn: in orher ..... ords, today, all the comoots 
in the name of the rights of man, supposedly above nation�state sovereign
ties, would not be a true depoliticization but a marked intensification of the 
Slate-political III the service of determinate interestsl. When a state fights 
its political enemy in Ihe name of humanity, it is nor war for the sake of 
humanity, but a war wherein a p..1rticular state la determrnate state, elTl 
beillmmur Staat I seeks to usurp a universal concept killt'il Ull/vt'TSa(ell Beg
rilf:';11 okkllp't'rell sucht] against its military opponent. At the expense of its 
opponent, il tries to identify itself with humanity in the same way as one 
can misuse peace. justice, progress, and civilization in order to claim these 
as one's own and to deny [he same to the enemy. 

The "concept of humanity'· is an especially useful ideological instru
ment of imperialist expansion ["MNlschht'i(·-in quOtes-lsltm besolldrr! 
brallch�rrs Id�/oglScht's Imtrumrot im�rialistischer Expamiollrll i. and in its 
ethical-humanitarian form [ulld ill ihrer rth isch-hllmallltiirm FornI! il is a 
specific vehicle of economic imperialism. Here one is reminded of a some
what modified expression ofProudhon·s: whoever invokes humanity wants 
to cheat. To confiscate the word humanity. to invoke and monopolize such 
a term Isolchc- c-rhubmm Namt'TI: such a sublime term; the ··sublime� goes 
missing in the English translation (tr.)1 probably has certain incalculable ef
fects [l1ur dm ichrc-cklichNl Ampruch mal1if�iti�rt'n: literally, �can onl)' be the 
sign of the terrifying demand�l, such as denying the enemy thc quality of 
Ix:ing human Idir Qualitiit dt'S Mt'TIschNl] and declaring him to Ix: an outlaw 
of humanity [hors la /01 and hOTS [,humanitl appear in French in Schmm·s 
text I; and a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhum:lIllty 
IZlIr iill1.S�rsun Unmclllchlichkeirl. But besides this highly political millza
tion of the nonpolitie:J1 term humanity [Ab�r abgt's�hrn, von dlt'J�r hOt:hpoll
tlschm Vt'fllICrrha"k�it drs IlnpoliflScht'n Namrlls d�r Mmschheit, I repe:u and 
retranslate: with Ihe exception of the highly political instrumentaliz:ltion, 
utilization of the apolitical or nonpolitical name humanityl, there arc no 
wars of humanity as such. Humanity IS not a political concept IMellsch� 
h�lr ist kem polrtlscht'r Bt'griffl, and no political entHy nor society and no 
status [Stal/IS: st:Jtus and state? J corresponds to it. The eighteenth·century 
humanitarian cancept of humanity Ida hllmallitiir� /I1t'nschht'irbegrifJl was 
a polcmic;ll denial lane ought to say a polemical denegation, rm� po(('1l11sch� 
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]/t'meilllmgl af the then eXISllng aristocr:ltlc-feudal system and the prill· 

leges accompanying 1t.1 1 

Read whal follows, on thiS supposed natural and universal right thai is in 

fact an ··ideal social construClion" (soziafe ld�afk.o'l1fuktiol1) . . .  
Whal mUSI be noticed in this Schmittian logic-whether or not we sub

scribe to it-what we must nOte from our point of view here is first of all 
this series of gestures (at least three::), whereby: 

\. Schmitt announces or denounces the nonpolitical nature of the concept 
of humanity or the humanitarian, of humanitarianism (Universal Dec
laration of Human Rights beyond the state, etc.). 

2. Schmit[ announces or denounces, undc:r this apparent nonpoliticality, a 
self-interested hyperpoliticilY, a disguised intensification of political in� 
lerests of:tn imperi:tlist and especially economical form. 

3. (and this is what will mailer most to us), Schmiu announces and de
nounces what is terrifying (schrrck1ich) and even terrorizing in this pre

tension, in this hyperstr:llc:gic, hyperpolitical hypocrisy, in this cunning 
intensification of the political. What is terrifying, according to him. \\"hal 

is to be feared or dreaded, what is schrt'cklich, scary, what inspires terror, 
because it acts through fear and terror, is that this humanitanan preten
sion, when it goes off to war, treats its enemies as "hors la loi [outside the 
law]" and "hors I'humanilc loutside humanityJ"' (in French in Schmiu·s 
text), i.e. like beasts: in lhe name of the human, of human rights and hu
manitarianism, other men are then treated like:: beasts, and consequently 
one becomes oneself inhuman, cruel, and bestial. One becomes stupid 
[bEul, bestial and cruel, fearsome, doing everything to inspire fear, one 
begins to take on the features of the most fearsome werewolf (let·s nOl 

forget the wolves), because one i:. claiming to be human and worthy of 
the dignity [digne de fa digl1itil of man. Nothing, on this view, would be 
less human than this imperialism which, acting in the name of human 
rights and the hum:lIlity of man, excludes men and humanity and im
poses on men inhuman treatments. Treats them like beasts. 

One sees here at work, itself in an equivocal-one could even S3Y hypo
critical_waY, :1 Schmiuian discourse which plays on two registers. 011 tht' 

olll' halld, Schmitt does not hesitate to take on a concept of the political that 

IllUSt be dissociated from every other dimension, not only economic but 
ethical: the political presupposes the enemy, the possibil ity of war. the el il 

Ii .  Ibid .• pp. S4"""SS. 
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nature of man (remember, the only gre':H theorists of the political are for 
him theorists who are pessimistic 300m mankind), and in the tradition of 
Hobbes, Ihis theory of politics implies the evil tendencies of a man who i, 
essentially afraid and who asks the state to protect him (remember: protego 
ergo oMigo); but 011 the other hand, as if there were a good fear and a bad 
fear, just as he is admitting that fear or [error are the normal and essential 
mainsprings of politics, of a politics that cannot be reduced to clhics and 
does nO( obey ethics, 1011 lhi' other hand. then. I Sehrni\( does not hesitate to 
denounce as fearsome or terrible (schreckhch) humanitarian gestures that 
claim to go beyond sovereignty in the name of man and treat enemies as 
outlaws outside humanity, therefore as non-men, like beasts. \Verewolves 
against werewolves. What is fearsome is nOt only treating men as beasts, 
but the hypocrisy of an impc:ri:llism that gives itself Ihe alibi of universal 
humanitarianism (therefore beyond the sovereignty of a nation-state) in OT
der m fact to protect or extend the powers of a particular nation-state. Two 
things areschrukfich: on the one hand, treating men as non-men, and on the 
olher, the hypocrisy of the humanistic or humanitarian allegation or alibi. 
The moral and juridical evaluation (which is in the end very humanistic, 
more humanistic than it admits. whence Schmitt's hypocrisy too), the evalu
ation, the moral axiomatics, that surreptitiously underlies all of Schmill's 

112 equivocal discourse on the political-this moral and juridical position is 
indeed ruled by an imperative: even i n  warfare and in the violence of the 
relation to the enemy, European right must be respected, beginning with 
the law of war; the absolute enemy must be treated without hatred, politi
cal hostility is not hatred as a psychological passion, war must be deciared 
from state to state, sincerely declared, the rights of war must be loyally re
spected, and must oppose armies and not terrorist panis.1ns attack ing civil
ian populations, etc. At bottom. when a hypocritical imperialism combats 
its enemies in the name of human rights and treats its enemies like beasts, 
like non-men, or like outlaws, like werewolves, it is waging not a war but 
what would today be called a state terrorism that does not speak its name. 
It is itselrbehavtng like a werewolf. We shall see later whether and to whal 
extent Schmitt is still Machiavellian, as he orten seems to claim, or whether 
he is not betraying a certain Machiavelli. (It will again be a question, let's 
not forget, of wolves and a few other beasts.) 

So I recommend that you read. then, at least the whole of chapter 6 of the 
Concept of tht' Political, on the EllIpolitislrl"lwg (I he depoliticization), on the 
"dishonest fiction" (ttl/rhrlicht: Fiktion) of a ulllversal peace without states, 
on uni\·ers.1Iity as lotal depoliticization and renunciation of the state. I t  goes 
Without saying that, while taking this argumcnration of Schmitt's seriously, 
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but withom subscribing to it through and through, what I am seeking, 

elsewhere but in particular in this seminar, is a prudent deconstruction of 
this logic and of the dominant. classical concept of nation-state sovereignty 
(which is Schmitt's reference), without ending up with a depoliticization. a 
neutralization of the political (Entpolitisierill1lg), but with another politic i
zation, a repoliticiz:lfion that does not fall into the �allle ruts of "dishonest 
fiction" -while what an "honest fiction" can be, and on which concept of 
fiction one is relying, remains to be found out. For here we find again the 
basically humanistic moralism and the surreptitious evaluations of Schmitt: 
as just now. for a fright that is good here but to be condemned there. we IIJ 
have here a reference to a dishonest and dishonorable fiction (ul1ehrlicht: 
Fiktion) that il is difficult to see in the name of what Schmitt can in this 
way disqualify. discredit, or denounce with horror or contempt-it is dif
ficult to see, in the name of what he can condemn, cunning, hypocrisy, and 
denial when they becomes arms of war, a war that docs not speak its name. 
Schmitt's implicit but un:lvowed axiomatic is tbnt a war should speak its 
name, and that one must always say and sign one's name. that an imperial
ism should present itself as such. that war should be declared, that states 
and sovereigns should be sincere and that honor (I:/"'�, ,l!:lory. good repu
tation founded on loyalty, as opposed to an Itt/rhrfiche Fiktion, the lie of a 
disloyal fiction). that this honor remains a secure value: having said thaI, at 
the very moment when Schmitt is denouncing dishonest fiction and hypo� 
critical ruse, he is aiming to show that imperialist states with a human or 
humanitarian face are still in the order of the polifical, are still doing politics 
in the service of their state interests, and as that confirms Schmitt's thesis, 
well, it's fair enough Ide' bonne gut'ITel, etc. I It goes without saying, I was 
saying,] that all the while taking into account a certain, limited, relevance 
of this argumentation of Schmitt's, to which I never subscribe uncondition
ally, in particular for reasons I have just given and others that I have given 
elsewhere, in Politics of Frlendshlp,ll what I am looking for would be, then, 
a slow Qnd differentiated deconstruction oftbis logic and the dominant, clas� 
sic concept of nation�state sovereigmy (which is a reference for Schmitt), 
without ending up with a dc-politicization, but an other politicization, a re
politicization that does nOt fall into the same ruts of the "dishonest fiction," 
without ending up, then, in a de�politicization bill another politicization, a 
re�politicization and therefore another concept of the political. It is a11 too 

12. J::I<=qucs Derrid;t, PoIlflqlla dt: ramuii (Paris: Gahlc!c. 199�). p. 102. note 1 and 
passim; trans. George Collms as Politics of Frit:ndslllp (London: Verso Books. 1997). 
pp. 107-8. 
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obvious thai Ihis is mort: than difficult, and that's why we afC working, why 
we are working at it and ,llIowmg ourselves to be worked on by it. 

\Vhen I S.1Y "slow and differentiated dccon�truction." what do I mean 
by that? First, that the rhythm of this deconstruction cannot be that of a 
seminar or a discourse ex cathedra. This rhythm is first of all the rhythm 
of what is hapJXning in the world. This deconstruction is what is happen
ing, as I often say, and what is happening today In the world -through 
crises, wars, phenomena of so-called nalional and international terrorism, 
massacres that an" declared or nOl, the transformation of the global m:lrkel 
and of intcrn:llional law-what is happening is so many events that arc 
allCeling the classical concept of sovcreignty and making trouble for it. In 
this seminar, we are only beginning to rdlect on, and take into account, a) 
consequentially as we can, what is happromg. On the other hand. as we arc 
already realizing-and this is why I say "slow" but especially "differenti
:tted," it cannOt he a maner, under the pretext of deconstruction, of pure!) 
and simply. frontally, opposing sovereignlY. Thcre is not SOVEREICNTY or 
T i l  E sovereign. There is not TilE beast and Til F. sovereign, There arc dirrer
enl and sometimes antagonistic forms of sovereignty. and it is always in the 
name of one that one attacks another: for example (we were alluding [Q thiS 
earlier), it is in the name of a sovereignty of man, or even of the person:J1 
subje([, of his autonomy (for autonomy and liberty :Jre also sovereignty, :lnd 
one cannot without warning and without threatening by the same token 
all liberty. purely and simply attack the motifs or the rallying cries of 10-

dcpendence, autonomy. and even llation-sl:1tc sovereignty, in the name of 
which some weak peoples are struggling against the colonial and imperial 
hegemony of more powerful states).u 

In a certain senK, there is no contrary of sovereignty, even if there 
are things other than sovereignty. Even in politics (and the Cjuestion re
mains of knowing if the concept of sovereignty is political through and 
through)-cvcn in politics, the choice is not between sovercignty ,md 
nonso,·ereignty, but among several forms of partings, partitions. divisions, 
conditions that come along to broach a sovereignty that is always supposed 
to be indivisible and unconditional. Whence the difficulty. awkwardnes�. 
apoTla cven, and the slowness, the always uncCjual development of such a 
deconstruction, This is less th:m ever the cquivalent of a destruction. But 
recognizing that sovereignty IS divisible. that it divides and partitions. e\'en 
where there is any soverelgnt), left, is already 10 begin to deconstruct a pure 
concept of sovereignty that presupposes indivisibility. t\ divisible sover-

Ij. ITr:lnsl:nor's nm",] TI"$ $CnlCnce 15 possihly incomplele ;n Ihe French lexl. 
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eignty is no longer a sovereignty. a sovereignty wonhy of the name, I.e. 
pure and unconditional. 

\Vhcther or not Ont: agrees with these propositions of Schmitt·s. one 

can understand why. e\'en though they come from a right-wing Catholic 
who was morc than corn promised a fcw rears later with Nazism and anti
Semitism, they should have seduced, and still t(l(by rettllll their powcr of 
seduction on the Left for all those who arc re:Jdy at least to sh:Jre this vigi
lance with reSpect to "hum:mistic" and "humanitarian" ruses and allega
tions, which constitute the rhelOrical weapon but also the weapon pure and 
simple, and sometimes a hugely murderous weapon, of new political or eco
nomical imperialisms. This argument of Schmitt's, and this is ali I want to 
retain from it for now, is that there is no politics. no politicity of the political 
without affirmation of sovereignty, that the privileged if not uniCjue form 
of that sovereignty is the state. state sovercignty, and that such a politiC:ll 
so\'ereignty in the form of the state presupposes the determination of an 
enemy; and this determination of the enemy can in no C:lse take place, by 
definition, in the name of humanity. The concept of this sovereignty which 
never goes without an enemy, which needs the enemy to be what it is, is nO( 
necessarily linked or limited to such or such a state structure (monarchi
cal, oligarchical. democratic, or republican). Evcn when the sovereign is the 
peoplc or thc nation, this does not damage the law, structure. or vocation of 
sovereignty, as Schmitt defines it (the positing of an enemy without human
ist or humanitarian invocation; thc right 10 cxception; the right 10 suspend 
right; the right to be outside the law). 

This is why Schmitt will have quoted. before the passage I just read, an 
eloquent declaration in tbis respect by the Commiltee for Public Safety, in 
1793· This declaration. Cjuoted by Schmitt. is first Cjuoted by Ernst Friesen
hahn <in> D" politischr Eid (The Political O;lth). (I recall this title to re
inscribe this Statement in a logic of the 0.1lh that makes of the affirmation 
of sovereignty a pcrformative. a commitment. an act of sworn faith. of war 
declared againsl a sworn enemy: so\'creigmy is a po!il�d law. a thesis or 
:I prosthesis. and not a natural given. it is the sworn institution -a f

.
1ith 

sworn, and therefore structurally fictional, figural. invented. conventional, 
as Hobbes clearly shows, morem'er-the institution of a law that was never 
found in nalurc; but precisely the Cjuestion then returns of the link between 
this righI, the force of law and force toul court. the disposition of force loul 
COUrt, of a force that makes right, of a reason of the Strongest which is or 
IS not the best; but I emphasize this reference [Q oath and fidelity to sworn 
faith to announce a delOur that we shall need to make in a moment, LOward 
Machiavelli's Prince and his wolf-that we must nOt forget). Now this Dec-

,,6 
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bration of the Committee on Public Safety, twice quoted by Friesenhahn 
and by Schmin, says: 

SlIlcc: (he French people manifested its will Iso. by this manifestation of a 
will, the French people posited it�lftn the Frrocn fNple and as its own sov
ereign I, everything that is opposed to i t  is outside the sovereign: everything 
that IS outsIde the sovereign is an enemy . . . .  Iktwcen the people and ils 
enemLCS there is nothing left in common but the sword." 

Which is what is called sworn faith, and sworn enemy. 

Pack Imeuul of wolves. For a first reconnaissance of these territories, you 
remember, we had begun to amr:uter (to whip up. literally to raiS(:, to put in 
motion, molu;), to whip up, if not to hunt, not dogs but wolves. Never for
get the wolves, all the wolves. Many wolves will have crossed the room. You 
h:lvt: understood that all of that was, among other things, a way of prepar
ing us, of advancing us, stealthy as wolves, toward this f:lble of L:1 Font:line, 
Th(' Wolf and th(' Lamb, which begins, as we ourselves began, with 

The re:lson of the strongest is always the best 
As we shall shortly show. 

117 We began thus, sa)'ing also that no seminar should begin that way. like a 
fable, nor should it recommend or command that one begin that way, b) 
'\ve shall shortly show:· 

Show-what? Well, that "the reason of the strongest is always the best." 
A violt:ntly tautological proposition, then, pragmatical1y tautological (in 1....1 
Fontaine and here too, as though this still remainc:d, as a seminar, a fable 
or an affabulation) since I am here using, by force of law, laking into ac
count my accredited position as a professor authorized to speak ex cathedra 
for hours, weeks, and years (accredited by a convention or by a fiction the 
honesty of which remains to be proved, by you or by me, and even then an 
always revisable and renewable consensus gives force orlaw to Ihe force of 
law), a violently tautological proposition, then, pragmatically tautological, 
for if "we shall shortly show," what arc we going to show, with L:l Fon
taine? Well, that the reason of the strongest is always the best. As the reason 
of the strongest is always the best, [ authorize myself by the reason of the 
strongest (that [ am hcre, by situation, by hetero- and autoposition) to defer 
the moment at which [ shall show or demonstrate that the reason of the 

L,. p·r3nslalor·s note:l Th.s p3ss3ge is omi\ted fTOm Ihe Eng!.sh transl:Hion of 
Schnuu·s book: I ha'·e trans!3red from the tut as given by Dcrrida. 
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strongest is always the beSt; but in fact, I've already shown it, already shown 
it in fact by the very fact of deferring, authorizing myself to defer. I've al
ready demonstrated this prevalence of fact over right. My demonstration is 
performativeavant la I�ttr�, as it were. and pragmatic before being iuridic�l 
and rational and philosophical. I show by the very mo\·ement. by dOing It. 

as I go along. by producing the c,'em of which [ speak and that I announce 
I shall speak of, I demonstrate that force wins out over right and determines 
right, and I do so without waiting. Because it is already demonstrated at 

.
the 

moment I announce that you'll have to waH a liule. A violently tautologICal 
proposition. then. since 1 am here using, taking account of. my accredited 
position as a proiessor authorized to speak, ex cathedra, of the reason of the 
strongest. I am using my powt:r. which consists in begmning this way not 
that way, beginning by havlOg you wait, by deferring, warning you not to 118 
forget the wolf, or the werewolf or the outlaw, making you wait for the mo-
ment when I'll show you what [ promise [ will show and demonstrate. The 
reason of the strongest is al work right here, at the very moment at which I 
claim to interrogate it, or even to place it in question or even merely to defer 
Ihe demonstration. The demonstration has already taken place, in the very 
promise and in thedijfirallu, the act of deferring the demonstration. Unles� 
one proves the stronger and belies what [ say, but in making me a liar, in 
contradicting me, you will merely displace the site of the greatest force. and 
the reason of the strongest will (still and) always be the best. 

As if [ were myself, [et·s never forget it, a wolf. or even the werewolf. 
That could be, we're coming to it and we're going to show it in a moment. a 
qumation. more than a quotation, from Rousseau, who, several times, com
pared himself to a werewolf. Let's never forget the he-wolf and the she-wolf. 
we were saying. One always forgets a wolf along the way. For example, III 

the last session, even as I was pointing out Ihat homo homini lupus was to be 
found. literally. long before Montaigne and Hobbes. in Plaut us, [ neglected 
or pretended to nq::iect, 1 had omitted if not forgotten, a wolfin Machiavelli 
(another great lx>sitive hero, for Schmitt, of the theory of the political), a 
Machiavelli th:lt Hobbes must have read and a Machiavelli whose Prince, 
precisely, also names the wolf loud and dear. BUI i f  I pretended to forget 
this wolf. to suppress or repress it, to chase it away like another one I'll come 
to in a moment (Machiavelli will tell us how to beat back, chase away, or 
hum this wolf), it was imentionally, for re:lsons I'm going to show you in a 
moment, with the intention of drawing your attemion today to composite 
figures. fabulous grafts of man-beasts or human animals, mixes-that we 
haven't yet talked abou!. Now, of course Lcvi:uhan is a marine monster. 
a monstrous animal which, like the whale in Moby-Dick, belongs to the 
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aqu;)tic element in which it imcnds (0 reign. but the u:viath;1O is not a com
posite of man and beast. If there: is something prosthstatic in iI, this is not b) 
reason of a composition, of a symhesis. of a comlXlsitt' essence of man and 

119 beast, like those we arc getting ready to encounter. The Leviathan, a mon
strous animal. is not monstrous after the fashion of Khirnaira, the chimera, 
a monster from Lyeia, born of Typhon and Echidna, with thret: heads. lion, 
goat, dragon spitting Amnes, killed by Bellcrophon, and which. h;wing de
scended to a common noun, has given its name to all sorts of fabulations. 
famasics, mythical prooucrions. or hallucinations (even in Descartes) which 
arc precisel), the dtment of what is of lntereSt to us here, the element of 
fabulation in which th<: analogies between b<=ast and sovereign find the-IT 
resourc<:s ;}nd their schem;}t;}. I'm using the word sch�m(J by analogy, but 
primarily to sign:al toward :analogy, precisely, i.e. tow:ard the mediating de
mcnt or the mixed. Just :as Kant said that the schema of the imagination 
was the mediation between intuition and the concept of the understanding, 
participating in both al once, so we arc dealing here with schematic and 
imaginative and fantastic and fabulous and chimerical and synthetic fig
ures that mediate between tWO orders and participate in two organization� 
of the living creature, what is still cal1e-d the animal and what is still called 
man. or again what is called beast and what is called sovereign. But ir it is 
indeed this fantastic and synthetic and prosthetic composition that m:atter5 
to us here, today It is neithcr on the side of th<: uviathan nor on the side of 
the Chimera that we shall search for or encounter our monsters, but on the
side of another logic of composition, graft, mixture, and biosynthctic alloy. 

(On the horizon of this encounter is a doubl<: question, which I le-a\'e 
open: in the first place, why, in the great corpus of animal figurcs that people 
th<: fable of the political, do we find this or that animal and not others? We 
can mak<: the mOst open and libcral list, from the wolf to the fox, from the 
lion to the lamb, from th<: s<=rpent to the eagle, to ants or frogs, but we']] 
have to concede that not all th<: animals of earth and sky are represemed, 
do nOI seem to be as prone, as equally appropri:at<:, 10 political figuration. 
Why? Is it because of the regions of the world, wilh their specific fauna, 
becaus<: of the geographical :and ethological areas in which this fabulous 

120 discourse on Ihe political was born and developed its history; the Middle 
East, Greece, dle Mediterranean, Europe? Perhaps. Is it because of the 

proper nature, the form, and the psychology .mpposed (I stress " supposed") 
b)' fiction, anthropomorphized in advance to pertain to such animals (the
supposed cunning of the fox, the Ir:anquil strength of the lion, the voracious 
\ iolence of the wolf, who can also turn protecri\'e, p.1ternal, and materna!)? 
Perhaps. In any case the necessity for a typology and a taxonomy is alread) 

looming, in this rhetoric thaI runs the risk of looking, i f  nor like the order 
of Noah's Ark (which c<:rtainly did nOI house all th<: animals on earth), at 
least like the order of menageries, zoological p:arks, or circuses, which I 
mean to talk to you about quite soon and at some length).11 That is the firs! 
question of this couple of questions I am leaving open. The sccond. which 
is linked to it, would be the following: in the obvious though surprising 
abundance of animal figures that invade discourses on the political, the re-
Rections or political philosophy, how to give due consideration on the one 121 
hand to this profound necessity that we are precisdy in the process of inter
rogating and Hying 10 interpret in this semin:ar, but also, on the other hand, 
to the compulsion (let's call it psychic and libidinal) that seems to push the 
philosophers of the political. all of those who arc passionately interested 
in holding a discours<: on power, on political power, and who would sup
posedly repres<:nt for their part a certain type of man or woman (usually 
a man, at least until now), the irresistibl<: compulsion which seems either 
to push them or to attract them toward zoomorphic visions or hallucina� 
lions, push or attract them toward a fidd where I here is a greater chance of 
fantastic animal apparitiofIJ (I say "apparitions" in the sense of phenomena, 
but also of visionary epiphanies. be they chimerical or not)? How to giv<: 
due considerallon to this element ofin\'<:ntive and p.1ssionate hallucination, 
which is interested, cOlllpulsi\e. which is itself possible only if an intrin-
sic necessity, which wc are analyzing here, indeed increases [he chances of 
fantastic and fabulous apparitions in the field of powcr and therefore of 
political sovereignty? How to give due consideration to that element and 
distinguish it from the: other clement, that of a rhetorical codification, a law 
of genre which has long meant that one uses metaphors :lnd metonymies 
or even codified allegories, in any case animal fables attributing cunning 
to the fox, strength to the lion, voracious and violent and cruel savagery to 
the wolf (or some wolves at least). But there tOO, in the element of codified 
rh<:toric and the law of genre, there really must be im'olyed what at the be
ginning would belong to a nature or an essenlial Structur<: of the field ofth<: 
political as such. of political power and political sover<:ignty: it would prop-
erly belong to it to produce in panicularly f<:nilc and irresistible fashion 
such a proliferation of f:antastic beasts and zoopoclic visions. So J'll le:lve 
this double question open and suspended above our whole: seminar. Let's 
not forget it. And let's not forget lhe wolv<:s. I insist on lhe: forgetting as 
much as on the wolves and the genclycology because whal we should not 

15. On� would h:l"� �xpcc(�d (his par�nth"sis 10 dOSC':l1 Ih" "nd of this long P. ... :I
graph, on p. 81. 
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Stint on here Vaiu I'tcoflQmi� dt"l is the economy of forgetting as repres
sion. and some logic of the political unconscious which busies itsdf around 
all these proliferating productions and all these chasings after. p,lIuing af
ter SO many amm;li monsters, famastic beasts, chimeras, and ccmaUTS that 
the point, in ch:l�ing them, is [0 cause them to Aee. to forget them, repress 
them, of course, but also (and it is not simply the contrary), on the contrary, 
to capture them. domesticate them, humanize them. anthropomorphize 
them, tame them, cultivate them, park them, which is possible only by 301-
ffi:llizing man and Icuing $0 many symptoms show up on the surfac.:: of 
political and poliwJogica\ discourse. All of which follows in the wake that 
we had situated the hIS( times in looking again at Totem alld Taboo. 

The forgotten wolfin Machiavelli, then. Th� Prince!!' (dedicated to Lorenzo 
de Medicis-who could have been a prince hut did nOt care 10 become 
one-The Prillc�, then, dedicated to a virtual prince, as La Fontaine's FableI 
would be dedicated and thus submitted to Monseigneur Ie Dauphin, Thr' 
PrillCr', which was published in 1532, five years after Machiavelli's death but 

IU written almost a century and a half before the uviathall (1651), Tht: Prillce:. 
which you will read Or reread, includes a chapter 18, entitled " In What 
1\looe Faith Should Be Kept by Princes"': (or, in the old French translation 
by a cenain Guiraudet undenaken on the pressing dem:lIld or the advice of 
General Bonaparte, "Whether Princes Should Be Faithful to Their Com
mitments" lSi leI princeI doivent fue jidileI Ii [mrs engageme1ltJ I I  repeal both 
titles)), on a question that could nm be more current (not only the respC<:1 of 
armistices, of cease-fires, of peace treaties, but also, and b.1SicalJy the way 11 
always was, since this is the yery structure of any contract :md any 0.1th, the 
respect of sovereigns' commitments before an institution or a qualified and 
authorized third P.1rty: for example, the respect or not of UN resolutions 
by the USA or Israel, everything that concerns UN resolutions but also 
the commitments made by the UN with respect to so-called international 
terrorism (a concept judged to be problematic by the UN itself, we talked 
about it) and the consequences that it drew from the current situation, with 

16. Tim sentence is unfinished in the typescript. 
17. [  Tr�nsl:ltor's note;) Niccolu M�chia"elli, The Princr. tr:m,. H:lT\ ey C. Mansfidd. 

Jr. (Chicago: University ufCh,c"go Prns. '98,). [ have occaSIOnally modified the trJn,· 
Iation for the sake of con.isleney with the versions Dermb is using. Dt:rrida refers to the 
French "er>lon by Pc:rii!s which translates the title of chapler ,8 as "Comment le� prince' 
doi' tnl ltlllr leur p"rolc [How Princ<:s MUST (or Ought to) Kttp Their Word [.'· 
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the authorization given to the USA to ensure its legitimate defensc- by any 
means judged appropriate by the USA alone). 

Now in this chapter on the faith to be kept by princes. on the question 
of knowing "in what mode faith should be kept by princes," or "whether 
princes should be faithful to their commitments," this same question of the 
fidelity of the prince to his given word or sworn faith appears to be 1Il
separable from the question of what is "proper to man." And this double 
question, which appears in truth to be but one, is treated in a way that is 
interesting for us. You'll sec the wolf go by, but also more composite ani
mals. The question of the proper of man is indeed pbced at the center of a 
debate about the force oflaw, between force and law. In this chapter. which 
passes for one of the most Machi'lvellian in Machiavelli, he begins by admit- I�j 
ting a fact (l stress the wordfoct): in fact, de facto, one judges praiseworthy 
the fidelity of a prince to his commitments. It is praiseworthy, one must 
agree. After what looks like a concession (yes, it's good, it's praiseworthy, 
it's a recognized fact thaI, in principle, by rights, a prince ought to keep his 
word), Machiavelli comes back to the fact, which in fact he has never left. 
I t  is a fact that everyone regards the fidelity of the prince to his given word 
as laudable, but, in fact. few princes :Ire faithful, few princes respect Iheir 
commitments, and most of lhem use cunning: they almost all use cunning 
with their commitments. For they are constrained, in fact, to do so. We saw, 
he says, we have been in a position to see that the strongest princes, those 
who won out, beat those who, on the contrary, took as a rule the respect of 
their oath (this is why I announced a while ago that I would talk about the 
oath). 

Machia\'elli's rhetoric is remarkable, as is his logic. For after ha\'ing noted 
this foCI (the nonrespect of the omh that wins in fact. perjury th3t wins d� 

focta, cunning that in reality beats fiddity), he concludes from this f3ct, al
ways in the constative and realistic regime, that political reason must take: 

account 3nd rmder aCCOllnt of this fact. Political reason must count and cal
culate with the fact that, in fact, there arc two ways to fight. Following para
graph, then: " There arc two kinds of combat: one with law5, the other with 
force" (p. 69)' The old Giralldet translation las is the case in the English 
one by Mansfield I accentuates this constative regime. which is the regime of 
theoretical knowledge, of the factual description of what one must know. of 
the knowledge-of-what-one-needs_lo_know: "You should then know IMa
chiavdli is addressing Lorenzo de Medicis as much as the reader] that there 
arc two ways of combating, one with laws, the other with force." 

So sometimes with right, justice, fiddity, respect for the laws, contracts, 
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commitments, conventions, institutions, with sworn faith. and <somc� 
times>" with betrayal of commitmcllts. lies, perjury, lack of respect for 
promises. plain brutal usc of force rlhe reason ohhe strongest"). 

124 From there, from this atlestt':d fact that one cancombllt in two ways, with 
laws or with force (and M3chiaveHi starts (rom a situation of war ;.md not 
peaceful management of the city; he does not speak of the ordinary exercise 
of power by the prince but of a situation of war, which seems to him to � 
more revealing, excmpbry, more p.u3digmatic of the e:.scncc of the voca� 
lion of the prince. namely response or riposte to the enemy, dealing with 
the other city as enemy city), Machiavelli draws strange conclusions, which 
we must analyze closely. Combat with laws (and so according to fidelity to 
onc's commitments, as :1 sincere prince respectful of the: laws) is. he says, 
proper to man. These arc his words ("proper to man"), a Kantian argument 
in its principle. as it were: not to lie, to have the duty not to lie or perjure, is 
proper to man and his dignity. When one lies, when one betrays, which one 
can always do, in fact one is not speaking:ls a m:ln, not as a man worthy of 
human dignity [diglle'de-fa diglliti humaille-]; in f:lct, one is not speaking, one 
is not addressing the other as a man, as another man. One: is not speaking 
to one's fellow man [S01l umbfable-] (hold on to this value of IfflJblahl� which 
will occupy us a great deal later). But what comes next in Machiavelli, who 
is not here speaking from an ethical point of view but from a political point 
of view. and who is measuring the possibilit), of the political, the law of 
the political against the leSt of war-what comes next in Machiavelli's dis
course is, as we might expect, less Kantian. The second way to comb:lt, 
he says (combat with force) is that of beasts. No longer mall but the beast. 
Force and not law, the reason of the strongest, is what is proper to the beast. 
After this second moment, Machiavelli notes in a third moment of the argu
mentation that, in fact, the first way to comb:1I (with the law) is insufficient, 
and remains, in facl, impotent. So one must, in fact. resort to the mher. 
Thus the prince mUSt eomb.1t with bmh weapons, both law and force. He: 

must then behave both as man and as beast. "Therc:fore il is ,,�ussary for a 
prince to know how to use as appropriare Ih� bt:ast and th� mall" (p. 69; trans� 
lation modified; Derrida's emphasis). This "it is necessary," specified by the 

/25 "as appropri:He" (according to the circumstances. filling in an appropriate 
manner his response to the urgency of a situation or a singular injunction, 
etc., to a polemology, a war or a singular machology, :1 singular conjuncture 
of combat), this "it is necessary'" makes one mO\'e from the constative or de
scriptive regime to the prescriptive regime. When aClion by the law (fidelity 

18. The fypescripi has �Ihe OIher.� 
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to onc's oath. etc.) is impotem. does nO( work, is weak. tOO weak. then IllS 
n�ca.;ary to behave as a beast. The human prince must behave as though h� 
tvn-�a b�ast. Machiavelli docs not s:ly that the princc is man and beast at the 
same time, th:H he has a double nature, but hc is not f:lr from saying so and 
from putting this double nature under the authority of an "it is necessary." 
If the prince is not man and beast at the same lime, if in his vcry essence he 
does not unite thcse twO cssential attributes, he mUSt nonetheless behave 
as if it were the case-and Machiavelli recognizcs in this "as if" what [ 
would here ca11 two imports [porril"!J, a pedagogical import and a rhetori� 
cal import. The pedagogical imporl is itself douhle and touches doubly on 
this quasi�double nature of the prince, who must aCI as if he were at once 
man and beast. Pedagogy In thl" jirst pIau because that is, Machia\'el1i tells 
us, what the writers of antiquity teach and have taught us. And this teach
ing will have taken an all�goricof form (that is Machi;l\'e:lli's word). It is by 
allegory or '"animal" fabulation, the better to be hcard, that these ancient 
writers called in animal figures. But this time it is not a question of this or 
that animal but of a man-horse mix, the centaur Chiron (Kl'1I1ouroS, the 
noun; the Greek adjective k0ntorls meant worthy of a cemaur. i.e. brutal. 
coarse, lxo:stial). The K�mallros was a hybnd bclflg. born of Kentamos and 
Thessalian mares: :l huge history to which [ refer )'ou. Onc could devote 
more than one seminar 10 it. There is a book by Dumezil on the problem 
of centaurs ( 1929).1" 

To remain with the minimum that maners to liS here, I recall that cen� 
tams (often represented, in their double-human and animal-nature by 
the articulation of a human front (human trunk and face) and an equine 
rear, in a horizontal order, then. not vertical, front and rear and not top and 
boltom) also present another ambiguity, besides .hal of the human and the 
(equine) animal. For they arc both savages, S<lvage beasts (ther), barbarian, 
terribly natuT:lI and, on the other hand, civilizlflg heroes, masters, peda
gogues, initiators into the most diverse domains. skillful with their hands 
(the name Chiron allegedly comes from chl"ir, hand, whence surgery. and 
centaurs have not only human trunk and face but also human arms and 
hands), initiatOrs, then, in the art of huming, and hence cynegetics. music, 
medicine, etc. On the one hand. they represent thc most a�ocia[ savagery, 
and Apollodorus will :>ay of them that they arc "savage, without social OT-

'9· Gmrges Dumil'."l, iJ prohffm .. dn emtaura. Ellld .. d .. m}'thologle rotn/"lm mdo· 
"umpknn('. Annales du MuS« Gmmet (Paris: L,brame onentaliste Paul Geuthner, 
1929). 
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ganiz'llion. of unpredictable behavior,"!lI in panicular bt:cause of their un
bridled sexuality, which makes them auack women and wine. Sexuality is 
mOSt often held to be bC':stial in itself; sexual desire is tht': beast in man, the 
most roisterous and most avid, the mosl voracious beast. But-and this is 
the case of the centaur Chiron, mentioned by Machiavelli, centaurs arc also 
virtuous pedagogues. ChiTon teaches medicine to Aesculapius. Achilles. as 
also evoked by Machiavdli, rccci\·cs a princely education in the world of the 
ccnt:mrs, and ChiTon teaches him to subdue boars and bC':ars with his bare 
hand�: he also tcaches him mlLsic and medicine. Homer says arChiron that 
he is "the most JUSt among ccmauTs,"l! a model of ethics. Ifthis gendycolog
ical Ihing interests you. reread the story of the Argonauts and Ihe Golden 

127 Fleece, where you'll find an abundant population of wolves and the centaur 
Chi ron. Among the seven sons of Aeolus. one, Athamas, king of Boetia, 
went mad. because thai is what the gods decided, because the gods made 
him go mad and delirious to punish him for having planned 10 kill some 
of his children. children of a first m:lrriage. Banished, wandering, Athamns 
CIIl only seide where the wild wolves offer him hospitality. in Thessaly. He 
docs not meet these wolves at just nny moment. and the hospitality they of
fer him is not just any hospitality. He stumbles upon them as they are shnr
ing some lambs they h:l\'e just killed. On the basis of this Iycophilanthropic 
hospH:llity, Atharnas founds a city. after m:trrying Themisto. He is still held 
by men to be a wolf. because he h:td planned to kill his children. But he 
returns to the city of men after a detour via the city of wolves, resocialized 
after and thanks to the scene of s:lcrificial sharing. Herodotus's version 5.1YS 
th:tt the city of wolves. Ihepolis of wolves, always dissolves rapidly, that the 
social bond immediately comes undone. but that the dissolution of the social 
bond between the wolves coincides in this case with the hospit:tlity offered 
[0 Athamas. namely a young man more wolf than they, who consequently. 
by sitting at their table. takes a place from which they aTe expropriated. As 
though (I'm t:tking a risk and improvising this interprelarion) hospit:tlity 
led to the end of the social bond for the hospitable city, which, by giving up 

on itself. as it were. by dissolving itself. abdicates into the hands of the guest 

20. [)erricl;1 here pick� up " brief passage from Alain Schn:IPP's arllde on centaurs 
In the DictlOnnQir .. d .. s myth%gi"i n dn ra'g/ons du wcitrts ,,.Udllionn,!, .. , .. 1 d" mond .. 
u!lu,!"",�, Y'es Honn..fo)· (Paris: Fl;lImnarion. 1981). 1: ... 6: trans. as �Centaurs.� In 
My,hologl .. s. compo Yves Bonndoy. trans. under the direction of \Vendy l:loniger (Chi
cago: Uni\'t:nIlY ofChica�o Press. 1991). I :451. The author refers without further detaJi 
to Apullodorus. dllnking no doubt of the passage In Th .. L,brury. 2.5.�ff. 

21. Schnapp. Ih,d.; Homer. lflad, boc>k 10, line 8J1. 

who becomes sovereign. This is also the move from beaSt to what is proper 
to m:lIl. For at th:tt moment Athamas becomes a m:tn again, stops being a 

wolf by eating the wolves' leftovers. His hum:tnity is returned to him, his 
life as a lone wolf comes to an end thanks to the wolves' sacrifice. If now 
you follow the thread of another descrndant of Aeolus, another of his sons, 
Cretheus, king oflolcos in Thessaly, you will encounter the centaur Chlron. 
Cretheus's son Aeson, grandson of Aeolus, chased out by a usurper, Pelias, 
wants 10 put his newborn son into s,1fet}'. The son is Jason, who receives his 
name, ,ason, from the centaur Chiron, to whom his father entrusted him to 
allow him to escape from Pclias. and 10 have him educa.ted and brought up. 
And that's where we find the Chi ron mentioned by Ma.chiavclli. 

If we return to Machiavelli's text, we see thai it ill\'okes the teaching 
of the ancients about these hybrid creatures, cent:w rs, a.nd espeeia.lly about 
something the ancients teach us, namely that the centaurs themsehes, and 
especi:tlly ChiTon, were teachers. The anciems teach us allegorically that the 
centaurs taught and what the cenlaurs taught. t\ double teaching, then, a.n 
allegonca.1 teaching about a teaching dispensed by double beings (humans 
:tnd animals); and we are going to see that the coment of this teaching 'Ibout 
teaching by double masters is that it is necessary to be double, necess;lrv to 
know how to be double. to know how 10 divide or mulripl)' oneself: ani�al 
and man. half m:tn halfbeast. Let me quote first: 

Therefore it is necessary for a prince to know how to use as appropriate fhe 
beast and the man. This WaS taught to us allegorically by ancient \\'rilers. 
who wrote th:1I Achilles and many other ancient heroes were entrusted 10 
the centaur Chiron to be fed and raise:d. 

By this indeed, and by this half-man half-beast teacher. they meant that 
a prince must have as it were two natures. and that each needs suppon from 
the other. (p. 69. translation modified) 

So wh:tt the ancients meant to teach us, by recounting this story about 
teaching, is that one of the gre:lts, a hero, Achilles for example, was raised 
by a being with a man's head and a horse's body, half-man half-beast, and 
that what this hybrid taught him is to be. in his image, qua prince, both 
beast and man, ha.lf beast, half man. I n  this double nature, the beaSt needs 
the suppOrt of the man, by the face and hands :tncl heart of man (the front 
of the centaur). and the ma.n needs the support of the bod)', the rest of the 
body and the legs of the horse. which :tllow him to walk and stand upright. 

But this is not exactly the p:tth followed by Machiavelli, once he has said of 
the prince that he must have a double n:lture. half man. half beast. He is 
going to pursue and appropri:tte for himself the allegory by having other 

,,8 
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129 ammals enter this political arena. Not ovcrinsisting all the human put of 
this centaur prince, of this sovereign pupil ;md disciple of:l. (ent:lur. on the 
human part of this pnnce who must be both man and beast. he prefers 
to emphasize the need for this animal part to be iudl hybrid, composite. 
a mix or graft of tWO animals, the lion and the fox. Not only one beaSt 
but tWO in one. The:: prince as beast, the beast th:lt the prince-or this half 
prince-also is. the princely bean must itself be double: b(lIh lion and fox. 
So at one and the s.1rne time man, fox, and lion, a prince di\-idcd or mul
tiplied by three. But as for the beast here, Machiavelli insiSlS more on the 
cunning of the fox, which clearly interests him morc, than on the streng!!l 
of the lion. a strength th:ll he docs not e\'en name, whereas he name� and 
renames cunning; cunning. i.e. knowing and know-how :1$ knowing-how� 
to�lrick, knowing-how-to-lie, knowing-how-to-perjure or knowing-how
to-dissimul:ne, the knowing-how-no[-[o-make�known of the fox. I quote: 

Thus. since a prince is compdled of necessity to know well how to use 
the beast. he should pick the fox and [he lion: for ifhe is only lion, he will 
not defend hunsdf from snarcs: i f  he is only fox, he will not defend him
self from wolves; so he needs to be a fox to recognize snares and a lion to 
frighten the wolves. Those who stay simply with the lion are vcry unskill
ful. (p. 69. tr:mslation modified) 

There are at least three things that we need to retain from this passage. 
from this zooanthropolitical theater, from this multiplicity of animal pro
tagonists. 

I. First, the enemy here, the sworn enemy, is always a wolf. The beast 
that has to be hunted down, chased away, repressed, combated, is the wolf, 
The point is to "defend oneself against the wolves." But e\'en more inter
estingly and pointedly, and this I emphasize, it is important tofi'ightt'tI the 
wolves (" . .  , ifhe is only fox. he will not dt'ft'fUi himself from wolves;!>o he 
needs to be: a fox to recognize snares and a lion to frtghutl the wolves"), 
If the lion on its own does not suffice to frighten thc wolves. one mU'il 

lif) nonetheless, thanks to the know-how of the fox, frighten the wolves, ter
rorize the terrorists, as Pasqua used to say in his day,ll i.e, make oneself 
feared as potentially more formidable. more terrifying, marc cruel. more 
out!:\W than the wolves, symbols of savage violence. 

Without multiplying excessively the contemporary and all tOO obvlllm 

12. ThIS was a t:,nlOus expression of Charles Pasqua. mmister of the 1I1terior in 
Jacques Chir:lc'� go\ernment (1986-88), u5e<I IO justify wming agalllsi Ihe 'erronst en
emy the same we .. pons u� by thaI enemy. 
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illustrations of these discourses, let me just recall what Chomsky notes 111 

his book Rogllt' Statt'S, lJ which I have already mentioned, namely that the 
Stratcom (US Strategic Command), in order to respond to the threats of 
what is called " international terrorism" on the p;:ln of rogue states-and I 
recall that "rogue" [in Englishl can also designate animals that do not nen 
respect the usages of animal society and depart from the group-the Strat
com rc<:ommends, then, frightemng, scaring the enemy, not only with the 
threat of nuclear war, which must always be left in place, even beyond bio
terrorism, but especially by gIVlIlg the enemy the image of an ad\'ers.1r}' (the 
USA, then) who always might do JUSt anything, like a bc:lst, who can go off 
the rails and lose his cool. who might stop behaving rationally, like a reason
able man, when his vital interests are in play. One must not seem to be tOO 
"rational," says the directive, in determining what is most precious to the 
enemy. [n other words. one must show oneself to be blind, make it known 
that one can be blind :1.I1c1 stupid [bett' I in the choice of targets, Just so as 10 

be frightening and have the enemy believe Ih:H one is acting at random, that 
one goes crazy when vital interests arc alTected. One must pretend to be ca
pable of going crazy, m:\d, irrational and therefore animal. It "hurts," says 
one of the recommendations of the Stratcom. to depict ourselves as fully 
rational and cool. It is "beneficial," to the contrary, for our strilteg)' to have 
certain dements appear to be "out of contra!''' 

2. For Machiavelli, in the passage we have just read, cunning does nO{ 
suffice, one also needs force. and therefore extra animality: "ifhe Ithe princej 
is only fox, he will not defend himself from wolves." Which means that, be
ing stronger, the lion is also more bEtt', more of a beast than the fox. who is 
more intelligent, more cunning, but weaker, and so more human than the 
lion. There is a hierarchy here: man, fox, lion, going rrom the more human, 
Ihe more rational and intelligent. to the more animal. even the more bes� 
lial, if not to the morc bitt'. Precisely because he knows how to be cunning, 
how to lie, how to commit perjury, because he has the sense and culture of 
the snare, the fox is closer to the truth of man and man's fidelity, which he 
understands and knows how to invert. The fox can be cunning and unfailh� 
ful; he knows how to betray, whereas the lion does not even underst:lIld the 
opposition of faithful and unfaithful, veracity and lying:. The fox is more 
human than the lion. 

3, The privilege of the fox is therefore clear in this princely alliance of 
the lion and the fox against the wolves. The force of the fox, the sovereign 

23· Noam Chomsky, Rog"� SltJln: Thf' R,,/� of Force Jrf World Affulrs (Cambndge, 
MA: South End Pre:ss, 1000), pp. 6-7. 
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power of the prince. cunning llk� a fox, is ,hat his force is more th:m force. 
his power exceeds force qua physical force (as represented by thc lion), thus 
as force of nature (PhYJiJ). The prince, qua fox�man, 15 stronger than nature 
or biology, and even than zoology, or than whal one thinks is natural under 
these words. stronger than physical strength: the fox is not bit� or is no 
longer simply or absolutely a beast. His force of law consists ill exceeding 
the physical manifestation of force, i.e. his weight. size. amount of energy. 
everything that can constitute a weapon or e\'en a defensive or offensive 
army, an invulnerable :mnored army with no weakness. No, the force of 
the prince qua man become fox is, beyond natural force or simple life force. 
bt:yond even his visible phenomenon and what can, through the image of 
namral force. strike with awe and fear, intimidate, as the simple specmc1e 
of a lion can strike the imagination before the lion strikes. the force of the 
prince cunning like a fox, his force beyond force, is science or consciousness, 
knowledge, know-how, cunning know-how, know-how without making-

1]2 known lie sallOir-Jaire mns Jairr-salloir] what one knows how to do, know
ing how to make his very weakness into a strength, finding a resource just 
where phenomenal nature did not give him one. The fox, the fox-prince 
is already (like the slaves and the sick in Nietzsche) one who inverts the 
originary order oflhings and makes of his weakness a supplementary force. 
But this privilege or this dissymmetry docs nOl merd), depend on the fox's 
proper resource, namely knowledge of snares, cunning, skill, etc., which 
the lion seems to lack. Rather, to the second power. as it were, or abyssally, 
the fox signifies also the cunning of cunning, the cunning that consists in 
knowing how to dissimulate, pretend, lic, perjure, and thereby pretend to 
be what one is not, for example, an animal or, indeed, a non-fox when one 
is a fox. The fox's cunning allows him to do what the lion cannot do, i.e. to 
dissimulate his fox-being and pretend to be what he is not. To lie. The fox 
is the animal that knows how to lie. What in the eyes of some people (for 
example, Lacan) is supposedly, like cruel[)', proper to man, what the animal 
supposedly cannot do: lie or efface its tracks. (I have explained clsewhe::rc,:' 
in unpublished texts, but we will perhaps talk again about it, my reser\'a
tions about this. For some people, including Lacan, then. animal cunning 
cannot cross a certain threshold of dissimulation, namc1), the:: power to lie 
and efface one's tracks: in this classical logic. the fox, qoa prince, would 
no longer be an animal but already or still a man, and the power of tht 
prince would be that of a man become fox again but qua man. remaining 

2 ... Jacques Derri(la. L'ammu/ ql« done Je SIfIS. pp. 55-56 and 82 Ipp. jj, 54--551. St:c 
tOX)J.x,low. p.lll,n. I9· 
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human.) This ability to pretend. this power of the:: simulacrum, is what the 
prince must acquIre in order to take on the qualities of both fox and lion. 
The:: metamorphosis itself is a pie::ce:: of human cunning, a ruse of the fox
man that must pretend not to be a ruse. That is the essence of lie. fable, or 
simulacrum, namely to present ibdf as truth or veracity. to swe::ar that onc 
is faithful, which will alw:lys bt: the condition of infidelity. The prince must 
be a fox not only in orcle::r to bt: conning like the fox, but in order to pretend 
to be what he is nOt and not be what he is. Thus to pretend not to be a fox, 
when in truth he:: is a fox. It is on condition that he be a fox or that he be
come a fox or like:: a fox th:u the prince will be able to be both man and heast, 
lion and fox. Only a fox can metamorphose himself this way, and start to 
resemble a lion. A lion cannot do this. The fox must be fox enoogh to play 
the lion and to "dtsgoise this foxy nature." I'll rcad a few lines and you will 
see that Machiavelli has an example in mind, that he is sl)'ly praising a fox
prince of his own day: 

A prudent prince. Iherefore. cannot observe his promise when such obser
vance would Ix: harmful to him. and the reasons that made him promise no 
longer cxist: this is the advice to give. It would !lOt be gOCld advice of course 
if all men were good: blll because the), are:: wicked and would certainly not 
ket'p Iheir word wilh you, why should you keep yours with them> And 
morcover, can a prince evn want for legitimate reasons 10 color his failure 
to ket'p his word) 

On this matter one can give an infinity of modern examples, and invoke 
a great number of peace treaties and agreements of :Ill SOrts that have be
come vain and useless through the infidelity of the princes who concluded 
them. And one can show that those who were best able to act like faxes 
prospen:d the most. 

BUI for this 10 work. 11 is absolutely necessary 10 know wdl how to dis
guise this foxy nalllre, and to possess perfectly the art of simulation and diS
simulation. !\len are:: so blind. so carried awa)' by the needs of the momenf, 
that a decei\'er WIll alwOIYs find someone who will let himse1fbe dccei\'ed. 

I . . .  1 
In our own day we have seen a prince it is not wc11 10 name never preaeh 
anything but peace and good faith. but who, had he always respected them, 
would no doubt nO! have ret:lined his Slates and his rcpwalion. (pp. 69-71) 

\Vhere have the wolves gone? Let's not forget Ihe wolves. but this time, as I 
said, I'm talking about wol\'es that are a little bit chimera or centaur, wolves 
of synthetic composition, for example, the I),canthropes that in French are 
called [Qups-garofls Iwerewolves], about which we opene::d our session by 
quoring Rousseau's ConftsslOns. Rousseau's wcrewoh'es have been as it were 

'JJ 
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furgO/urI, preci�ly. in a book I w:nmly recommend you to read, because 
you will lind 10 II many prcc;om things. reAections and rc(('rences on SO"· 
ercignty ;and on the questions that irucrcst us; I am referring 10 Giorgio 
Agambcn's Homo Sour, subtided So/l�r�ign POtu"" and l1ar� Lif�·l'> We shall 
be:: speak1n� of it :lg:lIl1. but for now, fOconciude for today. I want to empha
size that in the six or scven pages entitled "The Ban and the Wolf," which 
you ought to read because they gi\c pride of place to the werewolf(wargIlJ, 
II'cull'ofj. L:II. GomlphllJ), mere arc at least two instances of wolves beIng 
forgol!en: that ofPlaulU� and a few other precedents. since the homo hornini 

Il/pllS i� here. as by everyonc, alas. anributed by Agamben to Hobbes, and 
then ROllSse:lU's wolf or wolves. These forgenings of woh·es. and of wolves 
that have as it were a priority. are (he more interesting and cven amusing in 
that, as is regularly the ease with this author, his mOSt irrepressible gesture 
consi�ts regubrly in recognizing priorities that have supposedly been over
looked . i�nored. neglected, not known or recognized, for want ofknowl
edge, for want of reading or lucidity or force of thought -priorities, then, 
first tim�s, inaugural initiatives, instituting events that have sUPl�)sedly been 
denied or neglected, :lIld SO, in truth, priorities that are primacies, princi
palities. principal signatures, signed by the Princes of Beginning, priorities 
thaI e\'eryone, except the aUlhor of course. has supposedly missed, so that 
each time the author of Homo Saur is. apparently, the first to say who will 

hav� bun first. 
I POInt this out with a smile only to recall that this is the \'ery definition, 

135 \,ocalion, or essential claim of sovereignty. He who posits himsclf 35 sover
eign or intends to take power as sovereign always says or implies: even If I 
am not the first to do or say so, I am the first or only one to know and rec
ogniz.e who will hatJ� bun the first. And I would add: the sovereign, if there 
is �uch a thing, is the one who manages to gel people to believe, at least for a 
whIle, that he is the first to know who came first, when then:: is every chance 
that it is almost always false, even if, in certain cases, no onc ever suspectS so. 
The first Ihen, the prenlle/', as its name indicates. is the prince: man. fox, and 
lion. at lea�t when things are going well for him. For example, on page 21,  
in a chapter entitled precisely "The Paradox ofSovcreignt}'," one can read, 
bdieve it or n01, and I quote: 

Hegel was the nf,1 \Q truly understand (of course, it rem alliS to understand 
wh:lt the author implies by this ··truly,"!6 because if someone wcre to show 

25. Gior�I" Ag�mbcn. Homo Saar: Sovereign POt"" and Burt l..Jft, trans. Daniel 
Ilc:ller-Roazen (St:lIlford: Stanford University Press. 1998). 

16. ITrans1alor·s note: 1 The French translation used by Dcrflda has M)UsqU':lU bout" 
here. 
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that Hegel wen: not the first to understand this OT that, the author could 
al�vays pretend toconccdc the poml and say: )"es, I agree, others understood 
this or that before Hegel, but not "truly," the end being defined, determined 
and interpreted by the author. I.C. by the first to disco\'er that Hegel was the 
first to understand ktruly:' so that the real first one is not, is ne\'cr Hegel 
or anyone else in truth. but is "!i"UI qu'a dit" [the one who said sol as people 
sa)" the one who, finall), arTi\ ing for the first ume at the end, knows what 
-a.t the end" means. at the end, TIght at the end, in this case what Hegd 
WIll have understood when, I quote Agamlxn:J Hegel was the first to trul�' 
underst:md the presuppositional struClUre thanks 10 which language is at 
once inSIde and outSIde Itself.17 

There follows a highly interesting paragraph, which I leave you to read, 
especially on the subject of a language that is sovereign, "in a state of pcr� 
manent exception, declaring that there is nothing outside language, that it 
is always beyond itself," so that "To speak is, in this sense, always to 'speak 
the law,'jlls dia:re." All of which seems so trlle and convincing to me that 
not only was Hegel, who says it in his own way, not the first to say it, but 

one would have difficulty finding (and not only in the history of philos
oph)' and nOI only in reflection on language) anyone \\'ho had not said it or 
implemented it or implied it, the "truly" remaining to be determined :Ind 

being determined only by the latest arrival, who presents himself as the first 
to know who will have been the first to think something tmly. 

Ten pages later. we find another first that the author of Homo saar is the 
first to identify as the first: this time it's Pindar, I quote, "first great thinker 
of sovereignty": 

While in Hesiod the nomOJ is still the l)Ower that di\'ides violence from law 
and, with it, the world of beasts from the world of men. and while in So
lon the -connection" of Bia and D1k; contaIns neither ambiguity nor ironv 
(how .can one be sure, I ask you. that a text by Solon or indeed by anyon� 
conta11lS no Iron),? One can never prove an absence of Irony, by definition, 
that's even where the fox princes find theIr 11lv11lciblc resource I. in Pin
dar-and this is the knot thM makes him. in a cenain sense, the firsl great 
thinker of sovereignty.11 

This "in a certain sense" pl:l.Ys the same role as the "truly" did just now with 
�egd. This "certain sense" is the sense determined by Giorgio Agamben. 
I.e. by [h

.
e first

. to identify in Pindar the "first great thinker of sovereignty," �ame thtn� WIth "great:': o� the b:lsis of what size is one "great," a "great"? 
n the baSIS of what Cflteflon, except the size measured by the measure of 

27. Agambc:n. HomQ S<JCt'T, p. 21. 
28. Ibid .. P.31. 
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the author of these lines, does one determine that a thinker of sovereignty 
is great enough to be a great thinker, the first great thinker ofso\erelgnty? 
Orthe following paragraph, especially concerning, I quote, a "sovereign 1I0� 
mos, " which is "the principle that, joining law and violence, threatens thelll 
with indistinction,"N I want to say that every tIme the word 1I0mos appears 

In in Greek, whether or not It is associated, as in a fragment of Pindar, with 
the word baS/l�IIS, it says just th:Lt, which is here attributed to Pindar as "first 
weat thinker of sovereignty," attributed to Pindar by him who lays down 
the law by saying that Pindar was the first who, "in a cert3in sense . . .  ," 
etc. Not only was Pindar certainly not the first, but in order to be the sdf
proclaimed or so-called first, he really needed to speak Greek, and whoever 
speaks Greek and uses the words nomos or basi/�lIs will have said or implIed 
th3t, and will not have completely neglected to do so. 

On page 120, again, further on, in the chapter entitled ''The Politieiza
tion of Life" (which I invite you to read closely), 3nother first, a third first, 
comes along: " Karl LOwith was the first to define the fundamental ch3r
acter of the politics of totalitarian states as a 'politicization of life:" There 
follows a long quotation which I leave you to read, after which Agambcn 
makes an objection to Lowilh, who, on a certain point, follows "Schmitt's 
footsteps" tOO closely, so that in demonstrating that all this began much ear
lier, in fact always already, one no longer knows who was the first to define 
what, except the very signatory of this discourse. 

On page 151, another first, the fourth first in this book alone, is added to 
the list. "Uvinas pro\'es himself the first . . .  " This is in an astonishing pas
sage which, before naming Uvinas and speaking in the name of the author 
of Homo Saur, claims (0 uncover for the first time, I quote, the "proper 
significance" of " the relation between Martin Heidegger and Nazism," 
"situated in the perspective of modern biopolitics," which, I quote furtha. 
'"both IHcidegger'sl accusers and his defenders fail to do." There too onc 
smiles, not only because there is so much evidence to the contrary, but espe
cially because the concept of negligence is among the most highly chargeJ. 
multiple in its different logics, necessarily obscure and dogmatic when it IS 
wielded as ;m accusation, unclear by definition in its uses. One is alway� a 
priori negligent, more or less negligent, and so always tOO negligent, in p;lr� 

1)8 ticular in the accusation of negligence. What is it to neglect? Starting when 
does one neglect? \Vhere does one do what one docs, says what one says, in 
neglected or negligent fashion? Questions that by definition have no rigor� 
ausl), determined reply. Same question as for irony. "Neglect" is, nlorc(}\cr. 

19. [but. 
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an abYSS-'ll word that one should not use in a neglected or negligent way or 
that one should not neglect w analyze interminably, as we began to do but 
must inevitably neglect to do absolutely adequately in this seminar. Having 
thrown out this accusation around the "proper significance" of "the relation 
between Martin Heidegger and Nazism [ . . .  [ situated in the perspecti\'e of 
modern biopolitics {and this is the \'ery thing that both Hcidegger's accusen 
and his defenders fail to do)," the author of Homo Sucu writes: "In a text 
of 1934 that may well �()�n today Jtil/ consrillltr: th� most 1I(JIIIUb/� contribution 
[m), emphasisl to an underslanding of National Socialism, Lcvinas provc� 
himself the first to underline . .  :' 

After which, having, however, pointed out that "the name Heidegg�r 
appears nowhere" in this text by Uvinas, Agamben alludes [0 a note added 
in 1991 (so long after, sixty years after, and in the second edition of the Cu
hiffJdd'/-Ieme, in which this text from 1934 had first been reprinted)'land 
which, still without naming Heidegger, can indeed be read as an unequivo
cal allusion w Hcidegger (in 1991, then); Agamben writes, in 1995: "BtH 
the note added 1 . . . [ in 199101 1 . . .  [ Ieaves no doubt as to the thesis that Imy 
emphasis herel (111 att�1lti()� ,-euder would non�thd�JJ hu()� had to r�(Jd bt:tll�e" 
th� /in�s, letc.I."JI 

So In 1995 we arc told that I.-e!vinas was the first, in 1934, to say some
thing or do something that he scarcdy even made clear in t99[0[, but th:H 
an attentive reader-thus one more allentive than Levinas himsdf in 
1934-ought to have, as Agamben i�, then, the first to notice and point 
Out in '995, ought [0. I quote, "nonetheless have had 10 read between the 
lines." 

!fthere are '"firsts," I would be tempted [0 think on the contrary that they 
never present themselves as such. Faced with this distribution of school 
prizes, prizes for excdlence and runners-up, a ceremony <al which> the 
priest always begins and ends, in princely and sovereign m;lllner, by put� 
ting himself first, that is by occupying the place of priest or master who 
never neglects the dubious pleasure to be had by sermonizing and handing 
out lessons, one might still want to recall, on the subject of Lc\'inas, what, 
whether he was first to do so or not. what he said and thought about al/� 
urchy, precisely, about ethical protest, not to mention taste, politeness, and 
eVen politics, about protestation against the gesture that consists in coming 

3o. ITransl:uor's nmo::1 Tho: English �o:rsion of Agamlxn's 100XI (p. 152) rdO:UIO an 
o:arhcr ro:pubhcauon. tran�. xan Hand :lIS MRdlenions on the Philosophy of HIt[eri�m.M 
Cm.evllflqulry 17 (1990): 6J-71. 

3'·  Agamben. Homo SaCt'T. p. '51. 
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first, in occupying the first place among the first. en fJrkhf, to pn:fer the first 
place or not to say " after you." " After you," as Levinas S,l)'S I no longer know 
whcn=, IS the beginning of ethics. Not to serve oncsclffirst, as we all know, is 
the ABC of good manners, in society, in the s.;llons. and even when eating 3( 
the common table in an inn. 

Rousseau says so toa, in passing. in another literal and forgonen reference 
to the werewolf, in the sixth book of the Confemolls. on which 1 conclude. 
Whereas in the first book, Rousseau had said, as I recalled this forgonen 
reference. "and I lived like a real werewolf," here he writeS: 

With my wdl-known limidil), you imagillc thai I (hd not so quickly get to 
know brilliant women and their entourage: but in the end, following the 
same route. lodging in the same inns,and on p.1in of �ssing for a werewolf 
forced to prescnt myself at the same table, we were bound to get 10 know 
each other.;!) 

So as not to be unsociable, again, and outside-the-law, so as not to pass for a 

werewolf. he approaches tbese women and sits down at tbe table. I recom

mend that you read more closely all these texts. In otber parts of the ConJt:s
sion], which l owe to the helpfulness of 01;\'13 Custer not to h3ve forgotten 
and to have located. and which I shall mention at the beginning next time, 
Rousseau again uses the figures of the wolf and the werewolf to evoke other 
wars or other trials of which he is the witness, the victim or the accused. II 
is always a m:llter of the law and of placing the other outside the law. The 
law (nomos) is always determined from the place of some wolf. 

I shall call it I}'col/omy. 
a genelycology or anthropolycology without Iyconomy. 

,32. Rousseau. us ('"o'ifrssiQIIi, pp. 248-49. 

F O U R T H  S E S S I O N  

January 23, 2002 

< I would not want to start Without expressing> my sadness and paying 
tribute [Q the memory of my friend Jt:an-Toussaint Des3nti. He died a few 
d3Ys 3g0 and was, as you know, a great witness to and actor in our times, a 
lucid and vigilant philosopher, ;lIld, r say this with many others, a faithful 
friend.1 

This very crudty implies humanitr. It is directed at a fellow [Ull semblabld. 
even in a being of another species. 

This is how Lacan interprets the homo homllll lupus. when he quotes it in 
Ecrits.! Before coming back to it as closely as possible in a moment. I shall 
place the words as an epigraph IOday. 

The [feminine! beast and the [masculine[ so\ereign: be[\'1een the twO, 
between the twO genders or species ofliving beings, between the twogt:tlres, 
in the sense of sexual genderl or between lhe two genera in the sense of 
generalities under which one inscribes ammal species. the anim3l species 
and the hum:1Il species. or again the animal species and, as they say, the 
'"human race [gmrc-humaitl [." we had alreadr recognized and formalized a 
large number of possibilities and typical combinations. recurrent and regu
lar forms of problems. 

I. This passage w�s reconstituted on the 1;..1$i, uf Ihe recording of the session. 
2. jac(IU(!S bean, tents (paris: Scuil, 11)66). p. 147 : trans. Bruce Fink as F.airs: The 

Firsr Compl .. tr r."dirion in fngliih (New York: Nonon, 2006), p. I �O. [Translator's nOle: 
Unless otherwi",-" indicated. page references !O I_lean are to the French edition, umally 
followed by page numbers of lhi� English translation in br�ekeu. [ h:lV<: benefited from 
consulting Fink \ translJl1on. bUI have preferred to relran�lale :tll passages from L..can 
in the interests oflilerality and con.islcncy wilh Dcrmb's commentary.l 

J. ITranslalOr") 1101:<:::1 Dcrrida sopplies the English word "gender"" III parenlheses 
after Mgenre sexod.� 
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10/2 Ikcause , prefer nOl to usc lip time on return and recapitulation, I shall 
merely recall on th�Q1u hand that, moving between the Iwogror�i (the lfcm
mine] beast and the [rn:lscuhnc\ sovereign), we saw-apart from all those 
wolves ;md princes - a  procession of Leviathans, chimeras, centaurs, lion
men, :md fox-mcn. and, on th� other hand, we saw that the enigma of the 
place of man, of what is pruper to man, kept coming b:lck insistently: pre
cisely between the two. We S;1\V why, in an at ka�t apparent comradiction, 
if the so\·crcign. the law, the state, prosthstatics were Of1('11 posited (with 
or without an explicit theological grounding, with or without religion) as 
what was proper 10 man, it is nonetheless in the name of what is proper 
to man and the right of man, the dignity of man, that a certain modernity 
supposedly threw so\'ere;gnty into crisis. This paradOXICal question of what 
;5 proper to man also ran through everything we said and quoted (a great 
number of genelycological texts on the lycanthrope, especially in the figure 
of the werewolt). In pas�;ng, [ announced that I would return, as to what is 
proper [0 man. to the�e tWO features that are said paradoxically to be proper 
to man and not to the beast. namely beti>c [stupidity I (I announced, and I 
will be good as my word, that we would read a text by [kleuze on this sub
ject for guidance) and b�Sllaltl)', bestial cruelty (and I announced, and I will 
be good as my word in JUSt a moment. that we would read a text by L1can 
on this subject fr)r guidance). 

Before gening to that. I would like [0 emphasize the way in which the 
werewolf, the "outlaw" as the English translation of Rousseau's Conf�ssio1li 

has it (you remember), the outlaw, the wolf-man as werewolf is identified 
not only as asocial, outside-the-political-Ia w (we illustrated this at length, es
pecially with texts of Rousseau's) but outside-the-theological-and-religious 
law, as a miscreant. basically as an atheist. 

The werewolf or the outlaw is. then, ""without fa ith or law" [sansfOi 

ill /Oil 
One ""without faith or law." This is <what> comes out in other usages of 

Rousseau's (a Rousseau who IS decidedly obsessed by this figure. by wolves: 
th;\t'� his thing. wol\'es,ra I� ugarde [that's his thIng: literally " that looks at 
hlln"'!, the wolves look at him, like the Wolf Man, and I've already counted 
In Rousseau six or seven :lppearances of the wolf or the werewolf, like the 

'4/ Wolf Man who feels he is being looked at by six or seven wolves on the 

walnut-tree or his gcnclycological tree. The woh'es. ("a I� r�gard�). 
At least twice more, the same COl1fessiom presenl lhe wolf. or the were

wolf. as someone who ba�icall)' docs not recognize the sovereignty of God, 
neither religious law nor the church, especially the Christian church, and so 
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is "without faith or law." Rousseau speaks ofil as though it were an accusa

tion made by a prosecmor in an indictment or an inquisition: confess, you 

are a wolf or a werewolf, "witham faith or law:' HUI sometimes he is the 

one doing the accusing (in which case he i� the just Man accusing justly and 
trying to gel the others to confess. confessing them, in sum, instead of con
fessing anything him�df). sometimes it is he who is accused, and then the 
accusation is unjust. \-Ie is wrongly presumed guilty. He does not confess. 

Here, very rapidly, are these two examples. 
I. Thejil'Jt, in book 9 of the Confessions, is remarkable to the extent that 

all the combatants in what is basically a war of religion . •  md a warof religion 
that is nOI far from turning imo a ci(lil war of religion -:all the protagonists 

in this war, all the belligerents, are compared to "wolves fiercely trying to 

tear each other to pieces;' rather than to Christians or philosophers. In other 
words, to be:1 Christian or a philosopher is to cease being a beast and a wolf. 
And in this war among fierce wolves, Rousseau, for his part, is himself the 
only non-wolf. In the passage I am going to re:td. I shall emphasize the 
words "Christian" and "philosophers;· of course, and ""religious civil war," 
hOI above all, by way of transition to what is 10 corne, the words " cruel" and 
"faith" (in "good faith "). And the word "craziness" because it is here a ques
tion of going crazy or driving crazy. 

Beyond this objcct of morality and conjugal honesty, which belongs radi
cally to the:- wholc social order, I g:lve myself anothe:-r more:- secret one of 
concord and public peace. a greater objeCi and one perhaps more important 
in itself, at least at the tunc: we were in. The Storm provoked by the Elleyc/o
pdia. far from abating, was then at its height. The two p.1Tties, unleashed 
against cach other with the greatest fury, rmhc:r resembled enraged wolves. 
fiercely trying to tcar each other to pieces. than Omitiam and pni/oJQpnr'rs 
who wish mutually to enlighten each other. to convince each other and 
bring e:-ach other back 10 the way of trUlh. Perhaps Ihe only thing lacking 
10 One side or the other for it to degenerale into civil war were vigorous 
leaders with credit. and God knows what would ha\'e becn produced by a 
religious ci(l'[ war, III which Ihe:- cruel�st 1ntolerance would be basicall)' the:
same on both sides. As a born ene:-my of any p.1Ttisan spirit. I had frankly 
�old some:- hard truths to both sides, to which the:-), h;lll not listened. I got the 
Idea of anothe:-f cxpedient that in my simplicilY secmcd to mc admirable: 
that of softening Their reciprocal haIred by deslTO)'lIlg their prejudices, and 
showing e:-ach party the merit and \·irtue of lhc: OIlier. worthy of public es
leern and the respect of all mortals. This not very sensible: project. which 
assumed goodfuttn among men. and by which I fell into the failing for 
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which I had reproached Abbt de St. Picrrc:, had thc success It was bound to 
have: It did not bring thc fWO parties any closer wgcthc:r. and united them 
only lO condemn me. Until experience made me aware of my cro::mcSi, I 
g:I\'c myself o\cr 10 iI, I dare say, wLlh a zeal worthy of the mouve that had 
inspired ;1 in mc. and I sketched out thc characters of\Volmar and Julie In 
a transport that made me hopeful of making them hOlh 10\'3blc and, what 
is morc. each through the other.' 

2. I" the suolld piau, conversely, whereas here he made an accusation 
and said that he was innocent, whereas he has JUSt claimed 10 denounce 
the wolves, LO arbitrate among the wolves in the name of the justice he rep
resents. in the name of the man and the: non-wolf that he is-:ll the vl!ry 
beginning of book 1 2 ,  to the contrary, he explains how he was himself. so 
unjustly, accused of being a wolf, and even a werewolf, still in a religiou� 
battlefield, in a quasi-<ivil war of religion, in the war thar waS being wagl!d 
agaillSt him, in a war of religion dedared against him, the Antichrist and thl! 
werewolf. This is after the publication of Emile. The imprecation, war. and 
religious persecution waged against him is also a political police operation. 
a censorship, especially French but vinually European and international: 
against Rousseau the werewolf. The lexicon of erlldty reappears in it. As 
for the word "lycanthropy," which appears III this passage, a note in thl! 
Pleiade edition makes it dearer by referring to the Dictionary of the Aca
demic Ifran�aisel of [he time, 1762: ""Lycanthropy: mental Illness in whIch 
the p.1tient imagines he has turned into a wolf." But the editor adds: "HUI 
here it would rather be the mental state of a man who is full ofhatred,cmd 
[my emphasis, J.D.], enraged like a wol£."'i 

These tWO decrees were the signal of the cry of maledictIon Ihat 3fOSC 
agamst me throughout Europe with a fury that is unprecedented. All the 
ga7.ctteS, all the newspapers, all the brochures sounded the most temhle 
tocsin! EspecIally the French, such a gende. polite. generous people. so 
proud of their propriety and concern for the wretched. suddenly forgettin!: 
their fa\orite vinues, distinguished themselves by the number and violence 
of the outrages they showered on me as often as they could. I was an ImpI
ous m:m, an 3theist, a crazy person, I was enraged, a ferocious beast, a wolf. 
The continU31Or ofthe/ollrnal de TrifJOllx went so far 3S to my supposed ly
canthropy that he clearly showed up his own. In short, you would have said 
t1l3! people in Paris were afraid of police involvement if, when publishing 

". Rousseau. CQl1fiSSIOns, \'01. I of Oeuvres romplius, cd. Gagnebln and Ra}'lllOnd, 

pp. 435-36. 
5. Ibid., p. 591. and p. 1566, n. I. 
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someth�ng on any subject at all, they faIled to push in some insult 'Igainst 
mc. Vamly seeklllg the cause of this un3nimous animosity, I was ready to 
believe that the whole world had gone mad.� 

<And later::> 

After that the people, openly stirred up by the mlllisters, made light of the 
King's rescripts, of the orders of the Council of Slate, and abandoned all 
restraint. I was preachcd against from the pulpil. called the antichrist. and 
pursued across the countryside like a werewolf. My Armenian dress gave 
me away 10 the populace; I cruelly felt the drawhac:k il represented, but 
taking it off in these circumstances seemed cowardice to me. I could not 
resolve to do it, and walked calmly abroad with my kaftan and fur bon
net surrounded by the cries of the rabble :md sometimes its stoncs. Sc\cral 
rimes 3S J walked paSt a house, I heard the inhabitants s3ying: bring me my 
gun so I can shoot him.; 

Cruelty, thcn, criminality, being outside the (rt:ligious or civil) bw, being 
without faith or law, that's what characteriz.es, not the wolf itself, but the 
werewolf. the wolf-man, the lycanthrope, tht: mad or sick man. This cru
elty of the "without faith or i::lw" would then be proper to man, that bestial
ity that is attributed to man and causes him to be compared to a beast, ,md 
apparently also proper to man in that he presupposes the law, even when he 
opposes it, whereas the beaSt itself, even if it can be violem and ignore the 
law,

.
cannot, in this dassical logic, be held to be bestial. Like bEtise, bestiality. 

bestial cruelty would thus be proper 10 man. Thai is the question, and that 
is also the deep axiomatics the p.1th and statements of which I announced 
we would follow and problematize in L-1can, 

The stakes are sizable, No less than the question of knowing how a 
psychoanalytic discourse, especially when it alleges a '"return" to Freud 
(some of wh� strategies in this field, in the Iyconomy, genelycanthropy. 
or genelycopolilics of this field, we have already mentioned), how such a 
psychoanalytic discourse (such :and such a psychoanalytic discourse and not 
another, for just as there is nOt th� beast and th� sovereign, just as there is 
not on� sovereignty, there is nOt 01l� psychoanalysis but a multiplicity of dis
Courses [

.
hat take into account the possibility of another so-called logic of the 

unconscIOUS, a multiplicity that is heterogeneous, conAictual, historical. i.e. 
perfectible and open to a still undecided future) [a question of wondering, 
then, how such and such a psychoanalytic-type discourse and not another]. 

6. Ibid., p. 591. 
j. Ibid., pp. 61j-18. 
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arc remarkable, can help us think, but can also f:lil to hdp us think or even 
forbid us to think in this donMin. My hypothesis is that Lacan'� discourse 
plays this double role. 

Before broadening and gradually di\ersifying our references to the L1.
canian corpus, I shall take as my starting point a noteworthy article in the 
Emu entilled ··Functions of Psychoanalysis in Criminology" (1950),� which 
I invite you to read in its entirety. 

LaC:ln begins by recalling something that is very classical and tradi
tional. however novel it may look under his pen. What? Lacan begins hy 
declaring that what is proper 10 man, the origin of man, the place where 
humanity hegins, is the Law, the rdation to the Law (with a capital L). In 
other words, what separates Man from Beast is the Law, the experience 

of the Law, the Superego, and therefore the possibility oftr:lIlsgressin� it 
in Crime. Basically, as opposed to the Beast, Man Gin obey or not obey the 
Law. Only he has that liberty. Only he, then, can become criminal. The 
beast can kill and do what Seems to us bad or wicked but will never be 
held to be criminal, never be incriminated, one cannot have a beast :Lppear 
before the law (even though that has happened, and we need to remember 
that fact, but Ices leave it for now). Lacan is here on the side of a cenain 
common sense, according to which the beast, ignorant of the Law, is not 
free, neither responsible nor culpable:, cannOt transgress a Law it does not 
know, cannot be held to be criminal. A beast never commits a crime and is 
never in infraction of the law. Which means that Crime, as transgression 
of the L1.w, would be proper to man. With L1W and Crime, man begins. 
I quote: 

One imagines that having received III psychology such an input from the 
soci:ll, Frc:ud the dOClOr should have been tempted to give something back, 

and th:lt with Totem ond Joboo in 1912, he: should ha\c wished to demon
strate in the primordial crimc thc origin of the uni\ ersal L1W. Howc\er 
subject to mc:thodological criticism this work m:ly be. the imporlanl thing 
is that It recogniud that With Law and Crime begins man, after the cli
nician had shown that their meanings supported e\·erything down to the 
form ofthc individl1:l1 nOl only in his value for the: other, hut in his erection 
for himself. 

Thus the conception of the SUI>erego saw the light of day.9 

8. J:lcquc:s Lacan. ··Introductlon thronque aux fonCIIOn5 lie la ps)·chanall� en crillll· 

nologie,� in FArm. pp. '25-49 1M A Theorellcal lnlroduel1on 10 Ihe Function5 of Psycho

analysis In Cnminology,'· pp. 102-221· 

9· Ibid., p. 'Jo II'. 1061· 
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NawraUy. Lacan having recognized that Law and Crime are what is 

proper to man, the beginning of man. the emergence of a superego betng 
recognized by the same token (the beast is a beast not only in that it cannot 
say "me" ]mol1 or '·1:· as Descartes and so many others have thought and 
as Kant literally wrote in the \ery openlllg lines of his Anthropology from a 
Pragmotlc Poitlt ofVi�ItI), but above all, as L.1.can is at bottom claiming here, 
what the beaSI lacks is not ani), an ··ego·' lmoil but a "supcrego:·IU And If 
Lacan juxtaposes and places into an eSsential contiguity Law and Crime. 
by capitalizing thdr names ("with Law and Crime bcgms man'·), this is 
because Crime is nOt only committed against the law and in transgression 
of the law, but because the Law can also be the origin of crime, the Law can 
be criminal, the superego can be cnminal. And it is this structural possibil

it)' that we mUSt nOt forget, as to what is proper 10 man, and this is what we 

are going to follow in Lacan's wake. I n  any case, Lacan says quite clearly at 
the bonom of the same page that the SUpeH:gO, which is the guardian of the 
law, on the side of the law, can also be a delinquent, th:n there can be felony 
and crime of the superego itself: 

The signification of self-punishment covers all these ills and these geslUres. 
Will it then be nect'55ary to utend il to all criminals, to the extcnt that, ac

cording to the formula ill which the icy humor of the legislalOr is expressed, 
given that no-onc is supposed to be ignorant of the bw, everyone can fore
see its incidencc and therefore be held to he seeking Out ils blows? 

This ironic remark ought, by obliging us to define what psychoanalysis 
recognizes as crimes or fdonies issuing from tht' supu�go, to permit us to 
formulate a critique.' of the scope of this notion in anthropology.'1 

\Vhat consequences can we draw from this? \Vhat COnsequences docs La
can himself begin by drawing from it for the interpretation of the homo 
homin; /upw ? For the moment J am limiting myse!fto this question of the 
homo hom;n; It/plls, i.e. the werewolf, the man who behaves like a wolf for 
man, and leaving to one side the enormous dossier of Llcan and others' in

terpretation of the Wolf Man, about which there would be so much to say, 
but about which I ha\ e more or less explained myself dsewhereY 

10. This is how Ihe sentence appear� in Ihe typescript. Perhap) ,t �hou!d read as fol
lows: MNaturally, gi�en that Lacan ha5 Ihu� rcrognized Ihal L-1W and Crime an: proper 
to man, the hcglllnlllg of man. Ihere I� recognized resl rc:<:onnue· raLher than Ihe ·ct 
rcconnue· of Ihe typescripll by the $:line token the emergence of a superego . . .  -

II. Ibid [po 1071. 

12. Scc: Jacques Dc:rrida. �Fors," on N. Abraham and �l. Torok, Crypronymit" I� 
�bit"T de J'hQmmellux IOI'ps (paris: Aub'er-Fbonmarion, 1976), pp. 7-7J; tr .. ns. Barbara 
Johnson as ··Fors," Cro/"glu Rt"Vlt"w J I, no. , (L\l77)= 64-116. 
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"The form of the adage homo homml lupus misleads as to its mean
ing," dc;dares L:l(3n. still in the article " Pullniolls of Psychoan:llysis in 
Cmninology:'11 in the course of a fifth section in which <he> undenakC'S 
to oppose (and one can only follow him in this) the hypothesis that there 
are such things as " crimin:!! instincts." He wanLS to demonstrate that psy
choanalysis, prC<lsely. even if it comprises a "theory of instincts" or rather 
of drives (Tril'b�). rejects this assigning of Innate (and therefore genetically 
predetermined) instincts toward criminality. What Lacan immediatdy im
plies with this distinction between acquired and mnate is that the animal 
(;1� he says everywhere dse, as we shall sec) is confined to this fixity of the 
mnate, innate wiring or programming, whereas man, in his relation to the 
bw (and therefore to crime), is nOt so confined. Always the question of 
liberty and the machine. The question, then, is indeed the old question of 
the innate and the acquired. Not that, for ucan, there can be no fixed and 
animal in�linct in man: of course there is an animality in man, but crime, 

150 cruelty, and ferocity do not come from instinct, they tr:lOscend animality, 
they assume not merely a " liberty" and a "responsibility," and therefore a 
"peccability" (words that Lacan is careful not to pronounce here, but with 
respect to which we shall see later that the corresponding and indissociable 
concepts, especially those of response and responsibility, play a decisive role), 
these st:ttements also assume th:tt clarity has been achieved with respect to a 
word that L1can not only puts forward Iwice, but thai here literally desig
nates the major criterion: namely the word "fdlow" [semblablt"J. 

What is supposed to distinguish man, as "wolffor man," from the animal, 
what is supposed to dislinguish the wolf-man or the werewolf from the ani
mal, and thus from the wolf itsdf, what is supposed to distinguish human 
cruehy or ferocit), from all animal vIOlence-animal violence to which one 
cannot consequently give the attribute of cruelty (only man is cruel. the 
animal can harm, but it cannot do evil for evil and so be crucl)-what is 
supposed to distinguish cruel human it)' from non-cruel (and therefore in
nocent) animality is that the crucl man attacks hisfd1ow. which the animal 
supposedl)' does not. So it is this notion of "fellow" which will carry the 
whole burden of the demonstration (which is, moreover, as classical and 
traditional as can be, i n  my view) by which Lacan intends to correct the 
error he supposes has been made in the interpretation of homo homin/' Iupus 
("'the form of the adage," he says and I recall, "misleads as to its meaning"), 
an error that supposedl)' would consist in believing that man is a wolf, and 
thus an animal for man, which L1can is about to COntest. I'll now quOte and 

13· Ibid .. p. 1471p, 120\. 

¢ 

comment on these IWO paragraphs. emph3sizing as I go the words "fellow" 
and '"cruelty'": 

For if instinct indeed signifies the uncontcsI3ble ;lIlimalil) of man, one can
nOI sec why it would be less docile for being embodied In a rational being. 
The fonn of the acbgl' homo homilll lupus misleads a� TO its meaning, and 
Balthazar Craci:\n, in one of the chapters of his Crmroll. forges <I fable in 
which he �hows wh�t the moralistic tradition means when it indICates that 
the ferocity of man with respect lO his fdlow goes beyond anything that 
animals Can do, and that faced with thc threat that this ferocity poses to the 
whole of nature, even the carnivores recoil in horror. 

But this very crudty implies humanity. It  is aid/ow that it is targeting. 
e\'en in a being of another species. No experience has gone decper than that 
of analysis III probmg, In ltVI'd experience, the equi\alence signaled to us 
by the p.1thelic call of Love: it is thyself that thou strikest, and the glacial 
deduction of Spirit: it IS In the fighl lo the death for pure prestige that m:m 
gets himself recognized by man. I' 

What can one repl)' to this type of discourse? Apparently it makes sense 
[tombt" SOIlS I� ;�nsl, as they say, which implies also thnt not only is it full of 
good sense (and continues to hold animaliTY to be innocent, even when it 
does harm, and man to be guilty, peccable, precisel)' because he is capable 
of good and of perfecting himself, amending himself, capable of confessing 
and repenting. elc.), bur that it is inscribed in an ethics of sense, an ethics 
that tends to save sense, as sense of the human and of human responsi
bility. 

On the olher hand, it is difficult nOt to subscribe to the critique of a theory 
of the "criminal instincts" of certain individuals, a theory which is not only 
Contestable qua theory but is one that can induce, as we know, all sorts of 
political. juridical, policing, pedagogical. and even eugenicist and bioethical 
strategies. What arc we supposed 10 do wtth individuals presumed to be 
hereditarily predisposed to crime and cruelty, genetically predisposed. and 
so potential recidivists? There's no point in trotting our current examples 
of serial killers,!! sexual psychopaths, even pedophile�, etc. So one can only 
subscribe to the vigilance called for by Lacan with respect to a fixist geneti
cism, and what is al stake here is nothing less than the place of psychoanaly
sis, a certain psychoanalysis in society, in law, and above all in penal la\\'. 

But once we have approved Lacan's argumentation, within the Ii mils of 
a cenain conjuncture and a certain ethico-political motivation, things as I 

14· Ibid., Dcrrida's emphasis. 
15· [Translator's note:I '"&nal killers" is ,n Engl1sh til the lext. 

'5' 



-

'5' 

'53 

106 + FOURTH SESS10" 

see them (anom and should not stop there; and it is the whole Lacanian :lnd 
even psychoanalytical axiomatic that would need to be recast. 

[ shall for the moment limit myself to bringing out three poims from this 
panicular passage. But they arc three points that will constantly, when we 
read other tens of LaC:ln's, lie in with an immense discursive woof or warp 
that Seems [0 me 10 be problematic through and through. 

I. First, the distinction between the innate and the acquired, and thus he
tween instinct and everything that goes with "cullure," "law," "institution," 
" freedom," etc., ha� always been fragile, <and> is more fragile than ever 
today, exactly like the presupposition of an anunality depri\'ed of language, 
hislOTY. culture, technique, relation lO death as such. and the transmission of 
acquired knowledge. I am one of those-it is true that there arc not many 
of us-who have always smiled at this machine of presuppositions lO be 
deconstructt:d. But it happens moreover that the IllOSt positive science to
day (see the recently published book on the origins of man (Coppens? ? ?»)I� 
shows that some animals (not that hypostatic fiction labeled The Animal, 
of course, but some among those that are classified :IS animals) have a his
tory and techniques. and thus a culture in tilt: mOSt rigorous sense of the 
term, i.e. precisely, the transmission and accumulation of knowlcdge and 
acquired capacities. And where there is transgenerational transmission, 
there is law, and therefore crime and peccability. 

2. Saying that cruehy is essentially human because it consists in caus
ing suffering to on<':'5 fellow comes down to giving an exorhit:.llll credit to 
this value of the fellow. Even more so if we say that when one is cruel to 
another species, it is still one's fellow that one is targeting. Even when one is 
cruel with respect to this or that animal, L.can is basically suggesting. it is 

a man one is targeting-a fertile hypothesis and one no doubt to be taken 
seriously. but which does not prove that all cruelty with respect to one's 
non-fellow [diJSffl1blab/�1 is immediately rendered innocent "'--cause what it 
is targeting in truth and :u bottom is still the fellow. man targeted through 
the animal. How does one recognize a fellow? Is the " fellow" only what has 

human form, or is it anything that is alive? And if it is the human form of 
life, what will be th" criteria for identifying it without implying:l whole de

terminate culmre, for eX:lmple European, Greco-Abrahamic culture, and 
in p:lrticular Christian culture, which installs the value of "neighbor" or 

" brother" in the universality of the world. as totality of all crealUres? And 
I point out that L1can ends this article with a reference, in spite of e\ery-

16. Quo::stion marb In tho:: t),fKSCnpt. Tho:: allu5ion is coAluongmcsdcl'humomfi • .::d. 
Y\·.,s Coppens and Pascal Plcq (Paris: F�rard. 2002). 
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thing, and in spite of the detail I'll give In a moment, a quite reassuring or 
reassured reference. I'd say. a little overconfident. to what he calls "eternal 
fraternity." I n PolitiCS of Fncmishlp I tried to "deconstruct" the bases of this 

fraternalism, and I cannot go over this again here." 
These are the last words of L1can's article, and in them, let us not forget, 

a certain concept of the subject is at stake: "if we can provide a more justly 
rigorous truth, let us not forget that we owe it to the following privileged 
function: that of the recourse of the subject to the subject, which inscribes 
our duties in the order of eternal fraternity: its rule is also the rule of every 
action allowed US."I� 

Now obviously, and this is the detail I promised, when Lacan talks of 

this "eternal fraternity," we must not hear in it merdy the sort of edifying, 
irenic, pacifistic. and democratic praise which often denotes and connotes so 
many appeals to fraternity. Especially to an "eternal fraternityH �which I 
said a moment ago ran the risk of being overconfident. But L1can, as he re
calls earlier in the same article, docs not forget the murderous violence that 
will have presided over the establishment of the law, namely the murder 
of the father, thanks to which (thanks to the murder. thanks to the father, 
thanks to the murder of the father) the guilty and shameful sons come to 
contract, through a SOrt of at least tacit oath or sworn faith. the equality of 
the brothers. The trace of this founding criminality or this primitive crime, 
the memory of which is kept by the (animal) tOtem and the taboo-this 
murderous u:lce remains ineffaceable in an)' egalitarian, communitarian, 
and compassional fraternity, in this primitive contract that makes of any 
compassional community a coJi-atemity. 

There remains the immense risk of what is still a fraternalism of the "fel
low." This risk is double (and also affects U:vinas's discourse, let it be said 
in passing): on Ih� on� hand, lhis fraternalism frees us from all ethical obli
gation, all duty nOl to be criminal and cruel, precisely. with respcrt to any 
living being that is not my fellow or is not recognized as my fellow, because 
it is other and other than man. In this logic, one is ne,'er crud toward what 
is called an animal, or a nonhuman living crealUre. One is already excul
pated of any crime tOward any nonhuman living being. And specifying, on 
the other hand. as Lacan does: "It is a fellow that it [this cruelty I is targeting, 
even in a being of another species," does not change or fix an}'thing. I t  is 
always my fellow that I am targeting in a being of another species. So the 
fact remains that I cannot be suspected of cruelty with respect to an animal 

17· � Derrida. PoJllIq/lN dc /'fJmltil. pp. 'l5J-99 !pollflcs o! f·rlrods/up. pp. 2;:7-701. 
IS. bean. fu,lS. p. 1491p, I:ul. 
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Ih:1l I causc= to suffer the: worst violence, I am never crud toward the :UlLm:l1 
flJ such. Even if I can be accused of being crimin:l! with n:spe<:I IQ an :wirna] 
qua human. insofar as I am targeting, through it or ils figure. my neighbor 
or my fellow. Even ifit were a foreigner as my fellow. If! am Judged. or if I 
judge mysdf. to be crud by killing a beast or millions of beasts. as happens 
every day, directly or not. it is only insofar as I am supposed to have killed, 
by "targeting," consciously or unconsciously, my fellows. humans. figures of 
the human via these beasts-this "\';a" able to mobilize all SOTiS of uncon_ 
scious logics or rhelOrics. It is always man, my fellow, the s.1rne as I. myself 
in sum, that I :lIn making suffer, that I kill, in a culpable, criminal. crud, 
:md incriminahlc manncr. 

But docs onc only have duties toward man and the other man as human? 
And. alxwe alt, what are we to reply to all lhose who do nm recognize 
their fellow in certain humans? This question is not an abstract one, as 

155 you know. The WOTSt. the cruelest. the most human violence has been un
leashed against living beings, beasts or humans. and humans in particular. 
who prccisely wcrc nO( accorded the dignity of being fellows (and this is 
not only a question of profound racism, of social class. etc., but sometimes 
of Ihe singular individual as such). A principle of ethics or more radically 
of justice. in the most difficult sense. which I ha\'e attempted 10 oppose 10 

righI, to distinguish from right, is perhaps the obligation that engages my 
responsibility with respect to the most dissimilar [It" plus dismnblablt". the 
least "fellow"-likel. the enti rely other, prcrisely. the monstrously other. the 
unrecognizable other. The "unrecognizable" [miconnaissabld, I shall 501Y in 
a somewhat elliptical way, is the beginning of ethics, of the Law, and not of 
the human. So long as there is recogniz.1biliry and fellow. ethics is dorman!. 
It is sJeepmg a dogmatic slumber. So long as it remains human, among men. 
ethics remains dogmatic, narcissistic, and not yet thinking. Not even think
ing the human that it talks 50 much about. 

The "unrecognizable" is the awakening. It is what awakens, Ihc \cry 
experience of bcing awake. 

The "unrecognizable," and therefore the non-fellow lie dissemblabld. If 
one trusts and binds oneself to a Law that refers us only to the similar, the 
fellow, and defines criminal or cruel lransgression only in whM it i� tarj.\et
ing as fellow. that means, correlatively, that one has obligations only to the 
fellow, be it the foreigner as fellow and "my neighbor." which. step by step. 
as we know, III fact intensifies our obligations toward the 1110St similar and 
the ne:lrest Idu plus semblablr' ('f du pitts prochd. More obligation toward 
men than toward animals. more obligation toward men who are close and 
similar than toward the less dose and less similar (in the order of probabih-
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ties and supposed or famasi zcd resemblances or similarities: family. nation, 
race. culture. religion). One will say th:1\ this is afact (but can a fact ground 

and justify an ethics?): it is a fact that I feel. in this order, more obligations 
toward those who closely share my life. my people, my family. the French, 

the Europeans. those who speak my language or share my culture, etc. Bm 
this fact will never have founded a right. an ethics, or a politics. 

3. Finally, if we rely on wcan's axiomatics or good sense, once there is 
cruelty only toward the fellow. well. nOt only can one cause hurt without 
doing evil lfoire" du mal sans faire Ie mall and without being cruel not only 
toward humans not recognized as true hum:lIls and true brothers (I leave 
the choice of examples up to you. and this is not only about racism), but 
also toward any living being foreign to the human r:lce. The obvious con
sequence is that not only would one not be cruel (or criminal, criminaliz
able, or culpable) when one caused suffering to people not recognized and 
legitimized as such (which happens every day somewhere in the world), 
but one would have the right to inAict the worst suffering on "animals" 
without ever being suspected of the least cruelty. There would be no cruelty 
in industrial abattoirs, in the most horrific stockbreeding establishments, 
in bullfights. in dissections. experimentations, breaking and training, etc., 
in circuses, menageries, and zoos (of which more soon). I need not belabor 
the point. 

Here,tIVo corollaries that arc alsotlVo virtual complicatiom of this schema. 
A. First complication. One might object to my objection (so this is an ob

jection I'm making lO myself and that I will try my best lO integrate and 
take into account) that what I am doing is simply an almost limidess broad
ening of the notion of "fellow" and that in talking about the dissimilar, 
the non-fellow. I am surreptitiousl), extending the similar. the fellow, to all 
forms of life, to all species. All animals qua living beings are my fellows. I 
accept this counterproposition. but not without twice further upping the 
ante by pointing out: 

I. In the first plaa, the" first lipping of the ante": that this broadening would 
already,ofitself. be markedly. significantly. and obviously in breach with ev
erything that evcryone has in mind, and Lacan in particular, when they mlk 
about the fellow: fellow means for them. as is undeniably obvious, not " Iiv
ing being in general" 1m! "living being with :l human face." There is here an 
uncrossable qualitativf' limit; I mean a qualitative and essential limit. To put 
this limit to the test of the worst experimentations, it is enough to imagine (I 
leave you to do so) a thousand situations in which one would have to decide 
which life goes first-before the other. According to the humanist logic the 
presupposition of which we are trying to think through, saving a human 
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embryo a few weeks old, destined after birth to live a short life-one day, 
for example-and a life of mental and physical handicap-saving such a 
life without the slightest future ought to come before the lives of mi1Jions, 
or an infinite number of living animals in full health and wilh a full future. 
Who will say that this choice rcally is possible or easy? Whatever reply one 
really gives to this question, Whale\'Cr decision one takes (and these arc nOI 
abstract and 3rtificml examples. as one could :.how, decisions such as this 
are taken every day), what is certain is that ill the humanist logic deployed 
by Lacan, the putting [0 death of the newborn, abandoning the nt:wborn 
to its death. the failure to assist a person in danger that that represents, will 
be judged to be criminal and crud, whereas the killing of billions oflx:asts 
would not be. The frontier is Ilt:re qualitative and essential; numbers and 
time do not count. There is no "crime against animality" nor crime of geno
cide against nonhuman living beings. 

2. III the secolld place, the secolJ(i upping of the ame: it is not enough to 
say that this unconditional ethical obligation, if there is one. binds me to 
the life of any living being in general. It also binds me twice over to some
thing nonliving, namely to the present nonlife or the nonpresent life of 
those who arc not living. presenl living beings, living beings in the pres
ent, contemporaries-i.e. dead li" ing beings and living beings not yet born, 
non present-living-beings or living beings that :He not present. One must 
therefore inscribe death in the concept of life. And you can imagine all the 
consequences this would have. Moreover, it is not certain that even in the 
originary history or fiction of the murder of the primal father according to 
which the brother-sons subject themselves to the law be<ause, says Freud, 
the shame of their crime compels them to do so, it is not certain that this 
shame docs not signify, always already. in its possibility, the bond of obliga
tion or debt with respect to the dead. 

B. Second complication. There are indeed "animal rights" : some national 
158 legislations proscribe some acts of violence, some forms of [Onure or violence 

toward animals; and there are. as you know, all sorts of likable associations 
in the world that would like to do more, to publish universal declarations of 
the rights of animals analogous to the dec!3ration of the rights of man. But, 
to put it briefly, the texts of existing laws only forbid certain forms of cruelty 
or torture, but they do not forbid the killing of allimais in general. be it for 
the production of meat for food, or for experimentation and dissection. The 

struggle agai nst cert;! in forms of hUTlting and against bullfighting is under 
way and has little chance of gelling very far for the momenr. Killing an ani
mal, at any rate, is not held to be crud in itself. As for the declarations of the 

rights of animals called for by some people, beyond the fact that they nC\<er 
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go so far as  to condemn all putting to death, they most often follow, very 
na"ively. an existing right. the fights of man adapted by analogy to animals. 
Now these rights of man arc in :1 rdation of solidarity and indissociably, 
systematiCllly dependent on a philosophy of the subject of;1 Cartesian or 

Kantian type, which is the very philosophy in the name of which the animal 

is reduced to the status of a machine without reason and without person
hood. This is a major failure of logic. the principle of which I merely point 
out, there being no need to say anymore about it here. I prefer. since it is a 
matter of the determination of man as person and personal subject. to look 
more closely at what tS implied here by this concept of subject. including, 
as to the animal, what becomes of it after the transformation or subversion 
that Lacan imprints on the concept of the subject. You will recall that it was 
by what he called a "recourse 1 • • •  1 to the subject" that Lacan concluded the 
article we were reading. Let me read th:1t sentence again: 

if we can provide a more justly rigorous truth. let us not forget that we owe 
it to the following privileged function: that of the recourse of the SUbjCCl lO 
the subjecl, which in�cribes our duties In the order of eternal fraternity: its 
rule is also lhe TIlle of e"ery action allowed us. 

\Vould it suffice for an ethics to remind the subject (as U:vinas will have 
attempted) of its being-subject, its being-hust or hostage, and thus its heing
subject to the other, the Wholly Other or to any other [(Ill TOllt-Autre ou a 
tout autre]?)9 

I do not believe so. This does not suffice to break the Cartesian tradition 
of the animal-m:1chine with neither language nor response . .'Il This is not 

19. The rest of this scs�lon repc�t� a then unpublished ponion of the lecture gl\'(>n 
to the 1997 Ceris)' conferencc. " L'anil11al autobiographique:' It appcarl""d sub�equently> 
without major modific"rions. undt:r Ii,,: ntic o'Er si I'animal rtpondait�M III the C(Jhi�Ti 
de L·N�m�. no. 83: D�mdu, cd. ;\.hri�-Louisc: Mallet and Ginette Michaud (p"ri�: Edi
tions de L·Hcrn�. 2Q()4). pp. 1 17-29. It was also reprinted in the posthumous book hy 
Jacques Derrida, L'ammal q"� done j,. mit. cd. Mane-Louise M"lkt (Paris: Galilee, 
2006), pp. 163"""""91; trans. David Wills as " And Say the Anim"l Respond�d," in uxmlOlo

gies: The Que-ilion of Ihe AlIJmal. cd. Car)· Wolfe (Minneapolis: Uni\'�rsit), of Minnesota 
Press, 2003), pp. 121-46. and reprinted in Jacques Derri<la, The Ammalthar Therefo,.,.. f 
Am, ed. Marie-Louise- Mallet (New York: Fordham University Press. 2008). [Transb
lor's note: In thc interests of consistency of style "nd tonc I ha,t retranslated the text 
here.) 

20. [Dcrrida's note:l Here we would need, as I haH tfled elsewhere. in a rerea(lingof 
Descartes, to unfold what i shall here call Ihequ,..mo" ofrh,.. ,.CiPO";�. And LO d,..fine the 
hegemonic permanence of this ··C.artesianism'· that (101m nates the discourse and prac
tice of human and hum(mist modernity-as to Ii,,: amm"i. \Vhat the programmL-J ma-

'59 
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sufficient, even in a logic or an ethics of the unconscious which, without givo 
ing up on the concept of the subject, would lay claim to some "subversion 
of the subjecl." 

With this Lacanian title, "Sub\'crsion orthe Subject," we arc, then, mov
ing from one ethical denial to another. In " Subversion of the Subject and 
Dialectic of DeSIre In the Freudian Unconscious" ( 196o),�1 a certain passage 
names " the animal" or "an animal" -in the singular and without funher 
specification. It marks perhaps both a step beyond and a StCp backward 
from Freud as to the rdation between man, the unconscious. and what I 
call the ammor.n This remarkable page first gives the impression. and the 
hope, that things an: going to change, especially as 10 the concept of com
munication or information that is assigned to what is called the animal, the 
animal in general. This "animal" is supposedl)' only capable, so one thmks, 
of a coded meSs.1ge or a narrowly signaling signihcalion, under strict con
straint: fixed in its programming. Lacan begins to take on the "platitude" 
of "modern information theory." It is true that he is speaking here of the 
human subj!!ct and not the animal, but he writes this, which indeed nnmes 
the sovereign as absolute Master but which seems to announce, and even 
allow olle to hop!! for, a different note: 

The Other. as prior site of the pure subject of lhe signifier, holds the m:lster

position in it, even before coming to existence-to say it with and against 
Hegel -as absolute Master. For what is omitted in the platitude: of mod
ern information theory, is that one cannot even speak of a code unless 11 be 

chine, like the ammal. supposedl)' cannot do, IS not to emit SI�n5 but. �)'S the D'KOUYS( 
Qn Af(tAed (part 5), to �respond.- Like animals, machmcs that had �Ihe organ$ and the 
extern;11 shape of a monkey I . . .  ] could not usc: words or other sl�ns by compO)lIlg them 
as we do 10 <Iedare our thoughts 10 mhers. For we may well concei\e of a machme so 
constructed that 11 proffers words. and e'·en word� relating to bodily aCliom thaI cause 
some change In IIsorgam; so Ihal if touched in a particular pl"ce. it might ask ",hat one 
wishes to S,1Y to it, or III another. It nught cry out that one IS hurting It. and other slIllItar 
things: but not that It could arrange them diversely 10 respond \my emph!lsis-J.D,\ to 
the me3ning of everything s.1Id in Its presence. as Ihe dullest of Inen C3n do.� \Tramla
tor'� note: my transbllon of Descartes.\ 

11. L:'Ican, lmtl. PI" 793-827 (pp. 807ff.) \pp. 683ff.l. 
12, (Dern<b's nOle;( TrallslatOr-to-corne's nnte on the word "ammOI." QUOle for e�' 

ample pa,ll:es 298-99 of "L',,"im:'ll quc done IC suis." on what mOllvates or Justifies the 
choice of this word "an/mOl," more untranslatable than ever. 1 Editor'!· note: See Can/mal 

uUlobiQgrupAlque, pp. 198-99. and L'unimai qll� done)( m'l. pp. 73-77.1 (Transbwr's 
note: The editors of the French edition suggesl that the Opening or the note ("Nol� du 
tr:'lduCl<::ur 1 venlr") should perhaps read MNote au Ir,,<luctcur. ,.- ("nOte to the translA

tor . .  :').1 
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already the code orthe Olher. whereas II'S a quite different matler when it  
comes to the message, since It I� un this b.1SIS th:lt lhe subject is constitUled, 

so that it is from the Other that the subject re;e;eives even the mes�ge that 
he emitsY 

We shall rerurn. after a detour, to this page of "Subversion of the Subject . .  
It posilJ (and I me;an POliti, it emits in the form of a thesis or presupposes 
without bringing in the slightest proof) that the anim:ll is characterized by 
its inability topr�U:lId to p,.�t�tld and to �JJac� ItJ tract's, so that it could nO[ be 
a "subject." i,e, a "subject of the signifier," 

The detour rll sketch OUI now will permit us to go back through earlier 
texts of L1can's, where, it seems to me, they simliltaT/�o/ls/)' announce:d a 
theoretical mUI:ltion and a stagnant confirmation of the legacy, its presup
position and its dogmas. 

What allowed one still to hope ror a decisive displacement of the tradi
tional problematic was wh:n, for example. in "The Mirror-Stage as Forma
tive of the Function of the I," as early as 1936, took into account :l specular 
runction in the sexualiz:Ltion of the animal, This was quite rare for the time. 
And that was even Iht' case if, and it is a massive limitation, this passage 
via the mirror immobilizt's the animal forever, according to Lacan, in the: 
snares of the imaginary, dt'pri\'ing it thus of all access [0 the: symbolic, i.e. 
to the Law itself(which we howe: JUSt been talking about) and to everything 
thaI is supposed to make: up what is proper 10 man. The animal will ne:ver 
be,like man, a "prey of language." "One mUSt posit," we read later, in "The: 
Direction of the Treatment:· "that, as a fact of an animal prey [0 language, 
the desire of man is the: desire: of the: Other."!� (This figure of the prey char
acterizes symptomatically and recurrently Lacan's �animal" obsession at the 
very moment he is so keen to dis�iate the anthropological from the zoo
logical: man is an animal but he speaks, and he ;s less a beast or prey than a 
beast that is pre:y to s[>CCch.) There is desire, and therefore unconscious. only 
of man, never of the animal, unless it be as an effect of the human uncon
scious, as though by some comagious transfer or some mute interiorization 
(which would still have to be accounted for), the: animal, domesticated or 
tamed, translated into itsclfthc human unconscious. Careful to distinguish, 
as we have: just seen, the unconscious drive rrom instinct and the "genetic," 
in which he encloses the animal, Lacan maintains in "Position of the Un-

23· "Subversion of the Subjeci and DialectiC of DesIre in the Freudian Unconscious.� 
in Ecrlts, p. 807 1p. 6831. 

24. �The Direction of the Treatnlem and the PrinCiples of It� Power." in fults, 
p. 628 [p. 52-51. 
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conscious" that the animal cannot have its own unconsCIOUS, properly its 
own. as it were, and if the logIc of this expression were not ridiculous. But it 
would be ridiculous primarily for Lacan himself. perhaps, since he writes: 
,. At Lhe time of propedeutics, one GIn illustrate the effect of the enunciation 
by asking the pupil if he can Imagine the unconsCIous in an animal, unless 
it be some t:ffecl ofbnguagt:: of human bngl1agt::'�' 

Each word in this sentence would merit a critical examination, The the
sis is c1e;u: the animal has neither the unconscious nor l:Inguage. it does not 
have rhe OIher, it has no relation to the other as such, except by an effect of 
the human order, by contagion, appropriation, domestication. 

No doubt taking into account the sexualizing speculariLY of the animal 
is a remarkable aci\'ance, even if it captures the animot in the mirror, and 
even if it holds the female pigeon or the desert locust in captivity in the 
imaginary. Referring at this point to the effects of a Gestalt attested to by a 
"biological experimentation" which does not fit with the language of"psy
chic causality," Lacan praises this theory for nonetheless recognizing that 
the "malUration of the gonad in the female pigeon" presupposes "the sight 
of a congeneric" and therefore another pigeon, whatever its sex. And that IS 
true to the point that simple reRection in a mirror suffices. A visual image 
also suffices for the desert locust to pass from solitude to gregariousness, 
Lacan speaks, in a way that I think significant, of passage from the "soli
tary" form to tht: "greg;lrious" rorrn, and not to the social and stil1 1t:ss po
litical form, of COllrse, as though the difrerence between thegregariOlti and 
the social were the difference between animal and man.2� This motif and 
this word "gregarious," and e\'en "gregarism." reappear in force around ten 
years laler, around animality, in "Remarks on Psychic Causality" (1946)/' a 
text at the end of which, moreover, Lacan claims that one cannOl get beyond 
Descartes. The analysis of the specular effect in the pigeon is more de\TI
oped but goes in the same direction: the ovulation of the female pigeon, 
according to then recent work by Harrison (1939),18 happens on meresighl 
of a form that suggesrs a congeneric pigeon, a reRecting sight, basically, 
even in the absence of a real m3le. It really has to do with specular vision, 

25. "Position ofth� Unconscious." in ferilf, p. 834 1p. 7071. 
�6. "The Mirror-Swg(" as Formative of th(" Funnion of the /," in f.eriu. p. 93 

Ip. ?il. 
27 . .. Remarks on Psychi<: Causality," in Ecriti' especially pp. 19°-91 1pp, 155--S6j. 
28. Se� Procndingr ofthe Ro}tll SOC/d)', S<.'ri("s B (lliologiQI Scienc<:s), \01. 126, no. 

845 (February '939). 
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of image or VIsual image, and not with idt:ntification by odor or cry, Even 

if tht: courtshi p pby is physic:tlly prevented by a glass plate, and t:ven if the 

couple is m:tde up of two females. ovulation occurs. It happens after twelve 
days when the couple is heterosexual, as it were, and after a period that can 

be as long as two months for two ft:males, A mirror is enough to make it 

happen . .1'I 

One of the interesting things about this Interpretation, is that, like Des
cartes basically, and according to this trit:d-and-trut: biblico-Promt:lhean 
tradition to which I keep returning, it puts in rdation tht: fixity of animal 
determinism, in the order of information or communic:nion. wtth a certain 
originary perfection of the animal. Conversdy, if "human know[edge" is 
"more autonomous than that uf the animal from the force-fidd of desire,"w 
and if "the human urder is distinguished from nature,"jl this is, paradoxi
cally, because of :In imperfection, an originary defect of man, who, basically, 
received speech and technology only in place of something lacking. This 
is what L1can places at the center of his "Mirror-Stage . . .  ;' namely "the 
darum of a true specific prematurity a/birth in humans."Jl The defect linked 
to this prematurity supposedly corresponds to "the objective notion of the 
anammical incompleteness of the pyramidal system:' what embryologists 
call "fetalization," the link of which to a certain "intraorgamc mirror"JJ is 
recalled by Lacan. An autotelic spccularity of the inside is linked to a defect, 
a prematurity, an incompleteness of the little human. 

We must register with the greatest prudence what we have just rather 
hastily called a limited but incontestable advance, still on the threshold of 
"Subversion of the Subject , , :' For not only can the animal, held in the 
imaginary, not accede to the symbolic. the unconscious, and language (and 
therefore to the egological function of the autodeictic ''1''), but the descrip
tion of its semiolic puwer remained determined, in the "Rome Discourse" 

�9· "Remarks on Psychic Causality." pp. 154-'56. See also pp. 342, 345-46, 452 
Ipp. 28;, 286-87. 377[. 

30. "The Mirror-Stage . . . ," p. 96 1p. 771. 

31. �Variations on Ihe Standard Treatment," in Ecriu, p. 354 lp. �941; "For it is ap
propriate to meditate the faCI Ihat it is not only by a symbolic assumption that speech 
constitutes the being of the subject, but that, via the law of alliance. by which Ihe human 
order is distinguished from nature. speech determines, from Ix;fore binh, not only the 
�latu5 of the subject, but Ihe <:oming into the world of it� biological being." 

32. "The Mirror-Stage . . . .  " p. 96 1p. 781. 
33· Ibid., p. 97 1p. 7111. 
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( 1953).'" in the most dogmatically traditional manner, fixed in Cartesian hX
ism, in the presupposition of a code that allows only r�actiOlls to stimuli and 
nOl r�sponuJ to questions. I say " semiotic system" and nOl language. for H 
is language that ucan also refuses to the animal, allowing it only whal he 
calls a "code," the " fixity of a coding" or a "system of signaling," Other ways 
of naming whal-in a cognitivisl problematic of the anim:!1. which of len 
repeats, while appearing to oppose, the most tired truisms of metaphys
ics-is called .he "hardwired response" or "hardwired behavior."JS 

Lacan is 50 much morc precise and firm in taking up on his own account 
the old, modernized tOpal or the bas that he seems, a5 il were, to ha\c an 
uneasy conscience about il. I sense a muted worry under the authority of 
this new. but so, so old discourse 00 bees. Lacao claims to base himselr on 
what he calmly calls the "animal realm" in order to criticize the curren! 
notion or sign language, in opposition to "human languages." When bees 
appa rently "respond" to a " message," they are nO[ rcspo"di"g, they are react-

34, "Function and Field of Spc<:ch �nd Llnguage in Psycho�nalysis," in F.crllS, 
pp. lj7-jlllpp. 197-l68]. 

j5. I Dcrrida's note:1 &e Joelle Proust, CommnJl rripTII vir'll IlUX bbel; Enal mr '" 

rrpriirlltuflon (Paris: Gallimard, [997), p. [So. The samc au[hor docs evcrylhin� m 
makc thc word '·re:$pon�." in the (ase of the animal, mean nuthing uthcr than a pro, 
grammed TrUctlOn. depri",�d of all responsibilit} or C\en of all " intentional" respon
sivily-thlS word "intenuonal� bemg u� with an imprudencc, a confidencc, not 10 
say a phcnomenological crudeness, that makes one smile. About Ihc syrphid, an in�CI 
Mprogramme<l to seck out females b)' automatically applying :1 pursuit trajectory JC
cording to a certain algorithm to imercept the obJrcl pursu�,- Joelle PtUU�1 cil� Ruth 
MIllikan, and comments as follows: -\Vhat is IOtere5ting 10 this Iype: of response i\ that 
II IS rnflcrrbl)1 produced by CUlain prtti5C characteristics of Ihc stimulus (here, lb �izc 
and spttd). The: inSC(:t cannot respond 10 OIbcr cbaractcristics, nor can 11 {Iismi�� tarll:erS 
that show characterisrics incompatible wirh the: expected function. It cannor :lhandon 
115 Right when It 'pcrcci�cs' that ir i� not following;l female. This insect appears to ha'c 
no mcans of e:valuating how correct irs own perceptions arc. It thercfnrc seenlS unduly 
grnl!1'Ol/J to attribute 10 it an mimilonili capacity propn-Iy ro cuI/rd. It rrsponds to SignS, bill 
the� signs arc not char3cteristlcs of an independent object; they arc charactcristlcs of 
proxim:ll �l1mulations. As Millikan says, II follows a 'proxlInal rulc: Howevcr, the pre
WIred respon�e haS:lS its aim Ihc fecunda[iun of a female syrphid. i.e. :.n object eXISl.ng 
In thc world" (pp. ll8-l9), I emphasize Ihc words thaI, more than others, would call for 

a vigilam rcading. The: critic:ll or deconstruct;Vc reading thaI wc are c;!llmg for would 
seck less 10 gIVe h�ck to the animal or to such an{1 such an m,cct the powers hcre he:wg 
demcd it (e\'en though thm rome{imes seems possible) <than:. 10 wonder if the salllC 
type: of analysis could nOI claIm lUSt as much relevance In the C:1K of man, for cxample 
in the " wlrlOg" of his sexual and reproducti\e beha\ ior. Ete. 

ing: they are merely obeying the fixity or a program, whereas the human 

subject responds to the other, to the queslion or the other. This is a literally 

Cartesian discourse::. L1tcr, :tS we shall see. 1_1c:tn expressly opposes reactlO" 

10 ruponse as animal realm to human realm, lust as he upposes nature to 

convention: 

\Ve are going to show the lIladequacy of the notion of SIgn language \·ia tbe 

very malllfestation that besl lllustrate) It in the ammal realm, and that looks 

as though. if it h;ul not recently been the object of an authentic disco\t'ry. 

one would have had 10 lI1\'ent it with this purpose in mind. 

E\'cryon� now adtntts thai the bee. rClUrne<\ 1O the hi\'e from its nectar

gathering, tr;msmtts 10 lt� companiom hy IWII sons of dance the indica

tion of the existence of nectar. close or rar. The second dance is the more 

remarkable, becausc the platte in which II <\escribcs the figure eight which 166 
has given it the name " wagging (bnce," and the frequency of the circuit� 

completed in a given time. exactly designate on the one han(\ the direction 

determined in relation to solar inclination (whl'reby bees can navigate in all 

weather, thanks to the �emillvity to polarized light), and on the othcr the 

distance. up to scveral kilometers, nt which the neclar is 10 be found. And 

the other bees respond to this message by headIng immedia.tely for thc place 

thus de�ignated. 
Ten years or soof p:llie:nt obsenalion sufficed for Karl \'on Frisch to de

code this Iype or message. for It is indeed a code, or system of signalization 

{hat only its generic charaetcr forbids liS from qualirying as conventional. 

Is it a language for all that: We can S:IY thai il is distinguished from a 

language precisely by Ibeji:ud Imy emphasis I correlation of its signs with 

the reality that they signiry. For in :t language Ihe si�ns take their \'alue 

from Iheir relationship among thcmsd\'e�. III thl' lexical di\'ision or the se

mamemes as much as in the pasiuonal or ncn tlexion:tl use of the mor

phemes, in contrasl Wllh thejixllY [my emphasis again] of the coding here 

put in play. And the di\ersity of human languages lakes ItS full .-alue in this 

l ight. 
What is morc. if the mcs�age of the Iype here described dctcrn,ines the 

action of the loci/IS, il is ne\'er retr:lnsmiucd by it. And this means that it 

remainsfixcd [still my emphasis[ to its funClloll of relay for the anion, from 

which no subject detaches it as symbol or communication itself . .I(. 

Even ir one subscribed provisionally (0 this logic (to which, moreover, I havc 
no objection. though I would like simply to reinscribe it quitc differcntly, 
beyond any simple hum:ln/:tnim31 opposition), it is difficult to reserve, as 
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Lacan docs explicitly, diffcrcntiality of signs to hum;m language and nOi to 
the animal code. What he attributes to signs. which "in a language" (under
stand: 11\ the human order) " take their value from their relationships among 
themselves," eIC., and not only from the " fixed corrdation of these signs to 
reality." can and must be: granted [0 any codt:. animal or human. 

As for thc absence of rcsponS(: from the animal-machine, as for the tren
ch:ml distinction between rractioll and re;polls�, there is nothing fortuitous 
about the fact that the most Carlesian passage is tQ be found in what follows 
this discourse on the bee, on its system of information thal cannot introduce 
it LOto the "field of speech and language." What is at stake is indeed the 
constitution of the subject as human subject, when it passes the limit of 
information to accede to speech: 

For the function of language here is not to inform bUl to e\'oke. 
What [ :un seeking in speech is the response: of the other. What conS\1-

tutes me as a subject. is my question. In order 10 ha\'e myself recognized 
by the uther. [ proffer what was. only in view of wh:n will be. To find him. 
I call him by :t name that he must assume or refuse in order 10 respond 
tome. 

I . . . J If now I face the other in order 10 interrogate him, no cyocrnctic 
app;mltus. howe\er rich you imagine it 10 be. can make a r('oCIlon a/who, 
is rt'Jp(JIIS(,. Its definition, as .second term in the stimulus-response CirCUli. 
is only a metaphor sustained by the subjeniviry imputed to thc :wimal in 
order 10 elide it later in the physical schema 10 which il IS reduced. ThIS is 
what we have called putting Ihe rabbit into the hal 10 pull it outlatc:r. Bllf ll 
rroctlon IS 1101 11 ft'JPOnJ('. 

If I press an electric bmton and there is light, there is response onl) for 
my desire." 

Once more, it is not a question here of erasing all the difference between what 
we call reaction and what we commonly call respollse. The point is nOt to con
fus<:: what happens when one presses a computer key and what happens when 

one askS :I question of one's interlocutor; and still less to endow what Lacan 

c:llls "the animal" with what he calls a "subjectivity" or an "unconscious" th:lI 

would allow one, for example, to put said animal in an analytic situation 
(even though analogous scen:,rios are not necessarily excluded with certain 

animals in certain contexts-and if w e  had time we could imagine hypoth
eses to refine this analogy). My reservation bears only on the purity, rigor, 
and indivisibility of the frontier that separates, alread)' among "us humans," 

37. I Dernda's nOle:] lb,d .. pp. 199-300 II" 2471. 1.1)' emphasis. excepl fi,r "my dt:
sirt:.� 

reaction from responsc: and consequently the purny, rigor, especially the 

indivisibility of the concept of responsibility -and consequendy of the con
cept of sovcreigmy. which depends on it. The general disquiet that I am 

formulating thus is aggra\'atcd in at least three ways: 

I. when we really do have to take into account a logic of the unconscious 

that ought to forbid any immediate certainty as 10 the consciousness of free
dom that all responsibility presupposes; 

2. especially when, and particularly in L.1(;1O, this logic of thc uncon
scious is grounded on a logic of repetition that. in my view, will always in
scribe a dcstiny of iterabllity, and therefore some reactional automaticity in 
every response, howcver ori�lIlary. free, decish'e and a-reactional it might 

appear; 
3. when (in Lacan in particular) the materiality of speech, the bociy oflan

guage, is recognized. Lacan rec:llls this <on> the following page: "Speech is 
indeed a gift oflanguage, and language IS not immateriaL It is a subtle bociy, 

but i t  is a body." And yet in the meantime he will have' grounded all "re
sponsibility" and, first of all, all psychoanalytic responsibility, and thereby 

all psychoanalytic ethics, on the distinction that I find so problematical be
tween reaction and I'esponse. He even founds on this distinction-and this 
is what I really wanted to show-his concept of mbjecr: 

From that poim on. lhere appears the decisive function of my own response 
that is nOl only. as they say, to be recei\'ed by the subject as approootion or 
rejection ofh.s discourse, but truly to recDglllzc or abolish the subject qua 
subject. This is the ft'JIXJrlsibtlity of the analyst each lime he intenctlC's br 
speaking.58 

Why do the stakes seem so much higher here? By problematizing. as I am 
doing, the purity and indivisibility of a line l>ttwccn reaction and resrw:mse, 
and especially the possibility of tracing this line between mankind in gen
alll and the animal ill general. one runs the risk. as people notice and won't 
fail to complain to me about, of throwmg doubt on all responsibility, all 
ethics, all decision, etc. To which I would respond, as it really is a matter 
of responding, schematically, on the level of principle, with the following 
three points: 

I. On the o"e hand, having doubts about responsibility, decision, one's 
Own being-ethical, can be, or so it seems to me, and ought perhaps to re
main, [he indefeasible essence of ethics, of decision, and of responsibility. 
Any knowledge. certainty. and firm theoretical assurance on this subject 

38. Ibid. p. 300 lpr. 247-,,81. l--1c3n's emph:l$ls. 
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would suffice to confirm, precisely, the very thing that one is trylllg to deny, 
n:lrndy a  reactionality in the response. I'm saying " deny" [dt"ia, in the psy
cho.1nal),tic scnse[, and that's why 1 always place denial al the heart of all 
these discourscs on the animal. 

2. 011 the other hand, without erasing me difference, a nonopposition;ll 
and infinitely differentiated, qualitative. intensive difference, between reac
tion and responsc, the point is, on the contrary, to take it into account in the 
whole differentiated field of experience and of a world of life. And to do 
so without distributing this difTeremiated and multiple difference, in such 
a massive and homogenizing way, between the human subject on the one 
hand and the nonsubjen that is the animal in general on the other, this lat
ter coming to be. III another sellSe, the nonsubject suhjected to the human 
subject. 

3· Filially, the point would be to elaoor:lle another "logic" of decision, 
response, event-as 1 also try to deploy it elsewhere and which seems to 
me less incompatible with what Lacan himself, in "Subversion of the Sub
ject . . .  ," says of the code as "code of the Other." Me:lning th:lt Other from 
whom "the subject recei\"Cs even the message he emits:'J- This axiom ought 
to complie:"e any simple distinction bet ween rt:spoTliibility and r�actioll, with 
all tts consequences. And so the point would be 10 reinscribe this dijJfrollu 

1]0 of reaction and response and thereby this historicity of ethica\
' 

juridical. 
or political responsibility. into another thinking of life, living beings. Into 
another rel:ltion of the living to their ipseity. and thereby to their supposed 
sovereignty, their amos, their own autokinesis and reactional automaticity, 
to death, 10 technique, or to the machinic. 

After this delOur, if we come then 10 the later text entitled �Sub\ersion 
of the Subject and Dialectic of Desire in the Freudian Unconscious," wc 
will, it is true. follow the same logic in it. and the same oppositions-espe
cially the opposition of imaginary and symbolic, of the specular capture of 

which the animal is capable and the symbolic order of the signifier 10 which 
il docs not have :lccess. At this juncture of the imaginary and the symbolic. 
the whole question of the relation to self in general is played OUI. the po�i

tion of the self. the ego and sovereign ipseil}' of course, but also the position 
of the theoretici:ln or the institution in Ihe history of which said rheorcti
clan aniculatcs and signs his discourse on that juncture: here L"lcan's dis
course and its signature. (\Ve cannot do this here, within these limits, but 
we should have to place in its proper perspective, a few years :lfter the war. 
with its ideologic:l1 sl:lkes, the whole essenti:llly anthropological aim of thc 

39· "Subversion of the Subject . . . . � p. 807 [po 6831. 
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period, even as it chimed to go beyond any positi/J� anthropology or any 
metaphysico-humalllstic anthropocentrism. And, above all, in an entirely 
legitimate way. beyond biologism, behaviorist physicalism, geneticism, etc. 
For Heidegger as for Llc:ln and so Ill:my Olhers. the point at that time was 
10 lay out a new Jlltldamefltaf anthrOIXllogy and to reply to andJor the ques
tion "What is man?" This moment has not at all been left behind, it is even 
putting forward new forms of the same dangers.) 

In  ··Sub\'ersion of the Subject . . .  ," the refinement of the analysis bears 
on other conceplUal distinctions. The)' seem equally problematic 10 me as 
those we ha\e just been analyzing and, moreover, remain indissociable 
from them. 

We arc dealing :lpparently with a parenthesis ("Let us observe in a pa
renthesis . . .  "), but a parenthesis that to my eyes is capital. For it bears 
on the dimension of tcstimony in general. Who testifies about what and 
whom? Who proves, who looks, who observes whom and what? What 
about knowledge, certainty, and truth? "Let us obscrve in parentheses," 
says Lacan, "thaI this Other distinguished as place of Speech, Imposes it
self no less as witness of Truth. Without the dimension that it constitutes, 
trickery in speech would not be distinguishable from mere feint, which, in 
combat or sexual display, is however \'ery different."<O 

The figure of the animal, then, has just emerged in this difference be+ 
tween Jeint and trickery'. Recall what we were saying about Machiavelli, 
aoout the prince and the fox, and aoout the fox that feigns not being the 
fox that it is or e\'en that it is imitating. 1 am not a fox, the prince can say, 
basically. the: prince who is not really a fox but who is :lcting like a fox, 
who knows how to feign being a fox all the while feigning not to feign and 
therefore not to be the fox that he b:lsically is in what he says or does. L1can 
would say that only a prince or :I man is capable of this, not a fox. A clean 
distinction between what Lacan 5.1)'S the animal is able to do, i.e. strategic 
feint (following, chasing, or pcrsccuting, be it warlike, predatory, or sedue+ 
live), and whal it is unable to do :lIld testify to, namely the trickery of speech 
ill the order of the signifier and of Truth. The tricker), of speech, as we 
shall see, is of course the lie (:lncl the animal cannot really lie, :lccording to 
COmmon sense, according to 1_1c:ln and Ill:ln)' olhers, even if, as we know, it 
knows how to feign); but, more precisely, trickery is lying insofar as it com

prises, in promising the truth, the supplementary possibility of speaking the 
truth in order to misle:ld the other, to make the other believe something 
other than the truth (you know rhe Jewish joke told by Freud and often 

40. Ibid. p. 807 1p, 6831. 
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cited by Lacan: " Why tell me you are going to X, so that nl believe you're 
going to Y, when you're going 10 X?"). According to Lacan, it is this lie, this 
trickery, this second-degree feint that the animal is unable to do, whereas 
the "subject of the signifier," in rhe human order, supposedly has the power 

to do so and, moreover, supposedly comes imo being as a subject, institutes 
and comes to itself as sovereign subject by virtue of this power: a reflexive 
second-degree power, a COnsCIOUS power of trickery through feigning to 
feign. One of the interesting things about this analysis is that Lacan really 
does concede a lot, this time-more in any case than anyone in philos
ophy and more than he himself had done in earlier writings-to this abil
ity to feign on the part of what he always calls "the animal:' "an animal." 
on the part of what he terms here its "dancity," with an "a."ll "Dancity" is 
the ability to feign in dance, lure, display. in the choreography of hunting 
or seduction, in the display shown before making love or to defend oneself 
when making war, and so in all the forms ofthe " I  am" or "I am followed" 
that we are tracking here. But whatever he concedes to the animal in this 
way, Lacan holds it in the imaginary or the presymbolic (as we noted in his 
"Mirror-Stage" period and in the example of the pigeon or the desert lo
cust). He holds "the animal" prisoner in the spccularity of the Imaginary; or 
rather he holds that the animal holds itself in this captivity and speaks with 
reference to it of "imaginary capture." Above all, he holds the animal down 
to the first degree of feigning (feigning without feigning feigning) or. what 
comes TO the same thing here. to the first degree of the trace: ability to trace, 
track, Track down IdepisterJ, but not to throw the tracking off track [de-plster 
Ie de-pistage J and to efface its track. 

For a "But" will indeed fold this paragraph in two ("But an animal docs not 
feign feigning"), An accounting separates out the columns of what must be 
conceded to the animal (feint and trace, the inscription of the trace) and what 

must be denied it (nickery, lying, the feint of the feillt, and the eff.1cement 
of the trace). But-what the articulation of this "But" perhaps leaves out 
of sight, discreetly in  the shade. among all the features listed, is perhaps the 
reference to life, to the "vitaL" A nd it is indeed the question oflife that is oc
cupying us in this seminar, before all and after all, between the beast and the 

sovereign. Everything conceded to the animal is done so under the heading 
of "vital situations," whereas-one would be tempted to conclude-the 

animal, be it hunter or game, is deemed be incapable of an authentic rela-

.41. ITransbtor's note: 1 Laean's neologi.'m "dansi".'." i� a homophone of "densiu':' 
density. 
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lion to death, of a testimony to a mortality essential to the heart of Truth or 

its Speech. The animal is a living being that is only living. an "Immortal" 

living heing, as it were. As in Heidegger (to whom Lacan is here closer than 

ever, in particular. as we shall see, ;IS to wh:ll links the fugos to the possibil

ity of " tricking" and "making mistakes" ["trompn-o. et "se tromper"!), the 

animal docs not die.l1 Moreover. for this same reason the animal supposedly 

knows nothing of mourning, sepulcher, and corpse- which Lacan says is 

a " signifier": 

Let us observe in p:lrentheses thnt this Other {listinguished as plnce of 
Speech. imposes itself no less as witness of Truth. Without the dimension 
that it constitutes. uickery in Speech would lIot be d istinguishable from 
mere feint, which, in combnt or sexual d isplay. is however very differellt. 
Deploying itself in imaginnry capture, the feint is part of the play of ap
pro:lching and breaking away th:lt constitutes the originary d:lIlce, in which 
these two m"tal situations find their scansion. and the pnrtners who follow 
it_what we shaH venture to wrile as their dnncity. The :lnima1. moreover. 
shows itself capable of this when it is tracked: it is able 10 throw off track',] 
by feigning a depnrlure in one <lirection. This can go so far as to suggest 

among g-.IITIC nllimals the nobility of honoring the :lspect of display that is 
part of the hunt. 

42. [Derrida's now,] Allow me to refer here to Aporit'j (Paris: Galilee. 1996), (;sp':
ciall)" around page� 70 'md 13l Itrans. Thomns DUlOit as Aponas (Stanford University 
Press. 1993), pp. 36 and 76]. 

43. [D<:rrida 's note;! Lacan explains in nn important note to the "S ... m;nar on Ihe Pur· 
loined Lcttn" (&r;li, 1" n) the original use he makcs her� of the word "dcpist<.:T·" not 
to. track, sniff out, tr�il hut. on the contrnry, as it were, to cover the trail by erasing onc's 
tracks, dE-pirleo: In this not ... h ... invokes IXl\h Freud's famous text on " The Antith ... ti
cal Sens ... of Primal \Vords:' Bem· ... niste's "magi,terial correction � of it, and a piece of 
information from [the etymolo�ical <linionary of) Bloch and Wartburg. who dat ... from 
1875 the second usage of th ... word dlpifler. The question of Ihe :lIltithctical meaning of 
certain words "remains ... ntire," says L1c:m, "if one bring Out in its rigor the agency of 
th ... signifier." Indeed. l would be tempted to say. upping the ante. espt'ciall)' if, as is the 
case here, we put to the test Ihe axioms of a log;c of the signifier in ils douhle relation 
to the distinClio.n belln'(;n Ihe animal order (im:1ginn)' capture) nnd the human ord ... r 
(access to the symbolic and Ille signifier), on tile one hand. and n diff ... rent imerpr ... tative 
putting to work of undecidnbilit), on the otller. The �upposedly established difference 
between pifur and dipister, or ratller bl.'tween dlpisler (10 trace or follow a trail) and dt, 
pifler (to erase a trail or \"olunt:lTily lead The followcr a.cray). galhcrs and guarantees thc 
whole distincfion between human and nnimnl according tu 1_1can. This distinction only 
has to tremble for tile whole :Ixiomatic to be ruined, in its very principle. This is what 
We are going 10 ha,,�' to clarify. 
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[This, of course, is merdy an anthropomorphic and figural suggestion, the 

" rabbit in the h:n," for what is going to be made dear immc::di:ltely, by thc 

"But" that follows, is that honor and nobility, linked to the gi\cn Word 

as they arc to the symbolic. arc precisely what the animal cannot do; an 

animal doesn't give its word. and onc doesn't give one's word loan animal, 

except by projection or anthropomorphic tr:msfcrencc. One doesn't lie to an 

animal either, especially not by feigning to hide something onc is showing 

it. Is this not self-evidence itself? And even the whole organization of this 
discourse? This at any rate is what we arc looking at here.[ 

8m an IJII/mal d(Xs notfeign feigmng. I t  dOl:s not make tracks the trickery of 
which would consist in their being taken to be false when they are true, I.e. 
tracks that would present the right path. Any morr thull II effaus ItS trackr, 
which f/'C)II/d ulrrady b� for It to mak� irsdf mbjtct of lh� s'gnifi�r. 4-! 

Being a subject of the signifier, of which the anim�d is here deemed inCa· 
pable: what does this mean? Let us first note in passing that this confirms the 
old (Adamo· Promethean) theme of the profound innocence of the animal, 
which, incapable of the "signifier;' incapable of lie and trickery, incapable 
of crime and cruehy, of feigned feim, is here allied, in JUSt as traditional a 
fashion, to the theme of a violence that knows nothing of cruelty: the inno
cence, then, of a living being that is a stranger to evil, prior to the difference 
between good and evil. 

But being subject of the signifier means also. and again, twO indissociable 
things that couple in the subjectity of the subject. The subject of the sigm
fier is subjected to the signifier. Lacan constantly insislS on the "dominance" 
"of the signifier over the subiect,"·� as on the "symbolic order which is. for 
the subject. constitutive:"" The "subject" does not have Illastery over it. Nor 

4�. IDerrida·s nnle:l "Suh�ersion of the SubJect . . . .  M In &-r,tS. p. 8071p. 611Jl. (my 
emphasiS. of eourse). Elsewhere I shall study a text that. obeying the s,1mc logic ("the 
SC:lual instlncl l . . .  l cry�lallil.ed on a relation that is I . . .  1 Imaj.!inary�), eSJJCei:tlly aooUl 
the �tiekleback and the "copulatIon dance lVith the female," addres)C� thc que�tion 
of death. of the brmg abeady dead, and n01 only the being-mortal of the individual as 
"typo:� of Ihe species: not horses, bUl the horse. See us Wits uchmquu dr Pr(,lId (ParIS: 
ScmL L975). pp. I �o-41 llrans. John Forrester as The Scmmar of Ja('lfll(,s LaaJ/l, Book, ,: 
Pt?ud's !'apers UII T('('hllll/I,r, '953-54 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1 9t!8). 
pp. tll-:131. 

45. 1Derl1da's note:] For example. In "Scminar on The !'1I,{alllrd utl('r, � in t.ail!, 
p. 61 [I" 4S[· 

46. [Dernda'$ nOlc:l "il is Ihe symbolic order Ihal is collSutuliyc (or the subJcct. b) 
showmg you 10 a story the major determination the subject receives from the traJectOry 
of a signifierM (MScmmar on The P,.,loind utter:' p. 12 [p. 7[). 

� O I) Il T H  S It S S I O S  :j: 125 

sovereignty. The real hUlllan sovereign is the signifier. The emry of the 

subject into the human order of the law presupposes this passive finitude. 

this infirmity. this defect that the animal docs nOl suffer from. The animal 
knowS nothing of evil. lics. and trickery. What the animal lacks is precisely 
the lack in virtue of which man is subjcct to lhe signifier, subject subjected 
to the sovereign signifier. But being subject of lhe signifier is also to be a 
subjecting subject, a master subject. an active and de<:iding subject of the sig

nifier, master enough in any case. if )'ou will, to feign feignin� and thereby 
to be able to posit one's power of effacement of the trace. This sovereignty 
is the superiority of man over beast, e"en ifil is b.1Sed on the pri\'ilege of the 
defect, lack. or fault. a failing that is referred to Ihe generic prematuration 
of birth as well as to the castration complex-that L.1can, in a text I shall 
quote in a moment. designates as the scientific (or in :my case nonmytho
logical) and Freudian \'(Tsion of original sin or the Adamic fault. 

This is where the passage from imaginary to symbolic is determined as 
passage from the animal order to the human order. This is where subjec

tilY, as order of the signifier from the place of the Other, was supposedly 

missed by the traditional philosophy of the subject, along with the relations 

between man and animal. Such at least is Lacan's allegation when he subtly 
reintroduces the logic of anthropocentrism and firmly reinforces the fixism 
of the Cartesian cogitO as a thesis on the:: animal-machine in general. 

All this has been articulated only confusedly by philosophers, professionals 
though they be. But it IS clear that Speech begins only with the passage from 
feint to the order of the signifier, and that the signifier demands an other 
place-the place of the Other. the Other witness, the witness Other than 
any of the partners-so that the Speech that it supports can lie. i.e. posit 
itself as Truth. 

Thus it is from somewhere other lhan the Reality that it concerns that 
Truth draws its guarantee: II is from Speech. Just as it is from Speech that it 
receives that mark that institutes II in a Slfucture of fiClion.47 

This allusion to a "struc!Ure of fiction" would send us back to the debate 
around Tilt Purlointd UUtf!! Without reopening that debate at this poim, 
let us nore here the reAexive:: acuity of the word ··fiction." The concept to
ward which il leads is no longer merely thaI ofthefiguft or the simplefeint, 

47· "Subversion of the SubICCI . . .  ," PI" 807-8 1p. 61141. 
48· IDerrida·s note:] Sec"Le f.lelcur d<· la vente." Ul La CUfl<' postale: Dc Socal<' d Freud 

et Qu-dew (Paris: Flammarion, 1980): trans. AI:1I1 Bass as "The Pur�eyor of Truth:' in 
Thc Poueurd: From Socrotrs to FI'rud and BCJo"d (Chicago: Uni\ersily of ChLcago Prcii5. 
1987). 
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bm the: reAexive and abyssal concept of a feiglled feint. It  is  vi3 the power 
to feign the feint that one 3ccedes to Speech. to the order of Truth, to the 
symbolic order, in short to the human order. And thereby to sovereignty in 
general, as to the order of the political. 

(Refore even specifying once more the principle of the reading that 1 am 
auempting, I should like to evoke at least one hypothesis. Although I,acan 
often repeats that there is no Other of the Other,'? although for Levinas, to 
the contrary, from another point of view, the question of justice is born of 
this quest for the third party and an other of the other who would not be 
" simply his fcllow,''W one wonders whether the denied but common im
plication of these two discourses :about the other :and the third party docs 
not situate at least one instance of the anim31, of the anirnal-ofher, of the 
other as animal, of the other-living-mortal, of the nonfcllow in any case. the 
nonbrother [the divine or the animal. here inseparable], in short of the a
human in which god :lIld animal form an alliance according to all the theo
zoomorphic possibilities properly constitutive of myths, religions, idolatries 
and even the sacrificial practices of monotheisms that claim to break with 
idolatry. What is more. the word "'a-human" holds no fear for Lacan who, 
in a postscript to "Subversion of rhe Subject . . .  ," notes that he was not at all 
upset by the epithet " a-human" that one of the conference participants bad 
used to describe what he said.) 

Wh:lt is Lacan doing when he posits "that the signifier demands an other 
place-the place of the Other, the Other witness, the witness Other than 
any of the partners"? Must nO[ this Ix:yond of the partners, and thus of the 
specular or imaginary duel, if it is to break with the image and the fellow. 
at least be situated in a place of aherity radical enough (what I earlier Cllled 
the unrecognizable) th;n one must break with all idemification of.m im
age of self, with any fellow living being, and therefore with all fraternity!1 

49· See, for example, " Sub"nsion of the Subiect . . . :. p. 818 1p. 693[. 
50. 1 Derrida's note:l " P�ix el proximitc," in Emmu"ud UViIlUS, special issue of Ca

IlIc,s de la nuit slIrlJ("illk, 19114, p. 345. Cite([ and comn\(:nt.:cd in Adieu-a Emmum'c/ 
l..�vil/us (P�ris: Galilee, 199i) IWlns. P:ascalc-Arme Brault and Michael NJ3S as Adieu fQ 
":mmul/lld uvmas (Stanford: Stanford UnilersilY Press. 1999)1. In this lext. in which 
[-"vinas asks him�clf the '<cry worried question, in the end left hani!ing. of what a third 

p:art)' would be that was both "other Ih,l!\ the neighbor:' " hul aho an other ntighbor and 
also a neighbor of the other and not simply the other's f.:cllow." it remains dear thai the 

question rem"ins. as he himsdf �mys on the �ame page. in the order of the ''interhuman:' 

and even of the citizen. 
5!. I Derrida's nOle:l As TO the valu(" o( " (ralerniIY;' as [ tried to deconstruct its tradi

lion and amhori!), in Po/lliquei dc I"am",1 (paris: Galile.:c, 1994), One ought 10 sludy al50 
Its credit in L.�can< well beyund tht paSsagl' we w("r(" reading earlier and the suspicion 
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or human proximity, with all humanity? Must not this place of the Other 
be a-human? If that were the case, the a-human. or at least the figure of 
some divinanimality (to say it in one word), even if it were pre-sensed via 
man, would be rhe quasi-tr3nscendental referent, the: excluded, foreclosed, 
denied, tamed, �;Icrificed ground of what it grounds: namely the symbolic 
order, the hum3n order, the law, justice. Is this necessity not acting in secret 
in Levinas and Lacan. who. moreover, so often encounter each other's path 178 
despite all the differences in the world? This is one of the reasons why it 
is so difficult to hold a discourse of mastery or transcendence with respect 
to the animal and simultaneously claim to do so in the name of God, in the 
name of the name of the Father or rhe name of the Law. The Father, the 
L;nv, Ihe Animal. etc.. the sovereign and the beast -should one not rec
ognize here basically one and the same thing? Or, rather, indissociable fig-
ures of the same Thing? One could add the Mother. a.nd it probably would 
change nothing. Nietzsche and Kafka understood this perhaps better than 
philosophers or theorists did, at least in the tradition we arc attempting to 
analyze. 

Of course, ollce again. my concern is not primarily to object frontally to 
the logic of this discourse and what it brings with it of the Lacan from the 
period of the Eerifs (1966). I must for now leave hanging the question of 
knowing whether. ill the texts that followed or in seminars (published or 
not, accessible or inaccessible), the frame of this logic was explicitly reexam
ined. Especially when the oppositional distinction between the imaginary 
and the symbolic, which forms the very axiomatics of rhis discourse on the 
animal, seems to be increasingly left to one side, if not rejected, by L1can. 
As always, I am trying to take into account the strongest systematic orga
nization of a discourse in the form in which it gathers itself at 3 relatively 
determinable moment of its process. Spanning thirty years, the v;lrious texts 
gathered in one \'olume. the Ecrits, strongly bound to itself, give us in this 
respect a reli:able hold and path to follow. Among the published 3nd acces
sible texts that follow the Eerits. one should. in particular, try to follow the 
path that leads, interestingly but I believe without a break, to the analyses 
of animal mimeticism, for example, always from the point of view of lIiew, 
from that of the image and the "seeing oneself looked at," even by a can of 
sardines that can '[ sec me (,'First, if it means anything when Petit-Jean says 

broughl to bear on the p;lrricid:al brothers J.ccording to the logic of To/em olld Taboo. 
I n many places. Lacan ccn"inl)' dreams of an oth("T [mum it}'. for .:cxamplc in these final 
Words of" Aggrcssivity in Psycho.lnalysis·': "It is to Ihi� being of nothingn�ss lhat il is 
oUr daily task to open anew the way o(his meaning in a discreel fraternity to which we 
never Illc:asure up" (Ecries, p. 124 1p. 101]). 
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to me that the can can't see me, this is because, In a certain sense, after all, it 
really is looking at me. It is looking at me fit the level of the point of light, 
which is where everything that looks at me is to be found, and that is not at 
all a metaphor:')'� 

Instead of objecting to this argumentation, then, I would be tempted 
to emphasize that the logical, and therefore rational, fragility of some of 
its articulations ought to commit liS to a general reworking of this whole 
conceptuality. 

In the first place, it seems difficult to identify or determine a limit, i.e. an 
indivisible threshold. between feint and feigned feint. What is more, [\"(:n 
supposing that this limit is conceptually accessible (and I do not believe it 
is), it would still remain to find out in the name of what knowledge or 
what testimony (and knowledge is not a piece of testimony), one can calmly 
declare that the anima/ in general is incapable of feigning feint. Lacan here 
invokes no ethological knowledge (rhe growing and spectacular refinement 
of which is proportional to rhe refinement uf the ammol), nor any expe
rience, observation, or personal attestation worthy of belief. The status of 
the assertion that denies the all1mal feigned feint is purdy dogmatic in its 
form. Bm there is no duubt a hidden motivation to this humanist or an
thropological dogmatism, and that is the certainly obscure but undeniable 
feeling that it is difficult. if not impossible, to tell the difference between a 

feint and a feigned feint, between the ability to feign and the ability to feign 
feigning. For example, in the most elementary sexual dzsplay, how would 
one distinguish between a feint and a feigned feint: If it is impossible to 
provide a criterion here, one could conclude either that any feigned feint 
remains a simple feint (animal, or imaginary, as Lacan would say) or else, 
to the contrary, and with equal validity. that any feint, however simple it 
be, repeats itself and posits itself undecidably, in its possibility, as feigned 
feint (human or symbolic. according to L1can). As I shall make clearer in a 
moment, a symptomatology (and of course a psychoanalysis) Cill and must 
always conclude that il is possible. for any feint, to be a feigned feint. and 
for any feigned feint to be a simple feint. The distinction between lie and 
feint then becomes precarious, along with the distinction between Speech 
and Truth (in Lacan's sense) and everything he claims to distinguish from 
it. And therefore between man and beast. The feint requires that the other 

52. I Derrzda 's nOH;; I J�cques Lacan. u siminalre livre XI; US qllatre COllceph fonda· 
menlauxdc fa psychallulyrc {P�ns: �uil. 1973), 1'. 119; Sec especially pp. 70-]' Itrans. Alan 

Sherid3n as The Four FUlldumcnrul Conccpn of P,-ychcxmaly;;is (The Seromar of Jluqurf 

U1Call, Rook II) (New York: Norton. (978), p. 95: pp. 73-741. 
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be taken into account; it supposes. then, simultaneously. the feint of the 
feint-of;1 simple supplementary play of the other in the strategy of the 180 
game. This supplementarity is at work from the first feint. Lacln, more-
over, cannot deny that the aillmai takes the other into account. In  the ar-
ticle "On a Question Preliminary to Any Possibh: Treatment of Psychosis" 
(1957-58), there is a remark that goes in this direction and that I should 
have liked patiently to link to our network: simultaneously in tension, if 
not in contradiction, with Lacan's discourse nn the imaginary capture of 
the anim:d (in this way basically deprived of an other) and in harmony with 
the discourse on pathology. evil, lack, or defect that mark the relation to the 
other as such in man but arc already announced in the animal: 

To take up a formula that had p1eued Freud when he heard Charcot say it, 
··this docs not stop it from existing" -hac, the Other in its place A. 

For remove it from there, 3nd man can no longer even maintain himself 
in the position of Narcissus. The amma, as though through the effect of an 
elastic band, snaps b3Ck Onto the (If/imllS and the animus ontO [he animal, 

which. between S and a, maintaIns with its Umwelt ··foreign rela[ions� thflt 
are significantly narrower [han ours, without however one's being flble to 
say that its relations with the Other are non-existent, but only [hat they ap
pear to us only in sporadic sketches of neufosisY 

In other words, the beast only resembles man and only enterS into relations 
with the Other (in a weaker fashion, because of a ··narrower" adaptation to 
the environment) to the extent of its illness, the neurotic defect that brings 
it closer to man, to man as defect of prem;l(Ure animal, as yet insufficiently 
determined. If there were a continuity between the animal order and the 
human order, and hence between animal psychology and human psychol
ogy, it would follow this line of evil, offault, and of defect. Lacan, moreover, 
claimed th;\t he did not hold to a discontinuity between the two psycholo
gies {animal and human),ar I�asr qua psych% gi!:s: ·'M:[y this digression here 
dissipate the misunderstanding that we apparently allowed some people to 
reach: that of imputing to us the doctrine of a discontinuity hetween animal 181 
and human psychology, which is very far from what we think.·'">i 

What does this meani' That the radical discontinuity between the animal 
and the human, an absolute and indi visible discontinuity that he nonetheless 

53. ··On a Que51ion Preliminary to Any Possible Tre.atment of Psychosis:· in Eait!. 
p. 55' (p·4601. 

54. "Simarion of Psychoanalysis and Training of the Psycho.malpl in [956:' in 

Ecms, p. 48" [po 4041. 



Ij(} + I'OUaTII SESSION 

confirms and deepens, no longer has [0 do wilh lhe psycllOloglcal as such. 
animo and psyche. hut preosdy with the appe"arance of an other order. 

On the other hand. an analogous (I do nOi say identical) conceptual un
decidability comes to trouble the opposition, so deosi\(! fM Lacan. betwecn 
making and effacing tracks lor traces I. The animal can trace, inscrihe, or 
leave tracks, bul. 1_1can add�, it " does not efface its tracks, which would 
already mean that it became the subject of the signifier." Nuw here too, 
even supposing that we rely on this distinction, Lacan justifies neither by 
testimony nor by ethological knowledge Ihe assertion whereby "the ani
mal." as he S.1YS, the animal in general. does nOI efface its tracks. Beyond 
the fact that. as I had Iried to show elsewhere (and this is why, so long ago, 
I had substituted the concept of trace for that of signifier). the structure of 
the trace presupposes ,hatro rrace comes down to effocmg a trace as much 
as Imprinting it, all sortS of animal practices, sometimes ritual practices. for 
example in burial and mourning, associate the experience of the trace and 
that of the effacing of the trace. A feint, moreover, and even a simple fcint, 
consists in rendcring a sensory trace unreadable or imperceptiblc. How 
could one deny th:ll the simple substitution of one trace for anothcr. the 
marking of their diacritical difference in the most elementary inscription. 
the one Lacan concedes 10 the animal, involves effacement as much as im
printing? It is just as difficult to assign a frontier between feint and feigned 
feint. to draw an indivisible line through the middle of a feigned feint, as It 
is to distinguish inscription from effacement of Ihe trace. 

But let us go funhcr, and ask a typc of question that [ should have liked, 
18J given timc, to generalize. It is less a mancr of wondering whether one has 

the right to refuse the animal such and such a power (speech, reason, expcri� 
ence of death, mourning, culture, institution, politics. technique, clothing, 
lying, feigned feim, effacement of the tracc, gifl, laughter, tears, respect. 
etc.-the lisl is necessarily indefinite, and the most powerful philosophi
cal tradition in which we li\e has refused all of Ihat to the �animar·). It is 

more a matter of wondering whether what one calls man has the right. for 
his own part, 10 attribute In all rigor to man, to attribute to himself. then. 
what he refuses to Ihe animal, and whether he ever has a concept of it !.hat 
is pure, rigorous, inditJIJible, tiS slIcn. Thus, even supposing, COIICt'SSO /1011 doto. 
that the "animal� is incapable of effacing its traces, by what right should 
one concede this power to man, 10 the " subjcci of thc signifier'.., And es
peCially from a psychoanalytic poinl of view� Any man may cenainiy be 
consciolls, within a space of doxic phenomenality, of effacing his traces. But 
who will ever judge tht: efficacy of this geslure� Do we nl-oed to recall ihat 

any effaced Hace, in consciousness, can lea\·e a trace of Its cffacemenl Ihe 
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symptom of which (be it individual or social, historical, political. etc., and 
even technical-one can ne\'er be sure of having erased something on a 
computer, etc.) can always guarantee its return? ])0 we need, especially. 
to remind a psycho.lnalyst of this? And to recall that any reference to the 
power to efface the trace is still speaking the language of the conscious and 
even imaginary �elf? 

All this docs not come down to saying (I've explained this:H length else
where) that the trace cannot be effaced. On the contrary. It is in the nature 
of a trace that it always effaces itself and is always ahle to efface itself. But 
thai it efface itself. that it can always efface itJelf. from the first moment 

of its inSCription, through and beyond repression, does not mean that any� 
body, God, man, or beast. is its master or sovereign subject and can have the 
power [0 effacc 1I:1t its disposal. On the contrary. In this respect, man has no 
more sovereign power 10 efface his traces than the so�called "animal." To ef
face his traccs radically, hence just as Fadicolly to destroy, deny, put [0 death, 
even put himself to death. 

But one should not conclude from this that the traces of the one and the 
others cannot be effaced-and that death and destruction arc impossible, 
Traces arc effaced, like everything. but il is in the very structure of the trace 
that it is not in the POWl'r of anyone [0 eff

.
1ce il or above all [0 "judge" as 

10 its effacement, still less an assured, constitutive power [0 efface. perfor
matively, what effaces itself. The distinction can appear to be subtle and 
fragile, but this fragility fragilizes all the solid oppositions that we a re track
ing, beginning with the distinction betwccn the symbolic and Ihe imaginary 
that in the end sustai ns this whole anthropocentric reinstilution of t he supe
riority of the human order over the animal order, of the law o\'cr the living 
being, etc., where this subtle form of phallogocentrism seems to bear \Vit� 
ness in its way to the p.'lnic that Freud talks abolll: wounded rcaction not to 
thejirs! trauma of humanity, the Copernican (the earth re\'olves around the 
sun), not to Ihe/hi,.d trauma, the Freudian (the decentering of consciousness 
in view of the unconscious), but to the jecond trauma. the Darwinian. 

Before provisionally moving away from Lacan's text, I should like to 
situate a task and is�ue a reminder. 

The task would commit IlS, on the basis of everything we have inscribed 
here under the sign of the Cartesian cogito, to analyze closely Lacan's ref
erence [0 Descartes. As with the reference 10 Hc�cl. and oftcn associated 
with it. the appeal to Descartes, to the Cartesian I lhink, was conSla11l. de
termining, complex, differentiated. In a rich SCI of references and in a broad 
investigation. a fir�t marker would be imposed on us by our problematic. 
It would be found in the pages [hal immediately follow the paragraph on 
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the difference between the non feigned feim of the aoim;}1 and the feigned 
feint of man capablc of effacing his traces. In it, Lacan shares Out praise and 
criticism. 

On tht' ont: hand, the "Cartesian (Ogilo docs not (,1i\ to recognize" the es
sential, namely that consciousness of existence::. the sum, is nOl immanent to 
it but transcendent, and therefore beyond specular or imaginary capture. 
This comes down to confirming that an animal cogito remains a captive 
of the identificatory image, a simation onc could formaliu by saying that 
the animal accedes to the ego, the "me," only by missing the " 1," but an "'" 
that itself accedes to the signifier only on the basis of a lack: the (animal) self 
lacks the lack. Llcan writes, for example: 

The ego is thenceforth a function of mastery, a play at bemg imposing, � 
constituted riv�lr)' Iso m:lny features that are not refused to the �nin131J. In 
the capture that it undergoes from its imaginary nature, It masks its duplic
ity, i.e. that the consciousness in which it �ssures itself of :In incontesr;tble 
existence (a n:l"iveu'! to be found deployed in the medit�tion of a Fenelon) 
is in no way immanent to it, but indeed transcendent since it sustains ilSdf 
on the basis of the unary trait of the ego-ideal (which the Caw:si�n cogilo 
does nm fail to realize). Whereby the transcendental ego ilself is rdativ
ized, Implicated as it IS III the IniHecognition in which are inaugurated the 
idcnllfications of the ego." 

But. on rht' orh�r hand, the �go rogito is dislodged from its position as central 
subject. It loses mastery. central power. and becomes a subject subjt:cted to 
the signifier. 

The imaginary process mm'es thus from the specular image to " the 
constitution of the ego on the road of subjectivation by the signifier." This 
seems to confirm that the becoming�subject of the ego p..1SSCS via the sig
nifier, Speech, the Truth. etc., i.e. by losmg immediate transparency, con
sciousness as consciousness of a sdf�idenrical self. Which leads to an only 

apparent paradox: the subject is confirmed in the eminence of its power by 
subverting it and bringing it back to i ts  defect. namely [hat animality is on 
the side of the conscious t'go, whereas the humanity of the lmlllan subject is 
on the side of the unconscious, the law of the signifier, Speech. the feigned 
feint, etc.: 

The promotion of consciousness as essential to lhc subject in the histoncal 
:lftermath of the C1rtesian cogito is for us the misleading accentuation ur 
the transp.�rency of the ", .. In aCIII at the expense of the opacity of the siglll-

55. " Subverslon of tile Sublect . . . :· p. S09 1p. 68S1· 

fier that determines that "I." and the shpp.1ge whereby B�wlwtst:in serve� 
w cover the confusion of the &lbst. comcs precisely in the Pht?1lOmenologyof 
Spirit to demunstrate, with Hegel's rigor, the reason for his error.'It. 

So the accentuation of tr:msparency is said to be "misleading"' [trompt'IIId. 
This does not only mean the "going astray" lst'trompaj of error, but a " being 
misled"' lIe tromperl of trickery, lying. lying to onesclf as belief, "making be
lieve" in the transp.uency of the ego or of sclfto self. That would be the risk 
oflhe traditional interpretation of the Cartesian cogim. perhaps the risk of 
Descanes' auto-interpretation, of his intellectual alllo-biography. one never 
knows. Whence the Lacantan promotion of the cogito and the diagnosis of 
lying. trickeT)', misleading transparency at the heart of the cogito itself. 

" Hegel's rigor," he says. We should then have to follow the interpretation 
that Lacan proposes of the struggle between the Master and the Slave, at the 
point where it comes to "decompose the equilibrium of fellow to fellow." 
The same motif of the "alienating diall'Xtic of the Master and the Slave" ap
pears in "Variations on the Standard Tre:ltment" ( 1955): am mal specularity, 
with its lures ;ll1d aberr;lIiolls. comes to "structure durably the human sub
ject," by reason of the prt:m:l1urity of birth, "a fact in which one apprehends 
this dehiscenct: of natural harmony, demanded by Hegel as the fecund ill
ness, the happy fault of lift:, in which man, by distinguishing himself from 
his essence, discovers his existence,"'!7 The reinscription of the question of the 
animal, in our reinterpretation of the reinterpretation of Hegel by Lacan, 
could be situated at the point at which the i:Jtter rcinrroduces the reminder 
about the imaginary. the ""specular capture" and the "generic prematurity 
of birth," a "danger" "unknown to Hegel." Here too, what is at stake is life. 
Lacan says so dearly, and the mo\e to the human order of the subject, be
yond the animal imaginary. is indeed a question oflife and death: 

The struggle that cslablishes hlnl is Indeed one of pure prestige /whereby i t  
is no longer animal, according to 1_1c�n I .  and what i s  at stake i s  t o  do with 
life, well placcd 10 echo that danger of the generic prem�[Urity of birth. 

unknown to Hegel. and which wc have made the dynamic mainspring of 
specular capture.'III 

How arc we \0 understand the word "generic," which qualifies with so 
much force the insistenl and determining concept of "prematurity;' namely 
the absolute event without which this whole discourse would lose its "'main-

56. Ibid. pp. 809-tO [po 68'S). 
57· H\'ariations on the Sland:1H1 Treatment:' p. j4S [po 286]. 
58. �Sub�ersion of the: Subj«t . . .  :. p. 8'0 [I" 686]. 
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spring," as Lac .. n himself 5:1)'5, b..:ginning with the relcvann:: of the distinc
tion between imaginary and symbolic? Is the " generic" a trait of the human 
genus as anunal genus or a feature of the human in�or:1f 3� it escapes from 
genus, from the gem:r;c. the gt:netic-by the defect, precisely. of a certain 
dc-generation [di-ginillltion[. T:tlher than that of merely dcgcncrallng Idi
gint'rl'sct'nct'[. a dc-generation the very defect of which engenders symbolic 
" generation," the relations between generations. the law in the Name of tile 
Father. Speech. Truth. Trichry, me feigned fein!. the power to efface the 
trace, etc.,: 

From this question, which we shall leave in abeyance. like a task, :11 the 
point where. nonethdcss, it proceeds from this traditional logic oflne origi
nary defect, I return 10 whal I announced as a final reminder, namc1), what 
gathers this whole placing into perspective or the defeCl in the history of the 
original fault. an original sin dlil( finds its mythical relay in the Oedipus 
Slory, and then its nonm)'thical relay in the "castration complex" as formu
lated by Frtud. I n the following quot!ltion. in which I shall emph:lsize Ihe 

lack and the ddect. we shall see again all the stages of our journey, Gen
esis, the snake. the question of"]" and of the "What am I?" ("Wh:H :lm I 

following?"),'1'1 a quotation from Valery's Skt:tch of a Snpt'llt ("the uni\erse 
is a dt:ft:cl in the purity of Kon-Being"), etc.: 

ThIS IS what i5 Iackmg for the subject to be abl!!' to think hHnself exhausted 
by his cogito. namely what about hIm is uillhinkable. But where docs this 

beinp: corne from who appears to be in some senseatfolllt kn dtjallll in the 
sea of proper names.: 

/87 We cannot ask this of this subject as an " 1." To know the answer. he lacks 
everything, since, if this subject "I." I was dead, as we said, he would not 
know 11. Therefore that he docs not know me to be a1l\e. So how am I to 
prove It to Myself? 

For I can, at a pinch, pro\c to the Other that hl' eXIsts. not 01 course 
with the proofs of the existence of God with which the centuries have 

been killing Him, but by lo\-ing him. a �Iution pro\ Ided by the Christian 
kerygnu. 

Thi� is. moreo\cr. :l solution that is too prec:lriotls for us even to think of 
grounding III it :l detour for what is our problem. n:lmcly: What am I? 

I am in the place whence it is shouted: "rhe universe is :1 dtJtct III the 

purity ofNoll-Beill,l!." 
And thl' IS not without rea.mn. for in being maintallled. this pbce makes 

59. ITr�ns[�!Or's nore:! l)erriJa's rarenthc�, c;nc[""e the words "('tre: et sUI,reM 

to draw .lttenll"n to Iht· alllhi�Ultr of"je suis,- which (In mean both "[ am" aod "[ 
follow.-
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Being itsclflanguish. This place i� c;llled Enjoyment, and it is the lack [dl

Jallt] of this place Ihat would rend!!'r thc ulllverse vain. 
So 1 am responsible for it� Yes, no doubt. Is this enjoyment. the lack of 

which renders the Other inconslslent-is il then mine? Experience proves 
that it is ordinarily forbidden to me, and this not only, as imbeciles would 
believe, through a bad :Hrangement of society, but I would �y by theJault 
of the Other ir he uisted: but as the Olher docs not eXIst. all that remains 
for me is to take the folllt on "I." i.e. to belie\'e the thing that experience 
leads us alt to, with Freud 111 the lead: to onginal sin. For even if we did not 
ha\'e Freud's admission, as clear as it is full of sorrow, the fact would remain 
that the myth that we owe 10 him, the newest-born in all history. is of no 
more use than Ihe myth aboullhe accursed apple. with this slight difference 
(not a result of its status as myth), that. being more succinct, it is consider
ably less cretinizing. 

But what is not a myth, yet which Freud formulated just as early as he 
did the Oedipus complex, is the castration complcx.!JIJ 

60. -Subversion or the SubJect . . .  ," PI'. 819-10 Ipp. 69-f-<Jsl: l:krriJa'5 emphases. 
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Once more, al:ls, as [ did last week, with a sadness that knows nothing of 
repetition, I sh:lll salute the memory of a colleague who was a fnend-and 
to honor Pierre Bourdieu, I neither wam nor am able to give in to the genre 
of encomium or fu nera! oration-however sincere its pathos may bt::-at 
the time when :1 friend offifty years has left me, a friend who was ,llso au
thor of the oeuvre you know. 

Seeking the right tOnc and looking for strength on the side of life, or 
the reaffirmation of life, here and now, and without hiding the element of 
denial that i :1ccept, I sh:1l1 recall that it was in this room, in the t990S, that, 
with him and a few others, we founded the CISIA, Comitc intern:1tion:1i 
de soutien aux intellectuds algeriens [ International Committ� for the Sup
port of Algerian Intellectuals], also with the memory and attachmelU that 
we both had, though dIfferently. for Algeria and the common concern for 
the terrible destiny of that country. And still on the side of life. since \\·e 
are going to speak of Flaubert today, since we arc going to bring back thc 
r��nant Flaubert, 1"11 beha\e as though we were inviting Pic::rre Bourdu:,u 
to take p..1rt in this seminar with us. I shall quote :1 paSS.lge from his book 
us r;glu de tal"! (The Rules of Art), which is to a great extent oJ book on 

Flaubert and a hook b.1sed on Fbubert. I haye chosen this passage because 
it dcals with literoJlun:. knowledge. beasts, and monsters, :IS well a\ widl 
the law. with their legitimation. And also, as you will hear, the watchword, 
spoken like a law, by the father of sociology (Durkheim): 

But the age IS also t.hat of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. Lamarck, DarWin, ell 
vier. theories 011 the origin of species :lnd c\olution: Flalllx:rt who, likc thc 
Parnassians. also intends to go beyond the traditional opposition between 
art and science, borrows from the natural ami historical sciences not onl) 
erudite knowb:lge but aIM) the mode of !.holiAht Ihat eh:lraC\CTlzes them 

and the philosoph)' th,lI comes from them: determinism, rdati\i�m, histori· 
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cisln. I-Ie finds here amonj:: other thsngs the Irglllmatiofl of his horror for 

the preachings of social art and his taste for the cold neutrality of the scien
tific gaze: "\\1hal IS beautiful about the oalUral sciences: they are not trying 
to prove anylillng. And so, wh,u breadth of facts and what Immensit)" for 
thought! You must treat men like mastodons and crocodiles!" Or agam: 

" treat the human soul widl Ihe IInp:H"aliIY they usc In the physical sci
ences:' \Vh:iI Flaubcrt learned :It the �hool of the biologl5ls, and especially 
from Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, "that great Ill:ln who showed Ihe legitim:u:.:y 
of monsters," lakes him \cry close to Durkheim's watchword. '·social fans 
must be treated likc things,'· which hc putS to work with great rigor in 
Snltimrotal Education.1 

What, at bottom: Who, at bottom.) At bottom wh;lt and at bottom whO�l 
The Ix:ast and the so\crcign, what is it at bottom? And who? What is 

there at the boltom of the question, and first of all the question "What is it?" 
or "Who is it?·· at the bottom ofdle question of being, on the subject of the 
beast and the sovereign ? 

What is there, at the h()l!om of this couple. this strange couple. this odd 
couple as they would say in English.1 What at bottom? Who at bonom? And 
what if, at bonom, the distinction between what and who came to sink into 
indifference, into the abyss? To die, basically, JUSt as the common condition 
of both beast and sovereign, qua living beings. is to Ix: exposed [0 death, and 
[0 a death that always risks coming back from who to what, to reduce who 
to what, or [0 reveal the "what" of "who." Is to die not to become "what·· 
again? A "what" that anybody will :llwaYl> have Ix-en. 

Who or what at bouom? Should we: be sure we afe devoting a funda
mental or profound scm lnar 10 this slOry of "the beast and the sovereign'? 
Or else, should we be suspiCIOUS here more than ever, bener thall ever, of 
the seduction of the bonom, the founder, the fundamental, the proround? As 

I. Pierre Bourdicu. 11J r�gll'J de I'arl (Pam: Scuil. 1998). pp. 169-70. Derrida's em
phasis. The handwrinen opening of ,his session along with Ihe photocopied extract 
from us r�g/eJ de I'art were :lIIached 10 this version of the SC�Slon. At the end of the 

handwritten page (on the back) is this sentence, which Indicates how Derrida planned 
to proccc(l: ·'The thing-is It whoor wh:ll�" A slight ""riant of the same sentence is also 
written on fh<;: photocop�: ··Link. Things_are Ihey wi,,) or what" · 

l· ITransbtor·s nOl<;::1 Througholll this $CS�!I)Il. Dcrrida exploits the idiomatic pos
sibilities of the French word ··rond:· which mean- depth. bottom, fun(bmem, basis, 
Or (back)ground. The \erh ··fondcr" me:ms to found or 10 groun(!. 1 ha,"c Iran-Iated 
according 10 the comeXI, and often provided Ihe French in br;lckcts wh�re this seemed 
no:cCSS<l r�. 

3· [Translalor"s 1l00C:[ Thc words "odd couple'· �re in Engli5h in the texl. 

'9' 
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though there were still some bitls� in believing in depth, in the profound 
seating of whatever, or of whomever. Perhaps. with [he �ast ;lnd the sover
eign, we arc put to [he lest of the vcnigo of the bottomless, the bottomless 
bottom. This vertigo of the bottomless, the abyss, the bottomless bottom 
can, as vertigo docs in faCl, make your head spin. The sovereign is the one 
who is at the head, the chief, the king, the capital, the first, thcarkheof com_ 
mencement or commandmem, the prince, but also the one whose head can 
spin, who can lose his head, in madness or deClpitation. And lose. along 
with his head, meaning. What is thereat the bottom of the head? And what 
do we: have at the bottomless bottom of our heads when we speak of the 
beast and the sovereign? 

Perhaps we are going to talk today, without depth. of a certain bottom, a 
certain bonomless oouom of things, things said to be beast and sovereign. 

The beast and the sovereign, that was ;llld remains Ollr title. 
Not the bestiality or the beast-and the sovereign. 
Not the betise of the beast-and the sovereign. 
But the beast its�/f and the so\'ereign. And when we sa)' the beast iuri!. 

we arc thinking of what IS proper to the beas!. We are thinking of what 
makes the proper meaning or thC" name that names the beast, of what is 
proper to the beast. And there is no adequate abstract name to designate 
properly this essence of the beast, the being-beast of the beast. On the one 
hand, because we do nOt have in French a word such as "bCtetc;' as we havc, 
for the animal, "animalite." On the other hand, because the being-beast of the 
beast, an expression I have JUSt imprudently used to give an idea of a proper 
designation of the essence of the beast, has rhe noun "beast" drirt toward 
the attribute, epithet, or adjective "here," which, in French, as an adjective, 
displaces everything and no longer refers at all to the essence of the beast, 
and is even radically heterogeneous to it, in th:1t it properly applies, or al 
le.lst has its regime of propriety, as an auribute, in principle, for sense and 
good sense, only in the order of the human. 

What is proper to the beast, if such there be, would be neither betist" nor 
bestiality. Neither bel/st" nor bestiality, which, if we arc to believe good sense 
and what philosophy makes the most noise about, is rather that which is 
proper to man, like good sense, the most equally distributed thing in the 
world among humans:' Bettsf', which is proper to man, then, unless (this 

4. ITranslator's nnlt:1 French readcu would immedmtely sec: Ihe reference to the 
openmg of part I of Descartes' f)/SCfJursc on MnJroo: "Good scn.'>C: is. of all ihings amonG 
men. the most equally dlslrobul�I." 
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would Ix: my workmg hypothesis, still in abeyance) It is the proper of the 

proper purr and Simple, the proper appropriating itself, the proper positmg 

itself, the proper appropriated to itsdf.atftoposiud, the appropriation or the 
fantasy of the proper, wherc\'cr it comes about, both posits and posits It
self, man being only one witness among others, even if he is, as though by 
definition, an eloquent and talkative wimess, by definition the most telling 
witness of self-proclaimed, amoposited bEt iJ"c, no doubt the only living be
ing to propose a claim for it that is armed, unionized, evcn, from a union 
that would be no other than philosophical cuhure. or even culture pure and 
simple. 

\Ve have had some trOuble ;I\'oiding the lure or the beast itselr, then, 
before any bEwe. given that in our gend}'cological doggedness we saw mul
tiplying beneath our steps the steps or wolves and werewoh·es. on whose 
track we more orten round man himself, man made bElt', man-bite. more 
often, then, than the beast itselr. 

When [ say man m;lde /JEu or man-bire (with ;1 hyphen), you can no 
longer tell the difference, in the French language that we are speaking by 
contract, between bfu the noun and bite the adjective. Now between beu 
the noun and bEtt" the adjective there is a world m French, becausc nevcr, 
I repeat, nner, will anyone say, sensibly and meaningrully, understandably 
for everyone, of a bfu that it is bEt�. For the moment, speaking French, we 
are not using the word "here:' we are mt"mionmg it in quot;nion marks, ac
cording to the well-known distinction bel\veen usc and mention.1 When we 
mention or cite a word in quotation marks, we suspend its usc. Our rerer
em is the word itself and not the thing it is supposed to designate. When 
we quote the word hiu, we arc aiming at the word without yet knowing 
necessarily what the word designates or means. without yet committing 
ourselves firmly on that point. And even to know, to determine without 
error whether, in the act of mentionin� bfu, we are referring to the noun 
(fa Wt�) or <to> the adjecti\e (a man or woman who is beu), )'ou sec that 
mention, quotation of the word alone, does not suffice. \Ve already need a 
�ntence, a grammar, a beginning of discourse to decide ir I am mentioning 
the noun (la beu) or if I am mentioning the acljective (this man or woman 
is bere, a person is bErt!, a discourse or an action, nell an event is bitt!, and 
according to the subject to which the attribute rerers. the sense of the ad
jective is displaced). The :ldjective bert" obviously does nut mean the same 
thing in the sentence "this man or woman is beu" and the sentence "this 
discourse is hEu," "this action. this way of doing things isbeu," and still less 

5· ITr.mslalor's nOle:1 The word§ "use� and Mmemioo� �re in Engli�h in the tex!. 
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"this event is hiu." In the sense of " !I's bElt'. what's happening" (it's raming, 
or my car broke duwn, 1h:lI\ bite, I won 't � able lO!,!O OUI, in the sense of 
" it's ennuyt'ltx lannoying or boringr-the t711J11)'t'IO: posing in French sc
mantic problems that arc JUSt a� redoubtable); it's biu means: it is a chance 
event or occurrence that is undesirable, regrettable. in Itself insignificant 
but damaging in ils consequences, without anyone. :lI1yonc's hilift!, being 
able to be incriminated. If it is biu that J cannot finish preparing my lecture 
because Illy computer broke down, it is hEre although no biu is respon_ 
sible for it, nor anrone'� het/se. Only a person. a human person. so it would 
sccm. can be said 10 be bite, Iml when somt:lhing bite happens. i n  French, 
nobody, no person who i� bitt', nobody's bh/s�, can be held to be responsible 
for it or guilty of it. can be held to be the cau!>C of tlus bitt' thing that is hap
pening. The attribute bite seems appropriate only to a person (and not to 
a biu, an animal qua bite). but there arc cases in which thc attribute bitt' is 
appropriate to nobody and refers anonymously to the happening of what 
is happening, the case or the event. This attribute, the usc of this attribute, 
in a language, already seems very Imh�imlich. uncanny .. both strange and 
familiar. strangely familiar or familiarly strange. 

What does blt� mean? What is bite: Who is bh�? What or who? 
So in our dogged determination to hunt down what is proper to man, we 

were not far from forgeuing that more difficult still ts the determination of 
what is proper to the beast. and. a quite different issue. the proper meaning 
of the word bi/�. 

I f  the proper of man IS the properly human. the proper of the bEu is 
certainly neither the "properly bite" ofbestialiry nor the "properly bitt''' of 
bais�. We were not fClr from considering that. in French at least. bestiality 
could well be the proper of m;lI1. 

Indeed, the need 10 think what has perhaps not yet been thought. namely 
the proper of man, led us last time. i n  the exemplary track of Lacan and 
in the analysis of the presupposition of a psrcho.1nalytlc paradigm mat is 
singularly remarkable through many fealUres, but whIch has a discursi\'e 
organization and a conceplUahty among mher pOSSIble ones, lied us. then,1 
to pose the question of a bestiality which. for its part. would be the proper 
of man: bestiality as cruelty and nm as a zoophilic perversion. How this 
bestiality is possible and what its relation is to the sovereignty of the law: 
that was basically the question that guided us laSI week. And we verified 
what untenable consequences we were doomed to by an anthropocentered 
and even humanistic logIC of the sovereignty of the Law in this respect. that 
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is of freedom, r�sponslb,(lIy. decision, convention. the symbolic, i.e. of the 

appropriate r�spons�, as opposed to the supposed (biummt supposedf so

called animal fixity of the programmed, imaginary. specular. hard-wired. 

coded reaction. 
And we verified too what untenable consequences we were doomed to 

by the human :lnd "supposed to know" logic of a sovereign r�sponsibility ca- 195 
pable oftrUlh, speech. lie, crime, cruelty, bestiality, feigned feint, and efface-
ment of one's own trace. as oppo!>Cd to what one is supposed to know, again 
of a r�octjonlii irresponsibility of an animality incapable of crime. cruelty. 
bestiality, lying, feigned feint, or effacement of traces, in short. incapable 
of becoming a subject of the signifier. the expres�ion "subject of the signi-
fier" designating the master subject JUSt as well as the subjen subjected to 
the signifier. And by signifier, the signifier that has become the sovereign's 
sovereign, one had to understand the linguistic signifier in the last Instance, 
language or speech, even if some pre- or non linguistic trace could appar-
enLly and provisionally claim some emancipation or some prerogative of 
seniority. 

Today, still trying to think what has perhaps not yet ocen thought, 
namely the proper of man and the proper of the i:x!ast, and therefore the 
proper pure and simple, the proper itself, the ipseity of the proper, we might 
be tempted to wonder, symmetrically, nm (as last week): "How is  bestiality 
possible?" but "How is bilis� possible?" 

This question will have been put, in one form or another. b)' more than 
one person. But before coming back to the text I am preparing to quote, 
before rereading it after a certain detour, �lnd to recall its inscription in the 
French language, here isa certain shaping of the question by Deleuze, in Dif

jerellua"d Repetition.' This is a page and a book that antedate A:fiile p/at�oux 

IA Thousand P/auou.sl by almost twelve years, and therefore antedate too the 
great, rich chapter entitled "173Q-Becoming-Intense. Ikcoming-Animal. 
Ikcoming-lmperccptiblc" that I talked about tWO sessions ago, which I still 
warmly recommend ),ou to read in extmso, a chapler that is also traversed 
by man)' wolves and from which. last time, I quoted a passage on the Wolf 
Man and that passage's sarcasm with respect to psychoanalysis. Mill� pio-

7· lTT�nslator's note:1 "Bclcmcnt� is the a(lvcrbial form of .. belt .... : herc, "�tupidly 
suppo$Cd.� 

8. Gilles Deleu7.C. D1f&cna i'I rlplrilion (PaTl): Presses unh-ersitaires de France. 

1968), pp. 196-97: Ir;II\S. Paul Panon as Diffcrrnaund RC�I;rion (New York: Columbia 
University Press. 1994). pp. 150-'51. [Transblor'S note: I ha\c bcndilCd from being able 
to consuh V.uton·s translation, but in [he inlcrests ofliteralilY and cOMinefley with Dcr
rida's eommenury I ha\c retranslated all passages quoted from this book.] 
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UilUX, which devOlcs so many analyses [0 the becomin�-animal, no longer 
t:llks about bb i5t!, as did. twelve years earlier. then, Difference and RepClI/IOIl, 

196 in a passage [Q which I shall come in a moment. The only allusion, dlC onl) 
occurrence of the word berm', mat I ha\'c found (pending further imesllga_ 
tion) concerns. precisely. a certain bitiit: of psycho.'ln:,lysis as suppo�t'd know_ 
mg. The bit/st! of psychoanalysis. the biti5es uttered hy psycho.1nal )'si� when 
it talks about masochism and. in ;I morc gen.::ral way, when it talks :ahout 
animals. On page 317 12591 of Milll" plolt"QUX (bUl reread it all). Ddcuzc 
begins a p:tragraph thus: "\Ve wish to make a vcry simple p<JInt about p"Y
cho.,1nalysis: from the beginning. it has often encountered the question of 
the bceomings-animal of the human being" land we must notl: immediatdy 
thai. for psycho,malysis and for Deleuze when he dispute� psychoanalysis 
on this subject, it is always only about man, the becoming-animal of man. 
the history and stories of man in his becomings-animal, in other words. of 
the becoming-anthropomorphically-animal of man, and not about the ani
mal and the beast, as it wcre. themselves1. 

We wish to m:lke a vcry simple point about psychoanalysis: from the he
ginning. il h:ls often encountered the qucstiun of the �comings-anim:ll of 
the hUlll:ln being. In  children. who constantly undergo such bccomin�s. 

In fetishism :lnd especially in m:lsochism, which constalllly confront thIS 
problem. The least one can say is tbat the ps),cho.lnal),sls. even lung Iltm 
"even lung" emphasizes :lnd r«alls that Delcuze is onc of few. on a cer
talll French scene, regularly to d«lare an admiTlng Interc:q in Jun�:I. h:lve 
not understood or ha\e not wanted to understand (Dc:leuze Hlsinuatc:s HI 
this wa), thaI all these psYCho.lnalysts have denied undemandHlg, have be
h:lVed as though they did nm understand, wanted not to understand what. 
consequently. they understood perfectly well and found It in their IIlterests 
not to take on. admit, d«lare what they understood, wh:1I they understood 
thai they understood and still wanted not to undernand, wantc<1 1O pretend 
they did not understand, what is more a syntptom th.1I1 a simple failure 
of le:lrning or knowledge: a symptomatic misrccognition on the ba�is of 

197 an unconscious knowledge. And this acti\e, symptomatic misrecognitioll 
is a piece of bad treatment. cven a violent and cruel mistreatment of the 
becoming-animal of man and chil<1. a crud \ iolencel. They mass:lcred the 
bc:coming-:1Ilim:ll. in the adult .md in the child. They saw nothing. In the ani

m:l1. the)' see a rcprescntali\'e of the drives or a represcntation of Ihe par
ents. They do not see the reality of a becoming-animal. how II is the :Iffeci 
itself. the dri\e in person. and represents nothing. There arc no dri\'es apart 
from the assemblages (ugt'lIcmlt'nul thcmscl\"es.� 

9. l:>clctlzc. and GU:1uan. Mt/lt' plaua"x. p. J'7Ip. 2591. 
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'This concept of :liTeCl, like that of maehinie assemblage and of "plane," is 
the central concept of all these :tnalyses and all this Ddeuzian strategy. And 
after a few lines on the becomin.l':-horse of little Hans in Freud. and in Fer
enczi. the becoming-cockerel of Arp.ld, Dcleuze eOl1u:s to the interpreta

tion of masochism. This is where the: word bEtiu imposes itself on him. this 
time describing discourses of a psycho.1nalytic type. ··Psychoanalysis has no 
sense of the unnatural p.uticip.uions or the assemblages that a child can 
build (machines, then) in order to resoh'e a problem whose exits ha\'e been 
barred for him Iso the occoming-aOlm:l1 would here be a ruse. a machina
tion, a war-machine to escape, to undo a snare, a machine built to dismantle 
another machine]": 

Ps),cho,analysis has no sense of the unnatural participations or the assem

blages that a child can build In order to resolve a problem whuse exits have 
been barred for him: a plane. IIOt a fantasy Icritique, then. of the idea of 
fantasy as naturJI represelller uf a deeper and also nJtural drive, for which 
De1euze intend� fO substitute the more technical, more machinic, less natu
ral, more horizontal and flaller. planer figure of plane. And lJe1euze goes 
on, using. precisely. the word bfwe. bb�'� con�isting in believing in the 
depth of a f.1nt:lSy where there is really only plane I. In the same way. people 
would say fewer bi/lUS about pain. humiliation and anxiety in masochism, 
if they SolW {hat it is the Ixxomings-:lnimal that lead it. and not the oppo5ite. 
ApparalIIs. tools. de\ices intencne. :11 ways artifices and constraints for the 
greater Nature. The fact is that the org:lns ha\'e to be :mnulled, shut up as 
it were, so thJI their libcr:ned clements can enter 111\0 new relationships. 
out of which flow the bccolllHlg-animal :lnd the cIrculation of affects at the 
heart of the machinic aSl>C11lblage.w 

In other words. as in spite of everything these machinations or the occoming
animal "lead" adults and children. so their ::Irtiliccs. which remain con
straints, affect the affect rather than being voluntarily calculated, and the 
psychoanalysts would utter fewer beris�s, would speak less, on the topic of 
masochism, for example, about pain, humiliation. and anxiety, if they took 
on board their knowledge aoout this subject. Dc\euze docs not say that psy
cho.1.nalysts arc beles. but that. mechanically, their statements are so many 
hitise.>; they utter betises on this subject. Which already defines berise not 
only as a character (and wc'l\ t:llk .Ibou\ this again in a moment). as a state, 
as the essence or what one is, but as the effeci of what one does or says: there 
afe events, operations even, les bltist'I, and not ::I fundamental essence, la be
l is�. Psychoanalysts are all the less beln when they Soly bitl$�s that they know 

10. Ibid .. p. Jl7 [pp. 259-601. 
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[0 be such and understand what they "wanted not to understand," The)' are 
in on what they wam (for reasons to be analyzed) not to understand. 

This gesture and this moment, this denunci:llion of bitJS(:s, in spite of 
this single occurrence: of the word in M;lI� plat�aux. are the morc significant 
and strategically dccisi,'c in this book not only because tht:}' arc mscribed in 

the logic of thc desiring machine of the Anll-Ckdiplli (1972), but also for thc 
fact that their necessity is announc«l from thc first pages of Mdle plauoux, 
around the concept of rhizome and deterritorialization. which are put to 

'99 thc lest of examples like the wasp and the orchid ("'the wasp and the orchid 
form a rhizome, in their heterogeneity,"]1 the wasp itsdf becoming a piece 

in [he reproduc[ive apparatus of the orchid), the example of the baboon 
and the virus, of the DNA of [he baboon and the cat, of Ihe crocodile. etc. 
And in the second chapter, entitled "1914: One or Several Wolves?" the 
ironic discourse unleashes its S:lrcasm against Freud's tre:llmen! of the Wolf 
Man, after a reference to Kafka's story Jackals and Arab!. I refer you to this 
whole chapter from which I must content rnysdf with reading the opening 
sentences and the conclusion, an indictment of Freud, who is basically ac
cllsed of not believing in what he said, which also constitutes a machine in 
which he is hypocritical enough to pretend to believe, but accused of having 
done everything (and here the condemnation is ethical and even political), 
done everything, then, to make the patient believe what psycho.1nalysis was 
telling him and wanted to have him subscrib:: to. Have him sign with an
other name, a name other than his own, his name turned into the name of 
another, the name of the father, p.1tronymic. just when he wasn't ,hal, lUSI 

when the new name, the brand-new name he'd made for himself, was b.1Si
cally stolen from him, so that we are dealing with nothing less th:1Il a theft 
and the subslilution of someone's name by psychoanalysis (a dispossession 

that calls up from Deleuze a complaint m:tde against psychoanalysis in the 
namc of the Wolf Man, in a s[yle and with a logic of complaint and coun
terindictmelll that is not far from resembling Anaud's complaint ahout the 
theft of his proper, his proper name, his new proper name, and his body 

proper-supposed [0 be without org:tns). Which signifies that these bft,st'! 
of psychoanalysis arc not only povenies of knowledge, nonknowlc:dges or 

incomprehcnsions, but cthical violenccs. machines in turn, and machines 
of war, subjection, brutalization, ways of making patients more beres. more 
brutal or brutish than they are in truth. Hence the S;Jrcastic opening of the 
chapter entitled " 1914: One or Several Wolves." As there is a date, the open
ing is that of a narrative, :l chronicle of events, the analysis of the Wolf Man 

by Freud at the time; 

II.  Ibid .. p. 17 1p, IU]. 
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That day, [he Wolf Man gO' off the couch particularly med, He knew that 

Freud had a genius for hrushins; against [he truth and missing it, then for 200 
fining the g;Jp with a�sociall"n�. He knew Ihal Freud knew nothing abom 
wolves, or about anuse� for that matter. Freud nnl) understood what a dog 
was, and a dog's tail lno doubt ;In allusion to the well-known dogs of me 
psychoanalysts Freud and Lacan, whose name before long will be included 
in the genealogical series I. II wasn't enough; it wouldn't be enough. The 
Wolf Man knew [hat Freud would soon declare him cured bUl that il was 
not so and that he would conunue being treated for eternity by Ruth, by 
Lican, by L«lain', He knew. finllly, Ihat he was in the process of acquiring 
a true proper name, Wolf Man, much more prol)Cr than his own, since he 
was gainmg access 10 the highest sHlgularity in the InStantaneous apprehen-
sion of a gencric multiplicity: wolves-hut that Ihis new true proper name 
was going to be disfigured. nmspclled. reI ranscribed as a patronymIC, I: 

(About this (hsorthograpbicOlI violence. Olnd be it said in parentheses for ,he 
flavor of the French and P:lrisian anecdote, and wh:lt was to follow under 
L1can, of whom Deleuze had JUSt SOlid that he inherited and was to increase 
Freud's capital of betise; in the violent ps),choanalytic domestication and 
paternalization of the WolfMan and what concerns him, allow me to recall 
that a few years before Mille plauaux, in 1975, if memory serves, when I 
had just published a long preface, "Fors" to the book that Abraham and 
Torok devoted to the Wolf Man,n LacOln had dared to say, in an aggressive 
seminar that never has been :tnd no doubt never will be published, that he 
believcd that I was in analysis wilh the authors of The Wolf Man's Magic 
Word and that, in my analysis with them, the subjecl supposed to know that 
Lacan believed himse1fto be and who though he knew beyond what he was 
supposed to know-L1can 5.1id that I "coupled" them. these [WO :lIlalyst 
friends, I close this chatty parenthesis on the fantasies, projections, and ban
tering verbiage of the psycho:malysts of our lime and our ciry.) Here now is 
the conclusion of the chapter ··One or Several Wolves?" the opening lines of 201 
which I have already read: (Read and commt:nt) 

The \Volf �,Ian, a true proper n�une, an intimatt: forename thar refers to 
the becommgs, infinitives, HltenSltieS of a del)Crsonalized and multiplied 
individunl. But what docs psychoan�,lysis understand about multiplication? 
The desert hour when the dromcd:lry l)Ccomes a thousand dromedaries 
sniggering in the sky, The evening hour when a thOlls,md holes are dug in 
the surface of the earth. Castration, castration, shouts the psychoanalytic 
scarecrow who has only ever seen one hole, one fllher. one (log where lhcre 

12. Ibid .. PI" j8-j9 Ipp. 26-271. 
'j. Jacqut:§ [)crrilla. "Fors� (sec scl§.Sion .. above, n. u). 



arc wolvcs, a domesticated individual where there arc sin age multiplici
ties. \Ve :Ire not only reproaching psychoanal��is for h:lving selected only 
Oedipal statements. For these Sl;J\ements, up to :l point, still form part of a 
maclullic :lssemblage with respect to which they could sern� as indices to 
be corrccted, :ls in :I calculus of errors. We are reproaching psychoanal�sis 
with using the Oedipal enunciation to make the patient believe that he was 
going to make p('rson:ll, mdividu:ll st;J\ements, that he \\':15 finally going to 
speak in his own name, But everything is a tr:lp from the start: the \\'olf 
Man will never be able to speak, Talk as he docs aOOm wolves, howl like a 
wolf as he does, Freud is not even listening, he looks at his dog and replies: 
"it's Daddy." While it lasts, Freud says it's neurosis, and when it bre:lks, it's 
psychosis. The \Volf Man will receive the psychoanalytic medal for sen'1Ces 
rendered 10 the c:luse. and even the alimentary pension they give to old 
wounded soldiers, He would have b.:en able to speak in his own name only 
if the machilllc assemblage that produced particular statements in him had 
been brought to light. But it IS nO! a question of that in psychoanalysis: at 
the \cry 1Il0ment when they persuade the subject thM he is going to offer 
his most individual statements, they t:lke away from hi III every condition of 
enunciation. Making people keep quiet, stopping them wlking, especially 
when they nrc talking, lx-having 'IS though they had not said :lnything; the 
famous psychoanalytic neutrality, The Wolf Man carries on shouting; six 
or seven wolves! Freud replies: what? Goats': Kids? How interesting, I t:lke 
out the kids, :I wolf remains. it's your father , . , That's why the Wolf i\-lan 
feels so tired: he remains lying down with all hiS wolves in his throM, :lnd 
all the little holes in his nose, all these Ii bid mal values on his body without 
organs. The war is coming; the wolves are gOlng to become Bolsheviks, the 
Man remains choked by everything he had to say, All we'll be told is that he 
became well brought-up :lgain, polite. resigned, "honest and scrupulous," 
in shon, cured. He takes his fe\ellge by reG1lling th:ll psyeho.1nalysis beks 
a truly zoological vision: "Nothing call lx- more valuable for :l  young per
son than the love of nature and an understanding of the narural sciences, 
especially zoology."t. 

So much for the single occurrence ofthc: word bitj;ei, in the plural. in Mille 
plateaux. Some twelve years earlier, in 1968, in Difference and Repetition, 
Deleuze opens a long paragraph, mon: than a page long, with the following 

proposition: "Bitise is not animality, The animal is guarantc:ed by specific 
forms that prevent it from being 'bEte.' " 1\ ("Bite" is in quotation marks, to 

! 4, Deleuze and Gu�ltari, Mill� plo/�ilUX. PI'. 51--52 11'1" 37-381, The authors stale in 

3 nme !hal the 1a�t sentence comes from a leiter quoted by Robnd Jacc�rd in L'h(JmnI( 
aux loups (P:lTis: Editlon< uni\'o:rS!taire.�. '973), 1" " 3' 

'S' Dcleuze, Difjimux <:1 ripilltlO'" PP' 196---97 Ipp. !')O-511· 
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mark clearly that the point, once more, is to mention a quite particular use 
in a certain language: the am mal is not what one calls "bite," the animal 
cannot be called bire, qualified or described as what vile calu "bet�,") And 
the same p:lragraph, more than a page long, concludes with :1 question, this 
time, The question is " How is betiie possible?'" or, more precisely, for it's 
better to read this whole final sequence now, even if we need to come back 
[Q it later: 

It woul(l have suffICed that philosophy take up this problem [of bitiSf? I again 
with its own means and with all necessary modesty, considering that bitist! 
is never that of the other, but the object of a properly transcendental ques
tion: how is bitiSf? (and not error) possible? 

Two remarks at this poim on the very form and first implicl1ion of Deleuze's 
question, 

First remark, The great interest of Ddeuze's question, and its irony abov(' 
all, its laugh or smile (and you remember what we were reading a few 
weeks ago, about a psychoanalysis of animals that, according to Deleuze, 
would make :lI1imals themselves hurst out laughing, anim;lls that arc too 
often thought-and I'd say stupidly [bht'tnentl-u nable to laugh), the 
great interest of this ironic as much as senous question-"how is bitise 
(and not error) possible?"  - depends first on the distance marked by the 
parenthesis "{and not error)." This is a distance taken with respect [Q the 
great tradition of "transcendental questions of possibility," of the gre:lt crit
icist questions and first of all the form of the Kantian question in which 
Deleuzc, however, rein scribes the question of bitise, It is the question "How 
is it possible? On what conditions is it possible� What are the conditions 
of possibility of wh:lt, as :l fact, is already possible? On what conditions 
is science possible? On what conditions is an a priori synthetic judgment 
possible? etc." But in following this tradition of the criticist transcendental 
question of the Kamian type, in turning it aside so as to apply it [Q be
tlSe, which is surprising :lIId has no doubt never been done, Dcleuze quite 
justifiably removes it from its epistemological economy. its usual territory, 
namely that of knowledge, the judgment as to truth and error, and I'd even 
say of objectivity (for it is always on the basis of the determination of Being 
as an object th:lt the transcendent:ll question of the conditions of possibility 
is determined, nO! only in Kant, but even in Husser!: it's always a matter 
of asking, "How is an object in general possible?" How is the objectivity 
of the objecl possible?)-Deleuze withdraws his transcendental question 
from this epistemological regime, from this theory of knowledge, and he 



does so in parentheses when he specifies, in parentheses, then: "ber/se (and 
not error)," when he excludes error from the question of bEtise. Bitise is 
nm a judgmem relation to what is. it is not a mode of cognition, it is not 
an error, nor an illusion, nor a hallucination, nor a failure of knowing in 
general. One can be in the truth and know everything. and yet be bite with 
heriu. At the limit then: could be bitise in absolute knowledge, in particu_ 

l04 lar�and this is the eX3mpie that everyone who talks 3bom bEtise thinks of 
and gives-when, like Bouv3rd and Pecuchet, une dreams ofth3l stupid, 
bere form of absolute knowledge that is the encyclopedic knowledge of the 
totality of beings. So her/se, whatever that means-and we have not fin
ished with this indeterminacy�has nothing to do with knowledge, nor 
with the adequation or not of a determinative judgmem with truth or er
ror. And yet, as we shall see (Deleuze does not say so. but if he takes care 
to distinguish bet/se from error and thereby from judgmem, it is because 
the proximity is great and troubling, even if it does not let itsc!fbe reduced 
[0 an identity), the usc that we make in French of the word ber/se implies 
not an error, a bad judgment, but an aptitude for wrong judgment, a de
fect in judgment, an inability to judge. Not a nonrelation with judgment 
(as one might say that a stone docs not judge). but a faculty that is dulled, 
hebetated (which means dulled-we shall have to come back to hebetude). 
but through a fault, a secret perversion, a poorly oriented or misdirected 
faculty of judgment, both ofT the track and inhibited. Someone who is belt' 

lacks judgment, where the faculty of judgment �according to that critique 
of the faculty of judgment that the indictment of bitlse always is-where 
the faculty of judgment is vitiated. but vitiated in the sense that (and the 
reference tojus. to the juridical or the judiciary, to the "just" of both just
ness and justice obscurely follows every indictment of bitise)-in the sense 
thathhise, as a supposedly permanent character trait, as an idiosyncrasy (to 
be distinguished from idiocy. about which we shall also have more to say), 
affects a certain quality of judgment (where judgment, as Descartes noted, 
implied both perception and understanding, both tntelligence and the in
tervention of the will, of the voluntary decision, so that berise, according 10 

this Cartesian nomenclature, would be at the intersection of the finitude 
of the understanding and the infinitude of the will: precipitation in judg
ing. the excess of the will over the understanding being what is proper 10 
man and leading to berise, leading one to say bit isu through precipitation 
of the will disproportionate to the understanding; whence the abyssal and 
properly vertiginous implication, troubling to the point of vertigo, of a bl

lise that, in this space, always touches, lets itselfbe touched and moved by 
205 a certain infinity of freedom, in the Cartesian sense). Deleuze does not say 
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Ihat, but we shaH see bter that what he S'lyS about the "depth" lfol1dl of bE

lise, abom th:tt which refers bitl�'e to a certain abyssal depth of the bottom 
[profonde14r abys.sale rill fond[, is perhaps not unrelated w what I have just 

suggested. In any case, thi� implication of the fault of judgment, where 

judgment is not only the determinative judgment that leads to the true or 

the false. but rather the judgment of the judge, the judgment from which 

one expects some justness as well as some justice.16 One cannot think hetm:. 

it seems; in any case the use or pragmatics of this word (and that is al! [hat 

concerns us for now), there is no pragmatic use of the meaning billse that 

does not imply some obscure reference tojus, with the immense semantic 

abyss that hollows out that word, that lexical or semantic family (jus. jus

tice, justness, judge. etc.). 
Another use and thus another meaning and another implication of the 

category of berise, and which touches this time not only on the event but 

on the action, the way of doing things, faultiness, a certain way of doing 

things badly, is the bitise that one does. Not berise as an idiosyncratic trait, 
as an aptitude, a way of being or exis, as Aristotle would say, as habitus, a 

hebetudinous habit, but as the accident of what one does. I did a bit/se. I did 
something stupid, does not mean that I am bere but on the contrary: just 
when I am supposed not [Q be bite, I let myself go, I surprised myself by 
doing a bit/se. Berise is not simply an error, although it always implies, later
ally, marginally, but ineffaceably, an insistent reference w the understand
ing of meaning, if not to knowledge of the object, a tenacious reference, 
then, to a cert:lin opening to meaning, an intelligence that is not only one of 
knowledge or science, whence the ever-present and ever-threatening risk 
of confusing bitise with error or illusion, which it is not, whence Deleuze's 
parenthesis-"how is ber ise (and nO[ error) possible?" 

In their French usage-and I can never overemphasize (I'll come back 
to this in a moment) the pragmatics of a French idiom that runs the risk 
of resisting translation. a resistance to translation with respect to which 
we shall see what an abyss. what a bottomless bottom, it opens and doses 
upon-lin their French usage[ the adjective bete and the noun beflse still 
no doubt signal toward a truth of meaning, they b.1nk on Lfiml fond surf 
this truth of meaning, even if this truth, this appearing or this revelation, 
this patency of meaning, never reduces itself to the objective knowledge 
of the object. Bitise is always a way of not comprehending, not of not ex
plaining to others or oneself, but of not comprehending, it is of the order, if 
not of a hermeneutic comprehension of meaning, at least of something like 

16. This sentence is incomplete in the typescript. 
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a comprmtlr� [an understandioJol:I,17 like the lack of a comprenllre, another 
vaguely popular and almost slangy word that maybe is morc in tune with 
the French idea of bitise, of the word, the adjective bite, to which [ intend 
to return at length in a moment. 

Second prelimmary remark (I say "preliminary" because later we arc gOmg 
to go back over aJ1 this). In saying -Wt ist' is never that of someone else," and 
in calling on philosophy to be modest (I read again: "It would have sufficed 
that philosophy take up this problem [of bEtiul again with its own means 
and with all necessary modesty, considering II1:u bbise is never that of some
one else, but the object of a properly transcc=ndcntal question: how is bfllJe 
(and not error) possible?"), in saying that betise is never that of someone 
else. De\euze suggests that b�tlst: is at the heart of philosophy, which invites 
philosophy to be modest, and su�geS[S especially that bitist:. the possibility 
of bbist:, is never that of someone else because it is alw:IYs mine and ours, 
always. then, on the side of" my side," on the side of what is close, proper, or 
similar Iwnb/abld to me. 

(I n gem:rai, be it said in parentheses. hitisi:. the word "bitist::' belongs to 
the language of accusation, it is a category of accusation, a way of categoriz
ing the other (and you know that in Greek, katfgoria itself meant accusa
lion or blame), and I would add, taking a slight distance from De1euze's 
text Ihat docs not here mention category. that bEtist:, what's bere in bhist:, is 
a funny category because. handled most often as an accusation, a denigra-

:1.07 tion, a blame, an incrimination. a recrimination, which tend todiscreclit not 
only a fault of intelligence or knowledge but an ethical or quasi-jundical 
fault-this category, as we shall not cease to verify. is precisely not a cate
gory the meaning of which is ever sure: it is a category without C:llegory. I'll 
now add this, as though in parentheses. without direct bearing on Deleuze's 
text or intentions when he spc::aks of a "properly transcendental question 
of bitis�": that if there is a category of bbis�, it is a category the meaning 
of which (I'll come to this in a moment and try [0 clarify it) cannot be de
termined. Not, at any rate, like a meamng "as such:' the conceptual ideal
ity of which could be transl:Lted. in other words. distinguished. however 
slightly, from the pragmatic and idiomatic body of its occurrences. It is a 
word which. more than an)' other word, rm::rns something different each 

time according to the pragmatic singularities (conscious and unconscious) 

17. [Transbtor's note:l "Comprcnure" i5 a slang word. perhaps more common 10 

Canadian French. meaning. rou,R:hly. an unders tandin/.! or a grasp; especially in the idi

omalie. �nd rh} mingo "tcre dur de comprenure." 10 be slow on the: uptake:. 
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that engage It or arc cngaged in it. So bitist: i5 not a category among oth

ers, or else it is a Iranscategorial c:uegory. At bottom. I shirl! try later to sa)' 

later why and rn wh:u way. in my vicw we will never man:rge to isolate 

:l univocal meaning of the concept of bftii�. in its irreducihle link to the 

French language. If It is indeed a category. bftise. both :rn accusation and an 
attribution, an attribute, a predicate. a predication, and if this category docs 

not belong to the regime or the normal series of categories. ifit is indeed an 

exceptional and transcategorial c:lIegory, then it really docs answer to the 
first literal definition of the transccndent:rl in the Middle Ages, well before 
Kant: " qui t/'{lIlscelldit Ofllne gellllS." a category that transcends all categories 
and thm does not belong to the series or table of categories. Bitise would 
here be in the position of a transcategorial category. a transcendental or, as 

I would say. a quasi-uanscendental. And we should h:l\e to draw all the 
consequences from this. 

To which [ shall add, since I have just used rhe word "categorial" and 
because the word "categorial" is also the word that Heidegger uses. rn St'in 
lind air, to designate the concepts that concern the ontological structures 
of the entity that is not Dast:ill. i.e. Vorhal1droseill and ZtlhallJt:nst:;lI (Hei- 208 
degger caUs <what concerns> the analysis :lnd the concepts that refer to 
Dasein "�xistmtlt:ir :lnd not "catcgorial")-to which I shall add that one 
could, without it being unduly artifici::al. wonder whcther thl! an:r.lysis of 
berise, as a predic:rte of man or DlIsein bur referring (in French :It least) to 
something nonhuman (the beast), whether the analysis of this unstablc and 
ambiguous signification. of this structure both human and inhuman, comes 
under the calcgorical or the �xlst�1It1�1I. Obviously, Heidegger never even 
dreamed of proposing an ontological analysis of bftist:, and no one wiJ1 be 
surprised :r.t th:r.t, but we will soon rediscover the usc (categorical, i.e. :r.ccu-
salory, in truth autoaccusatory) he made of a word that is often translated, 
rightly or wrongly, by bitist:, namely Dummheit. I close here provrsionaJ1y 
this long parelllhcsis.) 

Back tokatCgor�u6. which in Greek means to decry, accuse, blame, accuse 
in legal proceedings, speak against, of course; but it also has the logical or 
epistemological meaning of " make known, reveal, determine by making 
accessible, visible, and knowable" -to attribute, to say something about 
SOmeone or somethin,l!:. "S is PI' is to categorize: and the k(1lfgoria is both 
the quality attributcd. the attribute, the predicate, and the :ICcusation (in 
opposition to the apology, apologia, which signifies conversely praise or de
fense, justification). How the passage and the affiniry works, between at
tribution and accusation, between the neutral generality of this is that, "S is 
P," and the accusation. denigration. disqualification (it r5 bad for S to be P), 
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is a profound and sIgnificant enigma that 1 le:n"C to ItSdf for now, after it 
ha� allowed US :1I leas! to imagine that any definition. any dClcrrnin:uion, is 
loaded with a legal action brought, ,hat it already 1)Clon�s to the language 
of the cX:lmilUng magistrate. or even the prosecutor. inquisition. or mdict_ 
ment (the "question of being." not only the " \Vhat is it?" II �SlI, but "What 
about the Being of beings;" "Wh:u is the Being of the entity;" and "0010-
logical difference?"; questionalit), itself. questioning itself, setS some such 
trial in motion). 

In saying that bitise is ne\'cr that of somcone dse, Deleuze suggests, then, 
we were s.1ying. that bitiu is :H the heart of philosophy, which invites It to 
bt: modest, and he declares especially that bais�. the possibility of bitts�, is 
never thaI of someone else because it is always mine or ours. always, then, 
on the side of what is on "my side." of what is close. proper. or similar to me. 
The similar I{� st'mblable]. the similimdc of what resembles me and what I 
can assimilate because it is on my side, me:lnS :1( least twO things. 

A. 011 Ih� om: hand. an archiclassICal motif. lhat bErist' is always human, 
always that of my fellow. like bestiality. Bitist' is a human thing and nOI 
that of the beast. And mlllalis mutandis. we come back here. with this motif 
of the semblub/� [fdlow. similar]. of a bttist' that is :Ilways proper to me or 
proper to man, a problem analogous (I do not say identical) to the problem 
we looked at in L'lc:m lasl week. Ddeuze's gesture remains. however, spe� 
cific, and to follow the reasoning thai leads him to say that bbis�, as proper 
to man. is never that of someone else, we can follow a trajectory that has 
him associate bitis� with three motifs that interest liS here more especially: 

I .  The figure of sof.�uignty called "tyranny" (remember the text from 
the R�public about the tyrant and the wolf. which we were discussing at the 
\'ery beginning); 

2. Cmdty (cruel bestiality, which we were talking about laSt week and 
have been for years in this seminar); 

3. Finally, and indispensably for anributing bbls� to man, and under
standing the link with philosophy. bitise as a maHer of thought and of the 
thinking being lhat man is (it being understood that animal or beast is not 
such a thinking being). l1irise is a thinking, bbis� is thoughtful, a thinking 
and thoughtful freedom. I t is in this link of thought and individuat ion that 
Deleu'Ze is aboul to uncover rhe mainspring orbitis�, which always presup
poses a relation with what he calls thegroulld. in the tr:ldition ofSchdling, 
whom he cites in a note.18 Schelling the author of the Pllilosophicai l!ltI�sti· 

18. Deleuze. DifJir�nu �I dplll/lOrI. p. '98. note [ [note 15 10 p. 151: the te�1 of the 

nOle is on PI" 311-11). 
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gations into tli� Ess�"u 0/ Humun Fre�dom. I believe that one would under

SL1.nd nothing of Ddeuze's argumentallon about a bitis� that presupposes 

thought as human freedom in its rdation 10 indi,·iduation. as a phenom

enon ofindi" iduation (V�mnzrltmg) that stands out from and is determined 

against a ground l{olld], without reconstituting Schelling's whole discourse 

on human freedom and eVIl, especially concerning that which Schelling 

calls the ground, the/ond. the originary ground (Urgrtll1d) which is also a 
nonground (Ungrtmd). This is why I began today by asking: 

What, at bottom lut/fondl? Who. at bottom) At bottom what and at bot
tom who> The bea�t ,md the so\ereign. what IS it at bottom ' And who? 
What is there at the bottom of the question. and first of all the question 
··What is it:" or "Who is il.''' at thc bottom of Ihe question ofbcing, on the 
subject of the beast and the sovereign' 

In a moment I sh:111 rapidly cite :1 few lines of Schelling, which Deleuze 
does not cite but which arc clearly the \ery resource of his argumentation 
here, when for example he says th;lt "frilt' ··is l)Os�ible by vinue of the link 
of thought and indi\'iduation," '� or again: 

Individuation a� such is not sep:H:lhle from a pure ground lfond! that it 
brings up :md drags behind it. It is difficult to deM:ribc this ground, and 
the simultaneous terror and attraction to which it gives rise. Stirring up the 
ground is the most dangerous occupation. bUt also the most tempting in the 
moments of stupor of an obtuse will.:'!:! 

Hang on to these words: stupor, which we shall rdate bter to stupidity, 
and obscur� will. which we shall relate 1;lIer to h�b('ttuf� but which in any 
case implies. along with will, freedom: only a free being-and this is very 
Schellingian-and thus only man as free will. as freedom, C:ln enter into a 
relation with the groundle�s ground; and so only a human can be bhl' with 
biti#: (to transbte that mto Frc:nch while anticipating the dc:cisive prob
lems of transl:l\ion that await us). "For this ground." Deleuze continues, 
kwith the individual comes up to the surf.'lce and yet docs not take form and 
shape. [ . . . J It is there, staring at us, and yCI it has no eyes. The individual 
comes away from it. but it does not come away, continuing to CSl)Ouse what 
is divorcing it. h is [he indetcrminate, but in:1smuch as it continues to em
brace determination, like earth on a �hoc."l' 

And it is at this point that Deleuze distinguishes what is proper to man. 

19· Ibid .. p. 197 [po 151[. 
20. Ihid., p. 197 [po 1511. 
21. Ibid., p. 197 1p. 1511. 

". 
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b�t!S� as proper to man, The animal cannot be btU', Oekuze had written 
earlier: " 8ttis� is nOt animality. The animal is guarameed by specific forms 
which prc\cnt It from being bit�:'!! In other words, the animal cannot be 
biu because it is not frcc and has no will; its individuation. whien gi,·es 
it form, docs not come away from a relation 10 the ground (the Grund), 
which is freedom itself. Here. on the following p.1ge, Ddeuze writes this, 
right after the sentence I have just recalled ("It lthe groundl is the indeter. 

minate, but inasmuch as it continues 10 embrace determlll:Hion like eanh 
on :l shoe"): "Now animals are as il were fore:nmed ag:lInsI Ihis �round by 

their explicit forms." This is why they cannot be biUJ. The forl11uhltion, 
il cannot he denied. is vague and highly empirical, and the expression "as 
il were" [en qllelqll� soruj introduces a blur inlO il ("Now animals art' as it 
lIJ�re forearmed against this ground by their explicit forms") and as for Ihe 
explicitness of a form ("Now animals are as it were forearmed against this 
ground by their aplicit forms"). that is question of degree the criteria of 
which will always remain difficult to fix. From what moment is a form.aJ it 
lIJ�re. explicit, and 3t ixlltom (ultfond] what forms is Deleuze thinking :!bout 

when he designates here in such a gener:tI and indetermin:!le fashion ":lI1i· 
mals" ("Now animals are as it w�r� forearmed against this ground by theiT 
explicitfonns")? Do humans not also have �xplicit forms that forearm them, 

a5 it ll'ere, against bbis�? The p.1Ssage from Schelling on the ground, which 
I wamed to cite. the principle of which seems to me to support the whole 
of Deleuz.e's discourse here, is to be found in the Philosophlcol Inqul/'l�s mto 
the Elsenu [or "Nature"[ of Human Frudom. Schelling is in the process of 
explaining and attempting to justify his distinction between being (Weu71) 
as ground (Grund), and being as existence, existing. DcI)'1tlllg thiS problem 
(I cannOi here reconstitute that debate and I refer you to it). he posits lhat 
there must necessarily bc a being (Wt'Sen) prior to any ground and any exis
tem, and therefore in general before any duality. He then asks. 

How can we call it anything other than the origin;)l ground [Urgrundl or 
the lIon-groulld IUngrtllld]? Since it preccdes all opposites. these cannot be 
distinguishable III it nor can thc), be prcsent in any way. Therefore. It can· 
not be described as the identity of opposites; it can only be descrihed as the 
absolute indifferrllu ofooth.!' 

ll. Iblfl., p. 1961p, 150], 
23- See F. \V. I. Schelling, Phi/OiOp/IICU! Il1q'lIr1rl mto th .. EJJrnCl' of Hllmun Fr«

dorn, trans. and cd, lefT Love �nd Johanne� Schmidt (A lbany: SUNY Press. 2006). p. 68 

(Schdlll1g'$ o::mphasis). 
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Well, in Schelling's logic. and in Delcuze·s. man t:!hs form on this ground 
by retaining a rdation to It (a free relation, this is his freedom), which is 
supposedly refused to "animal�," which are, says Deleuze. �as it were fore· 
armed against this ground by their explicit forms," Reread Schelling, and 
Heidegger on Schelling,!! and, in Schelling, especially what he says about 
that human malady that is stupid it)' (BIOdslllll),:.1 an allusion that I empha

size because the question of stupidity!6 as 8IOdJUIII is at the core of a remark
able book that I shall men lion in a mornCll(, with the terrible problems of 

translation that II poses; I am referring to Avital Ronell's Slttpldity. Is stu

pidiry bhis�? Is it exactl), the same thing? We are coming to this. 
To get back to Dcleuze, only Ihe experience of freedom that bhis� is, as 

human freedom, only this freedom as relation to the groundless ground, 

can explain not onl)' how bitiJe can be foreign to "animals." but how it can 
be linked to those three motifs 1 pointed out:l moment ago, namely sover
eignty. cruelty (and therefore evil-and illness, Schelling would say), and 

finally thought. 

I. Sovereignty in the figure of the tyrant first. Deleuze notes that 

the tyrant has the head nOt only of an ox, but of a pc3r, a cabbage, or a po
tato. No one is e\'er superior or exterior 10 what he profits from: the tyrant 
insriw[ion3lizes himt', but he is the first sc:rvant of his system and the first 
to be insrituted. always a slave commanding slavcs.11 lA literally Platonic 
motif.Jl' 

2, <Next.> Ddeuze is particularly eloquent and insistent on evil and cru
dry and their essential link with bitis�. This is consistcnt with the gesture 
that makes of bitise the phenomenon of freedom as human freedom, What 
is remarkable is that the distinction between bitis� and error remains the es
sential condition of this whole interpretation and problematic. For Deleuze 
writes: 

24· [Translator's nOle:j MaTlIll I-Icideggcr. Schrlhngs AbhaIJdlung t.ber das West'll 
de mroscMichro Frrlhrlt. trans. Joan Slamb.1l1gh as Schd!mgs 'fuutist' on thl! WI!/l ... of 
H"man Frtxdorn (Alhens: Ohio UniversitY Pro::ss, 1987). 

25. E W. J. Schelling, �Confcrences de SlUlIgan" ! 18101. III "Rcrherches philosophi
qucssur l'essence de b lilx:rtc hum;line et les sujelS <lui S')' rattachcnt" (1809). in Or"IJrrl 

rntrllphYiiqu .. s (18°5-1821). p. 245 . 
.16. JTransblor's nOle:j "SlupldiIY" hert i. III Eogllsh in tho:: text. 
27· Do::lcuze. DijJirrncc rt rlp/tltlon. p, 196 [po 1511. 
28. Manuscripl anll(MaUOn by Jacques Ot'rrida: "Onl)' " being c"p"ble of .'iOHreigllly. 

i.e. free. can become a slave (bitr 1 slave). and bilc with bimc." 
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!-low would the concept of �rror account for this unity of bltls� and cruehy, 
of thc: grot�uc: and thc: terrifying, which doubles the: way of thc: world) 
Cowardice:, cruelty, baseness, h€tiJ� arc not simply bodily powers or faCls of 
character or society. but strunurcs of thought as such.:"l 

Before: coming back to this question oflhought, of philosophy and thc tran_ 

scendental, I emphasize with a few quotations the: essential importance 
thai Delcuze appears to accord to thc link between bhisc and cruelty, and 
thus between bEtisc and evil. billie and freedom, bEtisc and responsibility, SO 

many human radler than animal traits, and the very ones we were discuss_ 

ing last week when we were reading Lacan: 

All determinations become: cruel and bad when only grasped by a thought 
that cOnlcmpbtes :md invents them, flayed, scp.1r:ned from their living 
form, floming on this dismal ground. Everything becomes violence on this 
passive ground. AU;]ck. on this digestive ground. Here is where we find the 
S�lbb:nh of biliiC and wickedness. Perh;]ps this is the origin of the mcbn· 
choly that weighs down 011 the finest hum:m figures: the presemimem of a 

hideo\J�ness proper to the human face, a rise of hEtist:, a deformation in evil. 
a reflection in madness. For from the point of view of a philosophy of na
lUre, m:l(lness rises up at the point at which the individual reAects himsdf 
in this free ground. and conscquemly, then, Wrist: in WtI1c, cruelty in cruelty, 
and C:lnnot stand himself any longer. -Then a pitiable faculty devdoped til 
their minds. that of scting hil� and no longer tolerating it- lBotwurd ct 
Plcuchcrj. It is true that this most pitiable faculty also becomes the royal 
f.1CUlty when it animates philosophy as philosophy of mind. i.e. when II 
induces all the other faculties to that transcendem exercise that makes pos
stble a \'iolent reconciliation of individual, ground, and thought.JO 

And Deleuze adds in a nOle: "On evil (hftisc and wickedness), on its source, 
which is like the Ground become autonomous (in essential relation) with 
individuation, and on the whole story that follows, Schelling wrote some 
splendid pages, Philosophical lllqllirit:s imo tht: F.sullc� of Hilma" Frt:�dom." 

3. Third, then, and last: thought. And what is especially imeresting in 

the structural link that De1euze sees between " hftist:" and "thought" (what 
he calls the '"Structures of thought as such"') is what he denounces as unable 

to think lhis thought of bet;se. What is accused here, the defeCl of thought 

th:lI is here categorically accused. what he basically pUIS on trial, is a double 

figure guilty of the same fault: bad literature, pseudoliterature, on the one 

hand, and philosophy on the other. Both of them have supposedly missed the 

19. Dcleuze, Diffircnuct rip/filion. p. Ig61p. 1511. 
30. Jbid .. p. Ig8 ]p. 1511. 
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essence of bet iiC, the essence of bitiit: as a problem of thought. and De1euze 
will explain why. I f  pseudoltterature and philosophy miss bet ist: as a thing 
of thought, the "best" literature, for its pan ("best" is Dcleuze's word). on 

the other hand. e\'en if it docs not treat thematically and systematically the 

Wr ist: of thought, betiit: as a structure of thought, lets itsclf be "haunted" 

by hEtist:, haunted by the "problem of heriu:' And it is this spectral 1exi

con of haunting that will bear the whole equivocal charge of the difference 
between pseudolilerature and philosophy, on the one hand, and "the best 

literature," on the other hand. How does one recognize a haunting? With 
what signs ?  Positive, negative? Denegative? Presence of symptoms� Ab

sence of symptoms? Explicil or implicit thematization? To what extent, 

etc.? (Read and commenl) 

Cowardice, CfUelty, baseness. bel/st are not simply Ixxlily powers or facts 
of character or society, but structures of thought as such. The landscape 
of the transcendental livcns up: we must pUt into it the place of rhe tyrant, 
the slave and the imbecile-without the place resembling the one who oc
cupies it, and without the trnnscendental ever being transferred ontO the 
empirical figures that it makes possible. What prevents one from making 
hitji� into a transcendental problem is always our belief in the postubtes 
of the Cogirario: hi/isc can no longer be other than an empirical determina
tion, referring to psychology or the anecdotal-worse still. 10 polemics and 
insults-and to ioltisj�rs as a particubrly execrable pseudoliterary genre. 
But whose f.1ull is it� Is the fault nOt first of all that of philosophy, which 
allowed itsdfw be cOO\ lnced by the conCept of error. even ifit borrows that 
concept itsclffrom facts. but from not very meaningful and highly arbitrary 
facts? The worst literature makeSJottisicri: but the beSt was haunted by the 
problem of bit/St:, which it managed to bring 10 the gates of philosophy. by 
giving it its full cosmic, encyclopedic. and gnoscological dimension (Fbu
bert, Baudelaire, Bloy). It would hnve sufficed that philosophy take up this 
problem lof Wl/scl again with its own means and with all necessary mod
esty, considering that hirtsc is never thaI of the other, but the object of a 
properly transcendental question: how is hhiit: (and nOI error) possible?ll 

B. On the other halld, saying thaI bft ist is nevcr that of someone else docs 
not only mcan that it is always reserved for my fellow as a human being. 
It also means that "I," "myself," as philosopher, theorist or not. always run 

the risk of having to attribute to myself the bitiit: ["m talking about or that. 
dogmatically, bett:mt:fIf, [ think I recognize in others. Here. to illustrate 

]1. Ibid., pp. Ig6-971p. 1511. 
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these remarks of Delcuze's, we arc going to follow the track of Flaubcrt. to 
whom Oelcuze docsn', fail 10 refer (Flaubcrt is an obligatory reference on 
this theme). But this tr:lck may gradually lead us toward places that .:Ire no 
longer exactly those of Deleuze. 

As to the bEtiu ,hat can always be mine, and nOl tha! of someone else, 
and which, like the category of accusation, can always Ixuay my fault, my 
failing, evil, or illness, the defect from which I suffer. well, it would first be 
necessary to t:lke into account, perhaps. a kind of contagion of bit ist', a mi
meticislll of billSI'. which should make us wonder where it comes from and 
which engenders hEttse in the vcry gaze, in the sustained :lttemion, study, 
or reRection, the very knowled�e we devote to bill5�: as though speaking 
of "the- bbiu, claiming 10 know its essence and its meaning, assuming that 
there is something like "the" bEII5�. is already a sign of bbiu. And then, to 
speak of contagion is 10 recognize�a very important point-that Ollt: is 
never bfu all on one'S own and by oneself, that betis{!, bitis{!s in the plural, ir 
such there be, are from the start phenomena ofbeing-wllh or, if you prefer, 
of the community, intersubjcctivity, MitJdll, the soc/tIS, as rou will. There 
havt: 10 be several of you at it. You ha\'e to speak or, if like me you have 
doubts about the authority ofhurnan spet:ch in this domain as in others, let's 
So1y; there has to Ix: some trace. One is never bEu on one's own, that's how it 
is, e\'en ifthis excuses or exonerates nobody, Flaubcrt docsn't say it this way, 
but it seems to me he allows us {O think it, at the \'cry point of symptom that 
he admits to, when he writes the following (it is a passage from the No/a 
Befle to BO/ward n Picuchn that 1 quote in an old :micle on Flauhen, " Une 
idee de Flauben,"ll in which I approach in my own way this problem of 
the rd:ltions between bitiiC and philosophy): IFbuben, then, writes the fol
lowing:} "Bouvard and Pecuchet fill me up to the point that I ha\t: become 
them! Their billse is mine and it's killing me!"11 

"I have become them;' "their bit ise is mine"; this docs not merely allude 
to a son of contagion, an infeuion by contact, frequelHation, proximity, Ii 
docs not merely mean that bEt,se is not natural or idiosyncratic and can be 
contracted (by means of social frequentation, by the coruagion of a symbolic 
proximity, but also by a sort of COfi[ract with the bEris� of others). it also 

32. Jacques Dt:rrid:l, "'Une ldet� de Fbul:x:n: '1--1. knre dc 1'1:1Ion:"' in I'sychl� it/Uti· 

,ions de l'oulre (Paris: Galtl<!e, 1998), pp. 3°5-2'5; trans. Peter Swrr :15 MAn Idca of Fbu

bert: 'Plato's I..t:uer,' " to l'tyeM: l,wen/lOm of IlIr Orhn; cd. PeJt�)' K3111uf and Elizabeth 
Rottcnl:x:rg (Stanfor<l: StJnforrl University Press. 1007-8), 1 :299-317. 

jj. Gusta,"., Flaubc:rt. leiter 10 Edma R�.,r drs Genellcs \ 15  April.l 18i51, in CQfYCJ' 
pomhmu, "01. 4 (January 1869-lkcember 1875), cd. Jean UruneOlu (Paris: Gallimard, 

19911). p. 920; qumw by Dermia in �Une idi-e .Ie Flaubert,M p. � I J [p. 3061. 
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and above all means that there is no hEIIS� in itself. but a becoming-hi,.., 
a becoming-hi,.. different from, other than, the becoming-animal that 
[>eleuze is talking :thou!. 

Sut there is more, for heller or worse: this becoming-bite that Flaubert 

is complaining ahoul, that he accuses in himself, :lI1d which cannot thcn 
be a simple state, this becoming-bere as becoming "them" (Bouvard and 
rccuchct) is a tr:msmutntion that makes him look not only like twO men 
who arc bites, bhes by the couplc conuact bctween them, each more bE,.. 
than the other-no, not only thaI. Flaubert begIns 10 identify himself with 
tI couple whose bh,se, if such there be, whose becoming-bi,.., consists in 
making berise their object of knowledge, of reflection. of archivarion. of 
collection, etc. Their bErise consists in their intelligence, in their desire for 
intelligence, and their compulsion to know bElis�. It is this \"ery intelligence 
thtlt is bEu, and the more it is developed, and the more Flauben develops 
his imelligcnce of Bouv:lrd and Pecuchet's imelligence, which consists in 
knowing bitise, the more ht: becomes bete in his turn, 

For Flaubert indeed writes (I commented on these passages <in> 
Psyche'):!A "'The olwiol1sness of their superiority was hurt ful. Sincc thcy up
held immoral theses, they must be immoral: people caine up with ctllum
nics. Then :I pitiful facultyJ' developed III their minds, that of secing hi
l/� and no longer tolerating It:' -Seeing bhise and no longer tolerating it." 
Their bhise, even in ,he protest againstbttise, elen in their intolerance, even 
in their desire no longer to tolerate it-and so Ihi� is the most contagious 
upping of the ante-consists in seeing bEtis�, in keeping their eyes fixcd 
on it, in leuing themselves be f:lscinated by bitist'. in pursuing it, hunting it 
down, no longer taking their eyes off it. in knowing it, learning it. making 
an inventory of it, labeling it -implacably. Belue becomes their thing. 

Let us ne\'er forget th:lt ali lhis is s:lid in French and Ihtlt all the "real" 
problems arc waiting for us at this turn. That the encyclopedia. absolute 
knowledge, and science and philosophy <are:> the veT)' element of the 
becoming-bEte, sovereignly bite, bEre to death. ""It's killing me,"" says Flau
ben, scared by the bhile that he has made and put to work, by the bErii� that 
he secreted himself. to see, as an enemy of bitise, :I bitisc he WtlS intelligent 
and bEte enough 10 secrete in order to see, to sce it, him tOO, and no longer 
tolerate it. The bhise he made in giving life tn these tWO lxings of baise 

ji· Ptyehl, pp, 31 2ff. I J05ff.l. The quolecl p�'s."lgc I� from FI�ubert. RQllt'tlrtl n 1'1-
Of<"hn, in OeIlVTU. lot 1, ed. Albert Thib.audet and Rene DUlllcsml (Paris: Gallimard, 
'952), p. 91'). 

35· Derrida's typescript reads Mplliless raculty.� 
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sticks 10 his skin, invades hun, obliges him 10 wlcratc the inlolerablc that he 
wamed no longer to tolerate, etc. 

Pushing things funher in thisdirectioo, I would be tempted tosay-cven 
219 beyond Bouvard Ct PecuchcI, beyond the work that bears this name while 

bearing the name Flaubert -that h€,is� is here both the character of what 
onc is and the character of what one does, as when one saysfalr� lIn� biti$�: 
ooth the bbise of the author of the work and the bitlie of the work. And 
this is wh,t( Flauben sugge�b when he writes the following in two letters 
that I quote (p. 315 [po 4271 of Psyche'), :md you will sec in them. for once, 
animals named in the same breath as herise. This time, becoming-beu is also 
a becoming-ammal, but also, as you are going to he:ar, a becoming�mmeral, 
stony, immune from attack, impaSSive. invulnerable, a becoming�thlng. a 
bccoming�what, like slOne or a granite monument. 

Two letters [hen: I .  "INt ise is something unshakable: nothing can at
tack it without breaking against it. It is of tht: nature of granitt:. hard and 
resistant." And the significant example that Flaul:x:rt immediately gIves is 
precisdy not the name: of the work but the name of the author, the signa
wry of the work thus betified in his monument. in his monumentailzation, 
between the what and the who, in th(" equivocal bccoming�what of the who 
still a whQ, between man, animal, and earth. bctw«cn the living thing and 
the lifeless thing: 

l3Etis� is somcthing unshakable: nothing can attack il without breaking 
against it. It is of the nature of granite, hard and resistan£. In Alexandria. 
a certain Thompson, from Sunderland. h:IS written his name in letters six 
fttt tall on the Pompey column I . . .  1 There is no way of seeing the column 
without seeing the name of Thompson and eonsequemly withoUl thinkinp: 
of Thompson. The cretm has incorporated himselfinro the monument and 
perpetuates himself with it.16 

<2.> Elsewhere, Flaubert S:1ys, and I quare, "m:1stc:rpieces arc bh�J 

220 I . . .  1," "they seem calm like productions of n:1tllTe. like large :1nimalS and 

mountains."!; Speculation of the proper name: that. essentially cf("clulous as 

it is. thinks it can increase its capital by betting on bBtise. by upping the antt.". 
by m:1king itsdf e\'en mOf(" bite [han it is. 

36. Flauben. 1ener to his uncle Para in. 6 October, 18')0. in COrT/'JptmtMl/f't I (J830-
51). cd. J. Bruneau (paris; Gallmmrd. 19iJ). p. 689; quoted in "Vne id(e de Fbubert,M 
p. 315. nOle I jp. 427. nOle 10J. 

37. Leiter to Louise CoIel. 27 June. 1852. in COTf?JpontMnrt II (ISSI-S8l,cd. J. Bru
neau (paris: Gallimard. 1980). p. 119; quoted in "Uno: .<lte de Flauhcn.M ibul., p. 315, 
nOlO: • lpp. 417-28, note 10J. 
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But Flaubcrt also re:ads otherwise this terrible law of becoming�bEu. 

with or without becoming�animat. with or without becoming�thing, this 
law of the becoming-bere as be:coming�invulnerable and. if not immortal, 
at least surviving- reads it otherwise, and one can uncover in it another 
meaning and another virtuality of the word bErise: the bccoming�thing of 
the proper name. the bccoming�what of the who. I analyze it tOO in the ar� 
tide I mentioned a little bit ago, which I permit myself to ref("f you to. In a 
word-and tOday I would say things differemly, in the context that is ours, 
to push things in the: direction that interests me today-the: point wuuld 

be to define, to define betise by plunging into the madne:ss of definition itself. 

Basically, radicalizing things. I would say that dc:finition. where it stops in 

the "$ is P," in the ddinite article Ie Of fa, is always bit/se, the ver)' defini� 
tion of bEtise. INt/s� is defining as much as defined. This is no doubt what 
Flaubert means when he declares that concluding, stopping, finishing. and 
defining, concluding by stopping :1nd categorically signing a definition. is a 

sign of betise. The category is bEle, you sec where that leads us. The category 
is 3 signature of berlse. 

After ha\'ing said .. II the bad things he thinks ahout Auguste Comte's Es
so; de phifosophir poJitive, and having Aayed its stupidity ("3 socialist book," 
"deadly with bitlse," he says), Flaubert writes: -ther(" are, Inside. mines of 
high comedy. Californias of grOtesques Idimensions].l? There is perhaps 
something else too. It·s possible:." And late:r: "In�ptifllde consists in wUfIling 
to conclude I . . . 1 1 t is not understanding twilight, it's w:1flting only noon or 
midnight I . . . 1 Yes, bitise consists in wanting to conclude."'10 

So, to conclude tOday, beummt, on this betis¥: of definition, of the definite 
article that commands the gr:unmar of essence. of what is proper to this 
or that, proper to "the" bhise. as much as of what is proper to man or the 
beast or the sovereign, the bEtise of the c:uegory or the th("sis that posits the 
essence, me:1ning or truth oflhis or th:H. here the bhise tll:1t would consist 
in wanting to say "the" bit ise, the proper essence of the bcing�bitist' of bi� 
tise, we shall set off again from something paltry but Irreducibly obvious. 
W(" shall set off again after smpping Ixfore: an ineffaceabl(" fact. namely that 
bitist' is a word in the French languilge. Biu too. It is also a fact that non(" 
of the authors (be they French or not) that we ha\'(" cited so far h:1s taken 

38. Ibid .• pp. 309fT. [PP· 303fT.!. 
39· [TranslatOr's nOle:1 Derrida's text has the single word M<lnnO:lIsionsM in brackets 

here. 
-lo. Lener 10 Louis Boullhel. " September ,8so, in CoruspolllJgnce I. pp. 679-80; 

qUOted in "Une ida: do: F1.l Ubert,H p. 309 (p. 3031. 
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into account or attempted to TeAeet on this properly elementary condition 
of possibility. the condition that I would say is Loure here, this condition of 
the element itself. 

As it is too latc, [ shall say no morc about rhis today. I shall try to :IT!!:ue 
next time that all this lexicon: here, bit ise, her ise as structure or state, as char
acter of what one is, or-something different-the berist' that one dOt:s, 
or-something dse-the heriJ-e that one,-aYJ, but also (and I haven '[ talked 
about this so far), bitise or herist'. as nothing, almost nothing (little nothings, 
as when one says: what I'm giving you is nothing, it's only a berise, ce u'es! 
qu'une hEtise de ,.ien du tOUI, a b:lg:uelle, Kleinigkei! in German, or Gering_ 
fiigigkeit, Bd(JlIgiosigkeit, Nichtigkeit), al! these diffracted senses arc radically 
unwlnslatable, be it by Dummheit or Torneit, <by> Unsinn or Blodigkeit, by 
.tupidity, foolishness, blunder, silliness, or triviafity,�1 etc. And this for many 
reasons that we shaH analyze. These reasons, which arc heterogeneous 
among themselves, these many reasons, do not only concern the relation of 
significations (signified OT signifying) between languages: they do not only 
haH: to do with the fact that it is only in French that the irreducible difTrac
tion of all these meanings and all these values of bere and berise retains an 
at least implicit reference to Ihe animal bile, ;1 reference one finds nowhere 
else, that I know of, in the same way. These many reasons depend first of 

222 all on a relation, or even a nonrelation, in language and idiom, among the 
French idiomatic usages themselves. One cannot claim - it would be, prc
cisely, bete to claim-to identify among these usages, these ways of saying, 
of doing i n  saying, one authoritative and univocal meaning, one meaning, 
then, a stable meaning distinct from the pragmatic situations of the usages. 
And this absence of a fundamental or foundational meaning will lead us 
down twO paths, which ['II venture to define here summarily before coming 
back to them next week. 

On the one hand, this impossibility of translation. this limit on the very 

Interior of the French idiom-if it has an interior and if it forms a sys
tem-opens onto the absence of a fundamental meaning, a foundational 
and unalterably idiomatic meaning, [this limit I opens then, in a quite dif
ferent way, onto the groundlessness [fe sal1s-fol1dl (between who and what) 
that we weTe talking about at the beginning, 

011 the other hand, this abyss of translation obliges us to revise everything 
about the supposed Iranslation or nontranslation between the so-called :wi
mal order and the so-called human order, between the supposed reaction 

and the supposedly responsihle response, between the so-called language of 

41 .  (Translator's note:1 These words au: in English In the le,,[. 
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animals and so-calh:d human language, I prefer to say between [he trace of 
beasts supposedly without berise, and the bitise of human words supposedly 
capable of this privilege that is still called bitise, and the right to hetise. 

Without concluding from thIS that herise is proper to French, even If the 
word berise belongs only to the French language (but why, come to mention 
it?), we shall start out again from this famous comment from a very French 
work of ollr time, Valtry's MonSIeur Teste, This work opens with a sentence 
that is well known, in Fr:mce and in Weltlitel"(ltur: "La bCtise n'est pas mon 
forl.''I! 

Translated into English, you'll immediately see the prohlem it has pre
sented: "1 am not very strong on stupidity ..... l 

,po Paul Valery, '"La soiree avec ;"·lonsinlr TC�It;:· 10 />.toniieur Te,·u, Ot:llvrrs, \'01. 2, 
�, k�n !-Iylier (P.lris: Gallim:,rd. Bibliothcquc dt; 1a Pl';;aJe, 196o). p. 15. 

43· (Translator's note:] The translation by Jackson Mathews, c"ccrpted in Se{=/ed 
lV.ilings of Pall! Valtry (Nt;w York: New Directions. [950), has ··Stupidity is not my 
Strong poim·' (p. 236), 
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The [feminine] beast and the [masculine] sovereign. 
The beast, first. 
BEte, the word bite, noun and ;\Urihutc. Let's imagine, as in a fable, that 

I am acting a; ifl were betting or as if, by a feim, in betting J were throwing 
down a challenge. 

Maybe they're a bit bau, this bel and this challenge? Perhaps, who will 
ever know? 

According to the fable or the feint of this "as if;' [ would defy anyone 
to swear, i.e. to declare under oath. cng3ging that person's responsibility, 
and thus to attest solemnly thrtl he or she knows (knows with what's called 
knowledge and a knowledge conscious of itsclf), [that he or she knows] 
what hear she means to say-or means to do-when they say, In French, 
bite, throwing out the adjective btu, or even bera {another nuance)1 or even, 
then, the noun beflfC, the being-btu of bitisc, or else (we didn't talk about 
this last week), the adverb "betcment." Try, just to get an idea, try to specify 
and separate out what you mean to say by these words. 

Adjective, noun, ami adverb, then. To which you could add, for gOlXl 
measure, the verbs bitifit:,· or abitir, or the old French biterie (for' we h:we 
to add a historical dimension to this taking account of an idiom, of thc use 
of the French word bEwe, which dates only from the sixteenth century 
and is therefore inseparable from a history of culture, a social history tOO, 
a history of the struggles and social forces of so-called French culture, the 
polemics and rhetorics that marked it and sharpened their weapons on iL 
For it is certainly significant that the insistent denunciation of Mflff:. as for 

I. (Translator's nOle: l ln colluquial French, the word "be ta" can be used to refer to 

someone who is bitt', a dolt. a dummy, often in the "Iiom "gros beta." 
2. ITransbtor's nUI�;J This opened parentheSIS does not close. The verbs bftiji,.r and 

ubiflr mean to make or render stupid: birau is lin alternative (or billS,. itself. 
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instance-to limit mysdf to literary signs-in Flaubert or Valery (Mon

sieur Teste's "La betise n'est p:IS mon fon" [iiterJlly: Bitise is not my fane I), 
should always also be a social or even political accusation, as much as and no 
doubt more thJn it is intdlectual and 1Ildividual. It implies a typology and 

targets types of sociopolitical behrlVior as mllch as individual forms of com
prehension or lack of comprehension. When Bouvard and Pecllchet, just as 
much as Monsieur Teste. denounce anJ take their dist::l!1ce from a beri>e that 

fascinates them, both belong to something like (I'm using this notion here in 

a vaguc and indic:ltive way), something like a social class or cbss fr:lction. 

The social connot:ltion c:lnnot he eff:lced from the lexicon and rhetoric de
nouncing or comb:lting bElue. This is :lIsa why I was pointing out last time 
that one is never bere all on one's own, :lIld we have to add that one never 
mocks bhise on one's own. Not evcryone in France CJn handle, at least not 
to the SJme degree. the we:lpon known :IS the accllsation of bitise. 

So I shall act as though I were ch:lllenging :lnyone to swear, lind I rne:ln 
swear (attest by giving the pledge of a sworn faith) that he or she knuws (and 
I'm naming thereby knowledge, Jeiena and responsible coflfclena, knowl
edge th:lt is wmmufllcablc, objectifyillg, and deremll'ning), that he or she 
knows what he or she means to say (I'm naming thereby a signified signiflca
tion, a signified that is identifiable, and therefore idealizable, a vouloir-<ill'e, 
a meaning,3 Sinn, or Bedeutung as the st:lble correlate of a word, a mean
ing as such), what he or she means to SJY and to do, in saying, but with a 
meaning-to-do that is not necessarily to be reduced to a meaning-to-say. 

In making all this clearer-and you can see thJt these precisions would 
mpidly drag us into the abyss if, for quite bitt' and unjustifiable reasons of 
economy and urgency, of time limits. we didn't cut [hem short -[in mak
ing all this clearer[ ! am suggesting, I mean to SJY, ! intend to signify in my 
turn, I am striving to show in my turn that one can always usc (and I mean 
lise, utilize, or even exploit, implement, or actualize) the lexicon of bhise in 
a more or less appropriate \\'Jy, producing marc or less the expected effects, 
withollt knowing what one meallf. \VithoU( being able to answer for it in a 
theoretically, philosophically, and semantically responsible way. It remains 
then for us to discover the mCJning of "say" ,Hld "do," of "uy to produce 
effects," "appropriate," and "expected effects," ::md of " morc or less" (ap
proximately appropriate, approximately expected), when one cannot say to 
what they are appropriate, to what significalion (1S S/Ich, nor CJn one objec
tify the meaning itsclf, the meaning as such, of \Vhal is an act or operation 
of language, in a given pragmatic situation, with a determinate practical 

3· ITr,,,,slator·s note:I "Mtaning" is in English in Ihe text. 
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strategy_ I say with :I strategy because the attribution of the :mribuH: bit�, 
the attribution of hhise, is always (we've marked Ihis fan quite often so fat) 
a stratagem. i.c. an ;lCl of war, an aggression. a violence [hal intends to Ik 
wounding. It is always an injurious. offensive. abusive insull, always InJlm
ow, i.e. in the order of right, one that runs the risk ofbcing unjust. 

I emphasize this juridicil voc:lbulary of injury. and I have it commUni_ 
catc with thc aCi of swearing liurt'rI, and even of the illjurUJ (meaning the 
pt:rjurcr), because in swear [hat I know what I mean when 1 say bhe, bill�, 
when I cover with insults finp/reil thc victim af lhose weapons that words 
arc, then I perjure myself. Who. moreover, docs not always fed a little Con
fu�dly unjust. unjustly wounding, when accusing someone of bElis�? Who 
does not feci that we are ignoring or denying, through this aggression. that 
however bbe the person appears to be or we want to say he or she IS. the 
person is not that btu, al bonom, nm so biu through and lhrough, and Ihat 
at bottom we arc never sure of knowing what we mean, that we arc in the 
dark when we claim that the othcr is beu? (In my Algerian childhood, and 
I remember well because this expression S,1YS clearly that the qualifier bite 
always risks never being a rigorous, objective judgment. surc of its clarity 
and its distinclive nature, a " ycs" or "no" judgment, but always perspcc
tival, always an effeci of persl>cctive, of placing in perspective. of point of 
vicw, more or less gray and dusky: one is bite from this point of view. but 
not, or less, from that point of view, onc is always more or less hEre; and we 
would say often, laughing, in my Algerian childhood, with the appropriate 
accent, " he or she isn', biu, biu, bEu, but a bit bite all the same.") 

226 And if the attribution of bElise to someone is not a theoretical gesture, 
not a neutral gesture but an act of war. if, then. il is an offense and an of
fcnsive, sometimes an org;mi7.ed sociopolitical defense (which implies that 
the accused. the one charged with being bEr�, is always both sociopolitically 
situated but also supposed to be bEre el michafll," whether he knows it and 
wants to be or not: and what is more, nOlhing is more aggressi\e. in any 
case. nothing is less neutral than saying of someone: "You know, he is bite 
rather than michaflf." "He is not bad, he is not ill-ilHcntioned. but, what do 
you wam. he or she is biu" - it is often very michant and wounding to say 
that; in any case it is never neutral and it ;ICCUses the other of something bad, 
a defect or a malignity). One must then specify as to this war, be: it decl:Hcd 

or not, the following poin!' which matters to me here. Taking up for con
venience Kant's distinction ix:twcen waifare and collflict - conflict (Strei/) 

... ITransl:lIor's nOle:] A common French idiom mc:ming. literally. MSlUpld and 
wickcd:' 
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being, as opposed 10 war (Krieg). something that calls for a ration:al and 

institutional arbitration-the :accusation of bEtis� is a warlike resJX>nse, an 
act of w:!r that would achIeve the rational status of conAict only on the hy
pOthesis that someone, a third party or an institution. could determine both 
me meaning of the word bEtlS� and the justness, justice, justification or not 
of the accusation. \Vhence my question, the "as if' of my bet and the fiction 
of my challenge: Who can swear that he or she knows what or whom they 
are talking about. what the word bEtis� means to say or do when it is thus 
put to work, in act and at arms? \Vhat is one saying and doing when one 
is always doing something in saying something the very meaning of which 
remains largely indeterminate. plastic, malleable, reiative, etc.? 

I recognize that this difficulty can affect other words and, ultim;ltcly, 
all usages, all so-called idiomatic implementations of a lexicon, the whole 
of a language and of languages in general. But the point is to draw a few 
consequences about a lexicon that puts 10 work a reference to something, 
the beast or the being-beast, of which the 11105t common dOXfl, and not only 
in the greatest philosophical tradition. consists in refusing said animal, 
the nonhuman beast. access to language as such, to speech, 10 language, to 
meaning as !luch. to response. to the responsibility of response. As if in say
ing, in French, that someone is bit�, one were accusing him or her-for 
it is always, as we were saying the last time and I have just repeated. a 
categoric:!l accusation, a katEgoria, a category and an accusation, even if the 
accuser can pretend to take pity. even if a movement of compassion ("The 
poor guy, he's so biu." "Don't pay attention, she's biu")-e\'en if this more 
or less affected pity, sometimes affected with affection ("How bhe you are," 
"Come on, don't be bite, my friend"), can in truth aggravate the accusation: 
lone was accusing him or hed, basically. of ix:ing virtually deprived, as is 
the beast, of all that is supposedly proper to man, begi nning with language, 
but also reason, logos, as language and reason, the sense of death, technique, 
history, con\·emion. cuhure. laughter, tears. etc., and even work. Heidegger, 
aboul whom we shall have more to say as 10 the aOimal, nOt only s,1id that 
the animal docs not die, that it has no language. but also that it does not 
work; in Du Ruf zilm ArbeilSdimsl, he wriles: "Dos Tiu und a(j�s bloss D(I
hjfl(�bt!7Jde kafln nlcht arbeiun.·� 

So that in this context. using the lexicon or bEtist! well. using il efficiently 

5· Manin Heidegger. Der Rujzl<lII A,bcitsdti'nsl, in Gi'S1l1llIul<sgahl'. \01. .6 (F rankfurI-
31l1-Main: Klostermann, 1000), p. 139. During the session. jllCqllCS [krrida proposed 
thiS lransl:llion ofHc,dcggcr's S(Cnlencc: �Thc animal, and att Ihal is Illerely li\lng. can
nO( Work.M 
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and appropriately without being able [0 answer for it theoretically, philo_ 
sophically, scm:mtically, is using it not only In a bellicose way but using it 
hitemcnt, in some completdy bit� way. And it is from this law, this situ_ 
ation, that we must draw the consequences. Just try to sec, try seriously 
to ask yourselves: What do I mean, hasic<llly, and what am I doing, what 
am I claiming to do whcn I say b&e, the beast, or especially when I say of 
someone or to someom: that he or she is bite, that he or she says or docs a 
hitiJc. or acts bEteme1/t (and this in the form of what is always a proposi_ 
tion, a declaration that would daim to be, without ever being able to be, 
demonstrably, constati\,c, a judgment, a judicalive evaluation, a verdict, a 
veridictum supposed to speak the truth and decide as to the tfuth, but always 
remains an irreducibly negative evaluation, as we were saying, and a dec
laration of war, even if here and there it appears to be attenu.:Hed by some 
pitying affection)? 

I say judgment. and such a supposed judgment ought to enter into a the
ory of true or false judgment: into a apophamics, Aristotle would say. r\ow 
try seriously, sincerely, gravely, rigorously, responsibly, to find om and let 
us know what you mean and <what> you have in mind or in view, what 
you want to say or do, what you want, quite simply. Try seriously, I mean 
sincerely and responsibly, try to answer my request, my bet, my challenge, 
and thereby try to answer for what you are saying and judging in thiS way, 
for what you are doing in saying and judging at that moment. 

You would then, [ presume, be caught in a SOrt of apophasis, not in apo
phantics but in apophatics, i.e. in the vertigo of a sort of negative theology 
in which the point would be to approach indefinitely what one is aiming at 
by vainly multiplying negations, negative declarations or propositions: for 
example, when I say bere in the sense of berisf', when I say bhise, someone's 
berise, the befl�'e [ have done, said, or given (when I gi ve a presque rien [a 
token gift, a triAe]), I am not saying this, or this, or that, or even that, I am 
not saying a whole series of things that arc close, related, adjacem, such as 
" inanity" [sotliSl'], for eX;lmple. Tons of! iterature has been written to distin· 
guish sott ise from ber;,,-e: when I say someone or something is bire, I do nOI 
mean inane [sorl, although it is very close (there too, the sociopolitical con
nmations are noticeable, and not all French people will use the words sot or 

iottiie). When I say bite. I am not saying "in:me," any more than I am saying 
"ignoram," although it's very close: one can he knowledgeable and yet bitt:, 
and even when une introduces the apparently animal reference to the aSS 

and [0 asminity, ill French or other languages, for example Arabic. one is 

saying something very close, but being an ass and beingbere are nm the S.1me 
thing: the :lSS is ignorant, either vacant or innocent, does not know what he 

ought to know, but beriJe is not a defect in the order of knowledge: this is 
\Vhy Ddeuze was right to dissociate it from error: one can always know 
nothing, as it is supposed that the ass knows nothing, and one can commit 

all the errors in the world, witham being biu and e�·en without saying or 

doing a betiie. To be biu and to be stupid is not the same thing either, even 

if, for Jack of rigor or in a language that is dull or hebetated (we shall return 

to this word later), one can take them to be synonyms or take them so as to 

associate them side by side, as does Rousseau m Emile ("You will see him 

more stupid [sll/pide[ and more bere than the yokel's son"),6 this juxtaposi

tion or this contiguity clearly marking that they are not quite synonyms 
and that the translation of bftise by ·'stupidity" is not absolutely adequate 
in English, the more so in that "stupidity" perhaps does not translate quite 
adequately the use of the French word ill/pidit!. Similarly, the use of the at
trihute bere, even where it seems still bound, as I was suggesting last lime, to 
a privation of judgmem and of ability to understand, even if this judgment 
and understanding coneern a meaning that is not an objeci of knowledge 
(which means that even dictionary definitions are somewhat inadequate, 
as for example Li{[n�'s, which defines bbiie as a "defect of intelligence or 
judgment"), this use of the auribme bite is not exhausted by this concept of 
understanding in the broad sense. I t  can designate an ('thical way of being, a 
social of even implicitly political disposition (when I say "So-and-so is bite," 
I am beginning, at least virtually, to designate him or her as a class enemy 
or a political enemy). BeriJe is always the object and the target of an accusa
tion, an ambiguous hetero- or self-accusation: , am too bite, or you are [00 
biu, in the sense of "I am too good," "You are tOO good," "\Ve are too bfte, " 
"We're being had." "We're being exploited," "We are good beyond measure 
or discernment" (and we indeed find here, in a latent state, certainly, an 
intellectual evaluation, though used to describe in the fi rst place a weakness 
of the heart, an excess of generosity or charity, of love of one's neighbor). 
And then there is the tout bite (for "quite simple," "easy to understand or 
casy to do"), etc. We find the same problem with the attribute COli,' more 
untranslatable than ever, very close to bite, and even of bite in lhe sense of 
·'good" (I am too bite, I am too COli), but bite and COli, you can try it out, are 
not absolutely substitutable synonyms. Neither on the side of the subjects of 
enunciation nor on the side of the objects or targets of the accusation. One 

6. Jean-'aequc� Rousseau, Emi/t: (pari�: Gam;er-Flammar'oll. 1966), p. 149: """US Ie 
"erre:.:: cent fois plus stupide et plus bl'te (IU" Ie fib du plus gfOS mJnJn!." 

7· ITrJnsbtor's nOle:1 D<:rivcd from an obscene word for the ("male genitalia. "COil" 
(adjeclive and noun) in curr"nt Fr"l1eh usage means, roughly. "idiot(ie)." 
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could write books on the subtle but irreducible differences. even if they can 
always be neutralized and are always interesting, between biu and con, bEt� 
and idiot, biu :lIld slIIp/d/:, hite and imbieife. bete and crhill, or even debt/I: 
(mentally feeble, "dumb"], hfu :and naY\,c or mais [simpleminded]. etc. It is 
never quite the same thing. BUl lhc difference can be feh and marked only 
in the concrete, situated, contexlualized implementation, in the idiom of 
each situation and each individual, of each group of individuals, each social 
scene. Which does nOI mean that one can make this word mean anything 
at all. :lnd that we would have to give in to an absolute rel:Hivisrn by aban
doning the me:lI1ingful use of this word to the diversity of COnleXIS :md 
singular usages. Bm the idealization of an objecti"c and theoretical ideality 
of meaning. of a "free" ideality, as Husserl would say (and we shall return 
to Husserl in a moment), cannot be what gives the rule for the usc of this 
lexicon. And you imagine the problems of translation that this can pose: not 
only from one language to another but-and I'm coming back to this In a 

moment because it is the argument that mallers most to me-within one 
and the same language. one and the same cultural code. 

From one language to another, ] vcry rapidly recalled last time that if, 
at least in the languages that are nOt completely inaccessible to me, English 
and German, stupidity, foo/ishnu.s. stupid, foolish, sili}" idiotic did not more 
adequately translate the being-bbt" of bEtist" than did dumm, /)ummht"il, 
biM. biOdsinllig (BIOdigkt"it, which HolderJin talked about), a/bml, Albertl
hell. etc.. any more than Klt"inigkt"it or triviality adequately translated the 
little nothing bitist" or almost nothing bagatelle, the point was not just that 
the implicit reference to the animal or the beast was absent. ] believe [ know 
that in some languages. Greek or Italian, and even Sp.1nish,one can find tOO 
a reference to the animal in words or expressions that speak, denounce, or 
accuse something like bitist". So the point of untranslatability is not that. 

So what is thepomt ofuntrallslatability and what is at stake in it here? In 
the book I have already mentioned. Stupidlly, Avital Ronell sJXaks se"eral 
times (in an English we shall therefore ha"e some difficulty retranslating 
here and there) of stupidity' as a "quasi.concept:· i.c. a concept that is so 
unstable. subject to such ,'ariability, such plasticity. such mobility, such a va
riety of uses lhat its meaning is not secure. After havlIlg studied all the ... o-

8. ITranslator's notd "Stupidity" i$ in EnJ:li�h in the tUt. In what ro11ows. the 
French text of the scmimlr gIves long extrans rrom Rondl'5 book . .... hich [)crncl:! rcad 
OUt in Eng!ish and p"raphrase<:1 and tr�n5latcd with comments durong Ihc sc:ss,on. I 

h",'c SC:p"I1IIe.:1 (JUt paraphra:ll:: (which I ha\C largely omittcd) rrom commentary (\!ohieh 
J ha,'c \ransJ:lIed on hrackeu). 
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cabulary of ancient Greek that designates things close to or related to bitist':, 
RoneH writes: "Yet the Greek understanding of what might be regarded 
as stupidity, taking into account the historical and linguistic mutations of 
this quasi-concept. holds above all political implications that continue to 
be significant for us today .... And I emphasize, for my pan in :lI1y case. the 
word "quasi:' in "quasi-concept," because it is nOt without relation to the 
fictional logic, the possibility of feint, or even feigned feint. with effacement 
of the trace and the fabulous element of the "as if," that are imponant to 
us today. Why docs the question of the belt" so regularly call for fabulous 
responses and "as if" concepts, quasi-concepts? Now here is Avital Ronell, 
twenty-cight pages later, even as she is devoting 10 it a book that bears this 
rille (SllIpidity), asking herself, in parentheses, and not without the irony 
for which she is well known, if one can consider "stupidity" a concept: "it 
remains (Q be seen whether stupidity can be viewed as a concept."10 

Aftcr having recalled a whole semantic range of Greek words related to 
"stupid" (apaidellsia, not cultivated; apnro"l"iis, lack ing in judgment; allaist

hetos, insensitive;agroikos, uncouth, an unculti\'ated man from the country. 
a peasant, etc.), she turns her analysis around rhis untranslatability by privi
leging not a word but a singular occurrence of the word Dllmmheir (bellie, 
if you will), which Heidegger used to characterize-what? His error? No, 
something else, more and something other than his error, when he not only 
joined the Nazi part)' (he remaincd a member until the end) but assumed 
his commitment to Nazism in 1933-34. A political bbiie, then. But a bitise 

as act, oJXration, momcnt, accidental faux-pas and not as a JXrmanent and 
Structural character trait. Hc.idegger did not say: "I am bae," "How bite I 
am," or "I'm always bett:," or even, "} am bite in politics, always bae as to 
politics or political commitment." No, he said: 'That day, I did a «rise, an 
accidentalfiwx-pas," with the implication, "that I regret e\'en though one is 
not always entirely responsible for a berise," and this is the responsibility, dif
ficult to assign, that we are talking about. Let me read a long cxtract from 
Avilal Rond!. 

For theancienl Greeks. stupidity cannot be seen as belonging 10 thc. domain 
of the political because it indicates that which lacks polillcs: it is being
outside-the political. [n t(,TIllS of a political amhrojX.I[ogy, the Greek ap
proximation or anticip.11ion of stupidity would havc 10 be loc:lIed in the 
prepolitica1. in the forgetting of politics. The stupid one is incapable of 

living in a community. Essenllally autarkic. the pr('political stupid one is 

9· Roncl1. Stupidit), p. ,,0. 

10. Ibid, p. 68. 
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marked by an absence of relationship or link (ataklOs). For Plutarch, the 
term HidiotH expresses social and political mfcriority; it is not a certificate 
of citizenship-the iehu! is the one who is not a citi7.cn (politt:J� Dl/lnmhCIT 
retranslated into Greek means a suspen$ion of the pohucal at the vcry mo
ment when I-Icidcjl:ger offers onc or his minimalist untranecs concerning 
his link to the politics of the Third Reich. 

At this point. it would he prudent to introduce thc problem of untrans
latability that will dominate the pages to follow. There W;t� already an inter
nal fissuring within the Greek approximations of"smpidity" -3 linguistic 
instability that could be o\t'rcomc only by means of c:onsidcrablc rhetOri
cal \'io1cncc. On another register, the movement between French, German, 
SlX1nish, and English appropri:lIions of "stupidity" reveals more than the 
matter of semamic variance. "Stupidity" resiSts transfer Inw Dl<mmh�lt, lu�t 
as it can hardly inhabit the premi�s of hifls�. with its :Iuendant zoology, the 
animals or animality that populate the few but notewonhy di5CuulollS of 
stupidity in French. IHere she adds a note: "The French term denotmg 
stupidity is of course h(t�. tying dumbness to the animality of animals. You 
don't have to be vegan or an animal rights activist to nme how unfair this 
is to animals. Only humans can be, or be predicated as, hit�." And she con
tinues, no longer in a nme:1 SI1I1, on another level, there exists a dissociation 
of Illeaning and intention th:l1 can Uc said 10 occur within English usagc, a 
dissociation that compels a second reading of Heidegger's single reference 
to his own Dummh�it. And here the mailer of untranslatability becomes 
e\'en more tricky, If equally fundamental. What would happen if we were 
to translate this avowal of DUIlllll heit according to common usage, as "Stu
pidity"? Would another transialton, equally acceptable though less com
mon, alter rhe horizon of meamng? Let us S.1y that Heidegger referred 10 
his " dumbness" of t9301 rather than to his "stupidity:' The date remalllS the 
same, but the moral meaning has shifted, taking on another value. This tn
tralinguistic twister repeats the interlinguistie knot tying up "stupid" with 
hiu. The difference between avowing stupidity and claiming dumbness for 
oneself("That was dumb" ; "[ was really dumb in 193-\") IS a signific:tnt one. 
While the disclosure of dumbness leaves no recourse or room for argument, 
stupidity is linked 10 an effect of malice: indeed, it calls for judgment. In 
other words, where3sdumbness might be part of (he irreparabk f.1Ctictly of 
existence, there is an ethics of stupidity, or leI us say simply that it calls for 
an ethics. 1 Erc. etc. I 

I . . .  ) 1  A reference to Henri Michaux and '"Honheur bCte":1 
In "Bonheur ocle'" Henri l\lichaux exclaum: "11 n';] pas de limites. pas 

de I . . . 1, il est tdlement sur qu'il me d6esphe- I"He has no limits, no [ . . .  1 
he is so sure he leaves me in despair") [So stupid is he.1 The \"Oiee narrating 
is rendered desper:Hc by the boundless certitude of the one who comes uff 
truly as stupid. There arc at le;lsl tWO moments III this utterance of which 
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to be aW'lfe. First, there is the question oflimil: slUpidily knows no limit, 
offering one uf the rare "experiences" of infinity. Brecht once noted that 
intelligence is finite bUl stuptdity. 111finlle.11 

What Avital Rone]] sees clearly and what matters to us here, is that if "stu

pidity" (and I must keep the English word) is neither a concept nor a non
concept but, as she says, a quasi-concept (and this concept of the "quasi," of 
the "as if," carries the whole charge of the equivocation), Ih,s hangs on the 
faCI that it ha� no status, by which we have to understand Ixxh no stability 
and no legitimacy accredited once and for 3\1: and this non status depends 
on an undecidability, an indeterminacy, of course, but not any old indeter
minacy or any old indecision. It makes your head spin. The point is that 
it is a mat(�r of an ind�cision or an indeterminacy between a determinacy 
and an indeterminacy. So that to link up more visibly and clearly with the 
problematic of sovereignty that actually has not left us, I would be tempted 
to say that any decision (and sovereignty is a power of absolute decision) is 
both mad (every decision is madness, says Kicrkegaard) and bite, or stupid, 
that it invol\"es a risk of, or a leaning toward, bitiJ�. Having noted, a little 
like Dcleuze, to whom she often refers, moreover, that there had not been 
enough philosophical attention paid to the problem of biti;t:, Avital Roncll 
insists on this oscillation between determinacy and indeterminacy (once 
again I am going to cite and translate her at some length, because [he book 
is probably not \"ery accessible in French for the moment): 

While it Istupidity] has not been a great theme amung philosophers-there 
is no tome that would bear the title Vurn IVrie" der Durnll/heit (On the Es
lnIuofSll4pidlty)-" �tupidit}'� can be Sttn to have settled within the philo
sophical project. [If I comment rather than tr;mslating, this means that if 
philosophers have never dealt with stupidity, the essence of stupidity, that's 
perhaps because there was stupidity in philosophy itself.1 Defended against 
the relllS in knOWIng, philosophers are those who dwell in the problem 
and live by enigmas; though their tone is often superior, it is in their lob 
descriptions to a\'Ow that thc�' arc confounded by the lilllltS of the know
able, to begin their reflections. if they arc true philosophers, in a mood of 
stupefaction hhey begin in stupefaction, that's the origin of philosophyj. 
Yet this IS an aspect of philosophical inquiry th:1I is often veiled by forget
fulness. put away as if 3 link to fundamental stupidity were uns.'1yable. [In 
other words. philosophers have never dealt wilh stupidity, perhaps because 
then� IS stupidity in the philosophical project ilself. and one gets the impres
sion that. In the description, a link to fundamental stupidity is unspoken, 

II.  Ibid., PI'. -11-43. 
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hidden as though ineffable, "unsayable."J There would be no philosophy 
without this abjected and largely repressed condition of its possibility. Onc 
could even pursue the point further by observing that the more successfully 
repressed philosophy is, the closer it comes to the core stupidity. [The better 
the philosophy, if you like, the more it represses stupidity. And the theme 
of stupidity. 1 Who has not recognized certain philosophical assertions as 
being stupid in the end? Arguably, there is nothing more stupid, finally, 
than Hegel's ·'absolute knowledge" [Etc., etc. I I . . . ]. Fundamental stupid
ity has not really been upgraded to the level of a problem, however, for 
philosophers have rarely tended to address the question of stupidity (it is 
therefore not a question but strictly OUl of the question) or when they have 
broached the topic, as in the case of Hegel's disciple J. E. Erdmann, their 
anetnpts have been greeted with laughter and derision I when a philosopher 
tried to talk about bhise, he was laughed at [on s'm fOUlU deluiJi. On some 
level, then, stupidity has no legitimate status in ollr discursive encounters. 
[Etc., etc. [ 

Ronell cites Flaubert, Musil, Baudelaire, Nietzsche, etc. And gets to this 
point, which I'll translate too: 

So we are arriving at some sort of minimal consensus, at least within this 
community of two writers [Musil and Flaubert I, on a determination of stu
pidity (Baudelaire and Nietzsche pose further problems for the modernist 
topos in the context of art. artifice, !etc.l). It is certainly difficult, more
over, to speak convincingly of " determination" [i.e. the determination of 
stupidity] when stupidity appears principally to be of and about indeter
minacy�nonethe1ess, let us continue these ruminations. lIn other words, 
we're going to try to determine stupidity where philosophy has always 
avoided it and we well know, precisely, that stupidity or bfrise, ifthat·s how 
you translate it, is all about indeterminacy. A little later, p. 69:] 

[ . . . J We persistently oscillate bel\veen twO sides of determination, at 
once marking both the indetermination and sheer determination of the 
stupidity cycle.12 

We are far from having finished with this problem of translation. But you 
already see dearly that even where we understand, up to a point, even to 

a great extent, Ronell's text, which is wrinen, basically, in a son of trans
fer or shuttle between more than one language (German, and a specific 

Germ,lO-that of Heidegger, Musil, Erdmann: Dummheit; French, and a 
specific French-that of Flaubert, Valery, Deleuze: bEtiie), but especially 

English - which dominates and provides the metalanguage and the 5igni-
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fier of the general equivalent: stupidity -the fact remains that this general 
equivalent is only a general quasi-equivalent: this quasi-equivalent remains 
inadequate and we understand it, each in our idiom, only by retranslat
ing it (for example, by bEtise in French, and not by stupidite1, by ceaselessly 
relTanslating it while knowing well or feeling sure, at least confusedly, in
distinctly, bilement if you will, idiotically if you prefer, that where we are 
dealing, precisely, with the idiom (i.e, with that extraordinary magnetic 

field of meaning and uses that link in Greek the idios of the particular or 
singular idiom to the idiotes, the idiocy of the idioles who can be the indig
enous inhabitant, the simple citizen, and also the ignorant man, without ex
perience, naked, savage, innocent)-lwhi1e. knowing well and feeling sure, 
then, at least confusedly, indistinctly, belernent if you will, idiotically] that 
in this retranslation of stupidity by billie, or vice versa, between Dummheit, 

Wtise, and "stupidity;' there is a remnant, a remainder that is untranslated 
and untranslatable. And that this remainder cannot be reduced to the ref
erence made by French alone, or some other language (but rarely) to the 
beast. What remains absolutely untranslatable, one can say so a priori, what 
remains untranslatable in the very economy of the word, in the word-for
word or '·one word for one word," is the totality of the idiomatic network 
that coordinates all these values, all these connotations, all these quasi
synonymies or even homonymies (for example, the homonymy between the 

Wtise of someone who is bite and the betise one does, the beflse one says, and 
the bitise, the " almost nothing;' the trifle that one gives or receives, etc.). 

So again I ask and again launch the question of a little while ago: what is 
the point of umranslatability and what is at stake here? Why this syntagm, 
itself untranslatable, point d'intraduisibiliti?!J Well, so as to mark clearly, to 
mark as well as possible, the absence of all purity and all decidable limits 
here: neither pure and simple translatability nor pure and simple untrans
latability. There is a point of untranslatability, and there is not lne . . .  point] 
untranslatability. What links the meaning and the syntax in the French us
age of the word poillt is untranslatable, but relatively untranslatable. The 
response is always economical, i.e. impure. Poillt is untranslatable by one 
word when its syntax plays between the point and the negation ne . . .  pas, 
but easily translatable if I devote a page of explanation to it, and then it will 
nOl be purely and simply a translation. 

To sharpen up this question, one must first bear witness to or take stock 
of the fact that the absence of a general equivalent, namely a univocal con-

13. [Translator's note:l ln French, ··p<.>im d'intraduisibilitC means bUlh '·point of 
Untranslatability:· and '·no untranslat:obilil)" lal all I:· 
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ccpt absolutely idcalizable in its meaning. thus transcendent with respect 
to all the practical or pragmatic uses that one can make of a word. of the 
lexicon of bitlj�, of the adjecti\'e bEt�, of the adverb bEum�nt. of the noun 
biris� -this 3bsencc of a pure general equivalcnt, as an operator of a trans. 
lation without remainder. <this operator> docs not only not exist bctwetn 
languages, as is only tOO obvious, but above all exists nowhere, it docs not 
exist either within each language, in the domestic interiority, itself supposed 
to be pure, of a language or an idiom, it docs not exist there purely and 
rigorously, objectifiable in a pure theoretical knowledge. in an objenive sci· 
ence or consciousness: it only exists there in an approximati\'e, rdati\ely 
stabilized, stabilizable and more or less decidable manner, 

And here you can beglO to see what is at stake in this point of untransbt· 
ability from the point of view of our problematic: and why I had seemed 
to bet, at the beginning of the session, that it is impossible to swear that one 
knows what one means to say and what one mcans 10 do and know how to 
do and m;]ke known when one S;]ys bere. It is because I ;]m m;]king of this 
non knowledge on which I am beuing, this "nOt knowing what one is saying 
or meaning" or "has s:tid" or "docs," when one says, in French. bite-be

cause I am making of this nonknowledge or of the impurity. non rigor. es· 
sential incompleteness of this knowlcdge, of this science or this conscience 
the axiom. the prime mover, the spirit or the inspiration, the raison d'irre, 

if you prefer, of the semin'lr that gathers us here: this nonknowledge as to 
what bire (the noun or the adjective, the bccoming�:tdjective of the noun) 
me.ms to say, has one s:ty, or docs in being said. 

The choicc of the title for this seminar, La bite el ie soltveraifl, was de· 
signed in the first place to keep bringing us back to this Ii rSt site of decision, 
as to the immense question of the living-:tt bottom what is irreducibly 
bire, we shall have to say this often, is life pure and simple. which is both 
infinitely bEte and cunning, intelligent, bbl' and anything bUl biu: it is the 
living in life itself which outplays the opposition between hiltSe and its sup· 
posed contrary. the decidable limit between (he two, both in what is called 
man and in what is c;]l1ed the animal, thc living being in general that is both 
bite :tnd not bite. idiotic :lOd cunning, na'i"e and smart, etc.: Nietzsche is 
doubtless one of the most eloquent witnesses on this theme-II was saying 
then that the choice of this title for the �cminar. La bite l't Ie iOIWeraiTl, lVas 
designed in lhe first place LO keep bringing us b..1ek to this first site of deci· 
sion, as to the immense question of lhe livingJ and of the relation between 

what is proper to the so·called :lIlimal li\'ing being and what is proper to the 
so-called human living being. namely the experience of language, sign. or 
s�ch, of manifestation and comprehension, interpretation, etc. That will 
always have been the ultimate criterion, let's not forget. 
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Now if even withlO a single langu:tge. one and the s:tme supposedly co· 
herent, "consistent" idiomatic system, I cannot manage to determine. iso� 
late. objeClify. and Iherefore idealize as the same, a single meaning for the 
lexicon of bbJSl' (hillSt:, bite, bitement, etc.). if each time the use I make of 
this lexicon is not constative but perform<ltive, always both indeterminate 
and therefore overdetermined, depending on an incalcu1:tble number of 
conditions, protocols, contextual \';]riab1cs, if every occurrence of t his lexi
con corresponds to an ev .. lu:Hion (for bEte, bErist" bbemetlt is always the axi
ological corrdate of an evaluation that is itself always rd;]tive, it is always 

a negative. depreciati\'e cvalu:ttion, an insult, a denunciation, an ironic of
fense, etc.), then there is no general equivalent th:!t would allow me to say 
in all rigor: this is the objcctive and ideal meaning of what I meant to say 
or do in pcrfonn3tively producing this e\'aluation, this value judgment, this 
accusation, this kallgoria, this denunciation. this insult, this offense. 

or course, you will say, I am not completely powerless :md absolutely 
without reSOllrce in this respect. I can begin to understand and to expbin, 
therefore to translate, to sketch. to test out gem:ral quasi-equivalents, more 
or Icss satisfactory. consensual. convincing approximations (and that is what 
we are doing here, basically, :tnd what we were doing in transl;]ting ap
proximati\'ely the pass..1ges from Ronell I was quoling just now). But you 
can sec that this success is rdative, always perfectible, and that in the case 
of Ronell's book, a large number of contextu:tl conditions were already re
quired, beginning with a certain reiati\'C and shared knowledge of three or 
four languages (Greek, English, German, French), common references, the 
existence in French of a neighboring word, although one different from 
"stupidity," etc. 

What do I have in view with this point ofuntranslatabiliry? Well. to say 
it too briefly: if the accusation of bitise, if the evaluation of biliH (the evalua
tive and therefore prescriptive or proscripti\'e. normative, normalizmg, and 
sociopolitical aecus,,1tion. always perspectival), if this insult as an act of war 
remains untr:tnslatable because it is always bound and therefore contained, 
circumscribed, constrained in ;] singular situation and a contextualized 
strategy, this is because it does not have as a transcendent rule what, with 
Husserl, one could call 3Jree ideality, Husser!. in a word, calls ideality in 
general what, as object or signification, is constitllted and repeated identi· 
cally, as the same, across :t multiplicity of subjective acts: for example. the 
number '"two" or a literary work or the meaning of a word,or even anything 
else that remains the s:tme across an infinite number of different subjective 
acts: it is each time the same number "'wo." or the same work (ideally such 
and such a poem) which is imended across the acu or persons who, billions 
of times, can imend Ihem in [he course of different spatiotemporal experi-

" .  
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ences. But among all these ideal objects, among these Idealities independent 
of the empirical subjective acts that intend them, Hu�rl distinguishes be
tween bound idealities (tied up, gebundme idealities) which are ideal only 
in the body, itself ideal, of a particular (not absolutely uni\'ersalizablc) eXIs
tence, and those that are absolutely free and absolutely independent of their 
occurrences. For example, thc /lumber, [ repeat, the number 2, the objective 
number, beyond any bnguagc, is an absolutely ideal object, universally in
telligible, and so free, detached, unbound, but the words deux, two, zum 

are the same only each in its own language: they remain the " same" objen 
intended in each language as often as whoever repeats them: but as they 
remain bound £0 a language, not universal. they are bound. enchained ide
alities relatively limited in their ideality or in their process of idealization 

or universalization. Well, the meaning of the words bb�, bBt is�, as mean
ings of French words, have an ideal meaning. but one bound to the French 
language, and so to French history, culture, and society, and thereby in the 
end, more seriously, always bound to determinate uses and comCXiS which 
to that extent limit their translatability or universalization. nOt only from 
one language to another but within one language. 

2'12 I choose phenomenological vocabulary and Husserlian conceptuality 
to describe this situation because one finds in it this motif of frcedom and 
therefore the correlate of that responsible, free. and so\'ereign personality 
that is so often implied [0 explain to us (for example, as L..can and Deleuze 
do close to us. but as has always been done) that crud bestiality and bEtis .. are 

proper to man and cannOt be attributed to so-called animal beasts. At bot

tom, what Lacan and Deleuze arc telling us about bestiality and (transcen

demal) b€tis .. is that they arc reserved for mankind, that they are the proper 
of mankind, that the beastS are incapable of them, that one cannot qualify 
as "be.stial" or b�1t: (b�u in the sense of bBtig) beasts that have no relation to 
the law, that thcy cannOi be crud and responsible, i.e. free and so\'ereign 
(sovereignty being, even before defining politically the essence or vocation 
or claim of a sovereign of a nation-state or a people, the very definition of 
the juridical person, as a free and responsible person, able to say or imply " 1, 
me," [Q posit itself as "I, me"), 

I f, then, the very meaning of the lexicon of bel/se or bei ng-b�te, ofbestialilY 

or b�/ise, cannot be absolutely translatable, as a free ideality without equ1\'o
cation, as a semantic objc:ct that is pure and independent not only of such 

and such a language but of pragmatic. performati\e, polemical, or strategic 
and violent contexts, then it seems impossible strictly to reserve them to 

man as sovereign and free. This is why I said last time that this abyss of 
translation obliges us to revise everything as to the supposed translation or 
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nontranslation between the so-called animal order and the so-called human 
order, between the supposed reaction and the suppos<:d responSIble ,,"spome, 

between the so-called language of animals and the so-called language of 
man-I would prefer to say between the trace of beasts supposed to be 
without bEtise and the bBtise of human speech supposedly capable of this 
privilege that is still called betise. and the right to bbise. A meaning the ide- J41 
ality of which is bound determines a language that participates as much in 

rcaction (within programmatic constraints that can be highly complex and 
overdetermined. as they arc. moreover. both for animals and for humans). 

as in response. If meanlOg remains linked 10 a determinate situation, a war-
like or polemical pragmatics, for example, an engagement and a vital in

vestment (of whatever nalUre: libidinal, hunting, or seductive), to a relation 

of forces, then the distinction between reaction and response (that everyone 

from Descartes to Lacan makes the criterion of what is proper to man, of 

his rationality, freedom, sovereignty, relation to the law)-this distinction 
loses its rigor and decidability, 

This is why, without concluding that bEtis.- is proper to French, even if 

the word bEtis .. belongs only to the French language (but why, in fan?), I 
also recalled that we should start OUi again from the famous statemem in 

a very French work of our time, Valery's Monsi�ur Tesl�. This work opens 
with a sentence that is well known, in France and, as we were pointing Out 

last time, in Weltliuralllr: ML.. bCtise n'est pas mon fort:' Translated into En
glish, you remember, this ga\'e: "I am not very strong on stupidity."l� 

I am not saying this to discredit the discourses that arc doing everything 

they can to specify humanity as much as possible, a properly human char
acter of bestiality and bitise. Nor am I saying it to confuse, to say that there 

is no difference between animals of a nonhuman type and human animals. 
On the contrary, it is to refine differential concepts that I am emphasizing a 
non pertinence of the concepts and the logic that arc employed to reserve the 

privilege of what one thinks one can define as bes/iollly and bit;s .. (to reserve 
the right or the pri\'ilege, then I to that properly human animality suppos

edly free, responsible, and not reactive or reactional, capable of telling the 

difference between good and evil, capable of doing evil for evil's s..ke, etc. 
I should like 10 clarify here. before concluding for today, the scnsc of my 244 

reservations as to the discourse of the tradition in the original form it takes 
in Ddeuzc and Llcan. 

When, in the Schellingian vein that I recalled, Deleuzc says that "bem .. is 
not animality" or that "animals arc as it were forearmed against this ground, 

14· ITranslalor'§ nOIO:;:1 Sec session 5 abOle. n. 4j. 



= 

.80 :t: SIXTH SESSION 

by their explicit forms," he implies that man, at the: very point at which his 
form, the determination of his " individuation;' forearms him against the: 
groundless ground (Urgrund as Ungrund), [manl nC\'crthelcss remains. as an 
indeterminate freedom, in relation 10 this groundless ground. and ;t is from 
this that this properly human hirise is supposed [0 proceed. 

But what allows onc to s.'y this. in this form? 
Let us reexamine this statement: " Animals areas II tlla"e/oreamled against 

this ground, by their explicit lanns." First, if they arc forearmed, then they 
must be in a rel:lIion, in some relation. with this ground and the threat of 
this ground. And what is more. who is nO[ tempted to perceive in, let's 
say, many animals, a rdation to the groundless ground, a mort: fascin:ll
ing and fascinated, worried, anxious relation, one at It:ast as abyssal as in 
man, and even in what would thus forearm them, a proximity that is press
ing, obsessive, threatening. a proximity with precisely the ground against 
which-but like humans-animals supposedly forearm themselves? And 
what is mort:, at the moment at which, In trenchant fashion, Dclt:uze in
tends to separate man from animality as to bEt;se, saying wilhoUl t:quivoca
lion, decidt:dly and determinedly, thaI "bEtist: is not animality,"I� why does 
De\euze introduce formulas that are as resist:mt to trenchant opposition 
as "as it wert:," "forearmed" (a nmion that always implies a degree, a more 
or less, a more or less of forearming against something with which one re
mains in relation, as some animals do with an earthquake still imperceptihle 
to humans) and above all a formula such as "explicit forms" ? And what of 

245 the implicit, then? This question of the implicit, of the difference between 
implicit and explicit, opens not only onto gradations, a seamless differemial 
of mores and lesses, but also onto the question of the unconscious, to which 
we shall return in a moment, and which Ddeuze has quickly set aside or 
not even taken into consideration in rhis context, presuming, like L:lcan no 
doubt, this time. that animality has no unconscious. Even the human un
conscious, repression and resistance, are not taken into acCOunt in Deleuze's 
analysis of bBtist:. To the point that. however funny and sometimes salutary 
Deleuze's (or Dcleuze and Guanari's) ironic and sarcastic vigilance around 
psychoanalysis may be, I have already said why it is difficult for me 10 laugh 

with them for very long. For conversely, why not recognize that man, in:ls
much as he also has nplicit forms of individuation, also for�;lTms himself. 
as it were, against the groundless ground and, to this extent at least. should, 
like the :mimal, know nothing of pure bBrist:? Once again, I do not wish 
to homogenize things and erase differences. but I believe that the concep� 
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mality put forward furnishes no sure criterion to posit clearly that "bftis� 
is not animality" and that man alone is exposed to it. For example, in the 
following sentences, I don't sec in what way the very equivocal figures of 
"mining," of the work of lunder-I mining that comes from the ground, and 
of "work," of "being worked on by:' could not Ix applied to animals. Un
less onc supposes, with Descartes and Kant, not only that the animal cannot 
conslitutc itself into an I and a Me, bm that anthropology, the essence of 
what is proper to man, is circumscribed by the possibility of the "', Me," or 
�ven by Ihe ability to say "Me, \." That is a question I shall take on Immedi
ately after this. Here IS what Ddeuze says: (Read and comment) 

Now animals are as il werc forearmed against this ground by their explicit 
forms. It is not the same for the I and the Me, undermined by the fields 
of individuation thai work Oil them. defenseless aga1l1st a rising up of the 
ground that holds out to them a distorted or distorting mirror, 111 which 
all forms. now though!. dissol\'e. I3i/li� is neither the grouml nor the indi
vidual, bllt r;llhcr this rdation in which individuation makes the ground 
rise up without �ing :lble to gIVe il form (it rises though the I. penetrating 
to the depths of the possibility of thought, constituting the unrecognized of 
all recognition).'" 

This is to recognize that bBtlst: is :1 thing of the "Me" or the "'," and is not 
to name something like a form of psychic life (whether one call it ground 
or not) lhat would nOt have the figure of " I  Me." Now, without needing to 

give credit to this or that conSlTuction of Freudian meta psychology, one 
can avoid reducing the whole of psychic or phcnomenological experience 
to its egological form, "nd one can avoid reducing all life of the Ego, all 
egologic:l1 structure, to the conscious self. In  psychic or phenomenological 
experience, in the self-relation of the living being. there is some non-ego, on 
the one hand, and ther<: is even, Freud would say, some or the Ego that is 
unconscious. If one docs not wish to invoke Freud's authority and discur
sivilY, it suffices to admit that the living being is divisible and constituted by 
a multiplicity of agencies, forces. and intensities that are sometimes in ten
sion or even in contradiction. I am delilxrately, in speaking of a differential 
of intensities and forces, using a Nit-tzschean-style language more accept
able to De\euzc. But you sec clearly what is at stake around this ego-logics 
of "I" and ·'Me." 

Given this. not to forget our problem of the beast and the sovereign, if 
the sovereign is always the "gc::ncy or a "Me I," of a subject saying "Me I," or 

16. Ihid. pp. 197-9l1 lp. 151). 
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even "we," a first person. supposed to decide freely. sovereignly, supposed 
to lay down the law. to respond, to answer for itself, to dominate the rest of 
psychic life (conscious and unconscious). then who is blte� Or wh:n? Me or 
it [moi ott (Op17 To whom, [0 what docs hiti5C belong? 

Is this not again the question of the fellow :lOd the other, revisited from 
another point of view, and from another point of interrogation? To ask the 

question b�u",ent, am "I, Me" hite ? Is '·�Ie. J" bEu? Is b€u always said of 

a "Me," of one who says " Me" ,) \Vho is more bite in me, the one <who> 
says "Me" or something else, at bottom, :Il the boltomless bottom of me 
without me, that the " Me [Egol" is powerless to dominate, silence. suppress 

247 or repress? The commonsense reply, a reply that is always double, with 
a duplicity that onc must know how to hear, would perhaps be that I am 
always more bitf' lhan another; one should understand by that that what is 
bite, always more bite than another, is me, a "me (ego]," is what says, con
sciously, me (even ifit is to say, like Monsieur Teste, from the start, "Ia octisc 
n'est pas mon fort," a proposition in which one hears echoing or welling up, 
muffled but insistent, from the abyssal depths of a bottom, the pretension of 
an incorrigible and unfathomable bE/isf'. How bEu or even con do you have 
to be to dare to say " Ia octise n'est pas mon fort"!), 

The "Me, r' is what is more bite man anmher, be it more bite than the 
other i n  me-I; but the conscious and responsibk Me I is also what claims to 
dominate the beast and the bhise in me. The Me lor the Ego] is always both 
more biu and less bit� than that [than Id[, whatever you pUt under "thaL" 
Who is thus always bOlh less bEt� and more bite than what. More or less 
strong lfon] than what, with only this essential difference that force can be 
on the side of bEthe, that bitis� can be, sometimes, force itself, what is strong 

in force, which obviously complicates everything. 
If you take up these formulas again and give full rein to these lapidary 

statements ("The Me [or the Ego] is always both more bEre and lcss bite than 
that [than Idl," whatever you put u�der "that." or again "I am (or rhe "'" 
is) al\\'ays both more and less bite than that"), you will have in a few words 
the essential pan of wh:H I would like to have you hear. at the moment of 
launching again and putting in question again the assurance of traditional 
discourses (which I would certainly nO[ call "a little bite all the same"), in
cluding those of Lacan and Deleuze, so ori/o!inal. though, and, especially in 
the case of Deleuze, so unusually opcn 10 another interpretive experience 
of animality and billS�-the COllllllon assurance, however. of both Lacan 

17, ITran.I:ltor·� nOle:1 1n French M� Moi el Ie �M ;S Ih .. �tandard translation of 
Freud's MDas 1ch un<1 <las F.5.� MThC' Ej.:o and the Id,-
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and Deleuze when they both finally stake everything on a sovereignty of 

the responsible human Me. capable of responding freciy, and not only of 
reacting, retaining a relation of freedom with the indeterminacy of the 
ground. The distinction between r�sponse and Yellction, between responsible 
response and irresponsible reaction. and thus between sovereignty and non· 248 
sovereignty, freedom and unfreedom, as the difference between man and 
beast, fails to recognize-which can come as a surprise in a discourse hdd 

in the name of psychoanalysis and a return to Freud -at least the possibil-
ity of what is called the unconscious. But at this poim, we do not need that 
word, or any theoretical construction (mctapsychological or other: ego, id, 
supe.rego, ideal ego. ego ideal. or RSI, Real. Symbolic, Imaginary). I t  suffices 
as a minimal requiSIte to take into account the divisibility. multiplicity, or 
difference of forces in a living being, whatever it be, III order to admit that 

there is no finite living being (a·human or human) which is not structured 
by this force-differential between which a tension, if not a contradiction, is 
bound to localize-or localize itself within-different agencies, of which 
some resist others,oppress or suppress others, trying to implement and have 
what we shall call, so as not to forget L, Fontaine, the reason of the stron-
gest prevail. And in these antagonisms made possible, in every nnlle living 
being, by differences offorce or intensity, bhi� is always necessarily on borh 
sides, the side of the "who" and the side of the "what," on the side of the one 
that manages to posit itself as sovereign, and on the side of what the sover-
eign denounces or attacks as the bitlse of the other. 

Even ifit were saying, sovereignly intelligent. something as stupid as "La 
hetise n'esr pas mon fon" -which hu always passed, in French literature, 
until now, until this evening, for a supreme manifestation of critical intel· 
ligenc(' positing itself and proudly claiming its rights, of the pitiless lucidity 
of the cogltO, of a hyperconscious and triumphant intellectualism, whereas 
for my part I hear in it, perhaps, perhaps another bitl"s�, the bitis� of the self 
ImOll, the h"tl"s� of the self itself, of the conscious self-positing self, bitise 
as such, my very hitise, Which posits itself, still triumphant, as intelligent, 
which is nothing other than the self-confidence and the self-consciousness 
of a vigilance that is non-biu. not w bite, inasmuch as it posits itself as such, 
inasmuch as it posits and posits itself, and finds itself. Positing, thesis, the 
thesis of self, the triumph of self-positing, reflects and reflects itself as h�- :249 
t ise, Bbise always triumphs, it is always. in the war we are talking about, on 
th(' side of the victor. There is a certain Triumph of Life in bEtli�. A certain 
triumph over which a certain life tries also to triumph. This is why it is 
vital for bitis� not to find itself bite: that would be suicidal. Valtry writes in 
the l....og·book of MonSieur Tnu the following, which on(' can read simulta-
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neously as a despt::rate struggle against MUSt: and the ,'ery signature of bitlSt', 
its triumphant seal: " I  ;Im not bite because every time I find mysclfto behfu 
I deny myself- I kill myselCI' 

What is more biu? Where is bilISt' going to lodge, preferably? Where IS 
there the more characterized bbise, in the conscious self or in the bottom of 
the unconscious self, in consciousness or m the hattom or nonconsciencc.) 
The arrogant billSt' of whocver dares to declare, basically without enough 
reAection, already a little like the marionette that he wants to kill within 
himself, the bilise of the mitial statement, of the mopit: "L1 bCti� n'est P.1S 
mon fort" is nO! necessarily that of Valery: " La !>elise n'est pas mon fort" is 
nO[ nd:es5.1Tily that of Valery but no doubt that of his litemry quasi�double. 
even though one can presume in Valtry some admiring and ambiguous 
fascination for thIS quasi�double, for his character, his creature, his mari� 
onette, Monsieur Teste; one can presume Valery to be as abyssally attracted, 
to the point of identification, by a fictiona I creature busy with intelligence, 
Monsieur Teste, as Flaubert was attracted. as though toward a gulf and 
something bottomless, to the point of drowning himself in identification. to 
Bouvards and PecuchclS besieged by bitise. Fascination, fetishiz:Hion, [on
scious or unconscious projections: what is less hite or more: htu. more or 
less cunning, consciousness or the unconscious? Eolch 5.1}'S. hath 5.1 y to each 
other, onc is more: hiu than the other. Disaster and triumph. One is stronger 
than the other. Therefore one is weaker than the other. 

This undecidable alternative, bodl " strange and familiar," uncanny. U11� 
heimlich. would go JUSt as well for life and death. the living and the dead, 
the organic and the inorganic. the living ]x:ing and the machine. the living 
being and its mechanization, the marionette, the mortal and the immortal: 
one is always more htu than the other. The truth of bitlse is nn doubt this 
reciprocal upping of the ante, this denying hyperbole that always adds hi� 
lise, a supplement of hfll·s�. to the sclf�proclamation of its opposite. 

Nellt time, we shall probably set off again from the marionette. Not only 
that of MonSIeur Teste. who. alllong other declarations that we shall read, 
is supposed to have "killed the m:lrionene," perhaps In order to dcny or kill 
within him the undecidable intern;!1 strangeness. both intestinal and radi� 
cally other, vertiginous. IInheim/ich. in order to resist, repress, or master a 
certain Unhnmhchkeit ("\Vhen he spoke. he ne\'er raised an arm or a finger: 
hc had killed th� manollNu [these last three words in italics: how can one kill 

18. Paul \'altry. " ElIlraits du !..clg-book de r-.lonsieur Tem:," In (HIIIITt'S. "01. l 
(19(0). p. 45. 
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a marionette? 1 He did not smile, did not 5.1)' good day or good evening: he 
seemed not to hea r the 'How are you?' "). 

Not only Valery's marionette, then, but also the much more Ihought� 
provoking one, with respect to the Unheimftche. ofeclan, whose "The Me� 
ridian" begins, as you know, with "Die Kunst, tlns 1st, Sie erinnern sich. ein 
marionettcnhaftes [. , .1 kinderloses Wescn," and in the magnificent work 
of editing, analytIC reading, and translation by Jean Latlnay, which has JUSt 
appeared at the [t.uitions du[ Seuil: "Art, you will remember. has lhe quali� 
ties of the marionette and the iambic pentameter. Furthermore-and this 
characteristic is attestcd in mythology, in the story of Pygmalion and his 
creature-it is incapable of producing offspring," '9 

And a liule later-but we shall come oock to all this-Cclan turns tO� 
ward the vertiginous and abyssal thought of what remains Imh�I",lich, in 
the passage that I shall simply read, and to which we shall be returning no 
doubt nellt week: (Read and comment) 

Lenz, that is, IHichner. has- "alas. an" -disdainful words for "'de:,lism" 
and ilS "wooden puppets:' He contrasts Ihem-and they arc followed by 
the unforgettable lines about the "life of the most humblc.� the "mo\,e
ments." the "suggestions," the "subtle, scarcd), !X'rceptible pIa)' of their fa
cial expressions" -he contrasts them with that which is natural, with all 
living creatmes. And he illustrates this conception of an by relating :l recent 
ellperience. 

"Yesterday, as I was walking along the edge of the valley. I 5.'lW twO girls 
sitting on a rock; one wa� pUlling up her h:m and Ihe other was helping; 
and the golden hair was hanging down, and the face. pale and serious, and 
yet so young, and the black dress, and the other one so absorbed in helping 
her. The most oc<llltiflll, thc most intim3tc pictufes of the Old German 
School can con\ey bUl the vaguest impression of such a scene. At times one 

19· P;lul Celan. "I.e Mcndlel\" in u Mirld'CII & Ul<t,·�.s prTJ.fCs. 1"J1lmgual cd .. Irans. 
and ed. ]can LaUluy (Pans: $cuil, lOOl). p. 59; trans. ]crry Glenn as "The Mc:riclian.� 
Chicugo Rerm:'" 19 ( 1978): 19-40; u:pnme(l ln Jacques Dcrrid;., SowTelKnruJ ill QuatiOf': 
Thc P(X'I;CS of Palll CI!'/an. ed. Thomas Dutoil and OUII PaSo'lncn (New York: Fordham 
U01\ersilY Press, l005), [Tr.lOsbtor's nolC:: As Ihe editors or Sot'crclgnlla III QlIL$tion 
point ou! (pI" 188 and l04). Gknn's transialion is tne une used Il)· Dernda himself in the 
U.S. version of the semmar. With occJ,ional slight modifications. il i� the version used 
here and In whal follows (although I have also consulted the tr.m,l:uion b) Rosemarie 
Waldrop. 1I1 Puul Cdall: Col/I!'crl!'d Prose [New York: Rou!ledge. lo031. pp. 37-55); page 
n::ferences are to Ihe reprinting of Glenn's translal'"n as an �pp'.:n (lill in Sot�fI!'iglltici m 
QUaIlon (pp. 173-85).1 

'5' 



-

[86 t SIXTU SF.SSION 

might wish to be a Medusa 's h�ad so as to be able to transform such a group 
into stone, and call out to the people." 

Ladies and gentlemen, please t:lkc note: " One would like to be a Mc
{lusa's head," in order to . . .  comprehend that which is natural as thai which 
is natural, by means of art! 

One would like to, nm: I would like to. 
Here we have stepped beyond human nature IDas isl ein Hintlwtrt'len 

aU.> dnn Menschlichrol, gone outward. and entered all uncanny realm klll 
Sichhirumslxgeben in cinen dem MenscMichen zugewandten lind ullheimlichen 

Bereich I, yet onc turned toward that which is human, the same realm In 
which the monkey, the automata, and, accordingly . . .  alas, art, too, seem to 

Ix :H home. 
This is not the historical Lenz speaking, it is Buchner's Lenz. Wr: hr:ar 

Buchnr:r's voice cllr:n here art preserllr:s something uncanny for him [die 
KUlIst hewan,., fur ihn ullch hie,. etll/US Unheimlicnes l.lI! 

:In. Ibid .. pp. 66-67 Ipp, 176-771. 

S E V E N T H  S E S S I O N  

February '3, 2002 

The Ifeminine] beast and the lmasculint:l sovereign. 
Marioneue and marionette. There are mariont:tte and marionette, that's 

the hypothesis, and the wager. There are twO experiences, rather, and two 
treatments, let's say also two arlS of the marionette. But also, perhaps, twO 
fables of the marionette. Two marionettes whose fables intersect; two mari
onettes. 

Do marionettes have a soul, as people used to wonder about both women 
and beasts? Arc they merely substitutes and mechanic:!l prostheses? Are 
they, as is said, made of wood? Insensible and inanimate, spontaneously 
inanimate, not having sovereignly at thelf disposal the source itself, sponte 

SUd, their animation, their very soul? Or can they. on the comrary, lay claim 
to that grace that grants life or that life grams? The marionette-who or 
what? And what if it, the Ifeminine] marionette, were between the tWO, 
between the two marionettes-between the who and the what-both 
sensible and insensible. neither sensible nor insensible, sensible-insensible 
(sinn/ich lIlIsimllich, as Hegel and Marx said of time, for example?), sen
sible insensible, hving dead, spectral, uncanny,) lIllheimiich? 

We have known in any case since the beginning of this seminar that we 
wouldn't deal with "the beast and the sovereign" without dealing with the 
immense question of what is ca!led technology, the technology of the living 
being, political biotechnology, or zoo-polito-technology. What we named, 
on the basis of Hobbes's uvimhan, pros/hs/aries SetH us down this track. i n  
which it was n o  longer possible to avoid the figure o f  a prosthetic supple- 254 
m(:1lt, which comes to replace, imitate, relay. and augment the living being. 
Which is what any marionette seems to do. And any art of the marionette, 
for, let's never forget this fact, it's a question of art, of ukJlIle as art or of 
tekhllfbetween art and technique, and between life and politics. And it is, 

I. [Translator's note:I " Uncanny" is in Englidl in Ihe text. 
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moreover, art itself. you n:mc:mber, that Celan, at the beginning of " The 
Meridian," compares to a childless marionette ("Die Kunst, <las iS1, Sic erin_ 
nero sich. cin marioncucnhaftes 1 . . .  1 kindcrloses Wcsen"). 

There seem to be then. I was saying. twO aru of the marionette. twO mari
onettes whose fablt:s illlcrscn: two marionettes. An is perhaps the name of 
what decides as LO what the marioncuc will have been. 

The [femininel beast and the Imasculind so\·creign. 
We have not finished with sexual differences. With them kilt's I· Whereas 

everywhere, among those who philosophize, people think they've done 
with thelTl. Done with dles.1 

Even if there arc marionettes ofhotn sexes, thc association of the name 
goes morc spontaneously. from the Start. [Q the figure or ft�urine of a girl. of 
a virgin, since the name marionette comes first from a miniaturc represen
tation of the Virgin Mary. of"mariolette," a diminutive of··mariole." 

Monsieur Teste. for his pan. of whom lhe n:lrrator says that he had 
"killed the marionette:'\ is a Monsieur. In other words, a man, as his title 
indicates. Besides. can one imagine a woman in this role.' Could a woman 
hold this discourse? And say " La betisc n'est pas man fort" as hcr first 
words, as soon as she opens her mouth, as does the narrator, that other man 
who is neither Valery nor Momileur Teste but who seems to encounter in 
Monsieur Teste a son of fascinating double. Bec:lUse don', make me say 
a hEll"s�. it is nOt Monsieur Teste, as you know, nor Valery, who says "La 
betise n'cst palo man fan," it is another man. the narralOr. But a narrator 
who is a bit of a ventriloquist. who, as a possible double for Valery. WIll 
immediately identify with Monsieur Teste, and will speak in his place, will 
give voice to the kind of marionette that a character in fable, fiction. or the
ater always is. here the so supremely, so sovereignly intclltgent manoneue 
that Monsieur Teste is. and who. the narrator tells us, "had ktf'r-d ,hnmm
onelte." Like a marionew: that was alive enough to kill III itself another 
marionette alive enough for one to need to kill it. BUI if the narrator speaks 
of the mariooellc Lllat kills this other marioneue that Monsieur Teste IS as 

a fictional character. this same narrator is alre:tdy himself a sort of mari

onelle. both hec:tuse he is manipllbted and ventriloquized, :t� :t theatric:tl 
fiction:tl ch:H:teter. by ValEry. and because he idemifies himself without de-

2. \Tnnsl:lwr's not�:I "ElIe5� h�re i5lh� plural pronoun for (h� f�minim: noun "dif
ftr�1lI:es." but the scn)(; .. f:l In, .ldcrmin3te femlmn" �(h�m" is IInportan! here. 

j. Paul \'altr)·. MLa �Iree �,·ec Mnnsit::ur Te5te,� in (k1ll"UJ. \'01. 2 (1960), p. 17· 

lay with this other marionette, Monsieur Teste. just where Monsieur Teste 
claims to have killed the marionetle within him. There arc only doubles 
of marionettes here, and it's difficult to know who controls them, who 
makes them speak or who lets them speak, who gives them to speak, who 
is the boss. the author. Ihe creator or the sovereign. the manipulator and 

the puppetcer. JUSt as it's difficult to know what a marionette is, if it is 
something of the order of the mechanical and inammatc thing (reacting 
without responding. to pick up our C:trtesian-Lacanian distinction again), 

or if it is of the order of an am mated, animal thing (a living being of pure 
reaction and presumed to be without speech and responsible thought). or 

if it is already of thc human order, and thereby able to emancipate itself, to 
rcspond autonomously, as it were, and to take hold, prosthctically, prosth
statically, of a sovereign power. Remember these two moments in Kleist's 
text "On the Marionette Theater": nOt only at the end. when the return of 
grace is possible just where it appe:lTS impossible, when consciousness has 
passed through an infinity and appears in its purcst form in an anatomy 
without consciousness, unconsciousness at that point coinciding with an 
infinite consciousness, thai of a god or :1 mannequin, but also before. when 
there is an allusion to a grace of the prosthesis, whcn there is an allusion 
to cripples dancing with mechanical and prosthetic legs made for them by 
artists, specifically English artislS. These men dance with " an ease, grace 
and poise that every thinking person must be astonished by:" 

That the narr:ltor speaks immediately with the voice of Monsieur Teste, 
his double or his marionette, that he lends him his voice (or borrows it from 
him)-he says so himself, the narrator, in any case the one who says "I" and 
who declares, with the comical assurance of quiet strength. "La bCtisc n'est 
pas man fort," in the very first words of "La soiree avec Monsieur Testc." 
The narrator has us know that he is speaking of his double: he allows his 
look-alike to speak. or makes him speak. For as early as the second page. he 
recounts how he "made the acquaintance of M. Teste," how he was already, 
even before making his acquaintance. J quote, "attr;lcted by his particular 
m:lnners"; he had studied, he says. his eyes, his clothes, etc. He recognizes 
that he is imitating him and he admits: '" would go ova again in my mind 
the sober gestures that he let slip"; '" had nothing left of this sort to learn 

4· H�inrich \'on Kleis\. Sur Ie fhlufJ"� d� mummnrllt:', t!aduit d� l"allem3nd par 
Ja�ques Outin (Pari5: &!itlons des Mille et une nUllS. 1993), no. 8. p. '3, English trans· 
latlon by David ConstantlOe. in Il�lOrieh \'on Kleist. Sd«ft:d WrlfmgJ (London: Dem, 
'997). pp. '41 1-16. 
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when we entered into rebtiOlls."1 He: already knows everything about Mon_ 
sieur Teste when he meets him. he knows him like himself, and it is as ifht: 
had made him. As a marionetIisl knows his marionette. So he is speaking of 
his double. or it is his double who is speaking in him, ventriloquizing him, 
or !xing ventriloquized by him, like a marionettist or like a marionetle, as 
you wish, but undecid:lbly, and the atmosphere is a little-nothing surpris
ing here-like that of one of Poe's famastic l<lles (Valery, in many state
ments that I'll leave you to read, placed Poe higher than anybody and any_ 
thing else). In particular at the end of a hyperbolic eulogy of Eureka-in 
the course of which it is written that "Universe, then, is only ;} mythological 
expression" -where Valery writes, and it is the last word of d11s text: "t:..; 
T H E  II E G I N N I NG WAS T H E  FABLE. It always will be:'!; Not in the beginning 
was the Act, or the Verb, or [he Word, or the Logos, but the Fable, con
cerning which one must of course recall (but we will talk a lot more about 
fables) that this Fable is, as its name indicates, first of all Speech. 

$0 the narr<ltor and his double, Monsieur Teste, is or ;Ire two men who 
speak, two substitutes who speak, one in the place of the other. The one 
for the other. The one has the other say, or lets him say: "La bctise n'est pas 
mon fan:' I shall return later to my question ("Can one imagine a woman 
holding this discoursc?") by allowing Madamc Teste to speak, in giving a 
voice back to Madame Emilie Teste, ;11 least as Valery or the narrator hears 
her, or rather lets her write a letter (for if Monsieur Teste :md the narrator 

of Monsieur Tesu speak, if they raise their voices, Madame Emilie Teste, for 
her part, only writes, she is not present, she writes a letter, the " Letter of 
Madame Emilie Teste"). 

Monsieur Teste is not only a man, a "sieur," a sire, a sir, he is also, then, a 
husband. And his double, the narrator of "La soiree avec Monsieur Teste," 
is also a man who only meets Monsieur Teste at night, and once ('ven in a 
brothel, "in a son of b . . .  ," says the text.' 

Before continuing down this track, let me emphasize at least, for I pre

sume it is quite obvious, the general reasons for which I am again focusing 
on the figure of Monsieur Teste and his double, on someone who not only 
elaims so openly to rise aoove beris� and who declares, you recall, so as nOl 
to be put to death and denied by beris�, that he goes f;lster than bitise and 
kills bitise in himself in an odd combat !"Log-book of Monsieur Teste" : "I 
am not bit� because every time I find myself biU', I deny myself-l kill 

5, V;lle,y, "1_1 suire.: avec Monsieur Tesle." p. 17· 

6. "Au sujet d'Ellrcka," ;n ValCty, Oeuvrr.s, \'01. I (1957), p. 867. 

7. "La \-O;,,,e a,'eC Monsieur Teste," p. 17· 
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myself:'lI So as not to be killed by bir is�, he kills it first, as he has killed 

the marionette in himself. An odd combat, a dud to the death between 
tWO living beings. Earlier, from the S<lme "Log-book," we read a remark 

aboursoltlSe which is not bitis(:" but is right next to it, and which also finds a 
dwelling-place in those who are nO[ necessarily the blessed "simple in spirit" 
or the "poor in spirit" from the Gospels (I recommend that you also read, 
in the "Log-book," the development entitled "The rich in spirit")J-this 

remark, thell: "Analogy of De Maistre's remark abom [he consciousness of 
an honest man! I do not know what is the consciousness of an idiot [SOl], but 

that of a clever man Ihomme d'esprit] is full of idiocies lsolt/sed.") 

Ifhe hastens, I was saying, to kill the biu in himself, it is always by posit

ing himself as "r: a lucid consciousnes.�, a pitiless intelligence that gives in 
to no physical or social reAex, to no coded reaction, / kill the marionette, 
i.e, the animal-machine in me, the animal that reproouces, that repealS 
biU'me1lt the coded programs, that is content to react: "Good day," "Good 
evening," "How are you?," so many idiotic stereotypes and repetitive au
tomatisms, so many stuboornlO programs and reactions that Monsieur Teste 
no longer w,mts to obey for he intends to affirm his liberty, the spontaneous 
and sovereign liberty of his "/ think," of his pllre egological consciousness, 
of his cogito, above this form of bitise (" he had killed the marionette, He did 
not smile, said neither good day nor good evening; he seemed not to hear 
the 'How are YOll ? "')." 

How can one kill a marionette, we were asking last time, withom as
suming it has some life. and therefore some psyche, some animality, somc 
animate desirc, and some sruboorn, obstinate movement to remain in lifer 

Is a marionette that one wishes to kill still a m<lriOnette? Is a marionette of 

which one can only rid oneself by condemning it to death, by removing its 

life, still a marionette? A mere marionette? What is a mere marionette? 
To have to kill it, even if it is inanimatc, it must be already an other. And 
the question then is no longer "What is the marionette in me, that I wish 
to condemn to death?" but rather "What is the other in me (dead or alive, 

animate or inanimate) that I want to annihilah: so I can finally be myself, 
alone, sovereign, properly, who and what I am?" How can one kill a mafl-

8. "Exlraits du Log-book de Monsieur Teste," in Omvrci, z:45. 

9, Ibid, p. 3;. 
la, [Translator's note:1 "Stuhborn" here translatesfh ... In what fullows 1 5hall often 

translate it as "pigheaded" (in SP;I" of Ihe unwanted denigration of Ihe fx;asl), to allow 
SOmt of Derrida's play with the figure of Ihe head to emerge. In French, "Ix"te" and 
"tete" also rhyme. 

I t. "La so;r�e :!,"er; Monsieur Teste," p. 17. 
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anelle, then, without assuming it has some life, and so some animating 
psyche. some :lOimate desire and some stubborn ItEtu], hc:ads[Tong [emile}, 
obstinate movement to persC"vere in being? And what if biti;e alone had 
as its distinctive feature stubbornness, stubborn obstinacy, the cona/us of a 
perseverance in bc:ing? If I had to continue, beyond any pure concept, in 
spite of all the discouragements and all the trials we were speaking about 
last time, to �eek the essence of bitise, even as I believe I know that it has no 
qualifiable essence, I would seek on lhe side of essence, precisely, essence 
itself, essence as headstrong stubbornness in being, of what in the head gets 
into its head to continue [0 be, to be what that is, self-identically, without 
thinking of anything else, to wam perseverance of essence, obstinately to 
want the essence of the only thing that exists without concept, namely in
dividual existence (which is why Deleuze is right, in spite of everyliling, 
to link it to individuation), but individual existence in so far as it posits, 
posits itself and reposits itself with stubborn obstinacy, in pigheadedness 
klltElemo:"lltl without concept. Bbise is pigheaded. It has only pigheaded
ness in its head. At bonom, we certainly have no concept of bEliS{", in the 
conceivable and receivable sense of the concept, as I was trying to show last 
time, but that docs not prevent us from having examples, from having no 
doubt about certain examples, of pigheaded baise. Bitise seems to he this 
strange, Imheimlich thing, of an example without determinative or reflec
tive concept, a thing without a thing, a pigheaded thing that has no cause, a 
becoming-thing with nothing, that gets pigheaded, that goes to one's head, 
that comes from the head and stands head to head, that hits you over the 
head, always in a pigheaded, capital, dc-capital, or even acephalic man
ner. This is why the question of baise, so neglected by philosophy, ought 
to be at the head, ought to come first, like the question of the arkhe and of 
archisovereignty. At the head, like the title or the first chapter, the incipit 
of the first chapter of every philosophical treatise. Where Monsieur Teste 

260 is no doubt right, even if he is wrong to believe that bitise is not his forte, 
is when he recognizes in fact, in act, that one must begin with bitise, begin 
by having it out with bit ise. Not that one knows in advance what ought 
to be at the head or what the head is. On the contrary, it is on the basis of 
conceptless examples of bitise that one can perhaps begin to think what is a 
head, and for that maner a face, eyes, lips, a tongue, teeth, etc. Can one say 
of a living being without a head that it is capable of billse? Perhaps bEtist' is 
not what is proper to man or to living beings in general, but the possibility 
of all living beings that I would call capital beings, the only living beings 
that have, along with a cerebral or central nervous system, a head, a fac�, 
eyes and a mouth. That doesn't mean all living beings :md all beasts, but It 

S E V F. I" T H  S E S S l O S  :J: [93 

does include ;\ lot. It includes a lot of beasts and a lot of heads Ibeaucoup de 
bites ef beaucoup de fetesl, well beyond humanity. A lot of heads, and thus 
as many virtual Testes, because we hear tEte and test in Teste, head, exami
nation and pigheadedness, and then all men and beasts with ttsticles, and 
then again to test (in justice or law) and testimonial or testament or " testis": 
the third party (terjlls) and the witness (we talked at great length about this 
etymology here a few years ago in the seminar on testimony: as for the word 
tire, it is one ofthc richest in the French language, and I believe, pending 
further investigation, that the article on it in Liurt is the longest of all). As 
for the testimonial value. Valery notes it himself in "Toward a Portrait of 
Monsieur Teste." He states it without commentary in a single sentence: "M. 
Teste is the witness."ll On the same page, a link aphoristic series puts the 
"I" in its place, as it were, and comains the premises for a networking of the 
many agencies of which the sovereign "J"  would be merely a part, consti
tuted by the illusion of being the whole. This sort of tbree-pM[ aphorism 
begins with a word in English: 

ConsciolLs-Testc, Testis. 
Supposing an "eternal' observer whose role is limited to repeating and 

reprimanding LremQntrerl the system II wonder if one should not have 
transcribed "rcmonter" l winding up]: the machine of the universe, the me
chanical and repetitive system, the universal clock or that of the psychic 
tOtaliTY I of which the I is that instantaneous part that Uelieves itselfw be the 
Whole. 

The I could never engagc if it did not believe itself-to he the whole.13 

And in the same breath, later, this definition of bitise that seems to flow 
from what I have jusl re:l.d. !/etise would bt: a way for fhat particular thing 
tllat lhe "I" is 10 take ilse1ffor Ihe whole. "The 'betise' hays Valery, who puts 
the word berise in scare quotesl lthe baisel of everything makes itself felt Iso 
no limit on bitlse, whence the scare quotes; everything is btu,once it consists 
for everything in taking itsel f to be everything, for every particula r thing to 
take itself for the whole I. Betise, i.e. particularity as opposed to generality. 
'Smaller than' becomes the terrible sign of spirit:' In other words, lhe spirit, 
if there is any, in opposition to betise, consists in being, knowing oneself to 
be, accepting that one is, "smaller than" everything, than the whole, and it 
is obviously terrible. To be rich in spirit is to know that one is smaller and 
therefore perhaps poorer than everything. 

[2. "Pour un portrait de Monsieur Teste," in (k/<II,es. 2:64. 
tJ. lbid. 
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This whole claim of �1onsieur Teste to condemn 10 death, in himself, 
the manoncuc, the automat, the repetition compulsion. thc machine or the 
mechanical, is thus thc mark o(the self-affirmation offrce sovcrcigmy mer 
the social body and onc's own body, these two bodies being held, precisely, 
to be the thrc3tcning places of pigheaded bbur:. But the paradoxical effect 
of this dud with the marinncllc is that it can lnHlsfonn the winner him_ 
self into a machine that wants to play the angel-and therefore plays the 
bcast.(· Monsieur Teste acts as though he didn't live in society and didn't 
have a body, or again. given thallhis "as if' can onl)' be an untenable fiction. 
a fable, he acts like someone who. analogous in this to an absolute monarch, 
has two bodies, the king's tWO bodies. one of which is a purely immate� 
rial, angelic body, asexual besides, which rises freely above the mher one, 
the mortal marionette or the li"ing animal, which remains on the ground, 
eatS badly, and screws badly. as we shall see, Ix: it away from home, at the 
brothel, or at his own pl:lce, 

So there is a sort of {luasi�Cartesian politics in MOilS/cur Teife. But if we 
had time (I don't believe we do have time for Ihis, alas), it would he interest
ing and highly complicated to articulate the implicit politics of a MorlS/eur 
Tme with the politics of Paul Valery, with many other explicitly political, 
or rather politological, textS by Valery. To limit myself to a few reminders, 
let us not forget that VaMry was ne"ertheless quite scornful with respect to 
politics and parry politicians, as those who are on the side of marionettes 
and idols. That did not prevent him. in 'The Idea ofDicralorship," in 1934, 
in the preface to a book on Salazar. from offering a prudent but imprudeIH 
eulogy of Salazar in a text that begins thus, still in the name of purity, at 
least of the purity of the concept -and which I :1m recalling here, :Imong 
many others, bec:luse it !lames bestiality: 

I know almost nOlhing about practical politics, in which I assume Ihat e\'
erything I Aee is to Ix: found. Nothing must Ix: as Impure, I.e, mixe(\ wilh 

things the confusion of which \ dislike. such as Ix:slt:lht), and metaphysics 

[the word Mslla/lfl here no doubt co\'ers ail ihe domainS of being-bite , from 
animality 10 hhl$�. etc., i.e. e ... �rything that arc often c1:limecl to be the op
posite: of metaphysics, wher�as Valery supposes for his part some: continuit), 
or some contract, some indissociability between besliallty and metaphysics: 
they would Ix- oncand confused togClhcr; it is from a �pirit of confusion thai 
one ignores this confusion and sceks to distinguish them where they remain 
indecidably united and compllcit: hitis� IS metaphysical[, force and right; 
faith and inferest�, the POSllI\ e and the: the;lIrical. InstlnclS and ideas.I' 

I". /Translator's note:1 Sec session 2 abm·c, n. 2. 
15. �L'id<'c de dlcrature," III (k"vul, 2:97°. 

And then in numerous texts, :111 highly interesting (and I cannot analyze 
them here: [ did so a Imle in Th� Other Heading),I� Valhy insists on Ihe 
fictional structure of the social ("Any social state demands finions");1' he 
also insists on Europe, which. he says, "is clearly aspiring to be go\'C�rned 
by an AmeriCan committee"" (t927!)' He funher declares: "The weakness 

of force is to bclie,'e only in force."19 This is where we would need :l dose 
analysis of what is mCant by "force" and mon fort in "La betise n'est pas 
mon fort," which means nOt only '" have no taste for birise, no affinity or 
complicity, no privileged or specialized alliance with it," but also "I have no 
weakness for it." Is there a determinable difference bc::tween "L1 bCtise n 'est 
pas mon fort" and "L1 betise n'est pas mon faible" in this sense of�1 do not 
have a weakness for it",) If the two expressions are equivalent, that makes 
one think about both the umransl:lmbility we were talking about last timc 
(because this equivalence is more untmnsbtable than ever) and the par:l
doxical equivalences bc::tween strength and weakness lforu t'f faihiesse I, 

In Valtry there arc many highly topical reAections, as they say, on idolatry 
and publicity: "Polit ics and freedom a re mutually exclusive, because poiitics 
is idol> [Valery's emphasis["1O-therefore marionettes. And to limit myself 
to what touches our theme narrowly {the beast and the sovereign, bime 

andsottisd, here is an insistent distinction between the political lie politique] 

and the politics Iia po"tiqtl�] that one dcxs, pracrlcai politics. the politics of 
politicians, a distinction that takes the form of s�rltellriae that could well 
come from Monsieur Teste in Valery: " All that is pracrical politics [ValtTy's 
emphasis[ is necessarily mp�ificia',"ll and again, same page: "One cannot do 

politics without pronouncing on questions that no sensible man can say he 
knows. One must be infinitely idiotic lso:] or infinitely ignorant [he docs not 
say beu, but it is once more very near if  not identical] to have an opinion on 
most of the problems posed by politics:' 

On the next page we find the woh'es, and the lamb, and the ecologi
ca.l paradox of the "re;lwn of the strongest," like the p..uadox of political 
struggle ;IS a war bc::tween species: "The wolf depends on the lamb who 
depends on the grass. The grass is relatively defended by the wolf. The 
carnivore protects the grasses {which feed him indirectly)." Or again, to 

16. \Transb\or's note:] J.lCques Derrtda. L'autl"c cap (PJTI�: Milluit, 1991): trans. Mi� 
chad N3as and P3K3le-Annc Brault as Thc O/hcr Hcadlflg: I<tjfCCtJOl1i on Today's Eljro� 
(Bloomington: Indiana Unl\l:r�it)' Press, 19!P), 

17· "Des parlls,� in (NIIltreS, 2:947. 
lB. "NOles sur Ia Grande:ur ct la D6:adencc de I'Europe. � in (NUltrcs. 2:93°. 
19· MGuvaUcr Pn>jft"l cr Gulfa. in (kultra. 2:900. 
20. �FluC(ualiuns sur I .. libcrtc." in (kUltrN, 2:961. 
21. �Des partis.H in (N",,"I.l:94B. 
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moderate what remains politic<l1 cruelty, but subject (0 the law: .. Among 
old wolves. the b.11t1e is morc biuer and morc clever: hut there are some 
concessions:' Or again: "Right IS the interlude of forces,"!l 

So we would have to articulate the position :md the fiction of Monsieur 
Teste with V:1lcry's politics or rnct3politics. The fact remains that Monsieur 
Teste, to come back to him, this fictional character, this m:trionctte. is. like 
his narrator, not only a man qua man (homo) who has sworn the death in 
himself of the pigheaded bili;� of the marionette, he is also a man qua man 
(si�U/; vi,), a Monsieur (in the filiation of sieur, a contraction of seigneur 
llord!). he is a sir, or even a bourgeois sovereign, a Monsieur, a man whoS(: 
virility never misses a chance to call anemion [0 itsdf or [0 call to ordc=r. 

What order? 
Well, the order of the S(:xcs. 
The narra[Or and he, as we noted, sometimes mec=t in a brothel. 
As soon as hc= has said, and they were his first words, "La bt:tise n'cs! 

pas mon fort," the narrator or spokesman of Monsieur Teste enumeratc:s, 
as though he were reaching the end of his life as he is writing his memoirs, 
everything he has donI!'. And indeed they are aclS, doings [foil; et gestt'sl, that 
hc always recalls in the first person. With active and transitive verbs in the 
first person. Things don't happen to him, he does them and makes them 

265 happen, he is an "I:' an "I:' who always acts, always doe:s this or that. And 
among all that "I have done:' all that the .,,.. docs, there is a "I have touched 
on women" [j'm touch! a des/emmes], the grammar of which is, once again, 
difficuh to translate. He docs not even say: "1 have touched women," hut "l 
have touched on women." Listen to all these connotations in the narrator's 
mouth, From the stan, from the opening, as soon as the narrator opens his 
mouth-becauS(: all this is principally a question of the mouth, as you are 
going tosee-it is 10 say: 

Bh;st: is not my strong pOint. I ha\'e seen many IIldl\ Iduals: I ha\e visited 
a few nations: I ha\e played my pan III diverse enterprises wilhout 10\'ing 
them: I have eaten almost e�ery day; I have touched on womenY 

This sequence is full of symptomatic signatures. Through the disappointed 

and condescending disdain or the blase Monsieur, the gentleman with no il
lusions, who says in the past tense: [Oh I, I've seen mallY individuals [:mony
mollS and sexually undiffert:miated crowd!), I've visited a /t:w nations, I've 

played my part in diverse emerprises w;tholtf lOlling tht:m [admire the statis-

22. Ibid., pp, 9�9-So. 
lj. -La sOlrtc� au:c Mon�ieur TC:SIC,· p, IS. 
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tical curve of the deere:lsing degrees of participation: mallY individuals, a 

ftw nations, my part in emerpriS(:sl/' the whole without love ("I played my 

pan in emerpriscs without loving them" ), you dearly perceive a loveless

ness, a lack of Ion: and desire that colors and connotes by contagion the 
whole series of doings, of acts, for they arc always actions rather than pas
sions; and the decreasing statistical series ofliulc participation will become 
more accentuated: after "many," after "a few," and "my part" comes the 
"almost" of "almost every day'· ("I have eaten almost every day"), This allu
sion of the narrator as double of his creature or alur ego will find its echo on 

the following page, when it will be said of Monsieur Teste, who is married 
though ne\'er seems to eat his meals at home: "He took his meals in a little 
restaurant in the rue Vivienne. There he ate as one purges oneself, with 

the same kind of energy. Sometimes he allowed himself clsewhere a slow, 
refined mea\." 

And finally, to comc back to the opening, before the final poim of the 
serial collapse, finally, after '., have caten almost every <by" 1:1 semicolon 
and before the periodl: "I have touched on women." Not .. \ have touched 
women," but "I have touched on women," just as, one scarcely touches lonl 
one's food, hardly tastes it, with a look of distaste,H He has " eaten almost 
evcry day," not every day, and has " touched Ion] women." Scarcely touched, 
and not touched, transitively, hut touched Ion J women. As though from 
afar, distractedly, mechanically, without desire, in p.using, p.using Rings 
with passersby whom one scarcely touches, whom one brushes against or 
fondles, and with whom, touching Ion 1 them, one barely Airts, 

One senses here not lo\"e but distaste [On lit: sell! pas /'amour iei mais la 
mout:I, Touchingotl women, whom dearly he lo\"es no more that his " part in 
diverse enterprises" ("\ have played my part in diverS(: enterprises without 
loving them"), rather than touching women, he touches on women, he takes 
them on [It's entreprendl, for it's a kind of emerpriS(:, he takes them on with
OUt 10\,lI1g them; he doesn't make love, or scarcely. so little, he doesn't love, 
he doesn't make love, he shows distaste [il ne fait pus tumour. ilJuit fa motu'). 

La moue is a very imeresting word, and as untranslatable as it is imerest
ing. La moue is always something one does, moreover (on/att 10 moue) and it 
is, among other things, this terrible proximity (signifying the insignificant) 
between/a;,.e /'amOIll" andfaire 10 moue that forever resists translation. In 

24, Dcrrida'$eml'h�si$. 
:ls· ITran$lalOr'S note;l ··Faire l� moue: which Dcrnda \\'111 gloss in the rollowing 

paragraphs, means 10 purllC one's lips, to POUl, 10 pull a f�Ct', to look dlsgmted or ha'·c: 
a look of disl'l$Ie. 
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French. fa mOIl� is always what one docs with one's mouth. while speak_ 
ing or not, with one's lips; fa mOIl� is a sort of coded grimace to signify 
the insignificant. lack of interest, scant taste or even distaste that the thing 
inspires in us. We may say that Monsieur Teste's doublcfim fa mOIl�. we 

J.67 see his mouthfillf� la mOtu:. we see a kind of disgusted grimace accompany 
e\'erything he says. Thiscan go as far as repulsion, a\'ersion. a silent but do
quent manifestation of impotent rejection, sometimes in situations of utler 
extremity. Montaigne says that among the North American Indians, "the 
prisoner IspitSl in the faces of those who kill him and fair la motl� at them.16 
And so Monsieur Teste recognizes!] after having said "I have eaten almost 
every day," that "I have tOuched lonl women:' 

This man who has sovereignly touched lonl women is the double Or 
spokesman of Monsieur Teste. who is not only a man but a husband. And 
the narratOr is not only the double of Monsieur Teste. he presents him
self as doubled. tripled, multiplied. Read carefully all that follows, the twO 
pages before the narrative of the encounter with Monsieur Teste, in par
ticular what concerns his self-multiplication, this "arithmetic" (his word) 
that coums with self. counts out the self, calculates or tallies up hIS own 
multiplicity. For example, in the paragraph that follows the one we have 
just read, and after speaking of something that remains ("what could re
main did so"), the narrator tells of the profit, the saving, the economy that 
he finds in this arithmetic. This accounting or the self, as you Will hear, 
not only allows him a cert:lin economy of self, :1 wisdom that allows him 
to tolerate himself and grow old with himself. but also discreetly opens 
the quasi.infinite fie:ld of a hyperbolic upping of the ante: thai gives h1ln 
a righl and a power superior to sovereignty, superior 10 that of superior 
men, more than sovereign, in sum, more than superior. as it were. This 

is a superiorily that can no longer restrain iuelf. both infinitely cunning 
and infinitely hEre. This is in any case how I would interpret the: followlllg 
lines: (Re:ld and comment) 

[ have retained neiTher the best nor the worst of these things: what could 
remain remained. 

This arithmetic spares me rrom being astonished at growing old. [ could 
268 also tally up the \"iClQrious moments of my spirit, and imagine them to be 

26. f..IOntalgne. F.ssu/J (Paris: Gallimard. 1950), book I.  chap. 31.  p. 2')1 Imy transla
tion). 

]7. ITranslator's note:] Strictly spcakin�. the narrator of Morwrur T�su, nm Mon

sieur Teste "himsc:lf.M 
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unified and welded, comlXlsmg a happy life . . . But I believe I have always 
judged myself well. 1 rarely lost sighl of myself; I have detested myself. I 
have adored myself;-then, we grew old together. 

I . . .  1 
If I had decided like most men. nOI only would I ha\e believed myself 

superior to them, but I would have appeared so. I prl."ferred mysc:lf. \Vhat 
they call a superior being IS a being who has been mistaken. To be aSlOn
ished at him, one muSt see hun-and 10 be seen he must show himself. 

And he shows me that Ihe idiotic mania of his 113me possesses him . .'!! 

Read what follows, and you will see that the only company, the only society, 
that the narrator or the double seems prepared to tolerate (and it will begin 
soon with that of Monsieur Teste) is that of those absolute solitary types 
who bear multiplicity within them, who double, triple, and multiply. And 
what seems most interesting here is that this incalcul;tble arithmetic, this 
economy of a fathomless escalation, ha� Ihe effect of transforming these 
supermen, in sum (in the sense that Nietzsche places the superman beyond 
the superior man), of transforming Ihese supermen into things, making 
these "whos" mutate into "whats." Arithmetic. even hyperbolic and in
calculable arithmetic, number itself, suffices to transform the "who" into 
·'what." Whence what Valery calls "the admirable mathematical kinship 
of men"l'J (1 encourage you to rere:ld Ihis whole sequence, itself admirable, 
about the Thing. the One, and the Self). 

"What," the "what": one can call that the thing. the res, or the nothing 
[rten] of the thing, a thing that is not someone, neither a subject nor a self, 
nor a consciousness, nor a human being, nor a Das�in. the thing that does 
not think. does not speak and docs nothing, the thing that remains silent 
[cotul, if you want 10 play on this homonym whereby the quoi remains co; 
(c.o.i.), i.e. mUle and immobile, a tranquil force. and coiu.coiu meaning not 
coitus !cOil] but coming from qui�lIIs, which means "at rest. tranquil, im
passive:' \Vell, the arithmetic wc are sl>C:lking abom, even hyperbolic and 
incalculable arithmetic, number iudf, suffices to transform the "who" into 
"what" [Ie "qui" en "quo;"]. To count, to calculate is to produce the becom
ing or the fe-becoming what of who, the becoming-thing of Ihe person. 

They were, invisible in thcir limpid li\ics, solitary people who knew before 
anybody else. They secmed to mc to double. tTiple. multiply in the dark 
every f.1mous person-they who dlsdalllcd 10 publish their chances and 

28. 4La soiree avec Monsieur Testc,M I'll. 15-16. 
]9· 4Extra1l5 du Log-book de Monsieur Tcsle,M p. � I .  
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particular results. They would, in my view, have refused to consider them_ 
sehes as anything other than things. 

These ideas came to me during October '93. in the instants of leisure in 
which thought plays merely at existing. 

I was beginning to think about it no more. when I made the acquaIn_ 
tance of M. Testt'. (I think now of the trace5 that a man leaves In the small 
space in which he moves each day,)lO 

This internal multipli-city. the self-accounting, of all these doubles and 
shadows lJollb/�s et dOllb/ttr�sl, these third-parry wimesses and witnesses of 
witnesses with whom we have bet'n counting for a while (Valery. the nar
r:llor. Monsieur Tcstc, so man)' "selves" and agencies themselves multiplied 
up and engaged in an escabtion of sovereignty, rising above superior men 
and seeking to subject all the others to them, to ventriloquize them or si. 
lence them), this battlefield between agencies short on sovereignty-this 
is alre:1dy like an inner society. a war or a contract. :1n :1itern:1tion of war 
:1nd peace, of selection and election, of competition, riv:1Jries. jealousy even, 
of aCTions and reactions, shared responsibilities or limited responsibility. in 
tbe way we �peak of shared sovereignty or a limitcd liability company. And 

270 V:1lery is aware of the political or quasi-political character of this field. He 
says, for example, in the "Extracts of the Log-book . . .  " appended 10 Mon
!i�ur T�SUJI - (if I'd picked up this intercsting use of the word cap Icape or 
head!. I would have cite<1 it in L'alltl'rcap, where I alrcad)' took inm account 
a number of caps in Valery. who dccidedly wagers a lot. stubbornly or pig
headedly, on this word. <! Valery constantly has in his head this word, which 
bespeaks a head. all heads): 

Man always standing on Cape Thought [Ie cap Penseel. wide-eyed before 
the 11m liS, either of rhings, or of sight . . .  

!"Man always standing on cape Thought," an extraordinary figure. because 

ofthe cape. of course, which is a head on which the man is standing. but also 

because the n:1me of this cape is 'Thought." like a proper name, with a capi· 
tal letter: not the thinking cape or the cape of thought or the thought calX 
or c:1pe thought, but "cape Thought." with a capital for Thought. Valery 
continues:! 

30. "La �oiree a\'cc Monsieur Tcste:' p. [6. 
31.  "£xlnits du Log·book de \Ionsieor Te�[c.� P.39. 
3l. L'a,,/,.t cap. op. cil. 

It is impossible to receivc the "truth" from onesdf. \Vhen one fecls it form
ing (il is an impression). one forms by the same loken all otnrrunaccustumcd 
�lf . . . of which one is proud-of which one is Jcalous . . .  

(So one can be jealous or oneself as of another. and it IS alw;IYs the must 

invincible jealousy. by definition, and lt is the moment of truth. the mo
ment when the truth comes to us like a guest. like ;J visitor: we "rcceivc" it, 
says Valery, and immediately arter having said this and used three suspen

sion points ("It is impossible to receive the " !ruth" from oneself Whcn onc 
feds it forming (it is an impression), one forms by the same wkcn an othu 
unaccustomed self . . . of which one is proud-of which one is jcalous . . .  "). 
Valery adds in p.1.fentheses:\ 

(It is a high point ofintc:rnal l>oliticsY' 

There's certainly politics here bec;luse there's what I amusc myself by cal!- 271 
ing a multipli-ciry, a city as ll1ultipli-city of agencies or a plurality of worlds 

and of"sclves" [moil, of subjects who, like countable citizcns, share out and 
figh t  over the truth. nmhing less th;ln the truth, argue about a truth, but 
a received truth. a truth always received: but this politics, this apparently 
internal politicity, this inner multipli-city, this multipli-city of self, here 
reaches its high point (" high point" !comb/e: acme! is Valery's word: "high 
point of internal politics") not only because it is full. rulfilled, accomplishcd, 
saturated, but because, since it's a matter of the other in the self, and or the 
othcr in thc self or whom one is forever jealous. this internal politics reaches 

its high point in the excess Ihat exceeds and un-counts it, namely the other 
and the outside. Jealousy is always Ihe high point that simultaneously com-
pletes mc. supplements me, and exceeds me precisely because i t  receives, 
welcomes. and can no longer chase OUt the othe:r in me. the othcr me in 
me. Onc is ani)' ever jealous of oneself. of the selfsame, and that doesn't fix 
anything, and it doesn't merely explain passional dramas but explains all 
the lovcs and all the wars in the world. Which take place between thc same, 
the others as the same, And that happens as soon as thcTe is any cape-and 
SOme " man always standing on Cape Thought." 

"Man always standing on Cape Thought." This figurc, this turn lIe tour\ 
of thc phallic erection, this IUrn of the double erection (standing, and be
ing on a cape), the turn of this double erection of Capital. of this capital
ized crection that is here called Thought, this doublc turn that makes one 

33· �Extraits (11.1 L.og-book de MonSIeur T(ste:' p. 39. 
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think of the double lOwer [fa tOIlr! of some \Vorld Trade Ct':mer,H towers or 
[Urns jealous of themselves, this double surrection. this re-su rrt':ction of the 
standing (X>Sition, recalls us not just to the human but to the vinIc, and SO 
to the poim from which wt': stam:d out and on which I shall concludt': lOday 
(I had thought I would finish with Valtry and move from his marionettes 
to Celan's marioneue, or eYen Kleist's, have them chat among themseh-es, 
but I shall do that only next timc)-Ithe point from which we started OUl 
and on which 1 shall conclude today 1 namely that Monsieur Teste and his 
doubles and his third parties and his witnesses (Valtry, the n;:arrator. etc.) 
are men, are male, are husbands. It is men who speak and h;:ave the nght to 
speech. And when Ihey consent to allow a woman, M:ld:llne Emilie Teste, 
lO spt::lk, it is $0 th:lt she will write, among other things, tht':se three or four 

motifs. from which I'll have to content myself for the moment with a few 

quotations (we shall come back to them next time, but I recommend that 
you read them all, because you will find much more th:1Il I can bring OUt 
here, in the little time left). 

First motif, the hardness of Monsieur Teste according to Madame Emilie 
Teste, bUI ;:a hardness $0 hard that it changes back into its opposite: 

The machine of his monOionom acts explodes: his face shinc$; he S.1yS 
things that very often I only half understand, but which never fade from 
my mcmof)'. 8m I wish to hide nOlhing from you, or almost nothing: h� IS 

som�tim�s v�ry hard. I do not think anyone: can be as hard as he is. He breaks 
your spirit with one word, and I sec myself as a failed vase, which the pot
ter throws into the trash. He is as h;:ard as an ;:angd, Monsieur. He docs nO! 
realize his force: he says unexpected things thai are tOO true, that annihilate 
people, wake them up ill the midJleof lheir .iOtt;J�, face 10 face with them
se!les, completdy trapped in what they are, li\ing so naturally on idiocies_ 

1 . . . 1 
But do not imagine that he is always difficult or o\·erpowering. If ),ou 

anI), knew, Monsieur, how he can be quite difTerent! _ . . Of course he is 
hard sometimes: but at other times he adorns himself in an exquisite and 
surprising sweetness that seems 10 come down from heaven. His smile is a 
mysterious and Irresistible gift. and his ran� tenderness a winter rose. How
evt':r. it is imlXJssible to foresct: either his case or hts Violence. [t is m vain 
that oneexpt':cts his rigors or hiS fa\ors: he outplays by his profound distrac
tion and b), the impenetrable order of hIS thoughts all the ordinary calcula· 
tions that humans 1ll3kc as to the ch3racter of their fellows. I never kno\\ 

34. ITranslawr's nOle:l ··\Vorid Trade ("..enter"' is in English 1I"l the text. 

SEVENTH Sf;SSION t 203 

what my kindnesses, my mdulgences, my chstractions. or my liulc E:l1lings 
will get from Monsieur Teste.J� 

2. Second motif: this hardness depriH:s Madame Teste of love and trans
forms her i nro a beast: 

I believe this is nO! a good thing, but I am like that, in spite of reprooehlllg 
myself for it. I havc confessed to myself more than once thai I thought I 
would prefer to bdicve in God than to sec him in all his glory, and I have 
been blamed for it. My eonfe�sor wid me that it wa� a bitlS� rather than 
a sin. 

I . .  ·1 
I cannot say that I am loved. You should know that this word lo\'e, so 

uncertain in its ordinary me;:aning, hesitallng between many different tm
ages, is completely worthless if applied to the cmOlional relations Irapporu 
dll rot"lIrl of my husband toward mysclf. His head is;:a scaled treasure, and 
I do not know ifhe has a hear!. Do [ even know ifhe thinks me special; if 
he 10\'e5 me, or SHldics me? Or if hc studies through mc� You will under
stand If I do 1101 emphasize this. In shon, I ft.°d thai I am in his hands, tn 
his thoughts, like an objeCt that sotnt':times is the most familiar. sometimes 
the Mrangt':st in the world, according [0 the variable type of gazt': that adapts 
iuelftotl. 

If I dared to communicate to you my frequent impression, :ls I tell it to 
mysclf, and which I have of len confided to M. I"AbbC Mosson. I would 53y 
metaphorically that I fct:l a5 if 1 11\·e and move In the cage in whIch lhe su
perior spirit locks me-by its O:;ilmu afoll�. His spirit contains mlne, like 
the spirit of a man contains that of a child or a dog. 

I . .  · 1 
1 am :. fly that buzzes and gets by in the universe of an unwavering 

gaze; sometimes seen.somctimes not secn. hut never out of sight. I know at 
every mlnUie that I cxist in an alfentlon thal ts always vaster ami morc gen
eral than all Illy vi�ilancc. always more prOlll!,1 than my sudden and most 
prompt ideas. Arc the greatest 1Il0\'cments of Illy soul lillie insignificant 
events to him? And ret I have my own infinity . . .  which I feel. 

I· . .  1 Back to Illy fate: I fcc! that he is what he must be; I tell myselr that 
I want my fate. that I choose it anew at ever)' Instant: i hear within me the 
clear deep \'oiee ofM. T�le calling me . . . But if you knew by what namt':s! 

Thert': is no woman in the world n:llllc."i:i as I am. You know what ridicu
lous n;:ames 100·ers exchange: what dog and p.1rrot names arc the natural 
, . 

f l · rUIl 0 earna Inttmacy. 111e words of the heart arc chIldlike. The voices of 
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the flesh :He e1emclllary. \\'hat is more, M. Teste thinks that love COnSlsg In 
b�/IIg ub/� to IH bete IOgnha-a fuli licen� for idiocy and bestiality. A nd so 

he calls me III hts way. He almost always designates me according to what 
he: wams frolll lIle. All by it�lf, the name he: gives me: makes me under_ 
st,lIld in a word what 1 should expect. or what I Illust do. Whcn he desires 
nothing In p.1f1Lcular, he calls me Bdng. or Thmg. And SOmetimes he calls 
me 001/$. which [ like. 

But he never tells me that I am bfu, _which touches me very deepl). 

3. Third motif: the centaur. "1onsieur Teste as a cemaur: 

"His heart is a desen island lit is the Abbe speakingl . . .  All the e:xtent and 
all the energy of hiS spirit surround him and defend him: his depth) lSO
bte him and guard him from the truth. He: Rmers himself Ihat he IS qUlIe 
alone . . .  Patience, dear lady. Perhaps one: day he will find a ceruin print 
in the sand . . .  \Vha! a happy and sacred terror. what salOlary terror, when 
he knows from this pure vestige of grace that his island is mysteriously 
inhabited ! . . .  " 

Then I said to M. I'Abbe that my husband ofte:n made me think of a 
mystic withollt God . . .  

"Wh:\I insight!" said the Abbe, "what insights women sometimes draw 
from the simplicity of their impressions and the unc�rtainties of theIr lan
guage! . . .  " 

But immedJatcly, to him�lf, he replied: 
"Mystic without God!. . .  Luminous non�nsc::!. . .  Ea�y to sayl. . . Fal� 

light . . .  A mystIc without God, i\<\adame, but there is no conceivable move
ment that docs nOl have its direction and its meaning. and that does not 
finally lead somewhere!. . .  Mystic without God!. . .  Why not a I-bppogrifr, 
a Centaur!" 

"Why nOt a Sphinx, Monsieur rAbbe�"J; 

4. Fourth motif: death and botany: (Read) 

We go, in the end I . .  ,J to this antique garden where: all people with 
275 thoughts, cares. and monologues go as e\·e:ning comes I . . .  1 They are scien

lists, lovers, old men, the disillusioned and priests; all possible absrlll Olin, 
of all �Orts. It is as though they are seeking their mutual distances ] . . .  J III 
this place worthy of the dead. It is a botanical ruin. ] . . . 1 Monsi�ur Teste lets 
himself be distracted by these large livLIlg drops, or else he moyes slowly 
among the green-tagged "beds:· in which s�cHnens frorTI the ye�etable 

36. Ibid., pp. 28, �1-33. 
3i· IbId., p. 34· 
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world are more or less cultivated. He enjoys Ihis somewhat ridiculous order 
and amuses himself spelling out the b.1TOCJue names: 

Amirrhinum Siculum 
Solanum Warscewiezii!t! 

And this Sisymbrl1folium, what lingo! . . .  And the Vulgare, the Asper. 
PalustriS, Sinuata. and the Flexuosum and the Pr;ealtuln!! t 

-It is an epithet garde:n, h� s,1id the other day. a dictIOnary and cemetery 
garden . .  :. 

And afler a lime he s,1id 10 him�lf: "Die learnedly . . .  Transiit c1assifi
cando."'" 

The incalculable muhi-plicityl'l of these marioneues that double and triple 
has something strange and disquieting about it and, I would say in Ger

man, to translate this being-at-home-with-thc-other. something rmh�imlich 
(I use this word to graft on a1l 1he Freudian and Heideggerian problema tics 
of Unh�imlichkcif and the ddllon that we studied here some time ago). But 
one feds that, in Valery, everything lenses up in :J movement of intellectual 
vigilance to m:Jster this Ullheimlichk�it, sovereignly to neutralize its affect, 
and this neutralization undoubtedly has a political import. Thi ngs may be 
different, perhaps, with other marionettes, those of Kleist and especially 
those ofedan, which we shall spc:Jk about next week. 

But the contrasts may not be as simple or trenchant in this multipli-city 
of marionettes summoned to appear in court.«I 

38. Ibid., p. 36. 
39. Hyphenated thus (Hmulti_phcLlC") in the typescTlpt. 
40. The last h"lfhour of fhe SC5SIon was dc:\ote:d to dIscussion. 
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The phallus. I mean the phallos, is it proper to man? 

And if s:lid phallus were proper to the sovereign, would il slill be proper 
to man? Would it be the proper in what sense? And of man in what sense, 
proper to man in what scnse� And what if the phallus wcrc bbist' itself? 

Let's leave these questions to prepare themselves in the wings or in their 
dressing rooms, they will come back on stage and into the glare of the lime

light. and surprise liS when the moment COmes. 
That's it tOO, the art of the marionette-or the marionette theater. 
As if :I marionem:. far from being contenl to n:act after the fashion of 

a be:m, supposed, by our classical thinkers, able only to react rather than 
respond-as if a marioncne, then, rather than being cOntent to react and 
even to respond, still had the power to ask us questions, in the:: win�s. As if 

it were still asking us: 
The Ifeminine! beast and the (masculine] sovereign, so what' So who? 
Between the two, betwcrn the beast and the:: sovere::ign. would be the art 

of the marionette, the twO arts of the marionette, that wc're ke::cping wait
ing. and the wolves. so many wolves! Not weather fit for dogs. but so, SO 

many wolves [Non pas Umps de chien, ma is lanl el II1I1l de loups!I.! 
Wolves of the world-I leave you to complete or supply . . .  
Wolves of the world, there's a call that seems to have been resounding 

for months across the spaces of this seminar. So many wolves have :tlready 
responded, from so many differt:nt places, countries, and stateS, so many 
different cullUres. mythologies, and fables. Every wolf in this gendycol

ogy or this politic-eco-Iycology could hear this call, both as beast and as 

1 . 1Tran�!a\Or'$ nOle:! MTant" and " lcmpsM in French arc homnph"ncs. "Un Icml)!; de 

chien" !S lernble wcather. 
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sovereign, as Beast and Sovereign. be the wolf:m outlaw or be he above the 

lawS like the werewolf. be he outside the law insofar as he makes the law 

or above the bw like the sovereign po<;sessing Ihe right of pardon, of life or 
death over his subjects. 

The wolf is then also the sovereign. the lord. the sire. the sir, Mon Sieur 

or His Majesty. 

His Majesty the wolf, Sir wolr. "Sire.� "Your Majesty" . . .  
This is what the lamb calls him, you remember. S;£' em11l£'Tn itch. this is 

how the lamb addresses the wolf when he speaks in La Fonl3ine's Th� Woif 

and the LAmb: 

Sire, replies Ihc l:unb, may Your Majesty 
NOI grow .mgr}': 
And ralher consider 
Th<ll 1 am slaking m) thirst 

In the curren! 
More than twenty P<lCCS below Him.! 

It was with this fable that we began ("I N HI F. IlIiGl N NING WAS T H E  FA RUe," 

says Valery), in order to ask on the threshold of the seminar the question of 
force and right; not fOfce and iustice but force and right, thc right which, 
Kant reminds us, with good sense it�elf, already in its conccpt implies the 
means, and thereby the co<;rcive force. of its application and its implemen
tation: a right without force is not :1 right worthy of the name; and it is 
primarily for this reason that the troubling problem imposes itself, which 
is the very problem of sovereignty (the so\'ereign always representing the 
most jXlwerful power, the highest, greatest power, all-jXlwer, the strongest 
s�re�gth, the most eminent capital or capitalization. the eXlreme monopo
Iizauon of force or violence- Gewalt - In the figure of the state, the ab
solute superlative of power)-thc troubling problem of a force, then, that 
because it is indispensable to the exercise of right. because it is implied in 
the very concept of right, would give right or found right, and would give 
reason in advance to force. as is s:lid in the first line of this fable. as the first 
line. oCthe fable with which we opened this seminar: 

The reason ofdlC �lrongcSt is always the best 
As we .h<lll shortly �how. 

l. LI Fontaine. Ml,e loup <:1 I"aj.:neau" (5« �ssioo I abovc. n. 10), p. 51. [Translator's 
note: In the Frcnch IC�I. thc capit:lli"l.ed prOnOU11 i$ Ihe feminine "EIIc.·· corresponding 
10 the grammalic!!1 .'lcndcr of "Votrc �bics!c.� J 
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"Always" (in " always the best" ) bespeaks universality and recurrenCe Or 
regularity: always thus, everywhere and all the time, every day, in all places 
and at all rimcs;tlftvays already bespeaks the law. the day. and the phenom_ 
enal appearing of the universality of the law, the daylight of all the days of 
the law, or a natural and obscrvable law, d�iCrlbub/� (in fact this is always 
how it is, it's clear even If it is nO! just) or on I he contrary the at her light of a 
prescriptive law: it must be thus. it is good and just that it be thus. one mUSt 
act SO that it remain always thus. 

This equi\'oc3tion of the concept of the law, of a law described or a law 
prescribed, prescribing, Ihis cquiHxation that concentrates the whole prob
lem and thus lurks in the "always" -this equivocation had already marked 
the use-there too highly idiomatic-of the word " reason" (in "the reason 
of the strongest is always the best"), The word "reason" denotes or desig
nates both and equally two things: 011 Ih� one hand, the reason given, al
leged, presumed by the stronger, whether or not he be right Ilwolr nllSonl, 
whether or not this reason be rational or not (I can advance a reason, my 
reason, even if I am nOt right); and "reason," 011 Ih� olhn hond, can name 
the right that he has [/0 ra ison qu'i/ a I, the good and just reason he has to 
exercise his force and make it predominate, his greater and higher power, 
his sovereign power, his all-power, his superlative power, his sovereignty. 

:z8o Whence this third meaning or third implication of the idiomatic usc of the 
word "reason," n:llndy that the sovereign (or the wolf in the fable) acts as 
ifhe had reason to judge just and legitimate the reason he gives because he 
is the strongest, i.e. because, in the rdation of force that here makes right, 
that here gives reason, [he strongest one, the sovereign, is he who, :J.s we say 
in French, a raison des atura [prevails over the others I,' who wins out over 
the less strong, :lnd treads on the soverdgmy or even the reason lor s:lniryi 
of the others. 

Is there any point recalling so many examples from our modernity when, 
as Hannah Arendt insisH:d, it is the most powerful sovereign states which, 
making intern:uional right and bending it to their interests. propose and 

in fact produce limitations on the sovereignty of the weakest stales, soml':
times, as we werl': 5.1ying at the beginning of the seminar, going so far as 

to violatc or not respect the international right they have helped institute 

J. ITranslator's note:! Dcrrida l'�pIOl{� !>C\eral posslhilities or {he French Mraison � in 
what rollows. In the: most general �nsc:, "raiwn" is re:�"m. ",\\'olr raison'" is lilerally!(l 
ha\c: reason, bur idlomalically to be rlghl. MA\Olr r�I!>On d" . . .  '" is to pre\"�il. to win 001 

ov" •. 
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and, in so doing. 10 violate the institutions of that international right. all the 
while accusing the weaker st:J.tes of not respecting internmional right and 
ofbe-ing rogue slates;i.e, oudaw states, like those animals said to be "roguc" 
animals, which don't even bend to the law of mcir own :"Inimal society? 
Those powerful states that always gi\'e, and give themselves, reasons to jus
tify themsc[ves, but arc not necessarily right, h;I\'c reason of the less power
ful; they thcn unleash themselves like crud, savage, beasts, or beast full of 
rage. And this is just how La Fontaine describes the sovereign wolf in the 
fable. The wolfis described as, I quotC, "that animal full of rage," ready to 
launch punitive, even preventive or vengeful expeditions. Listen to the wolf 
when he takes the lamb to task and prepares :l pre\'entive offensive against 
the one who might take over his wells or food sollrce�: 

Who makes you so bold :"IS to muddy my drink? 

Said [his animal full of rage: 
You win hi! punished for your temerity. 

PUl1ishm�nt al1d pella/ /aw, The motif of revenge comes to close and seal 
the fable, as if at bottom the penal law exercised by the strongest, as if the 281 
punishment it inAicts ("You will be punished") were always retaliation or 
revenge, fOlio, an eye for an eye, r:Hher than justice, "I must 3\'enge myself;' 
S:lys the wolf at the end. 

Note, with what are called "current events" in mind, th:lt in 1...1 Fon
taine's fable revenge has to unleash itself blindly ag:"linst all those who arc 
presumed to be relatt:d, allied, socially or by blood, by a link of fraternity, 
with the presumed guilty party, be it a child, a powerless lamb that is basi
cally accused of being guilty before even being born. The lamb is accused 
ofha\'ing muddied the woWs W:lter, his souree or his resource, before e\'en 
being born. And when lhe bmb argues back and says, "[ wasn't born yet," 
the wolf replies forthwith and without a moment's hesitation the famous 
phrase that accumulates all the perversions of collecti\e, transgenerational, 
familial or national, nationalistic and fr:lternalistic accusation: "If not you, 
your brother. then" [5, u l/�SI loi, e'esl done 1011 frh�i. You are therefore 
guillY at birth, by your birth, guilty for being born what you were OOrn. 
Originary culpability, responsibility. or liability, tmpriinglich� Schuldigsein 
of the lamb the figure of which you can, if you like, reinterpret either on the 
hasis of the Bible and the Gospels (the Christly lamb), or against a Greek 
b.1ckground (you remember the passage from Plato's Ph(udrttS that I quoted 

... · ITranslato .. s nOle:] MRogue Staie:sM is In English (capitalized) in the text. 
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at the: beginnin!! of Ihe seminar: it also pm on stage, in an erotic scene this 
time, the appetite of the lover who loves his beloved ;IS the wolf 10\'c5 the 
lamb. [Q the: point of eating it). 

At this point I can only encourage you to read a text that ought to � 
quoted :lnd studied III alrosa for an infinite amount of time. This text is en· 
titled 'The Love oCthe Wolf." "The Loveo/the Wolf," ten pages by Helene: 
CixQUS published in the theater rc\·iew Ul Mitaphore.' Through rcadings of 
a very large number of textS. from Pushkin w Shakespcarc, from Ts\,cta"icva 
to Ingeborg Bachmann and Afanassiev, via Linle Red Riding Hood and the 

282 Eumenides. or . . .  , Helene Cixous deploys all the paradoxes. reversals. and 
h)'JlCrbole lila! arc at work in the genitive in " Iove of the wolf," the ambigu_ 
ous expression "love of the wolf." which gives her text's title :,11 its potential: 
objective geniti\'e or subjective genitive, love of the wolfby the lamb or love 
of the lamb by the wolf, the lamb loves the wolf who loves the lamb, loveo/ 
the wolf that sometimes drives [0 "renunciation," she says, among so many 
other things, with "Ch ristly \ove," those are her words, and " sacrifice of the 
wolf:" Helenc Cixous makes vcry clear. and this is precisely the strength of 
her text and her argumern. how the lovc of the wolf can be insep:lr:lble from 
love of fear. And :lll the force of force. the force of desire, the force of love, 
the force of fear conjugate here. The text says: "We loq= the wolf. We love 
the love of the wolf. We 100e the fear of the wolf . .  :'"' The fear of the wolf 
can also be heard according to a double genitive: the fear of the wolf who 
has fear of the lamb who has fea r  of the wolf. We have fear ofthe wolf who 
has fear of us and that is the whole love of the wolf. "But happiness is when 
a real wolf docs not cat us.'Oj So read "The Love of the Wolf:' 

I would say, diverting a bit, that the wolf bo.1sts of" lo\'ing the lamb, of 
loving his enemy's weakness. ofloving it [0 the point of taking it into him
self, consum(mat)ing his love, consuming himself with love in consummat
ing his lo\'e, i.e. in eating him with one bite. The wolf boasts of loving the 
lamb, who loves him b..1Ck. The love of the other is their strength. and you 
see where it leads them . . .  Nothing is stronger than love, save death. 

I n La Fontaine's f.1ble, when [he lamb protests his innocence and says 

that he could nOt h:lve muddied [he water and the drink of His Majesty the 

5. J-I�I�m: Cix<Jus, "L'�mour du loup," l� MiraphQrt, (Lille), no. 1 (Spnng '994): 
reprinted in L'UT/IOM d" (oup ("1 alltru r("mOlds (Paris: Galilee, 1003). 

6. L'umOUT d" (oup �t amru rnnord;. P· 32. 
7. Ib.d .. p. 1J. 

Ii Ibid., p. jj. 
9. ITran�blOr's note:1 "Se fa,( fort de": boas(s of. but literally "lIlakes himself 

�trong by." 
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Wolfbecausc he is lower, so much lower than He, His Majes[y the \Vol f re
plies, and you arc going to see once more the association between the motif 
of sovereignty and that of cruehy, of the "cruel beast": 

_ You arc muddying It, replied this crud bean, �8J 
And I know that you spoke ill of me laSt year. 
-How could I if I was not YCI horn? 

Replied the Lamb: 1 still suckle m)' mother.!' 
-If not you, your brother, then. 

_ I ha\c no brother. -So one of your lXople: 
For you scarce spare me, 
You. your shepherds, and your dogs. 

People have !Old me so: I musl take my revenge. 
t\nd with lhis, to the depth of the forests 
The Wolf carries him 01T, and then eats him, 

Without further ado. 

"Withom further aJo" lsuns uutrefOl"me de proces: withom any other form 
of [rial]: an exercise of force, then, as punitive justice in the interests of the 
sovereign who sets up no tribuna!' not even an exceptional or military tri
bunal and who, in the n:lme of his self-defense," his self-protection, his sup
posed " legitimate defense," annihilates the defenseless enemy. the enemy 
who doesn't e\'Cn have the defense given by a defense counsel in a regular 
trial. etc. 

In this fable dedicated. in t668. like L .. t Fontaine's other fables-like 
the whole volume of Fables - to Monseigneur Ie Dauphin -in this fable, 
then, Th� Wolf and th(" Lamb lof which Chamfort already said, " Everyone 
knows this fable, even those who know only this one"I" l in The WolJand the 
Lamb, then, the wolf is called "Sire" and "Your Majesty." The wolf figures 
the King, the grandeur and highness or King and Dauphin, a grandeur and 
highness that the dedication evokes literally. Once we have allowed for con
\'ention and a generic law for this type of dedicatory address, we cannot fail 
to notice a certain analogy or magnetic allraction of vocabulary in recalling 
Th� Wolf and the Lamb, and especially the language of the lamb, a humble 
citizen addressing the sovereign, His Majesty the Wolf: 

Sire. replies the lamb, may Your rvbjcsty 
Not grow anjZry: 

10. This line was omitted in Dcrnda's tranKripllon. 
1 1 . \TranslalOr's no(e: I "self-derense" is in English in the text. 
12. Chamfort, quoted in 1..:1 Fontaine:. Ck"t"�i romp/bros. vol. I: Fab(�i. conUJ �t nou� 

�(ki, ed. lean-Pierre Colhno::t (p:,ris: Gall"nMd, '991), p. 1067. 
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And rather consider 
That 1 am slaking my thim 

In the current 
More fh�n (wenty paces below IllIn. 

lOne cannot fail to notice] the dedication or rather the: t'fltlQi in prose, be
forc the dedication in verse. This envoi also names the Majesty of the father 
King, the father of the D3uphin. who is six and a half years old at rhe lime 
the Majesty of the father, the King, Louis XI V, known as Lollis Ie Grand: , 
and the same mIlO; 10 Monseigneur Ie Dauphin insists on these figures of 
highness and grandeur which are proper to majesty. to mait'stus. La Fon_ 
taine speaks humbly of "him on whom His Majesty [and so your father) 
cast his eyes to instruct you:' Casting an qc is wh:1I a lord does, from high 
to low. There follows the praise of the' Monarch, of the' "qualities that our 
invincible' Monarch gave you with your birth." What follows is all about 
the great European de'signs of Louis Ie Grand, of his wars, wars that arc 
always imposed upon him by aggressions but that an:: always in the end 
triumphs for him: Louis Ie Grand is also compared to Augustus and Alex
ander (Ale'xander the Great, and "Alexander" also means the' great man). 
Everything converges, We' may well say, on the figure of grandeur, on the 
eminent erection, the eminently phallic, excellentl)' eminent and excelle'mly 
phallic erection of sovere'ign highness, its transcendence, political grandeur, 
but also the "grandeur of soul" thai Ihe Dauphin has inherited from his 
father ("I invoke as lestimony those noble worries, that vivacity, that ardor, 
those marks of spirit, of courage and of grandeur of soul [the kid is six and 
a hair] that you show at every moment." ) I! 

And the metaphor of grandeur. highness, erection (i.e. of phallic emi
nence) comes close \0 the signature, almost to conclude the rovo;: the irre
sistible growth and erection of an immense tree. a ligneous line that domi
nates and covers its whole domain: "It i s ;1  highly agreeable spectacle for the 
universe [0 see growing thus a young plant that will one day cover with its 
shade so many people and nations."11 

Grandeur and highness, erection, majesty. 
In Th� Wolf and th� Lamb, the expression "twent}' feet below Him" [caP'" 

ital "H"], this precision as lO the inferior place in which the lamb is humbly 

situated, clearly signific:s, like the capital letter on Sire or Majc:sty. that what 

13. La Fontainc, MA Monsclgncur Ic Dauphin." in F"bIN. cd. Fumaroli (see SCS�;OfI 

1 ;lbo,·c. n. 10), PI" 3--4. 

14· Ihid .. p. 4. 

, 
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marks Majesty is grandeur and highness. Sire is not far from Sir and si�lIr 

and the Monsieur Teste that we were talking about last time. 
Even before Th� Wolf and the Lamb, and still on the theme of "the rea

son of the strongest IS alwa}'s the best," or at OOllom the theme of might 

making right. might giving right, the "right of the stronger," in the fable 
entitled The Heifer, the Coat, and rhe Ewe III Society wah rite Lion, this latter, 
the lion, attributes to himself, along with ,he right to divide up the stag, 
their common prey (and in so doing he makes the law. he IS the law, he is 
the law abovc the laws, the law is always a law of dividing up. nomos. nem
ein)-[the lion attributes to h11nself. along with the right to divide up the 
stag], the right to keep everything for himself. lO monopolize evcrything. 
and he does so in his capacity as Sire. And it is as Sire that he declares the 
right of the strongest. Ihal he says what he is doing in doing what he S,1YS, 
authorizing himsdf with the vcr)' pcrformative that he declares himself. 

Then m!O so many pans the stag he cut; 
Took for hlll1Self the first in his C:lpacll}' as Sire: 
II should IX' mine, said he. and ,he reason 

I emphasize again this appeal to reason, to a reason Ihat is not one, which 
is only, as reason gi\·en. as reason alleged. thefact oflhe name and the force 
of the stronger. 

Is fhal I'm called Lion: 
Nothing (() be said to that. 

Arbitrariness of the name, which has no sense or justification: I am who I 
am. my name is lion, that's my 4uality as Sire, and from my birth no one 
could change anything about it. not even I :  nothing to be said. 

The second by rights should fall to me too: 

the second portion of the stag: he's just laken the first 

This right, as you know, is the right of the: strongest. 
As the most valiant I claim the third. 
And if any one of you girls touches the fourth. 
I'll strangle: he:r righl nowl� 

And so, progressively. one, IWo, three, four. on the pretext of soverclgnly 

making the law of the division into four, he appropriates it all in thc name 

15· La Fontaine. Ml_, J:tni$�. la chhrt" ("t [a hrt"b,s. en societe ;1\t"C Ie Lion." Liut" 
premier, fable VI. III ex.w"sromp/;tN. 1:3;. 
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of the right of the strongest, a right of the strongest that moreover he states 
emits, both produces and performs himself. FIrSt, the first portion, in hi� 
quality as Sire, in the name of his name ("Lion"); then, second, the second 
ponion, by right (common right, indeed, since they aTC four of them shar_ 
ing it, he is also like the ot!u;:rs: so he is both king and subject; the king has 
the same rights, he has no fewer rights than his subjects even ifhe also has 
mOTe rights than they and in (3et every right, and he also posits this right 
[0 every right as "right of the strongest"); third. the third ponion, the cour_ 
age and valiance he shows and that give him the right to take and do what 
he has the courage to take and do in saying so: the courage of the 3bsolute 
performative; finally,jourth, the fourth portion, the threat or fear that he 
inspires in the others (remember Hobbes: one becomes subject to the Sover_ 
eign oU( of fear, here not fear of the wolf but fear of the lion): 

And if any one of you girls lsi qudqu'mul touches the fourth, 
I'll strangle her right now, 

This "quelqu'urlt''' reminds us that the lion possesses and subjugates to 
himself. hence subjects to himself, while viobting their rights, three beasts 
the names of which, in French. are feminine and all three of which have a 
certain rel:nionship, a certain family resemblance, to the lamb: la genisse, la 
chevce, and la brebis. La bete and It' souver3in: fa genisse, la chevre, and la 

brebis in society with It' [ion. La bete in society with Ie sou vera in. the be3StS 
and the sovereign, who is the only one to name himself, to refer himself, 
ipse, to himself, to his title, to his n3rne, and to his Imght. To his ipseity. 

The beast 3nd His Majesty the sovereign, his grandeur the sovereign, his 
highness the sovereign. What is majesty? You know th,!( this Latin word 
(majestas, which comes from magnw, major), signifies grandeur, highness, 
dignity (at bottom, Kant's Wurde is a majesty of man, a dignity attached 
to the human person as an end in itself). In Latin, in Rom,lO, majestas is 
also sovereignty, that of the state or that of the Roman people. Jean Bodin. 
who passes for the first great theorist of sovereignty, opens chapter 8 0fhis 
book (The Six Books of tht: Republic), entitled "Of Sovereignty," by recall
ing that "Sovereignty is the absolute and perpetual power of a Republic, 
which the Latins call malt:stalem, the Greeks aknJ1/ exousian . and klman 
arch' and kuriol1 politwma. the It31ians segnoria, [ . . . J the Hebrews call it 
Tismar schaber, etc,"16 "Majesty" is thus another name for the sovereignty 

16. Jean Bodin, "Dc 1a $(luver�inete," in us Six LlVrC'id�1a Ripubllqll�, book I, chap. 
S, p. I I  J IOn SO/lrrcigllfy. p. II. Oerrida ,Igain quotes from the Line de Poche edition, 
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of the sovereign. And Majestaj indeed names, as the superlative of magni
tude or grandeur, the maJority of lhe great, of the magnm, the major, the 
male erection of a grandeur grander than grandeur. The king, the mon
arch, the emperor is upped Imajor�], erected (and I mean "erected" for a 
reason that will comt om in a moment when we speak about marionettes 
again) [erectedl to a height that is majestic, upped. augmented. exagger
ated, higher than the height of the great, incomparably higher than height 
itself, e,'en sublimely higher than height, and this is already the height 
of the Most High: the Sovereign in its Majesty is most high, greater than 
great. He is great like Louis the Great. This standing, erect, augmented 
grandeur, infinitely upped. this height supeflor to every other superiority 
is not merely a trope. a figure of rhetoric, a sensory way of representing the 
sovereign. First. it is not just sensory, since the majestic Most High rises 
above all comparable and sensory height (whereby it is also sublime, or in 
any case lays cbim to being met.1-mctaphorical and meta-physical, more 
than natural and more than sensory). So this is not a figure, bm an essential 
feature of sovereign power, an essenti31 3ttribute of sovereignty, its abso
lute erection, without weakness or without detumescence, its unique, stiff, 
rigid, solitary, absolute, singular erection. And concretely. this rranslates, 
in the political effectivity of the thing, not only as an all-power of the state 
over life-death, the right of pardon, generation, birth, sexual potency as 
generative and demographic power, but also the height from which the 
state has the power to see everything, to see the whole, having literally, 
potentially, a right of inspection over everything. I W3S quoting a moment 
ago the praise of Louis Ie Grand and his Dauphin by La Fontaine. This 
was praise of majestic height that covtrs not only, like a tree reaching to 
the sky, the whole national territory of its subjects but virtw!l!y the whole 
world ("It is a highly agreeable spectacle for the universe to see growing 
thus a young pbnt th3t will one day cover with its shade so many people 
and nations"). And today, rhe sovereign power. the international power of 
a national sovereignty is also proportionate to its power to see, power to 
have under surveillance, to observe, take in, archi ve frum a superterrestrial 
height, by satellite, lhe whole globalized surface of the earth, to the cen
timeter, and this in the service of the economic strategy of the market as 
well as of military strategy. This erection toward height is always the sign 
of the sovereignty of the sovereign, of the head of state or simply fhe Head, 
the Dictator we were t31king 3bout recently, 11 Dllct:, the Fiih,-er, or quile 

with its inaccuracies. As in the SL'Cond �ession, we have correcled tbe Greek terms here 
transliterated. Sce session 2 above. n. 10. 
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simply the political It::adcr. his "le;j(lership."17 of course we shall soon see 
how and why this (renian to the heights. to the height of the head or thC' 
capital, can gi\'c rise to the marionette. to a becoming-marianellc. Trans_ 
l:nccl illlo the themic:.1 space of the politics of OUf time, namely the public 
space called tclcvisu:ll media. a\1 political 1caders, heads of state, or heads 
of p.1Ttics, all the supposedly decisive and deciding actors of the pOlitical 
field arc consecrated as such by the election of their erection to the status 
of marionette in the puppet show," translated as it happens into French as 
the Btbfre ShOIll.I� so man)' animal marionettes. anthropo-z.oological pup_ 
pets. so many fables for OUf rune. the most signific3m feature of the thing 
being the desire of said notables to be elected to tbis ereclion 10 the status of 
marionettes. Election to the erection. Their ambition, the declared sign of 
their ambition, is the urgency of the desire with which they hope, expect, 
demand, sometimes with considerable edginess, champing at the bit to ap
pear on the Btbtte Show, as though this election to the Status of marionette 
was Llle true and ultimate selection, as though the metamorphosis into a 
bEte blbEt� were the supreme legitimation: .. As long as you don't appear;' 
they seem to say to themsekes. " as a hh� blhfte on the BtbEte ShOll), you 
ha \'e no chance of becoming sovereign, prime minister or Head of State." 
That's what Ovid'� Metamorphoses have become today on Canal Plus. 

The word "Majesty" (Majestiit) appears at least once in Celan's "Meridian,M 
which we are getting close to.!il The word ""'ajestiil appears at lea�t once in 

1,. ITranslator's n()(e:1 HLeadershlp M I� in F.ngllsh In Ihe leXI. 
18. ITranslalor's nOle:1 "Puppet show" is in Enghsh in Ihe leXI. 
19. An nllusion to the Blbite Show. a satirical proj.!ral11 mspired by Tht' MlIpfl't't Show 

and broadcast on Ihe French TV station TFI. rrom 1983 to 1995. Lt'i GUlgno(s d� f'Irlfo. 

a satirical program first broadcast in 1988 on Ithe subscription channel] C;IIl�1 Plus. w;iS 
ror a lime � ri\al or Ihe Btbh� Show umil the biter's disappearance. [Translator's nOle: 

Rlbil(. meaning "childish." �sil!):' derives rrom bitt'. and the conceit or Ihe �how was 
to have politicians •• ppear in d.e rorm or animal puppets. us GUlgnols d� tlllfo is 1\0111C

Ihing like "The PUllch nnd Jml) Newshour."] 
20. This pan or the Soe�sion (pp. 11 ;-10 and then l1S-35) an(1 pan or the neltl .:.cssioo 

(pp. ::IS9-;3). \\hich both concern Dcrrida's reading ofCelan's te�t "The Mendian" 
rrom the point or view or IXllitic;d and poellc �o\'ereign\les. were transl.l!ed by Oil" 

PaSolnen. III a modih<:d .md abridged Hrsion (especially in the <]uotations (rulll eebn 
commented by Dermlal. under the IIIle �Malesties.H in Jacques Dcrri(la. Sol.,,·t'ig"fi�i In 

Qut';fio,.: Th, POCI1t"J ofPllul Cd",.. ed. Thomas DUlOlt anr] OUII Pasanen (New Yor);;: 
Fordh;lIn Uni\'ermy Pres<. 200SI, PI" 108-34. ITr�nsb{Or's note: [ na\e rctr�nsb{e<i 
thecS.C p""�;Jges in the intnests or cnnslstenc)·. l 
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the German text, and we shall set! it later picked up or repeated a second 
time in the (French] translation of this text by Jean L1lmay, the exemp1:try 

translator and editor of this admirable volullle. 
In "The Meridian," the word "Majesty" stands in the \ icinity of the word 

and the lexicon of "monarchy," which was so much at issue in this speech, 
the monarchy decapitated during the French Revolution, but this vicinity is 
there for contrast, as we shall see, to mark a difference between the majesty 
Cd:ul is talking about and the majesty of monnrchy. But it is too soon to 
make this clear: we have to wait a little. And proceed by slow and prudent 
approaches. for thin�s are more complex and subtle and e\'asive, more un
decidable even. than ever. 

Let us return to the marionette, There is more than one of them. we 
were saying. We arc going to approach Celan's ("Oit: Kunst. das ist, Sle erin

nern sich, t:11t manont'1lnJhuft�s f . . . 1 kinder/oscs lVt:sefJ " ) at the point where, 
as 1 waS suggesting last time, the marionette of "The Meridinn" comes to us, 
gives itself to be read and thought, through an experience of the foreign (tlus 
Frt:mdt:) and of the Unhdmlich� (dos Unheimlicht:) that all Monsieur Teste's 
marionettes and marionettes' marionettes set:med mo.;! oftt:n (I want to be 
prudem)-seemed mOSt of len to try to reduce or suppress, repress, purify 
of equivocation. 

Marionette and marionette. There is marionette and marionelle, that's 
the hypothesis and the wager I risked last time. There arc two experi
ences, rather, let's also say two arts of the marionette, But also, perhaps, 
two fables of the marionette. Two marionettes whose fables intersect, two 
marionettes. 

If ]  place so much cmphasis on the fable and the fabulous, it is undoubt
edly, and too obviously, because of fables, like La Fontainc's. that put on 
the JX)litical and anthropological stage beasts that play a role in civil society 
or in the state, and often the statutory roles of subject or sovereign. But 
there's another reason for my emphasizing the fabulous. The point is, as the 
fables themselves show, that the essence of political force and power, where 
that power makes the law, where it gives itself right, where it appropri
ates legitimate violence and legitimates its own arbitrary violence-this 
unchaining and enchaining of power paSses via the fable. i.e. speech that 
is both fictional and per formative, speech that consists in saying: well, I'm 
right because )'es, I'm right because, yes, I'm called Lion and, you'll listen 
to me, I'm talking to you, be afraid. I am the most valiant and 1"11 strangle 
YOu if you object. In the fable, within a narr:llive that is itself fabulous. it 

'9' 
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is shown that power is itself an effect of fable. fiction. and fictive �petth , 
simulacrum. Like that law. that force ofl:l\v that Montaigm: and Pascal gid 
was essentially fictional, etc. 

Between the (WO fablcs oftne marionettes, one would perhaps be a �m , 
the other nOt: one perhaps make one thmk, the mher nm. I always say per
haps. Perhaps two; iI's never certain. 

The difference between the two would be, perhaps. almost nothing, 
scarcdy thc llmc or the turn of a breath, the difference of a breath, the turn_ 
ing of a scarcdy perceptible breath (AtN1/l/I�nd�, edan would say, precisely. 
AUmw�nd(' is not only the title of one of his collections of poetry, it is the 
word he uses in "The Meridian" to ancmpl a defimtion of poetr),: "D;ch
mug: dus komI (:lne Alt'ml/Jffld� bedeUil'1l" 11 ("Poetry: thaI can mean a turning 
of breath ")). But we are never sure oflhis. And the poem, if there is any, and 
thought, if there is any, depend on this improbability ofhreath. But breath 
n:mains, among certain living beings at least, the first sign of life hut also 
the last sign oflife. ofllving life. The first and the last sign of living life:. No 
doubt there is no speech and no speaking silence without breath, hm before 
speech and :H the beginning of speech the:re would be breath. 

292 NO[ only i� the ce:rtainty of this distinction between the two (marionettes 
or arts of the marionette) never achieved in any living present, but perhaps 
one must ne\'er be certain of it. This must or must flO! In� fiwt pas] or InUS! 
al/()id (foUl lit! pas] perhaps disqualifies or discredits the presence, the self. 
presence, of any living presence. If  I use. and emphasize, the expression 
"living present" (lebe1ldige Cegenwarl: living now), an expression to which 
Husserl, as you know, gave a phenomenological st:ltus and :l sort of letter 
of nobility in philosophy, it is of course in order 10 make a strategically es
sential and necessary reference to Husserfi:ln phenomenology and the: tran
scendental phenomenology of time; it is also for reasons that will appear 
later, in the course of an attempted reading ofed:ln and what he says about 
the present or the now, of its "Majesty," precisely. But it is above all to Lnter
rog:lte one more time this way of naming life, or more precisely the living 
being: not Life, the Being or Essence or Substance of something like LIfE, 
but [he living being, [he presently living being, not the subslance Life that 
remains in life. bm the attribute "living" !O qualify or determine the pres· 
ent, the now, a now that is supposedly essentially living, presently living, 
now as li\'ing (die I�bt:ndig� Ceg�nll'arf). As those who have been following 

11.  Paul Celano "I.e Mtridi�n." in u Mfr,J/j'/1 & tmtr,.s prosn. p. 731p. 1801. [Tr;IIl!la· 
10r'$ nOl�: brJckclw p.'gt numbers h�re and in $u�ucm nOl"'5 r�f"'r 10 Glenn's IUnS

lallon; see $CSSlon 6 abu\'e, n. 19.1 
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this seminar for a few years know well, through what we have tried to think 

together under the title of forgi"cness, p:lrdon, lhe death penalty, and sov
ereignty, what we were attached to was always that which I would not say 
presents itself as what is livlOg in life, the enigma of the living being-on 
the side of zOf as much as of bios, life, LLbel1, LLbel1digkt:il. as Husserl h:ls 
it, again, livingness Ivivaflct'l, what now maintains [rnaimenall! maintlefllj 
life in life, but that which slands back a little at the very place where the 
question "What is li\ing in life?"  holds its breath before the problematic 
legitimacy of a subjection of the question of life to a question of Being. of 

life to Being. 
To think a difference between marionettes. to think the marionelle itself 

is to try to think Ihe living in life, and a living "being" lhal perhaps �is" 
not -a living witholll being. As I wrote long ago. "God witham Being,"n an 29J 
expression to which i\larion gave the majestic form and force of the title of 
one of his books.!' Of a "living without being"-or what "is" only a simu
lacrum of a being. Or wh:1I is only a prosthesis. Or what is only a substitute 
for the being of the thing itself. a felish. The marionette is ail ihat: life death 
at the same time {de\'elop]. a simulacrum, a prosthesis {remember Kleist's 
allusion to the art of the English artist who produces a wooden leg that one 
can dance gracefully with)-a �imulacrllm, a prosthesis, a fetish. Man can 
and should produce marionettes and even a marionette theater. Will we 
rush to sa}' th:lt those we call animals cannot do so? No. Of course, most 
oC them, and most men too, don't produce a puppet show or Kleist's mari-
onene theater. But :lre cerlain nonhuman animals capable of producing and 
getting attached to simulacra, to masks, and to me:lningful prosthetic sub
stitutes? The reply would then be "yes:' and this would be easy [0 argue 
either on the basis of our everyday experience, or on the basis of ethological 
or primatologica[ knowledge. 

I t  is along this a-venue' that I was proposing, already !:lst time. to at
tempt a timid or intimidated. 1l.1rria1. hi�hly selective reading, after Mon

li�ur Tesu's marionettes,oCed:ln's marionettes in "The i\feridian." I already 
twice quoted. the last twO times. the firs! words of this "Speech," which you 
know was given in Oclober '960, III Darmstadt, on Celan's reception ofthe 
Georg Buchner prize, which explains :lnd largely justifies, because of the 
Context, the centr:ll :lnd organizing character of the references to the works 

22. Set $C$sion 2 abo\'c, n. 16. 
23· J�an·Luc Mnrion, DII'II filllf tEtrl' (Paris: Fnyard, 198:); [r:II1S. Th"m�s A. Carl

SOn a� God wlthollt lkmg (Chicago; UnI\,erSlty of Chicago Press. 199'S). 
24. [Transhuor'$ nou:1 �A_"enuc"M in Dcrrida'$ typescript. 
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of BUchner, to Dumon's D�(./th, Woyzeek, etc. 1 :llrcoldy twice quoted, the last 
tWO times, the opening words of this "Speech" ("Di� Kunst, dus ist, Sl� er",� 
n�171 sien, �in marion�tt�1/hoftu \ . . . \ kmdrrlosn lVu�n").� BUl before going 
further w encounter what is said about the encounter (B�gr:grllmg, the secret 
of the encounter, im Cr:hr:inmis der Br:g�gr/Ung) III this speech, and what is 
there called ··Majesty"-and it IS not just any majesty, but the majcsty of 
the present, of the Ct?gl'1JtlJort we were just talking about with respect todir 

It?bendigr Ct?gmwurr, rind the present of m:ln or the human [··The homage 
here rendered is 10 the majesty of the present, testimony to the presence 
of the hum:'m. the m:lJesty of the absurd·' ("Ct?huldigr /(Ilrd hit?/" der fiir di� 
C .. g .. nwart d�s M .. nsehlich�1/ ulIg .. ndt?n fI,'lujestiit d�s Ahsurdm"PI-[before 
going further, then, to encounter what is s:lid about the encounter in this 
speech, and what is there called "Majesty"'\ 1 want fin:aliy 10 tell you what 
I had in mind not only in talking to you insistently about the erection of 
grandeur in the vocabulary and semantics of sovereign majesty but in in
sisting, since last time. on the fact that there are two m:lrionenes, two arts 
and twO meanings of the muionelte, and thus a differcnce in the vcry body 
and heart of the marionette. And this difference between two marionettes 
in the marioneue is again one of the sexu:al differences we have been talklllg 
about since the beginning of the semin:lr. 

LaSt time 1 recalled that most often, in our typical representation of the 
marionette, what insistently came to the fore was the feminine figure of the 
small and the young, the little girl. the touching young girl, even the \·irgin, 
the Virgin M:uy (mario/�, marioletlt?). With the grace, innocence, and spon
taneity that usually go with that. 

But as you have no doubt already sensed, things are not so simple. In 
truth, they are less simple than evcr. As alwOlys when sexual differences 
are in play. (Incidentally, I'll venture 10 say to aJl lhose who-often in the 
press, as you know-speak ironically of people who, like me for example, 
are fond of issuing warnings, saying, �Things are not so simple,� those 10 
whom irony comes easily when they arc faced with this systematic warning, 
I believe it's primarily because they want to hide from themselves. forget or 
deny something to do with sexual differences. There's always a (bndestine 
delxue raging about sexual differences.) So, as I was &1ying about the mari
onette as little girl or young innocent virgin full of grace, things arc not so 
simple. And if they arc not simple, it is because of the equivocality of the 
living being, precisely, where the living being concentrates, as though into 

25· Celan, ··Le Mcndlcn:· p. 59 1p. 1731· 
26. Jhld .. p. 6..t Ip. 1751. 
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a single value, spontaneity (the "what goes of itseW· and Aows from the 
source, what moves by itself, spontaneously,spo"u sua- this is how the liv
ing being in general is defined: the living being is spontaneous and moves of 
itself, it is aUlOmotive). the living being concentrates in a single ambiguous 
value this automoti\·e spontaneity that gives itself its law, its amonomy and 
which, by the same IOken. is right up dose to automoti\·e autonomy but also 
signifies its opposite, namely autom:uicity, or in other words the automat's 
mechanics of action and reaction-without spontaneity, precisely, and with 
no autonomous liberty. The living being is automotive, autonomous, abso
lutely spontaneous, sovereignly aUlOmotivc. and at the same time perfectly 
programmed like an automatic reflex. I insist on this paradox to put b.1ck 
on stage the eminently phallic figure of the marionette, the phallic erection 
that comes to inhabit, haunt, and double that of the virgin girl. The virgin 
girl is inhOlbited by motion, movement, the essentially phalltc law of the 
marionette. What does this mean? 

The point is not just to say thOlt the mOlrionette is erect, because it is up
right, tensed, hard as wood, made of wood (hard, as Madame Emilie 1este 
insisted, like the hardness of her husband Monsieur Teste, hardness, i.e. 
also stiffness, rigidit�" or again, as in "The Meridian," quoting Buchner: 
"Nothmg but art and mechanics, nothing but c:!rdboard :and springs!"!?): 
we should not only say that the marionette is erect, because it is upright, 
tensed, hard as wood and that it stands on the stage, etc.. like an instrument, 
a thing�lInajig [machin I. or an operated machine, content to react mechani
cally, always a little stiffly, to wh:1I is mechanically acting on it. Like an actor 
too, an actor or a mask,:! simulacrum, a substitute actor that is acted as much 
as it acts, oper3tcd. hard-wired (as they say about animal bch:lvior) down to 
the slightest reaction, etc. This is trlle, of course, Olnd one could go far in this 
direction of �traight and direct erection, and compare the quasi-mechanical 
automatism of the marionette machine in the hands of its puppeteer to the 
reflex, one might almost say the reflex and quasi-automatic reaction of the 
phallic erection, what presents itself as hard, straight, standing, stiff, and 
rigid. And from this f.1cile comparison one could indeed conclude that the 
marionette is a sort of metaphor or figure. a sort of phallic trope. II makes 
you think of the phallus, even though it's sometimes still a girl, and the 
taste, fascination, modes, Olnd genres that cultivate the marionette or the 
marionette theater would thus be participating in the cult of the phallus. 
One could indeed follow thIngs quite a long way down this road. 

But in truth it is also the veTy opposite that we now have to recall. What, 

:17· Ibid., p. 6, Ip. 17-11. 
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then) Well, e\'cn before holding the marionettc to be a phallic figure, a 
simple figural representation of the phallus. onc should remember to thc 
Contrary that the phallus is itself originally a marionette. As you know, the 
phallos. which is not thc penis, first designated in Greece and Rome for 
certain ceremonies, that simulacrum. that figured representation of an erect 
penis, hard. stiff. rigid. precisely like a gigantic and artificially made-up 
puppet, made of tensed sprtngs and exhibited during rituals and proces

sions. Thc phallos is. itself. like the thing itself that it is, a sort of marionette. 
[ will nOt here-merely for lack of time , because it wOlild be highly mter. 
esting, even frolll the point of view of this scmin:lr-gct into the history of 
this culture or this fetishistic cult of the phallic simulacrum, which honored 
fecundity or the generative I>otency in the Dionysiac mysteries. I mention 
only a few fcatures that make this phallus into a marionette avam la feflr�: 
on the one hand. we are dealing with a simulacrum, a fictional figure: we 
are nOI dealing with the organic penis but with a prosthetic representation 
of the penis in permanent erection. a penis that is hard. stiff, and rigid but 
detached from the body proper, iust like a proslhesis, a prosthetic and auto-

297 matic machine; on the Dlher hand, this detached representation is mechani
cal, it is made of artificial springs that respond by reaction to the orders that 
operate it: it is a rigid automat, but just as the erecuon itself is or seems to 
be, at least through an enigmatic collusion of the desire of the other and 
The mechanical reAex, [the erection ] seems to be :ullomatic, independent of 

will and even of desire; and then this male or female phallus as mechani
cal puppet is bere, both bb�. manimate (it's made of nonliving, inorganic 
matter) and cut from man, from both the aner and the anthropos to which 
one would like to reattach it. Whence my initi:tl question: if the phallus 

is automat and not autonomous. if there is something in its stiffness and 
hardness that is machinelike or mechanical, al ready in itself prosthetic. and 

that withdraws it from human responsibility, is it proper to man or else. 
already cut from man. is it a "something," a thing, an a-human, inhum:m 

what, which is. moreover. scarcely more masculine than feminine' Neither 
animal nor human? 

If, then, the phal/os, the phallic erection, is a machine but also the at
tribute of sovereignty, onc would be tempted to say that this attribute of 
sovereignty. of its majesty, its grandeur or its creel highness. its Most High

ness. this attribute of the sovereign is not an attribute of man, of something 
proper to man. nor indeed proper to anyone, not to the animal and not 

to God. 
I am emphasizing this phallic simulacrum of the marionette and the 

sovereign. :t� also the mechanized. machinelike and therefore marionetti-
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form structure of the phallus itself. because in "The Mcridian"-which 
I'm creeping up on like a wolf. slowly, discreetly-a whole reading, one 
possible reading among others (a reading that to my knowlcdge has not yet 
been attempted of this great and majestic text of Celan's), another possible 
reading could elen, privilege, select what I shall call a phallic dramaturgy, 
and e,'en a dramaturgy of phallic sovereignty. To limit myself provisionally 
to vocabulary. we know that we are going to find the marionettes again, of 
course. more than once, and heads, many heads, monarch's heads in par
ticular, and revolutionary decapitations, we know that we are going to find 
again the majesty I was just talking about. and above all a Medusa's head, 
which I don't net::d to recall-though I will in a moment-the apotropaic 298 

relation it has (and that Freud recalls in Das Medusenhauplp to petrified 
erection and the threat of castration. 

Here perh:lps, in the comic or derisory aspect of erection, is where the 
experience of birise returns. In what remains comic about it, enough to 
make you die laughing. One cannot think of the Greek phallus without 
aSSOCIating it wilh Priapus, or c,'en priapism. I note first that Freud, who 
often speaks of the phallic. the phallic phase, the phallic mother, etc.. rarely 
speaks, in fact almost never, of the phallus itself under this common noun. 
He uses the adjective ··phallic:· and almost never the noun "phallus." One 
of the vcry rare occurrences, if not the only exception. is precisely in a his
torical reference to Priapus's phallus in "The Taboo ofVirginity."."I To show 
that people were fearful of the threat lhat weighed on whoever deflowered 
girls, Freud recalls that in India young wives had first to sacrifice their hy
men on a wooden lingam (again a kind of marionette) and [hat this custom 
call also be found among the Romans. He then mentions Saint Augustine's 
comment that the newlywed wife at least had to sit on what Freud calls "a 
gigantic stone phallus of Priapus." YOll know that the principal attribute of 
Priapus, who was often held to be the son of Dionysus and Aphrodite or 
a nymph, was that he was endowed, even afAicted, with an outsize phal
lic member. and we must So'y phallus rather than penis because this penis 
was outsize precisely because it was, or insofar as it was, unCOlllrollable by 
the subject, in permanent and irrepressible erection, that is, ithyphallic as 
it is sometimes callcd and as one should always call it: the ithyphaflos is the 

hardness of the straight, rigid, st:lnding phallus (ithus is straight, inciden
tally also in lhe sense of rectitude). The ithyphal1ic is the phallus in erec-

28. Sigmund Freud. MMcduSol'S Head.M III Tn�Standard Edmon. 18:27J-i�. 
29· Sigmund Freud. -The Taboo o( \,irJ,:lOlt)",- In Tn� SumdarJ EdItIon, [1:[93-108 

(p. 20�). 
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tion. as it was rcprc�cnted in Dionysiac or Baechle feasts. An immense. tall, 
299 high, hard, stiff. :md rigid phallus. Terrible (urribd,s s.1.ys Columella In his 

Agnculttlu. 10.33),- terrible. terrifying. terrorizing, and comic all at onCe. 
There would be:: a lot to say about this derision. this comic or mockmg dI_ 
mension in the effigies of the ilhyph:al\ic god sometimes daubed with red 
and shouting obscenities. I t  was said of this quasi-god in constant crection 

Ih:lI he was oorn of an ass and was like an ass. L'lctantius (dis of a competi_ 
tion to sec which of the [\\"0, Priapus or the ass, has (he bigger member. The 
ass wins. bealS Priapus, but to avenge himself Priapus kills thl: aSs,l1 Here, 
insinuating IISdf. we sec the hypothesis that a mark of bhm: always threat. 
ens the presumed superiority of a constant and imperturb.1blc erection. I 
shall call this, very seriously. ithyphallic bftiu, the essential, nonaccidental 
M/ ;JC that characterizes the phaUic as such (and so sovereignty as such. of 
which the ithyphal1ic is the attribute). I t  is like a marionette whosc reflex 
spring and uncontrollable automaticity never let up. The ithyph:l!lu� is a 
marionettc, whose hyperbolic desire is both nil and empty of thought and of 
its own drive, of course. but it is this void that nonetheless pushes it. pulses 
and compulscs it, it is what promises, promotes, and makes one think of a 
drive that is absolutely bite, en/iti, that never gives anything up, that is an 
absolUTe stranger to all thought. 

I am not sure that Aristotle suspected this, bUI it is he who, intrigued hy 
the phenomenon of erection. worried aOOm what might happen if by mis
fortune (and it is this misfortune I am venturing to caU bime) the erection 
became permanent. That would be not only ridiculous and would nOlonly 
make: us laugh. as in the rituals and jokes I have JUSt been talking about, 
but, says AristoLie (in Th .. Parts of Animals 689a 25-27), it would consti
tute an unnatural hindrance. Perhaps tolerable for beasts and for demIgods, 

JOO thi� imperturbable and impassive erection would produce in men onl) im
potence without the emission of semen, and thus without generativc power, 
and would produce only pain without enjoyment. The pathology called 
priapism leads to death. And priapism is infinite ithyphallism, IIhyphallism 
foreign to that detumescence that is the finitude of erection and that, as such, 
m:lkes possible the time of erection-which it threatens, of course, but 10 

30. Quoted by l\laurice Olender. "Pri�p .. ', Ie dewier des dieux:' in J),Cllollllulfr drl 
m)lhologiu. 1:Jl1; lfJns. �s "Priapus: The L.ast of the Goos," in Mythologlu, comp. )'''::5 
Bonnefoy, 1:619. 

3" H�ndwr1!ten addition: "As ifhc had found 111 the tth),phallic �'s something more 

birr tlian hllll.-cif. 1Ilwlerably 1I1or". berr than hlmsdf.� 
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which it also gives its opportunity, A priapic. i,e. permanent and indefinite, 
erection is no longer cven an erectIon-and it is a mortal pathology. 

But is detumescence castration? Instead of taking on Ihis immense ques
tion frontally, it's time to return to "The Meridian:' which we have. in fact. 
kept obliquely in view slllce the beginning of this session. What is �id in it 
about the marionette, about the Medusa's head, about heads in general. and 
about majesty allows for a f:lirly well-justified transition. But I should also 
like to emphasize the Foreigner (Fumdt'). the Other (Andrrc), and the famil
iar or worrying estrangement (Unhclm{,che), I had to choose between a con
tinuous reading ofCelan's "Speech," an interpretation that would follow the 
apparent order and linear time of the text, its very consecution. and another, 
less diachronic, more systematic reading, which would be concerned, for the 
purposes of demonstration, to bring oul a configuration of motifs, words, 
and themes, figures that usually do not appear in this order. I have of course 
taken this second course, Ion the one handl because we won't have time to 
read together, in a linear way, the whole text from A to Z (though r recom
mend th:lt you do so yourselves), and, on the other hand, because the actively 
interpretati"e, selective, and dircrted re:lding I :lm about to propose to you 
requires it. You understand that I do not hold this interpretative reading to 
be the only or even the beSt possible one, but it doesn't seem impossible, :lnd 
it is important to me in the perspective of this seminar. 

Even before looking (100 quickly, of course) at the motifs that I am 
proposing to articulate together (even though Cdan does not do so explic
itly)-namely art, the marionette or the automat, the Medusa's head, heads 
in general. and majesty. the Foreigner. and the Unh�;m/;chc-I ha\'e two 
preliminary remarks, 

First prr!;m;nmy ,.�mark. There is a 101 about dates in this text, which is 
also a sort of poetics of the date. When I dc\'Otcd a little book to it some fif
teen years ago (Schibboleth).u I made it into a pri\'ileged object of reAection 
and analysis or interpretation, especially around a certain January 20 that 

recurs regularly, :lt least three limcs. in the text (BUchner's Lenz. "the Lenz 
who 'on J:lnuary 20 was walking through the mountains,' "H then "Perhaps 
we can say that cvery poem keeps inscribed within it its 'January 20,'"'' then 

J2. IT r.lnslator·s note:1 jaC(IU($ Derrida. Sdllbbolt:lh: "our Paul Cdml (Paris: G�lilCe. 
1986); trans. Joshua \Vi!ner aod Thoma� DU!<"lil. 111 Demda. SoWI'Clg"tlt:5 in Q"NllOn, 
pp. 1-64· 

J3· Celano "Lc: Meridlen," p. 71 Ip. 1791. 
34· Ibid., p. 7311" 180], 



p 

226 * EICHTH SEHIOS 

." had mysdf wrincn from a ',anuary 20: my 'January 20"V' I insistemly 
elaborated on these dates, on the question of anniversaries and tht: calendar, 
and on this example of the "January 20" in Schibboluh. But it is th:lIlks 
to Jean L.1unay's edition (so precious and exemplary, as 1 have said) th:lt 
I was able to discover a fUrl her import to this "January 20." Referring to 
Cdan's manuscript, L:mnay tdls us in a note3" that "January 20 is also the 
day in '9.P of the so-called Wannsee conference in Berlin. during which 
Hitler and his collaborators drew up the plans for the:: 'final solution:" And 
here is the translation of the passage from Cclan's manuscript: " We arc still 
writing, stil1 tooay, Janu3ry 2o-thiJ Januuy 20 [thi; underlined, 'diesen 
20, /iinf/�r'J, to which has been added since then the writing of so much 
Iso many days of] ice" rzu dt:m S/ch /.t:itdt:m/ .ovi�f Eisigt:s hinzugt'schridxf/ 
hat"). �J:tnuary 20," an anniversary of death, then. of crime against human
ity. of a sovereignly, arbitrarily genocid:l.l decision. "January 20." the eve 
of the :l.nnivcrsary of the decapitation of the monarch, Louis XVI, about 
whom a lot is said. between the repetitions of" Long live the King" of Lucile 
and Lenz, to which we shall return. 

&cond pr�fiminary r�mark, The apparently surprising contiguity between 

J0;Z our n�adings of MOllsi�ur T�j/� and "The Meridian." texts that are, how
exer, so different, so dist:l.m through so many features-this contiguity or 
proximity of two texts th:l.t are apparently so anachronistic with respect to 
each other is justified not only, beyond mere juxtaposition, by the fact that 
they both, e:l.ch in ils own way. treat of the marionette and everything that 
is attached to it, The fact is that Valery is not simply absent from "The 
Meridian." Cdan wonders at a certain moment, on the subject of a radical 
questioning of art, if one must not "think Mallarm� through to his ultimate 
consequences?" ("Maliaml! k01Juqll�nt :w E"d� d�lIkt:n?"). Here too a long 
note by Launayl) puts us on the track of a manuscript of Cd an's that refers 
to a passage by Valery in Varibb. Here. Valery quotes something Mallarme 
said to poor Degas, who was complaining about nOt finishing his lillIe poem 
when he was "full of ideas." Mallarm�, as Val�ry repons, replied: "But De
gas, it is not with ideas Ih:l.t poetry is made, but wilh words." And \':l.ltry 
concludes: "ThaI is a great lesson:"� 

Let us now try, around or through the configuTatJon I have announced 

3'5. Ibid., p. 81 lp. 1841. 
36. kan Launay. in Celan,/� Mind/en &atlfr�i prostf, p. IOj, nOI� 50. 
37. lhid� p. 105, nOl� 43· 
38. Paul \'�Ury. Variiris, m (k1'�Ui. [:78+ 
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(an, the marionette, the Medusa's head or the automat, heads in general 
and majesty, the Foreigner and the Unht:imlichd. to decipher a cenain po_ 
etic signature. I don't say :l. poetics or an al)' poetica, not even a poem, but 
rather what [ shall call a certain poetic signature. the unique signature of a 
unique )XlCm, always unique, that tries-so as to express, nOI the eS'>enee. 
the presence, or how it Ii with the poem. but where the poem is coming and 
going-to free itself, by an, from art, 

What line shall we follow toward the unique encounter with a unique 
)XlCm? You know thal the concept of encounter. the "secret of the encoun
ter" we were JUSt talking about (Gchcimllls dcr Bcgt:gmmg), is the secret of 
the poem, of the presence or the putting into presence or the presentation 
of the poem. the seerel of the encounter as secret of the poem in the double 
sense of the term Msecret of·; in the sense of what, 011 tht: 01l� hand, first. JOJ 
makes a )XlCm. in the sense of its manufacture, its making, its possibility of 
taking form. if not of its an and its know-how, I preft:r to say its signature 
(th:1t is, tht: secret as genesis of the poem, its condition of possibility, as when 
we say, "That guy has the secret:' implying the an of wmething or mher, 
though here it is not essentially art that holds the seerel of this act or rather 
this nent. it is the encoumer) and then-the double sense of secret-Oil 
the other halld. secondly, as what in the present itsdf-in the very presenta-
tion of the poem, in this presem now on which Celan insists so much, in the 
experience of the encounter-still remains secret, at bottom like a present 
that does not present itself, a phenomenon that docs not phenomenaliz.e 
itself. Nothing shows up, the nothing, the absurd shows up in manifesting 
nOlhing. We shall get to this manifest:nion as non manifestation. 

But I think I know from having read this poem so often that its trajec
tory follows a line that defies all reconstitution in the form oflogical or nar
rative exposition. The few initial sketches or sidesteps ksqlllss�s 011 esqllivt's I 
that I am proposing to you today art: really only an invitation to take a look, 
to go get your eyes and hands involved in it yourselves. to encounter the 
poem. The line (I keep lhe word "line," but we shall have to say "link" in 
a moment, for the line is a link, V�rbindt:rldt'), the line as a link Ihal links to 
the other. the Thou in the encounter. the line as link that I am seeking to 
draw or reconstitute is, moreover, the very thing thaI is being soughl, that 
Cdan admits having sought for during this journey, on this path that he 
describes at the end-and I shall basically be setting out from rhis, i.e. at 
the end, from the end- llha! Celan describes. then] as an "impossible p3th" 
Or a " path oflhe impossible." Moreover, an "impossible path'· and a "path 
of the impossible" are not exactly the same thing, One might imagine that 
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th� p:llh of the impossible. for its pan, as a path, ;;Is the pathway of the path, 
r�mains possible. which would by the same token make the impossible path 
possible in its turn: and it is no doubt deliberately, and with a vicw to the 
inextricable knot that holds them together, though dimnc!, that Celan says, 
juxtaposing and crossing them. "impossible path" and " path of the impos_ 
sible"; 

Ladies and gentlemen. I find something that offers me some consobuon 
for having tr:l\-ded in your presence (m Ihrrr G�gnlwarl: and this 111 IhTrr 
G�ge1ll/!Ort. which looks like a convenrional b.1nalil),. a SI:lIldard piece of 
politeness addressed to the audience on prize day, this 111 Ihrer Gt'gt'tIWtlrt 
is all the more noticeably serious for the fact [hat the whole leXI WIll h:ne 
mrned around tne enigma of the "now," Crger/warl, and of presence; In 
:I moment I shall take only thrrc examples by makmg thr« r(lllfrIS among 
others that arc possible, after having quoted the end of this sentenC(: ] this 
impossible path, tnis p:uh of the impossible lill {hrcr Cegelll<lort dl{'iCII Im
miiglichell Weg. dim.'l1 \Veg des UII/lloglichclI gegulIg(1I �u sein I·J" 

It is this impossible path of the impossible that constitutes, as link, the line 
that he be/icves h e  has found, even touched (hube ieh inn Joeb('11 wieder zu 

beriihrcn geglullbl: these arc the very last words), and which will soon be 
called the Meridian. This line is a link that leads to the encounter (B(
g(glllmg), to your encounter, the encounter of you. the nomination of Thou, 
whereby he will more than once have named the poem and the present of 
the poem. But before continuing this quotation to the end. I would like, 
via a few returns, thue r(turns, as I said, to show you how this " in your 
presence" (in Ihr" Gegenwort) was not :I conventional concession (there are 
none in this extraordinary text). This "in your presence" (in Ihrer Gegt:n
wart) was already invested, charged, made more serious by the question of 

the poem, the poem in its difficult and tumultuous settling of scores with 
art, the question that bears on art and the question that be:lrs on poetr), 
("Frage nueh der Kunst lind naeh der Diehtung." said Cdan earlier. adding. "I 

have appro.'lched BUchner, consciously, if not voluntarily, with my (Iueslion 
about art and litcr:lture-one question among many-in order to identify 
his question"),4\) Now this question becomes that of the poem, determIned 
by Ceian as present :lnd presence, as now and presence, 

First refilm, toward what exactly the word "Majesty" implies in the vcry 
essencc or ralhcr the eyc=nt. the chance, of poetry. After several ::lppear::lnccs 

39' C.:bn, kLe Mcridlcn," p. 8" lp. 1851 . 
,,0. IbId .. p. 67 1p, 1771. 
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of art. to which we shall return (art as marionette, art as monkey, etc,), here 
is Lucile from Danton's Death, the on.: who is "blind to art" (die KlInst
blinde), who surprises us by shouting, "Long live the King!" You see, as if I 
needed to tell you, that with this scene from thc French Rnolution and the 
putting to death of the king, right by the scaffold. but :llso this e\'ocation of 
marionettes and the monkey. we are indeed as close as can be to our great 
question, "the beast and the sovereign:' 

Lucile shouts, "Long live the King!" and Cclan emphasizes with an ex
clamation point how surprismg this cry is, right by the blood)' scaffold and 
after he has recalled the "artful words" (kwlJtuiehe Warte) of O:mton, Ca
mille. etc.-she, Lucile, who is bhnd to art. shouts. "Long li\'e the King!" 
Ceian calls it a counterstatement (Gegenwort): 

After all these words spoken on the pl:uform (Ihe scaffold it's ist dus Blutge
riist])-what a statemem Ill/deh (III Worl!11 

II is :I counterstatenll':nt 1/.::r ist Jus Grgl"ll/lJOrtl, a statement that severs 
the "wire," which refuses to bow before the "loiterers an(1 parade horses of 
history," It is an act of freedom. It is a step. IEI' ist t'/n Akt der Freiheit, Es iSI 
rin Sehl'lll. )'1 

To support this claIm, namely that this " Long li\'e the King" from the one 
who is blind to an is a "step" and an "act of liberty," a manifestation with
out manifestation, a countermanifcstation, Celan must withdraw rhis cry. 
this "counterword," from its political code, namely its counterrevolutionary 
meaning. and even from what a countermanifestation may still owe to this 
political code, ulan thinks that, on the COntrary, he can recognize the cry, 
it being an act oflibeny, as a poetic act-or, if not a poetic act, a poetic do
ing or still less an ars ptxttcu on the ",1ft of onc who is "blind [0 art'· -he 
thinks he can recognize it as "poetry" itseif(die Dichtung). And it is in order 
to hear the poetry in this ":let of freedom," in this "step" (and the reference 
to a step, to walking, to coming or going. is always decisive in "The Merid
ian") lit is in order to hear the poetry in this act of freedom, in this stepJ, 
that Ce\an advances the thought Ihal the homage in this "Long live the 
King," the taking sides. the profession of faith. the salute (gehuldigl) is not 
pronounced, politically speaking. in favor of the monarchy, of His Majesty 
the King Louis XVI. but in favor of the majesty of the present, of the Ge
genwarl. This Gegell/lJOrt spc:lks in favor of the majc=sty of the Geger/wart. 
And in the paS5.1ge that I shall read in translation. I shall emphasize/our 

41. Ibid .. 1'_ 63 1p. 1751· 
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words for reasons that are [00 obvious and that I scarcdy need to comment 
on: these are words that come under the vocabulary of "witnessing," " maj
esty," the "present," and the "human"; 

To be sure, it sounds like an expression of allegiance 10 the "ancien regime" 
I . . .  J. But these words [ . . .  1 arc nOI a cdebration orthe monarchy and a past 
that should be preserved. 

They are a tribute to the maiesty of the absurd, which bears witness 
to mankind's here and now. IG�huldigt wird flirt" der for dil' Gegmwart d�s 
Menschlichen uuge1/den Maje.;tiit des Absurden.] 

That, ladies and gentlemen, has no universally recognized name, but it 
is, I believe . . . �try [ahl"r ,cn glaube. l'S llf . . . die Dicntflng[.'2 

(This "I believe." so close to the "majesty of the absurd"-the word "ab� 
surd" comes back more than once in the text to bespeak no doubt what 
stands beyond meaning, idea, theme, and even the tropes of rhetoric, be� 
yond all the logic and rhetoric to which one thinks a poetics should bend 
itself-\this ,., bdie\'e," so close to the "majesty of the absurd,"] seems to 
imply: "I believe where, , believe because. it is absurd. o"edo qUIa absurdum." 
Faith in poetry as faith in God, here in the majesty of the present.) Celan's 
gesture in resorting to the word "majesty" -and this is what mallers most 
to me here, at least in the context of this seminar-is a gesture that consists 
in placing one majesty above another, and thus upping the ante with respect 
to sovereignty. An upping that attempts to change the meaning of majesty 
or sovereignty, to make its meaning mutate, while keeping the old word 
or while claiming to give it back its most dignified meaning. There is the 
sovereign majesty of the sovereign, the King, and there is, more majestic or 

differently majestic, more sovereign or differently sovereign, the majesty 
of poetry. or the majesty of the absurd insofar as it bears witness to the 
presence of the human. This hyperbolic upping of the ante is inscribed in 

what I shall call the dynamics of majesty or of sovereignty, in its dynamics 
because we're dealing with a movement where precipitation is ineluctable, 
and a dynamics (I choose this word deliberately) because we arc dealing with 
the sovereign. specifically with power, with potency (dY'lamis), with the de� 
ployment of the potentiality of the dynast and the dynasty. That is to say, 
"there IS something more majestic" than the majesty of the king, just as 
Monsieur Teste, you remember, was described as superior to the superior 
man, or Nietzsche's superman as above the superior man. As in Balaine, 
sovereignty, in the sense he intends and means to give it, exceeds classi� 

42_ lbid. 
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cal sovereignty, namely mastery, lordship, absolute power. etc. (We'll come 
back to this later. Insist on this "more," and the void.)'l 

But then, why keep the wordr 
What counts most here, with Celan, is that this hypermajesty of poetry, 

beyond or outside the majesty of the king, the sovereign, or the monarch, 
this supreme majesty of the absurd, as majesty of Dichttmg, is determined 
by four equally serious values, among which I believe we must still privilege 
one, or rather recognize among them the privilege of one only, and it is that 
of the present (Cegenwart). These four seTlous values or meanings an: that 
of testimony, of course; that of majesty insofar as it bea rs witness (zeugellden 
Majest!it); that of the human for which it bears witness; but above all, in my 
view, because it is continually confirmed and repeated, that of the present 
("Cehllidigt wird hie,. der fiir die Cegenwarr des Menschlichen zeugmdm Ma

jestiit des Absurden"). Majesty is here majestic, and it is poetry, insofar as it 
bears witness to the present, the now, the "presence," ;\s Launay translates 
it, of the human. Just as to bear witness is always to perform an act of pres
ence, through speech addressed to the other, attesting to a presence, so what 
counts here, and what signs, is a presence attesting to a presence or rather 
to a present, qua human. 

I would not privilege to Ihis extent the present, the presence of this pres
ent, if, beyond all the reasons you easily imagine, Celan himself did not 
return to it with an insistence that is obvious and, 1 believe, undeniable. I 
shall be briefer, for lack of time today, on the other two promised examples 
or returns. 

Second return. Around [en pages later, after a trajectory that I cannot 
reconstitute but from which we'll follow a few essential stages next time, 
Celan says this about what he calls "language actualized" (aktualisierte 
Sprache), under the sign of a "radical individuation " :  he says this, then, add
ing the present to the now, making Gegellwart more serious with Priisenz: 

Then the poem would be-even more dearly than before-the language 
of an individual which has taken on form; and, in keeping with its inner� 
most nature, it would also be the present, the here and now. \Dann flIiirc das 

43· H:mdwritten addition: "Insist on the essential hyperbole. More and more of . . .  

1+ cl + de]." In the bibliographical notes written (or the Ameri<;�n version of the semi
nar, Derrida gives several references to Bata.Jle: ,. 'Hegel, b mOrl e( Ie sacrifice: in Dcu

calian, 5; L'C;rptrlt'llet: jnter1cure ('Post-scriptum au supplice'); 'Genet: in La IiI/era/tift' 
.. t I .. mal; "Mfthocle de mfditatilln; el<;. See also. if you ltke. m}' article on Bataille in 
Wn'ting and DijJcrellCt:. � 

j08 
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Gl"di('nr _ dl"tIIlu'her lIoch als hiSh" - gesrulrgl"/UO/dl"lIl" Sprucht: t'mn 1-:lIIul 
1/"11, _ lind Sl"mem JnIl('rS/('1I Warn lIach Ct:gnlll'urt Iwd Priiiell�.I" 

309 Third rnum. On the following page, Cdan specifu:s sumcthing essential as 
to. let's say, the structure of this now-prescnt, and i t  is from this �J>ecifi

calion, which risks complicating everything, that I shall begin :,gain next 
lime. He specifics that this now-present of the poem, my now-present, the 
punctual now-present of a punctual I, my now-present must allow the now
present of the other. the lime of the other. 10 sI"ok. It  must lea� timc.gwt' 
time to the ather. 

To the other. it mUSl leavc or give irs time. Irs ollln lim('. 
To the other, it mU$t leave or gi\'c its time. To the other. il Tl1usl lc;I\'C or 

give its own time. This formul:Hion is not literally Celan's, but I imprint 
on it this ambiguous or even unheimlich grammar, in which we no lon
ger know to whom the possessi\'e adjective belongs, to �clf or other (to th� 
other, leave or give its time), I give or leave it this grammatical equivocity to 
translate what 1 believe to be the truth of what Cdan is saying: to the mher, 
leu� or give it; own time. 

Which of course introduces into the now-present a divisibility or an al
terity that changes everything. I I  gives over to a total rereading of the pre
dominant aUlhority, even of the majesty of the present. th:.t becomes thaI of 
the other or thm of a dissymmetrical division with the other, turned toward 
lhe other or come from the mher. [ now read the passage in question. liter
ally, sometimes. when necessary. in both languages. 

The poem becomes-and under what conditions! -a poem of one who
as before-percei\Jcs. is turned to [:::ugt'lI/tmdt. I emphaSIze this (Urn, the 
turn of this "rurncd"l that which appears Idt711 Erieheint71den Zugewandten I· 
Who questions this appearing and addresses it Idiesei Erschemende Befragen
dt'n ImJ Aniprechroden: thIS Anspr«ht71 - the turll1ng--oneself toward thc 
Olher to �pe:lk to hun, to address, speak to the other. t'\'en to apostrophizc 

the other -is no doubt the tumi"g :lnd the rum that answers for e\'C:rythl1lg 
111 this pas�gc, and evcn in "The Meridian": and I say this "\Urn" less 10 

�uggcst a figure. a turn of phrase. or even om: of ththe rhetorical figure� 
of willch Cdan IS vcry wary. than to signal lOward AUlllf/JC"lde. the turn or 
turning ofbrc;nh. which is so often, literally, inspiration itself, the spIrit of 

310 "Tllc Meridian''I- I t  becomes dialogue-it is often despairing dialogue lCi 

u·/rd Gespriich - oft ist es ver-::/IIt:ifdrrs Gl'ipriich.]'� 

44. Ccbn. "I� Meridien." p. 76 [p. ,8t!. 
"':i. llmL,p. 71[1'. 1821. 
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Sothe poem is a speaking-with-two (GeJprikh. a speaking together), a speak
ing with more than one,a speaking whose mallltaining now maint:lins [dOni 
Ie ma/menam maj",ient\ more than onc in il. :I speaking th:..! gatherJ more 
than one in it (I &1y "gather" because wh:..t is maintained in this maintain
ing is now. as you will he .. r. a movement of gathering, a being-together. a 
chance of gatherinJ!. Versummftlllg-once ag:lln a "ery Heideggerian mo
tif-a mO\JemcOI, an impulse, a step that g:..thers more than one in it, and 
the :lddress of the one to the other, even if it fails. evcn if the address is not 
received or does not arrive at its destination, even if the despair of the other. 
or as to the other. is always lying in wait. and even if it must always lie in 
wait, as its very possibility. for the possibility of the poem). eelan coOlinucs: 

Only ill the realm of this dialogue docs that which is addressed Ida; AII
gi'sprochmd take form and g.uher Ivt'riammdl es siehl ;1TOund the I who is 
addressing and naming It. But into thi� prcsent Illber in dit:sl.' Gt:gl.'llwart], 
the one who has bt'cn address�J Idtu IIngl.'sprorhl'l1d and who, by \Jirtue of 
h;1ving Uccn named. klS, :IS it wer�. hecomc: n thou IZIIIII 011 Gewoldi'III.'], 
also brings its otherness along Ibringl l . . . 1 alleh sfin Alldi'wein mitl. In the 
here and now of the poem INoch 1m Hlrf lind /n-::tdu Gl.'diehts] it is still pos

sible-the poem itself. after all. has only this one. unique. punctual present 
Idit:sl.' t:1"r, emmaltge. plmklllelli' Gi'gl'IIIIJ(l/·t I-only in this immediacy and 
proximity docs It allow the most IdIOsyncratic quality of the Other, its time, 
to participate in the Jialogu� Inoch 11/ dli'ier Unmlltelbarkeit lind tV/ihe lilm 
es das Ihm, dem Anderen, Hlgellsf( mltipreehen: dessi'tI ail I .... 

\Vhat the poem allows to speak at the same rime (mil5prechl.'n: allows to 
speak also, says Launay's translation. and the m;1 of the mitsprechm merits 
a stress mark. this speaking is originally, a priori. a speaking with or 10 the 
other. even before speaking alone, and this m;t does nOI necessarily break 
the solitude, one could S,1y thaI it is also its condition, as it is sometimes 
that of despaIr), what the poem allows to speak with it, allows to share its 

speech, what it allows to co-Ioquatt', con-\·oke (so many ways of translating 
mil-spreehetl. which says more than a dialogu�). what it allows to speak, or 

even sign wiLlI i\ (co-sign, consign, countersign), is the time of the other, its 
time in what is most proper to it: the most proper and therefore the most 
untranslatably other of th� time of the other. 

One ought to comment to infinity on cvery word of these phrases. You 

can see that it is not just a mattcr of a dialoguing g;1thering. It is not even. 
here. a poetics, still less :1 politics of dialogue. a dialogue during which, with 

J" 
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help from experts and communication counselors. one would laboriously 
learn 10 lei the Olher speak. II is not a maner of a democr:uic deb.lte, during 
which one leaves the other his speaking time. timed by one of those clocks 
that incidentally are also discussed, along with the calendar, in "The Merid_ 
ian." It is not a maner of speaking tunc but oflelting the other, and thus of 
giving the other. without there being any act of generoSIty, elTacing oneself 
absolUlely, of giving the other its time (and to give is here to leave. for one is 
then giving the other only what is proper. irreducibly proper. to the other), 
it is :l maner of leaving Ihe other nOI only speech, bUl oflcning time speak, 
the other·s time, what its time, the time of the other, has as mOst proper to 
it. II is the time that one must let speak, the time of the other. rather than 
leaving the other speaking time. It is a mailer oflening the time speak, the 
lime of the other in what is most proper to the other. and therefore in what 
in the other is most other-and which happens, that I let happen, as time 
of the other, in the presem time of "my- pncm. And that l in happen, that 
I let happen wh:ll happens (of the other)-this "letting" neutralizes noth
ing, il is not a simp/� passivit}', even if some passivity is required here: it is 
on the COntrary the condition for an evem to advene and for something to 
happen. What I would make happen instead of letting happen-well, that 

112 wouldn't happen. What I mak� happen docs not haplX'n. obviously, and one 
must draw the consequences of the apparently paradoxical necessity (but 
obviously the lassm in Celan's German means both leI I/O/surl and m(/k� 

lfair�J . . . J" . . . noeh ill diuer Ullmittdbarkeil tl.1ld N(ih� !iiss! �s dOJ ihm, drol 

AnJeren, E;grosu mitspr«hm: dessen Zeit"'.) 
St:lrting there,as it were, but I must stop here, "The Meridian" starts up 

again, and we make a U-turn. After saying that the poem seeks this place 
(Ort), Celan approaches the question of the place (Or/, rhetorical place, Bil
dem lwd Tropen), the question of topo; and of u-topi3, while reminding us 

that he's talking about a poem th:ll is not, an absolute poem th:lt cannot be 

("das gibt �s g�wiss /licht, das karm �s nicht gebm!").+7 
I announced that after these three returns and three examples. I would 

read to lhe end this conclusion I had begun to quote. I will do so. and then 
next time I shall come back again to "The Meridian" (which I ask you to 
reread meantime). So I shall come back. hoping that their necessity will 
be clearer, to lhe motifs of the Other and the Foreigner, the Ullheimlich�, 

the head ("The Meridian" moves between heads and decapitations, often 
speaks of falling into the Grund and the Abgn/1/d); and then we shall come 
back. among other heads, to the Medusa's head (in its relation to erection 
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and castration), ;md finally we shall head back toward the monkey. toward 
the marionette as question of art ("DIe Kllnst, daJ ist, S;� ermll�rn nch, dn 
marionettenhaftes 1 . . . 1 killderlos�s Weull"). (Read and comment) 

I am also seeking the place of my own origin [dro Ort m�mell �Ig�nell fler
kunftl. sillce I have once agalll arrived at my point of departure. 

I am sc:eking all of that on the map with a finger which is uncertain. 
because It is restless_on a child's map.:Is I readily confess. None of rhese 
places is to be found. they do not exist, but I know \Vh�re they would have 
roexist-aoovc all at the present lime-and . . . I find something I [ulld . . .  
ich find� t'lIIl(1s!i 

Ladies and gentlelnen. I find somethmg which offers me some consola- )11 
tion for ha\ ing tr:lveled lhis impossible path, this path or the ImposSible 
Idi..-sm IlIIrIlogtichm W�g, di�ulI Weg d..-s Umlloglichen gegulIg�lI zu Uill [, III 

your presence 1111 Ihra' G�gmttlart[. 
I find something which binds and which, like the poem, leads to an en

counter. [/ch filld ... dill Ihbmdnllle und IIli� dus Gedirht zur B�g ... gllllllg Ffih
rmJ�.J 

I find something. like language Ittli� di� Sprochel. abstract. yet earthl)". 
terrestrial. something circular, which traverses both IXlles and returns to it
self. thereby -l am happy to report-eVen crossing the lropics and tropes. 
Isogar di ... Tropell Durchkrell:;�nJ"-/�1 I find . . . a mertdian [ichfind� . . .  �mM 
Meridian� 

With you and Georg BUchner and the Slate of Hesse I believe chat I 
have just now touched it again Ihab� ich ihn so..-brn ttli�du zu buiihrm 
g ... gklubt).'·' 

i8. DerTld:I·S commentary. during his reading: MCr05sing out (Durchkreuundel ;s 
Heideggcr"s crmsing OUI or the word ·Being: Here ;t is crossing out tropes, figures or 
rhetoric. but also the earth's IrOp,c.s.H 

49. Cdan. Mr..., Meridl<·:n.� pp. 83-84 lp. 1851. 
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It is time. then. that we had a real discussion: questions. objections, back 
and forth. As I promised, we arc going [Q spend the whole session doing 
that. And then next week I'll pick up the courSt: of the course again . . .  

Before turning itovcr to whoever wants tOspeak, I want losay two things. 
First, J received a wrillcn question, a very long and differentiated one that 
J'J1 read 10 you in a moment and to which I shall try [0 respond. And then, 
as an exerguc, before ocginning. to give you time to prt::pare your first ques· 
lions, I wanted 10 read ),ou a text that I had thought I might read before 
this. wilhou[ tying it in to anythmg HTy specific. even though, as you'll sec, 
it concerns just about everything we've approached directly or indirectly. 
It's a ttxt by D. H .  Lawrence, a poem called "Snake."1 Now naturally, in 
this seminar, as you have alrtady sensed and seen coming, especially given 
the time: limits we face, although we can't unfold in all its breadth the his
tory of the relations between whal is called man and animal, and the social
ization of those: relations-the question of Imming, of taming, of training 
(which is something different), the: question of domestication (we: shall talk 

I. We shuul<l like tn remin(1 the reader that then' is no wruten "usion of the follow
ing pagc-�. Thi� ninth S(;Ssion i� entirely oral, and has �n transcribed on the basi§ ofa 

rL"Cording of the 'lCssion. which was 10 p:lrt devoted 10 disc union with the panieipants 
in the semmar. oot tr.lOscrihed here (see Editorial Note above, p. xv). The way the ses
sion is prescott<1 is. then, wh/Jll) the respon,ibility of the edItors, who hal'e (Ietlded to 
remain as dose as p"ssible to the cnmmentaq' here impro\ ised by Jacques Demda as an 
introduCllon 10 that discussion �eSSlOn, and to resmUle II :IS fully as possible. The read

ing of the I_'lwrence IXlCm, someumes I'ery attentl"e to det�ll. sometimes more cursi,·e. 

or interrupted by commentarIes, is Inseparable from Ihe rol1� of the ,oice and the "ery 
liH,ly manner of IPCUir.ing the text. The reader w,lI find an unlmerruplw ,"ersion of 
Lawrence's pot'm ;1I the end of tile �sion. 

2. D<:rnda alludes tOlhi§ leXI lmd comments on II hTleA� 10 the "En'oi� at the �gHl
ning of VO"ollS (sec se�sion I �bo,<:, n. (0), p. 2 J [po '51. 
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next week about taming, training. and domestication. which arc very dif
ferenl things, when we bro.1.ch the question of the zoo. the zoological park 
or the menageriel-but, then, although it's impossible for us to unfold in 
all its breadth the qu('stion of the rcl:uiolls between man and beast, lllan and 
animal, we have already seen in outline a kind of typology in the form of a 
bestiary, a tYl>ology of animals that in the limited lield that is ours here. that 
of politics and animality, political sovereIgnty and animality, I we've seen in 
outline a typology or bestiary of animals matJ plays a pa rticularly significant 
role in this domain: the wolf is not the only one, the wolf got there first, 
but there is also the monkey {which we'll have more to say about}, there's 
the bee. the queen bee, the dolphin (whICh we'll also be talking about next 
week)�and then there's the snake. The snake, not only because of original 
sin, all the virtues and vices that are allributed to the snake . . .  

The question is whether the snake has a head-since the question of 
the head has also come back regularly-a head, i.e. a face and a visage, and 
I had recalled, I think, the question that Ltvlnas sent back to a questioner 
who asked him: "Can one sayofthe animal what you say of man in his ethi
cal dimension!" -and you know that for Ltvinas, the other, in its ethical 
dimension, is what he calls a face, a "face," the face being not only what is 
seen or what sees, but also what spe:lks, what hears speech. and therefore it's 
to a face that our ethical responsibility is addressed, it's from a face that it re
ceives from the other, and therefore it's to a face that our ethical responsibil
ity is addressed, from a face that it receives something (rom the other, that I 
receive the imperative: "Thou shalt not kill," which, (or Lhinas, is the lirst 
commandment ("Thou shalt not kill" is the first commandment, not the 
sixth as in the biblical order, and this command comes to me from the face: 
what the face of the other signifies to me before any other m:lIlifestation is 
"Thou shalt not kill"). And so to the question that was asked him one day: 
"Docs the animal have a face?" and thus, docs the animal belong to this 
space o( the ethical that Lcvinas analyses and proposes, Uvinas's awkward 
response was: "I don't know . . .  ," and then, to emphasizc= the expression of 
that awkwardness, he returns the question: "Would rOll say that the snake 
has a face?"J This example doesn't come up by chance. One might wonder: 
OK, the snake has ges, it has a tongue, it has a head to SOlnt extent, docs it 
have the f:lce? What about the snake's face? And it's under the sign of this 

]. Jacques Derrida had memioned thIS exchange in hi§ lecture to the 1997 Ccrisy 
conference, L·llmfIWlllmoblOgrop;'i'l14�. See L'llmmal 'fllC donc JC ImJ, pp. '-I8--I9 1Ir3n5. 
Dal'id Wills, Pl" 107-81. The ,"ersion of the Siory gi�en here .s \ery slightly different 
from the enriier one. 
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�rious, IXlClic question (especially for Levin3s's ethics), thai [ \ValUed to 
read you this text by D. H .  LawTcncc. "Snake.�· 

S N A K E  

,\ snake: call\(' 10 my water-trough 
On <1 hOI, hot day, and I in pyjam3s for the heat, 
To drink there. 

I n the decp. strange-scented shade of the gn:al d:lrk carob-tree 
I came down the Sleps with my pitcher 
And must \\'31t, !TIUSt stand and wait. for there he was at the tTough 

beforc me. 

And "he" is the snake, " for therche- was," it's already a personal pronnun,1 
"he was" (in English. animals arc sometimes "he," sometimes "she": CillS :m: 
"she") "for there he was at thc trough before mc": 

I-Ie reached down from ;( fissure in Ihc earth-wall in the gloom 
A nd trailed his ydlow-brown slackness soft-bellied down, over lhe edge 

of lhe stone trough 
And rested his throat upon Ihe stone bottom, 

And where the water had dripped from the tap, in a small dea rness, 
lie SIpped with his straight mouth, 
Softly drank through his straight gums, into his slack long body, 
Slleml),,· 

Someone was before me at my waler-trough, 
And I, like a second comer, wailing, 

"Someone" (a question we've been asking from the beginning of the SClnl
nar: who or wh:lI? The animal, who or what? The marionette, who or 

what? The snake here is "someone." And so "someone" is somebody, not 

as much qui a� qllaqll'lIt1 in French, but you don't say "someone" about a 
stone), " Someone was before me at my water-trough, !  And I, like a second 
corner, waiting." So, he waits for the first to P.1SS. He says . . .  and here, !O 
return to Uvinas-I don't W:lnt to place the whole poem under the sign of 
Lcvinas, bUI reading it , remember something Levinas often says, n:lmely 
that morality, ethics, begins with an " After YOlL:' After yOll. The first sign 
of respeCi for the other is " after you." This doesn '[ just mean something like 
"go ahead" at the elevator, etc., it means "I come after ),01L," and I come to 

4. D. H. I_"lwrence, Birds, B�ait.r alld FloU'�ri! POt'Tm [[9" 31 (S.�nta Rosa: Black Sp.lf

row Press. 10°7), pp. 11;-31. 
5. Dt:rrida sap �I'rcn(>ln" (for<:n:lInd. 
6. Jacques Dernd3 repc:;I\$ mOf<: quielly: �silenlly:' 
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myself, to my responsibility as an ego, in some sense, only from the other. 
The other is there before me. :lnd , reeeive the order from the other who 
precedes me. That IS the situation when faced with the other, and he not 
only goes ahead of me, must go ahead of me, but is there before me. So , say 
"After ),ou.- and it's my first address to the other as other. 

" Someone," tho: snake, wa) "at my w:ller-trough, I And I .  like a second 
comer, waiting." And here the French translation, "Et moi, arrive en sec
ond, j'attendais,"' is OK. but a "second comer" is not the second [0 arri\e. 
There is the first comer, the first comer i� the snakc and one has [0 say. 
natur:llly, th:lt morality, ethics, the rdation 10 the other. is not only coming 
after the other. helping oneself after the other, but after the other wh(Xva 
it b�, before even knowing who he is or what is his dignity, his price, his so
cial standing, in other words. the first comer. I must respect the first comer, 
whoever it be. \Vhen he says "a second comer,'" I am "a second comer." I 
am the one who comes afterward, not the one who happens to have come 
second. I am a second comer, I comt: afterward. And " like, the " like" 
also falls like a second comer. ancl '"'" like an "after-comer,"' someone who 
comes afterward by contrast 10 the first comer, ' as though coming second, 
waiting. 

He lifted his head from Ius Jrinkmg, as callIe do. 

Cattle is not only an ;U1imal society. it's a set of beasts that arc grouped 
together, watched o\"er and mastered and appropriatcd as beasts for con
sumption, beasts that are raised. Just now I mentioned tamlOg, training, 
and domestication, but there IS also raising: cattle arc a set of beasts raised 
with a \iew to usc and human consumption. "He lifted his head from his 
drinking, as callie do,"' it's a plural. a collecti\'e verb, nm "(:m1e does" ; there 
arc several. cattle is a collective, man)' in one. 

And looked at me vaguely, as dnnking cattle do, 
And flickered his two-rorked tongue from his lillS, and mused a moment,' 
And stooped and drank a linlc more. 
Being earth-brown, earth-golden from ,he burning bowels of the earth 
On the day of Sicilian July. with Ewa smoking. 

The voice of my education said to me 
He must he killed, 
For In Sicily 

7. [Translator's note:1 The �reneh tranSI�llon has �rha" ldreamcdl for '"mused" : 
Dcrrida COIJnnenlS: " Rh" IS 'l11usc:<I: 11 means he d,lyJrcams [rit"u.(fQ I, not dreaming in 
the SC"nS<: OrTnlllm: 'mu�d: medItaTed a morm:nl." 

]'0 
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We :m: in Sicily, Erna . . .  smoking. " Smoke" is an extraordinary word. In 
French as it is in English. One can smoke transitively. pipe, cigar, cigarette, 
and then one can smoke. With Ema smoking . . .  " The voice of my educ:l+ 
tion said to me He must be killed . .  :' 

For in Slcil)' Ihc black, bla,k snakes arc innocent, the gold 3rc \cnomous. 

U1 me recall-because you 3rt: listening and you don't have the poem In 
front of you and it's difficult to hep things straight-that he said earlier, 
describing this snake. "earth-brown, earth-golden:' So it's a golden snake, 
not a black one, "For in Sicily the black, black snakes are innocent, thc gold 
are venomous." So he's dealing with a poisonous snake. But one lh:ll comes 
before him. Moral question: must I respect and leave the firsl comer 10 do 
as he will, even if I see lhal he is dangerous? Hospitality. Someone comcs, 
he's the::re before: me, he asks . . .  Must I welcome him in, leave him, not kill 
him, even if I can sense or foresee or fear that he might kill me himself? 
The scene described by Lawrence is immediately the scene of a fighl lO the 
death. "The voice: of my education said to me I He must be killed," because: 
if you don'L kill him he will kill you. "For in Sicily the black, black snakes 
[I emphasize 'black'[ an: innocent, thc gold arc venomolls:' 

And voices in me slu(l, 

So what we::re:: the voice::s saying . . .  more than one voice? He started by 
saying, "The voice of my education" . . .  He::'s already presenting himself as 
some::one with loIS of voices in him, isn't he. There is the voice:: of his educa
tion that says, " He must be killed," and now there are voices in the plural, 
"And voice::s in me:: . . .  ," other voices in me, saying: 

Iryou were a man 
You would take a Slick �nd break him now, and finish him off. 

"If you were a man . . .  ," initially it's a hypothesis: "If you were a man . 
evidently in the sense of a human being, but also of courage:, of the \irik 
man who, in a dud, must annihilate his victim. "And voice:s in me said, If 
you were a man I You would take a stick and break him now, and finish 
him off." 

13m Ithere's � space before this lind must I confess how I liked him 
How glad 1 was ht: ha(1 comt: lik!: a gut'st in quiet, 

This is why I was talking a moment ago about the code of ho�pitaliry, lIe 

is the first comer, and whether or nO[ he wants to or might kill me, l owe 

him, 1 ought not 10 kill him, I ought 10 respeC! him. He is therefore a guest: 

this is a cbssic scenl;', ;! classic biblic:ll scene, a classic Middle Eastem scene: 
it happens near a source of water, the scene of hospitality takes pbee near a 
source of water, in an oasis or ncar :1 well, and the question of hospitality is 
posed as 10 w;!ter, as to the disposition of the water source. 

I-Iow glad I was he had come like a guest III quict, to drink at my 
water-trough 

And depart peaceful, p.'1eified, and thankless, 
Into the burning bowds oflhis earth) 

Was it cowardice, Ihat I dared not kill hun? 
\Vas it perversity, th�t I lon,l!:cd to talk to lum) 

The desire 10 speak . . .  All he 1:11ks about, when it comes 10 this snake, and 
despite the voices he hears in him, the many voices he hears in him, his first 
desire, he who loves thl;' snake, is to talk to him. "Was il perversity, that I 
longed 1.0 talk to him?" 

\Vas it humility, to fed so honoured? 

Honoring the guest: here the host feels honored by the guest,' by the one 
who comes, who is the first comer. He is honored, th:tt's the first experi
ence, the first affect, He is there, he is there with me, before me, ahead of 
me, and I am grateful to him for that. That he exists for me makes me feel 
honored. 

Was it humil1t�·, to fed so honoured? 
I felt so honoured. 

And �·et those vOICes: 
I f  you were nOl afraid, you would kin him! 

If you were a man, a man, a real man isn', scared, you would kill him. 

And truly I was �fraid, I was most afraid, 
But even so, honoured sllll more 
Thai he should sl:ek my hospitality 
From out the dark door of 1 he secret earth. 

He drank enough 
And lifted his head, dre:Hnily, as one who h�s drunken, 

And flickered his tongue like:1 lor ked night on the air, so hlack; 
Seeming to lick his lips, 

8. ITr:mslaror·s note:] "1(1 l'hOle (/lew) se sent honon: p�r I'hott (gUt'lt)"· Dcrrida pa
renthesizes the English words, explomng the �mhigu1ly of the French word hOu. 
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Ancl loohd around like a god, unseeing, into thc air. 

So you have here tht: human race, the signatory or the poem. the one who 
says "I" and who hears \'oicc� saying to him: "If you were a man . . .  ," thc 
humanity of man, I:md\ there is the beast, thc snake . . .  bUl the beast re
sembles a god. 

And looked around like :J god. un�cing, imo the au, 
And slowly turned hl$ head. 
And slowly. vcry )low1y, as ifthricc adream. 

The dream again: as if thriu adreum, thrice (Jdr�am. Ihr� times ad,.�am, 
three times dreaming. adrcam in one word, you see, thriu ad,.�am, three 
times in a dream. 

Proceeded (0 draw his slow length curving round 
And climb agam the broken b..1nk of my� wall-face. 

And as he pUt his head infO that dreadful hole, IThefe's the head . . .  This 
snake has a head. I 

And as he slowly drew up, snake-easing his shoulders, and entered 
farther, 

A SOrt of horror, a sort of prmest agamst his withdrawing into rh:!t hornd 
black hole, 

Dclibc:rate1y going into the blackness, and slowly drawing himself after, 
Overcame me now his back was turned. 

You get the scene: the snake is withdrawing, returning into its night, and the 
horror submerges [the narrator[, "A sort of horror . . . overcame me now his 

back was turned." 

I looked round, I put down my pitcher. 
I picked up a clumsy log 
And threw it at the water-trough with a clauer. 

I think 1\ did not hit him, 

Which leads one to suppose that he threw hIS pitcherlO like a projectile, an 
offensi\'e we:lpon,:lt the snake's head. 

But suddenly that IJ:Ht of him thaI was left behind convulsed in 
undignified haste, 

9. Dcrnda empha�1Zes Ihe posses\;\e adjective. 
10. Derrid:! $ay� -auehe" [pitcher1 inSlea(1 of-bucne- pugj. 
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Writhed like lightning, and was galle 
Into the black hole, the earth-lIpped fissure in the wall_from, 
At which. in the imense still noon, I st:lred With faSClll:nion. 

And immediare1)" I regretted it. 
I thought how p;!llry, how \·ulgar. what a mean act! 
I despised myself and the �oices of my accursed human ('ducation. 

He despised himself for having in the end gi\'cn in to the aggressive gesture 
by throwing his pitcher, not knowing if he hit him or not, but in any case 
he could not resist the human pulsion or compulsion, dictated by the voices 
in him. including the voice of education, \'oices that commanded him: "Kill 
it." He does so and is immediately submerged with horror and shame. And 
regret. "And immediately [ r('gretted it. I [ thought how paltry, how vulgar, 
what a mean actl l l  despised myself and the voices of my accursed human 
education." So he curses his education. His education is accursed. These 
voices in him are accursed, the voices that basically tell him to kill, or to try 
to kill a guest, a first comer, on(' who had not yel, as it were, attacked. Out 
of fear he kills the other, the guest. 

And I thought of the albatross, 
And I wished he would come back, my snake. 

"My" snake: it becomes his snake from this moment on, precisely because of 
the scene of the murder, the at least virtual or aborted murder. He couldn't 
resist the drive to kill, he carried out the geslUre of killing and is immedi
ately submerged by remorse, of course, but also b)' the desire for the snake 
to return. His snake, "my snake": his 10\'(' for the snake is declared, made 
manifest, after the guilty act of murder . .. And I thought of the albatross, / 
And I wished he would come back, my snake." 

For he seemed 

And here's sovereignty: thaI's why I chose to read you this texL 

For he seemed 10 me again like a king, 
Like a king in exile, uncrowned in th(' underworld, 
Now due 10 be crowm:d again. 

The snake, the beast, becomes the �ven::ign after having been, if not assas
sina[('d, at least the target of an attempt on his life, an act of hatred on the 
part of the man. The beast becomes the sovereign, th(' king. "Uncrowned:' 
btL[ waiting for the crown, on the way to being crowned. "For he seemed to 
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me aWlin like a king.1 Likt! a king in exile. uncrowned in the underworld. I 
Now due to he crowned again," 

And so, l mi�SC'd my chance with one of the lords 
Ofll(c. 
And [ ha\c solllcthin5l to expiate; 
A peumcss. 

And so morality, cthics, the "Thou shalt not kill" with rcspcCl IO anyone:H 
:111. the first comer. the first li\'ing crcalUrc [0 come, be it a God, a snake, a 
beast, or :l man. and that's :l question we ought to discuss. and this is one 
of the questions posed by tho: pc::rsonll who h::tnded me this text laSI time: 
" Docs morality tell us to respect soldy or primarily man, the humanity of 
man, or life, the living being in general, including the animal?" Here. vi�· 
ibly, the poet. the signatory, Lawrence if you will, the onc to whom this 
thing happens in some sense awakens 10 ethics, to the " Thou shall nOl kill," 
in a scene of hospitality, before the first comer, the snake, who can perhaps 
he threatening (it doesn't say that he was perhaps threatening, he could al
ways be threatening. always be murderous). So his ethics is announced or 
awakened in this scene of hospitality before a firsl comer whoever it be, 
and this ethics was formalized, confirmed [ . . . [.12 He becomes aware . . .  , he 
truly thinks what dmy would ha\'e obligated him toward the living crea
ture in general, in the figure- of the snake, the snake's head, this snake that 
is a nonhuman living creature. who becomes in some sense the sovereign as 
other, as guest [h6ut it is the gucst lhOte] that commands, the other as guest 
[['aum.- comm� hot�1 who commands. And so one of the questions among 
many others that arc posed to us here is a double question: I .  Does an ethics 
or a moral prescription obligate us only to mose like us-you rememher 
the question of the s�mblab/� we were asking when rereading Lacan-I.e. 
man, or else docs it obligate us with respect to anyone at all, any linng be
ing a1 all, and then·fore with respect to the animal? 2. The second question, 
wrapped up in the first, is this: Once we have recognized that the sovereign 
is in the end the first comer, the one who comes before me, the other before 
who is before me, arc we going to reconstitute a logic of so\'ereignty, a scene 
of sovereignty, by simply displacing sovereignty from me to the olher-1 
become subject to the other, bm the other is sovereign-in othcr words, 
should the deconstruction of sovereignty limit itself to deconstructing sov-

1 1 .  \Vt: were unable 10 identify the name of this pcr"m on the recording of the S('S

Sion. 

J�. There is a short break In Ihe recording here. 
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ereignty as my sovereignty, but in order to transfer it \0 the other, or should 
the idea of sovereignty in general be contested here? Hence the question of 
the fellow li .. ",blabl.-j and the queslion of sovereignty as sovereignlY of the 
other or not. Of course, a� ethics as such, the formaliz:ltion of ethics clearly 
appears after the fact, i.e, after the transgression of ethics, after the murder, 
after he tries to k ill the snake, the qucstion is that of k no\\'ing if the origin 
of the moral law is linked or not to a murder or 10 remorse. As you know. 
when Freud-the transpositions are ea�y here, of course-when Freud 
explains the origin of the moral superego via the murder of the farner, when 
the sons agree on equality between them after the murder of the father. 
Freud-and this is one of the contradictions in what he says-specifies 
that it is when the sons or the brothers feel remorse after the murder of 
the father that morality is hornY In other words. the moral law is born 
of remorse. 8m the contradicrion is that in order for there to be remorse, 
the moral la\\' would already have to Ix: in place. And so for him to have 
anything to "expiate," "and [ have something to expiate," means that he 
knew ahead of time that the moral law was already there, without which 
there would have been neither remorse nor expi:ltion. This is why, as you 
will have noticed, I pointed out, however difficult this may seem, two mo
menlS in this epiphany of the moral law, this appearing of the moral law: 
there is a first moment in which the moral law is there, already there but 
virtual, potential, always alread>' there, then, and then it is actualized as 
such, it appears as such after the murder. Beforc the murder it is already 
there, without which there would be no remorse: he would have killed the 
snake without remorse. For there to be remorse. the moral law had already 
to be there. But it is in the moment of expiation. or remorse, the moment of 
guilty conscience. that the moral law appears as such. And then-well, if 
we wanted to dwcll longer with this pocm, \\,c'd spend more time looking 
at the mher animals, such as the albatro�s. Why the albatross? The snake is 
a reptile, the low, an animal of the earth, of humus (humility, humus), and 
that is why he keeps emphasizing the earth. The marif IS that of the earth. 
So there is the low, the animal that is the lowest, the snake, and then the 
albatross, the animal of the heights. And as you have already noticed, in 
particular last week, our question, which we'll come back to next week, is 
thal of the opposition between low and high. Thl! sovereign, in principle, 
and I'll come back to this, is the being of height. of gr:lI1deur, of ereerion, his 
Highness. The alb.1tross: 

13. Sigmund Fr�ud. TOll'm and Taboo. In 1n� Standard EDllIon, 13,1-161. 
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And I thought orthe a,bauoss, 
And I wished he would corne back, my snake:. 

For he seemed 10 me again like a king 

was thinking that if we had the time, we'd pause over Ihis "like:' Why IS 

the snake not a king but "like a king," resembling wh:tt a king is in human 
politics? But not only is he only analogous to a king, he is " like a king," he 
is not a king. but he is like a king who is not a king, for two reasons (you 
remember the three lines): because he is in exile, he's a king not exercising 
power. a king without power, a king dethroned in a sense-and the scene 
of exile, obviously, is consonant with the scene:: of hospitality (they go to
gerher, exile and hospitality. those asking for hospitality are exiles), it is the 
scene of the home, of what is al home without being at hom!!', unheimlich 
(we'll come back to that next week), unheimbch, all this is lit/heimlich, the 
most familiar and the most strange, the most disturbing, th!!' most terrible 
also (unheimlich is ;1 word with which, often in faCl, I'll come back to this 
too next week, I leidegg!!'r translates the Greek word deinoll in Sophocles, 
i.e. the terrible, the terrifying, he says that man is what is most lit/heim
lich, most disoriented and disorienting [depayst, dlpaysom[, at-home-not
ai-home), this whole scene is ullheimlich, and obviously U"he;mlichkeit, the 
fact ofbejng at home awa)' from home is a scene of both exile and hospital
ity: the exiled, those asking for asylum and hospitality are not at home. they 
are seeking a home, and here is the man who takes them in or not. at his 
water-hole that is a water source, a resource for the guests or guest-exiles or 
those seeking asylum-so he is like a king. but he is nOt a reigning king. for 
he is in exile and he has no crown. he is 

Like a king in exile. uncrowned in the underworld. 
Now due to be crowned again. 

Provisionally in exile, the snake signals toward a kingdom to be restored, 
from his exile, i.e. a scene that b .. 1nished him. What is striking in this poem, 
which is clearly an 'fonic or perverse translation of the Garden of Eden. is 
that what is b..1nished, exiled, is the snake, not Adam and Eve but the snak!!'. 
The victim in all this. Adam's victim ("Adam" means the earth), the victim 
is the snakt:. We. need to reread the Bible because, at bottom, the one to be. 
sorriest for in this whole Story is the. snake! (Laughter.) That's not usually 
how it gets read! And there is no woman here. no woman, just a man and 
a snake. 

[Questions.] 

A snake came to InY w:ller-Irough 
On a hOi, hOi d�). and 1 10 pyjamas for the heat. 
To drink tbere. 

In  the deep. strange-scented shade of the great dark carob-.ree 
I came down .he �tCpS with my pitcher 
And must wail, lIlust stand :md wait, for there he was at the trough 

before mc. 

He reached duwn from a fissure: in the earth-wall m the gloom 
And uailed his yellow-brown slackness soft-bellied down. over the edge 

of the stone trough 
And rested his Ihro.11 upon the stone bonom. 
And where the wa.er had dripped from the tap. 10 a small clearness, 
He sipped with his strnight mOllth. 
Softly dr:1llk through his straighr gums, into his slack long body. 
Silently. 

Someone was before Ille al my water-trough, 
And I. likc a M!cond comer. waiting. 

He lifted his head from his drinking. as catde do. 
And looked at me \agudy. as drinking cattle do, 
And flickered his two-forked lOngue from his lips. and mused a moment. 
And stooped and drank a linle more, 
Being enrth-brown. earth-golden from .he burning bowels orthe earth 
On the dar of Sicilian July, with Etna smoking. 

The voice of my educatJon said to me 
He must be killed. 
For in Sicily the black, black snakes are IIH1<xenl .. the gold arc venomous. 

And voices III me s:l1d. If you were a man 
You would take a stick and break him now, and fini�h him ofT. 

BUI must I confess how I l.ked him. 
How glad 1 was he had come like a guest in quiet. 10 drink at my 

water-trough 
And depart peaceful, pacified. and thankkss, 
Into the burning bowels of this earth? 

Was it cowardice. that [ dared not kill him' 

Was it pen'ersity. thaI I longed [(l talk to him? 
\Vas it humility. (0 fed so honoured' 
I fclt so honoured. 



And yet those voices: 
If you were not afraId, you would kill him! 
And truly I was afraid, I was most afraid, 
But e\en SQ, honoured still more 
That he should seck my hospilality 
From out the dark door of Ihe seael earth. 

He dr:lnk enough 
And lifted his head, dreamily, as one who has drunhn, 
And Aickered his tongue like :l forked night on the alT, so black; 
Scemmg to lick his lips, 
And looked :lround like a god, unseeing, into the air, 
And slowly turned his head, 
And slowly, \ery slowly, as if thrice adream, 
Proceeded to dT:lW his slow length curving round 
And climb again the broken bank of my wall-face. 

And as he put his head into Ihal dreadful hole, 
And as he slowly drew up, snake-easing his shoulders, and entered 

farther, 
A sort of horror, :l sort of protest against his withdrawing into that horrid 

black hole, 
Ddibtrately going into thc blackness, and slowly drawing hirnsdf after, 
Overcame me now his back was turned. 

I looked round, I put down my pilchn, 
I picked up a clumsy log 
And threw it at the water-trough with a clatter. 

t Ihink it did not hll him, 
BUI suddenly that p:ln of him that was left behind con\ulscd In 

undIgnified ham, 
Writhed lIke lightning, and W:lS gone 
Into the black hole. the eanh-lipped fissure in the wall-front, 

At which, in the mtense still noon, I stared with fascination. 

And immedi:lte1y I regretted it. 
I lhoughl how paltry, how vulgar, what a mean act! 
I despised myself and the voices of my accursed human education. 

And l lhought of the albatross, 
And I wished he would come back, my snake. 

For he seemed to me again like a king, 
Like a king in exile, uncrowned in Ihe underworld, 
Now due to be crowned ag:lin. 
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And so, I mis!.ed my chJnce with one of the lords 
Of life. 

And I hJ\·e something toexpi:llc; 
A pcniness. 

TaQmllna 
O. H. Lawrence 
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The (feminineJ beast and the [masculine} sovereign, so whoJ? So, tuho? 

And the marioncuc, is it what or who? Something or someone ? And then, 
is it living or dead? Living :lIlirnal or living human? 

I'm going to inscribe something hxlay -by way of excrguc-a U:ltc. lhen 
a quotation. I do so to recall a calendar but also a historical chronicle the 
sense and necessity of which will become dear only progressively. I'm call
ing il an exerguc, certainly, to dcsignatc an hOYJ-d'(XII/Jr� \literally, ":an out
work"] (the cx-ugon stands, like the paTergon. omsidc the work, on the 
borders of Ihe work or the operation, like one out of work, inopcr:uivc, 
and at loose ends IdtsOt'tllll'lI, but that makes work h:lppcn. another figure 
of capital, and, like capital, the exergue comc::s :1( the head); but I call it an 
exergue primarily to recall that in an exergue, in those medals, sometimes 
royal medals, that were called exergues, what was inscribed was often not 
only words but a date. 

The d,He, here, is 1681. This is the text: 

Never perhaps was there a more imposing anatomical disse(:tion, judged 
by the enormity of the animal. by the precision with which its several parIS 
were examined, or by the quality 3nd number ofthosc prescn!. 

(Read it twice.) 
I shall say no more abom it for the moment, save this: apart from the 

very large beast being talkcd about here, namely an elephant (the tcxt em
phasizes "the enormity of the animal:' i[S dimensions, its size, the large 
and high StalUre of the enormous animal subject to dissection), apart frorn 
the immense beast, among "those present" (the text says " the qu:alil) and 

number of those present") you should know that then: was 3 gre3t, im
mense sovereign, Louis Ie Grand himself, the Sun King, who, says the text 

to which I shall return in a moment, "deigned to honor with his presencc" 
such a "ct:remony:' You can picture th31 "ceremony": 3 vcry large 3nimaL 
an elephant, and :1 very great sovereign. the beast and the sovereign were 
there together, in 168., in the same room, for the same anatomy lesson, the 
one alive and the other dead, the living obsen'ing the dead, in the space 
and time of a ··ceremony� that was a dissection, i.e. an operation ofknowl
edge, a violence on the dead to sec :and 10 know. \Ve'll find OUi more about 
it later. 

The [femininel be:l:.t and the [masculine] sovereign, so, what? So, who? 
The [feminine] beast and the Imasculinel sovereign together, in the same 

place, one dead one ali\·e, one looked :1\ by the other, so, what? So, who� 
Something or someone: 

You had already suspected, seeinp: in the last few sessions all those heads 
go by, crowned heads, capitals, capital and decapitation, that with the royal 
majesty of the sovereign a certain dated revolution was becoming our sub
ject. 

This dated Revolution is th3t of the guillotine and the Terror, of the 
decapitation of the king and of m:any revolutionaries, the very ones who 
set up and justified the revolutionary Terror. You remember the ··Long live 
the King!" from Lucile, the wife of Camille, Camille Desmoulins, " that 
Camille" who. in Bilchner·s Danton$ Dearh, says Celan. "dies theatrically, 
1hen, not to say iambically'" (iambisch, an allusion to the first sentence. the 139 
opening phrase of "The Meridian,� which itself made a quasi-citation of a 
remark ofCamille's in Danton's D('oth: "Art, you remember, is a species of 
marionette. a being with five iambic feet··-3nd the question of art that 
weaves through the whole of the ··The Meridian.� the question of poetry 
as art, is also all the more the question of technology for being linked to 
this appearance, one of three appearances, three comings or three returns 
of an, namely the :appearance of art 3S a marionette. i.e. a sort of technical 
who and what. Who will deny that the marionette is a technical thing, and 
even a sort of allegorical personification of technical power itself, of machi
nality? So it is indeed a question of interrogating art between the [('khnt of 
the nne arts and the lekhne of techniques, and, as we shall verify, that is not 
the only proximity or interseClion with Heideggcrian questions, worries, 
stylistic mOlifs, at least), 

I .  Celan. �u MCrld,en·· (see sessIon 6 abo'·e. n. '9). p. 62 1p. '75; translation modi
fied]. 
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" that Camille;' then, dies theatrically, nOl to say iambically, a death that 
only two scenes later, on the basis of a word that is foreign to It- that is so 
close 13 word both foreign and close::. renu�mbcr this: "von t':mffll lnmjrem
dro _ t':l1Irtn ,hm so nanro - lVort�l-we can feel it to be his own <ltath. 
lhen, whereas all around Camille pathrn; and phrases am:st to the Hiumph 
orthe " marionetteM and MSHings" l-Pup�H und"DruJIl," this time, it's a quo
lallOn that I'll come back tol, here now is Lucile. the: one who is blind 10 
art, the same Lucik for whom speech has something person-like about II 

["t"tWOJ PerwnhllfieJ," in opposition. 1 suppose, to the marionette: comment I 
something that one can see, perceive (-r:rwas Pt'Tionhaftn und JVanrnt'nrn
bam�). here is Lucile, once again. with her sudden cry: "Ei l�b�dd Komgr1 
("Long live the King!"). 

The allusion, with quotation marks, to the marionetle (puppc. this time) 
and the "strings" is a quasi-quotation from BUchner's play (act 2, scene 5), 
where those condemned to death compare themselves to marionettes ma
nipulatcd by history, by the sovereign powers of history: they no longer feel 
themselves to be responsible persons, free subjects, but figures, or even me
chanical figuTams in the invisible hands of those supposed \0 make history; 
but they suspect that there is not even a puppeteer and a subject of history 
to pull the strings in this theater of political marioneues; and they say and 
think so at the moment they die, saying, "Marionettes, that's what we are, 
pulled by strings in the hands of unknown powers, nothing b}' oursch-es, 
nothing!'" 

You recall, then, the " Long live the King!" of Lucile, who, dose to the 
scaffold or the guillotine, dedaimed 'The Meridian" and, marking in It a 
major difference between twO \'alues of Maj�slij/, guided our reading of this 
poem. All this could only confirm our hypothesis. In this Re\olutlon it's 
certainly a matter of head, capital, and decapitation. The Medusa head and 
everything in it that signals lOward erection as well as castration would be 
enough to remind us of that. 

Although I didn't present things to you in this way and in this order, 
I'm sure that it won't have escaped you that the last session moved between 
two �ingular sm'ereigns, two kings of France, Louis XI\' :Lnd Louis XVI, 

between his majeSl}' Louis Ie Grand or the Sun King on the one hand, a�d 

his Majesty Louis Capcl the decapitated, Louis XVI, on the other. WllI1c 

foHowing a cenain marionette theater, from Kleist and Valery to Cdan, 
we had therefore observed, as vigilantly as possible, the intriguing devel-

l. Ibid., p. 59 [po 1751. 
3. Cited by J. Launay in Celan, U METlJiro !frau/us ProJI!J, p. 10j. nou: 3" 
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opment of the word "majesty," from the sovereignty it designates in Lltin 
(maj�i(a5, a� Bodin reminded us) up to ilS occurrence in Th(! Wolf and lh(! 
Lamb and La Fontaine's dedication of the Fabb to the Dauphin. 

[In brackets. when I pronounce the word Dauphin, I think of the animals 
thus named by man, all the dolphins ldauphimJ, those beasts that are held 
to be so human, so intelligent, almost as intelligent as man, a species a large 
number of whom, twO or three weeks ago, seem to ha\'e lost their sense of 14/ 
direction, and, doubtless through the' fault of mcn and human pollution 
of the ocean depths as well as the water close to the coast, and thereby dis
oriented by man, those poor dolphins lamentably but obstinately became 
beached, and died, on the beaches of northern France. Do not forget that 
dolphin, ddph is in Greek. d�/phinlls in L,tin. is first of aH the name given 
by man to that other great [ems c( grandl animal, that carnivorous cetacean 
whose blubber furnishes a precious oil (ddphilllis dc/phis) and which passes 
for being so dose to man, so benevolent and friendly a matter toward us 
that La Fontaine, who dedic:Hcd his Fables to "Monseigneur Ie Dauphin," 
wrote its eulogy: he praised the animal, did La Fontaine, an animal not so 
beu, as you'H see, and an animal friendly lO man, in a fable I'm going to 
read to you, after recaHing that the French title "Dauphin," used to desig-
nate the king's son and thus the heir to the throne, has a very French, purdy 
French histOry. as in the calendar of the monarchy and the re\olmion we 
are interested in at the moment. Dauphin was originally a name borne by 
the lords of the French province of the Viennois at the time the Dauphine 

was ceded to the king of France. ow the proper name at the origin of 
the Dauphine was D(!Iphinus. the name of the fish, quite simply because 
the lords had chosen three dolphins to figure on their com of arms. Which 
means, if one interprets this heraldic symbolism as a sort of totemie effect, 
that the title Dauphin for the elder son and royal heir is, at least by a drift 
toward a royal beach, a totemic title, I f  now I read in �xrcnso the fable of La 
Fontaine entitled The Monkt:r and th� Dolphin, it's not merely because of 
the irony whereby the subject citizen La Fontaine dedicates all his fables 
to his virtual sovereign, Monseigneur Ie Dauphin. It is for many other rea-
sons: for if all the animals in the fables are anthropomorphic figures, and 
in one way or another human figures, as positive or negative heroes, here 
the animal is not only human like all the olhcrs but embodies, among the 
human animals. among animals in human form, among the anthropoids in 
the broad sense of this word, one of those that are naturally more human 
and above all friendly to ma.n. "a strong friend of our species," as the fable 14� 
says. And then there is the monkey, the other hero of the fable, The mon-
key is not just any animal, in our problematic and among the animals that 
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arc more human than mh1!rs, as I do not need to emphasize: above all. in 
Cc1an's lext 10 whieh I shall return in a moment, there is also a monkey: 
and we are ennchLng our bestiary with rhe principal roles for our theater of 
"the �ast and the so\"t:relgn" (the wolf. the dolphin, the monke)" and, let's 
not forget-we'll probably have an opportunity to talk about her-the 
queen bee). In this fable, the dolphin S�l\'es men, ensures their safet),: just as 
a man would be, the dolphm is struck by the res<::mblance between a mon
key and a man, and he is fooled before disabusing himself and recogniz_ 
ing his error when he perceives the monkey's bCtis�: and then this dolphin 
laughs (which people think animals can't do), he is capablc of friendship 
for men, for "our spccies," he laughs, he laughs at the monkey, he finds 
the monke)' bb�; as would a man. he finds the monkey both similar and 
bEu precisel), hcc:msc, though able to communicate and react with signs, 
the monke), doesn't really know how to speak, doesn't really know how to 
respond, how to hear names and the meaning of questions. Cunningly, the 
dolphin fei�ns and asks him a trick question, as you'll hear, and the magot 
falls into the trap (magor, in one of its usages, means a monkey, a Barbary 
ape, a monkey with a small tail, a rudimentary tail, a monkey of the species 
of the macacas: " Magot" is an interesting name because it comes from thc 
Apocalypse, Magog). You will see that the dolphin's final jud�ment on the 
monkey that he has tricked is a judgment that falls under Cartesian logic. 
This seventeenth-century dolphin, a Cartesian dolphin, sa)'s to himsdf: this 
monkey is bEr�, it's not a human although it looks like one, it's a machine, 
it's nOt a human becausc it doesn't know how to res(X)nd, it merely reacts, 
instead of responding it's content to react bElenlNI/. 

THe MOSKE\' A N I)  T H E  l>OLPHIN 

It W:IS the custom of the Greeks 
For p.'1ssengers over sea to carr)' 

Both monkeys full of tricks 
And funny dogs 10 make them merr)'. 
A ship, that had such things on deck, 
Not fM from Athens, went to wreck. 
ijUt for the dolphins, all had drowned. 
They are a philanthropic fish, 
Which fact in Pliny may he-: found�
A bener vouchcr who could wish? 
They did their he-:sl on this occasion. 
A monkey e,'cn, on their plan 
Well nigh attained his own salvation; 
A dolphin took him for a man, 
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And on his dorSo11 gave him piace. 
So grave the silly crearure's face, 
That one might well ha,e SCI hun down 
ThaI old musician of renown. 
The fish had almost reached the land, 
When. as it happcncd,-whal a pll)'!

He asked, � Arc you from Athens grand?" 
"Yes; well they know me in thaI cit)'. 
If ever you have business there, 
I'll hel p  you do it, for my kill 
The highesl offices are in. 
My cousin, sir, is now lord mayor." 
The dolphin thanked him, with good grace, 
Both for himself and all his race, 
And asked, "You doubtless know Pir:leus, 
\Vhere, should we come to town, you'll see us." 
"Piraeus? yes. mdted I know; 
He was my crony long ago." 
The dunce knew not lhc harbour's name, 
And for a man's mistook the same, 
The people arc by no means few, 
\Vho never went ten miles from home, 
Nor know lheir market-lOwn from Rome, 
Yet cackle Iusl as if they knew. 
The dolphin laughed, and Ihen began 
His rider's form and face 10 scan. 
And found hImself aboul lo save 
From fishy feasts, benealh the wa\'c, 
A mere rc�mblance of a man. 
So, plunging down, he turned to find 
Somc drowning wigbl of human kind,1' 

While following, as I was saying. a certain marionette theater, from 
Kleist to Valery to Celano we analyzed the intriguing fate of the word ··maj
esty," from the sovcreignty that it designales in L..1Iin (maj�stas, as Bodin 
reminded us) up to its occurrence in The Wolf and rht: Lamb and the dedica
tion of La Fontaine's Fabfu to the Dauphin, and flnally to the distinction 

4. La Fontaine, "!..e singe et Ie: d:lUphlll, .. Livre {lu:l1ricme:, fable VII, in (kuvrt"s 

romp/ius (sec §cssion 8 above:, n. 12). l: t49--')0; trans. Elizur Wright in TIlt" Fublt'J of 
La Fonruint' (Rrnton. 1841). During the «")sion, Dcrrida added afler the '1uot:l.lion, "He 
wanu to sa,'e: 'humans'l Not a 'beast' , . ,  That would be a 'crime against humanity' for 
the: dolphin!" The: long braeke:le:d section opened on p. 253 dosa here. 
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proposed by Cdan betwttn the majesty of the monarch and the poetic maj
esty of the present, of thc absurd that bears witness to the human present 
("fiir die GegeflllJart des Menschhchen uugefldt!1l Majestiit des Absurden "). 

You also recall that this question had taken a number of rdays last time. 
From Kleist 10 Valery's MonSIeur Tutt'-who had wished, says Ihe nar
rator, to "kill the marionette in him"-and then to Celan's "Meridian," 
the question of marionettes keeps coming back, undecidably "whats" and 
"whos," feminine and masculine, taking on all forms, rrom marionette as 
virgin girl, linle Mary, to phallic erection, the prosthesis of the phallus as 

marionette and the priapism of the erection without detumescence, erec
tion unto death, the cadaverized erection, tr:lgic and comic: all of which 
sketched out the ulIhmfllich, worrying, and undecidable figure of the mari
onette as lire and death, life-death, life death, both the spontaneous and 
graceful autonomy or the living and the rigid automatism of machine and 
death, machine of death or or bbise. 

The phallus, let's see, we wondered, is the phal/os proper to man? 

And, we also wondered, if said phallUS were proper to the sm'ereign, would 

345 it be for all that proper to man? Proper in what sense? And of m<ln in  what 
sense? Proper to man in what sense? And what if the phallus were hbig 
itself? Where had this question of the sovereign, the standing position, the 
grandeur or highness of the Most High led us? 

The Majestas of sovereignty no doubt signifies high stature. highness. 
Moreover, one doesn't only say Your Majes[y bm also Your Royal High
ness, and I even found "Your Altitude" in a seventeenth-century document 
by Antoine Galland. author of a Voyagt" to Constantinoplt", who was one of 
the first translators of the Thousand and One Nights - one also talks of great 
Lords, Grand Dukes, Grand Vizirs, and His Eminence, an expression Ihat 
also bespeaks the highness of excellence. 

Before proceeding in this direction, namely that of the majestic and sov
ereign erection as impulse toward the greatest, highest, and mo:;t rigid, the 
most inflexible state of a station or a stance, a stable state, I would like to 
add a logical precision, as it were, and forestall a misunderstanding that 
might ha\'e crept in. A misunderstanding as to what gralld and high mean 
in this case-in [his case in which preci:;ely there would be neither case, 
nor casus, fall, falling off, detumescence, fall back toward the low. In this 
case, which is not one case among others, we made dear that the logic of 

sovereignty not only tended toward the greatest and the highest but also, 
through a hyperbolic and irrepressible upping of the ante, through a con
stitutive hyhrts-whlCh �ometimcs makes it sublime. pr«isely-tends to-
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ward a height that IS higher man height. if such an expression ("higher than 
height") doesn·t lose meaning (but it·s this loss of meaning, this excess of 
meaning, that we arc talking about with sovereignty), a height higher than 
height, then, a grandeur grander than grandeur, and superior to superiority 
(and so several times. concerning the example of MOllsit"ur Telte, precisely, 
we recalled the topos of the Nietzschean superman who overcame even the 
superior man and rose above his height). What is essential and proper to 
sovereignt}' is thus not grandeur or height as geometrically measurable, 
sensible, or intelligible, but excess, hyperbole, an excess insatiable for lhe 
passing of every determinable limit: higher than height, grander than gran- 346 
deur, etc. II is the more, the more than that counts, Ihe absolutely more, the 
absolute supplement that exceeds any compar<llive toward an absolute su
perlative. And the erection we arc talking about is a superlative, absolute 
erection, beyond any sensible and growing erection. At which point the at
tribute of "grandeur" or e\"en "highness" must hi:: rebtivized. It is only one 
more example or figure of Ihe "more," the maximum, a maximum th<lt, 
in spite of its name (which, like majestas, also comes from magnus, from 
majus, greater), a maximum thai is no longer a maximum of grandeur but 
perhaps-and this is what I was trying [0 get lo-a maximulll of small-
ness: the smallest possible, the more as more small can also do the job for 
the sovereign-or the erection of what is also called in French, let us note 
in passing, Ie petit [the little one I, the male sex organ. (See Bataille and his 
"Le petit.")' Whal counts here for sovereignty, which is first of all a power, 
a potency, an "I can," is me maximum of potency. Ihe greatest potency, an 
absolute power, and this absolute power can be figured by the grandeur of 
the grandest but abo by smallness, arch-smallness, the absolute diminu-
tion of the smallest. Of the microscopic, and thus the almost invisible, the 
minus, the minuscule reduced to its smallest diminutive. As for highness, 
it can situate just as easily the greatest as the smallest. The smallest can be 
found "ery high, as well as the greatest, and, moreo'·er, the extenuation, 
the diminution of the sensible ;lOd comparative figure that is found just 
as well in the majestic sovereignty of the Most Great or the Most High, of 
the infinitely great or the infinitely high as well as in the sovereignty of the 
infinitely small, that diminutive extenuation that tends asymptotically [0-
w:lTd the disappearance of the sensible figure, seems sometimes [0 hi:: more 
easily satisfied by shrinking, reduction, shriveling diminution than by ag
grandizement. 

5· G"Orgcs Bataillc. MLc pelll." In (Ku1lr�S romp(h�s. vol. 3: (kuf'T"tf I"'mires (Paris: 
Gallimard. 1971). pp. 33-69. 



347 am clarifying this point. among other things, to account for the fact 
that the political power that is today trying to make its sovereignty pre
vail thanks 10 its economic and techno-scientific resources (I was mention_ 
mg last lime the satellites of worldwide surveillance, whose mformation IS 
sometlmes bought by the United Slates) docs so through the refinement of 
what are now called nonotl:chnologil:s. i.e. a technical know-how that excels, 
sometimes in vertiginous fashion. in the minilliurization of instruments: 
this nanotechnology has made in recent years-and promises to make In 
years to come-fabulous progress. This art, this techno-science, is deploy_ 
ing itself without limit toward the ever smaller (hence the least visible, the 
microscopic, the least sensible, the most invisible, the lightest, the least ap
p.1rem, the hardest to find Out. the most easily displaceable or transportable 
by the body or within the human hody, etc., in connection with computers, 
transistOrs, biological prostheses of all sorts). And these nanotechnologies 
are deploying their power as much in the space of all markets in general as 
in the space of military strategy and the surveillance of world territOries or 
again in the fidd of biology, medicine, and surgery. 

And there, since I'm talking again about satellite and surveillance, the 
smallest in miniaturization dissociates itself rrom the largest, but can con
tinue 10 be associated with the highest: the smallest can be the highest or 
even, beyond earth. in the supra terrestrial, higher than the highest. There 
is no more reason to call a supraterrestrial God great ("God is great") than 
small. Why does one nOt say, to describe the absolute power of God, "God is 
small," " really small," inslead of saying "God is great"? l 1cave you to reply 
[0 this question. There must be untold answers already tried and available. 
Some would defy geometrical topology. [Q the point of recognizing that if 
God is in us, more intimate with us than we are ourselves, then he must 

J48 be in us insensibly. invisibly, both greater and smaller than we 111 us. He is 
simply more . . .  in us than we. Other responses would recall that in certain 
religions the manifestation of divine presence or sovereignty passes though 
the small, the smallest: the weakness and smallness of the baby Jesus for 

example, or the lamb, these two examples being of great consequence ror 
what matters to us here. 

What [ retain for the moment rrom this detour via nanotechnologies is 
that the more, the supreme, the maximum that characterizes sovereignty 
is a more of power and not of size, and so of quality or intensity and not 

of magnitude. And the being-potential, the possible, the dynomis can be as 
small as possible without ceasing to be potemia1. precisely. And the scheme 

of erection. or even of phallic erection that we have associated with sover
eign majesty is a schema of potency, nO! of size. More polent cannot be re-
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duced to " bigger" nor "smaller," Potency in geru:ral, sovereign potency, like 
any potency in particular. cannot be detcrmined within the oppositional 
grid of the large and the small. Here potency can be exercised by the force 
of the larger, there by Ihe force or cunning (which is also a force, the force of 
the fox we discmsed in connection with l\lachiavdli) of the smaller: which 
comes down [Q saying thai the small is not the contrary of the large III thiS 
case. \Vhat coums is the mort:, the economy of the mou, the economy of 
the surplus or the economy of the supplemem. the smaller able to be more 
powerful or even larger than the largest: another logical effect of that law 
according to which. remember what Nietzsche says about it, the weaker 
can be stronger than the stronger-and that's the whole of his[QfY. Don't 
forget the exergue, [0 which I shall return in a moment, which gathered in 
the same ceremony, a po!tmortem cercmony, after a putting [Q death, a dis
section ceremony-gathered in the same placc a very great animal and a 
very great king. 

And so we are brought back with this enigma of a potency. a power. an 
"I can" th;lt can grow or intensify, gain in "morc" via figures or determina-
tions of the "less" or the "Iesl>er," IlVc are brought back] toward the row we 349 
h:lve been hoeing here for years, namely thm ofa thought of the possible as 
im-possible, ;lIld conditions of possibility as conditions or im-possibility. Or 
of im-potence. But 1 will not continue frontally in this direction today. 

This question of the so\'ereign. the standing position, the grandeur or 
the highness of the Most High hau also led us last time not only from Ro
man mojl:itas. as sm'ereignty of the Roman state or people, to the majesty 
of one of La Fontaine's fablcs, Th� Wolf ond tht: Lamb. to His Majesty thc 
Wolf, but also to a double diVIsion, as it were. a division of division itself. in 
what I dare 10 call. through this poem on poetry, "The Meridian," Iwhat I 
would also dare to callI before or through the poem. Cdan's discourse, thc 
discursive logic or :ociomatics, Ihal underlies and scans his poem. a double 
division. then, namely: 

On the 011� hUT/d, a first difference, dissociation. or di\'ision between the 
majesty or the Monarch (here the monarch Louis XVI. the one who will 
lose his head in a Revolution) and the majeslY. let's say. of the present or 
of poetry (Dichltmg, since as you remember. after Cdan has spoken of the 
"fiir dit: GegellwlJrt de! Mt'lIschlicht'n uugenden MOjt:itiit des Absurdl:lI," adds, 
" but I believe it is . . .  poetry" ("ober ich gloube. es ist . . . dit: Dichfllllg"): this 
last rnajesry. this last sovereignty, l>Ot'tic sovereignty is not. says Celano the 
political sovereignty of the monarch. 

And, on thl' othl'r hand. the division in the point. the pinpoint, the very 
punctuality of the now. as the very presence of the present. in the \'ery maj-
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esty of the poetic present, in the JXX:m as encounter-the dissociation, then, 
the partition that is also a p<lning [parlag�j, between my present, the present 
iL�df, the very presence of the present, of the same present. in the pres_ 
ent of the same [Ie prfsellt meme, la p,.esena mbnedll present, du meme prhent, 
Ie present dll meme[, and. on the other hand [d'olllre part[-aml this IS the 
other pan of the 1)'1rtition and the parting-the other presem, the pres
ent of the other to whom the poem makes a present of its time, thus, in a 
Milsprechen, leuing the time of the other, its own time, speak ("dos Gcdicht 
sclbst hat ja immer nllr diese, cinmaiigc, pUllktueile Cegemvan _ noch il1 diest'r 
Umnittelbarkeil lIlld Niihe liis.-t da$ ihm, dem Anderell, EigellslC mitsprechm: 
dessen Zeit." [In the here and now of the poem it is still JXlssible-the poem 
itself, after all, has only this one, unique, limited present-only in this im
mediacy and proximity does it allow the most idiosyncratic quality of the 

Other, its time, to participate in the dialogue.[)� 
We specified at length what the time of this speaking left to the other 

was, in the encounter of the poem, beyond its JXllitico-democratic interpre

tation, beyond calculable speaking time or vote counting on the occasion of 
electing a sovereign. 

Having reached this poim, so as not to lose sight of our question as to 

what is proper to man, on phallic majesry and the revolutionary decapita

tion of the sovereign, I should like, privileging these motifs alung with those 
of the animal, the monkey, the marionette, and aoove all the Medusa's head, 
to reconstitute as quickly and schematically as possible the trajectory that 
leads hack to what Celan refers to as :t stepping outside the human ("cin 
Hmall$l/'e1cn ails dr:m Mr:tlSch/ichr:1l '").7 

This stepping outside the human, the human for which the poetic maj
esty of the Absurd bears witness, collid br: (we must keep the conditional 
here. you'll see why we must always say "perhaps"), could be what is proper 
to art according to Buchner, but proper to an art that would be IInheimltch 
{the word, as you will hear, already appears twice, once translated [by Jean 
LaunayJ as ';str:tnge" [itrangej, once by " strange, unsettling" [etrallgr:, dipay

Jan/ll-an an that would be ullheunlich because in this art one would find 
at home (zuhame) these apparently inhuman things, these three apparently 

inhuman or a-human things in whose form art has been making its ap

pearances since the beginning of the speech- three appearances as follows: 
I. a Medusa's head (we were just hearing about it from Buchner's Lenz, 
through whom Celan prefers to hear the voice of Buchner himself: 2. " the 

6. Celan, " Le Mhidien,'" pp. n-i8 Ip, ,8'1.1. 
7· lbid., p. 67 11" 1171. 
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figure of the monkey" (die Affengesralt), which also appears earlier; and 3-

automata or marionettes. 
Here, as a lways, one must be very attentive to ell ipses or furtive slippages, 

to cursory allusions. The character th:Lt Ceian allows this stepping outside 
the human, which Celan describes as one describes a gesture or movemelll 
of the other-Buchner's Lenz or Buchner himself-which he allows, at
tributes, or confers, is that of 1Illheimlich. You know that this word has two 
app:trently contradictory and undecidable meanings- we h:t\'e spoken a 
very great deal about it here (ef. Freud and Heidegger8): the famili;lr but 
as non familiar, the terribly worrying aspect of the foreigner but as the inti
macy of one's own hume. The word appears tWice in one passage, and much 
more often elsewhere: (Cite and comment and bring out the UlIhcimlich.) 

Yesterday, as I was walking along the edge of the valley, I saw two girls sit
ting on a rock; one was putting up her hair and the other was helping; and 
the golden hair was hanging down, and the face, p..1[e and serious, and yet 
so young, and the h[ack dress, and the other one so absorbed in helping her. 
The most beautiful, the m05t intimate pictures of the Old German School 
can convey but lhe vaguest impression of such a scene. At times one mighl 
wish to be a Medusa's head so as 10 be able to transform such a group into 
stone, and call Olil to the people [Mall m6chu manchmal ein Medusrohallpt 
$�in, urn so (Ille Gruppe in Slein verwQnddn ::u kiinnro. und tkn LeutClI zu

rufelll. 

Ladies and gentlemen, please take note: "One would [ike to be a Mcdusa's 
head," in order 10 . . .  comprehend that which is natural as lhat which is 
natural. by means of :lft! [urn . . .  das Natii.rliche a/J da$ Natiidiche mittels der 
Kunst zu l"IfQH�nf[ 

One would like roo not: I would like to. 

Here we have stepped beyond human nature [Das iSI ein Hinallstreten ails 
dem Menschlit'hen 1. gone outward. and entered an uncanny lunheimlichen I 
realm, yel one turned toward that which is human, the same realm in 
which the monkey, lhe automata, and, accordingly . . .  alas, art, too, seem 
to lx· at home_ 

This is not the historical Lenz speaking. it is Buchner's Lenz. We hear 
BUchner's voice: even here art preserves somelhing uncanny for him ktwas 
Unheimliche$I.9 

8. See, among olhcr places, the nimh, tenth, and elevemh sessions of the unpublished 
seminar "R"pondre du secr",I" (1991-<)2). 

9· Celan, " Le:  Meridicn," pp. 66-67 11'1" 176-771. 
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The word Imhmn/ieh her� bears all the weight, precisely where it remains 
equivocal and so hard to translate, it says the essential bearing of "The Me:_ 

rid ian," or SO it seems to me. It reappears elsewhere in the text, associated 
with a word that is iu�t as frequent. the forcigner.1u (Cite and com men!.) 

And pocITY' Poetry, which, after all. must Ira\·d the path of art: In that 
case we would in fact be shown here: the path to the Medus..1s head and the 
automaton! 

At this point I am not searching for a way out, I am just asking, along the 
same line, and also, [ believe, in [he line suggested in the Lcnz fragment. 

Perhaps-I'm JUSt asking-perhaps poetry, in the company of the [ 
that has forgonen itself, travels the same path a� art, wward Ihat which 
is unc:mny and alien lzl1 Jmem Unh�irnfiehm lind Frrrnd�n1. And once 
again-but where? but in what place? bUl how? but as whatt-it setS 
itself free Iwi�dcr F .. i?1? II 

Although the strangeness of the Unheimliche, of Unheimlichkeit-which is 
a familiar strangeness because the figures of [he automat. the monkey, and 
the Medusa's head arc at home (zuhause)- lalthough the Slrangenes� of the 
Unhl'im/icht'l is often associated with the foreigner, il is nOt all by chance 
Ihat it should also be close to what makes the secret of poetry, namely the 
secret of the encounter. For in German, "secret" is C .. h .. imnis (rhe inwnate, 
the folded back on itself, what has withdrawn in withdrawal, the hidden 
inside of the house and home), and this secret of the encounter is at the most 
intimate heart of what is present and presence (C�gmtl'art twd Prt!i;en�) in 
the poem. 

Then the poem would be-even more clearly than before-the language 
of an individual which h;ls taken on form; :Ind, in keeping wilh its inner
most nature, it would also be Ihe pre�nt, the here and now. lOann lIliir�JaJ 
Cdicht - J�lItlich�r noch au bishl"r -g�Jtaftg�tlJord�n� Spr{lch� �In�s Einz .. /
flffl, - 14Ild Jeint!m Inn�rSlnl W�s�n /Ulch CqJnllIlart lind Priii�fI�.1 

The poem is alone. IDas C�dichl iSI �insam.l It is alone and underway_ Ir.; lSI 
�insam lind IIIIl�rlll�gs.1 Whocver writes it must remain 1Il its company. l W .. r 
�s schr�ihl, h/�lbr ihm milg�g�b�n_l 

8m doesn't the poem, for precisely that reason, at this point partIcipate 

10. I Tr:lnslator's note:1 Derrida u�nsbtcs ··Frcmdc·· and its cognale� as ·'tlrangcr.� 

which, like the German term. corresponds to the English ··5Ir�nge(r), Mforcign{er),M 
Ma[ien." 

1 1 .  Celan. MLc Mcridien." p. 69 1p. 178J. Dcrri(la comments: MIt.ten to �11 the 'per
haps's· llIl .. II�'l"hrl, there arc going 10 be dozens of them.M 
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in an encounter lin d�r B�g�gntmgl- In the secret of an encounter lim C�
hdmms d�r B�gt"gmmgJ? 

The poem wants 10 reach the Other, it needs this Olher. it needs a l'is-3-vis. 
It searches it out and addresses it. 

Each Ihlllg, each person, is a form of tillS Other klll� Geslaft di�,-rJ An-
dl"r�nl for the �m, as it makes for this OtherY 

Before coming back to this concept of the Foreigner thus associated with 
the strange, the strangeness of what is Ill/heimllch, I should like at least to 
indicate the p.uh of a long dewur via some texts of Heidegger's. [n this very 
place, a few years ago, I emphasized the decisive importance (scarcely nc
ticed, if at all) of the vocabulary of the Unheimliche and of Unheimliehkeit in 
Heidegger (an importance as great as in Freud, though at least aplXlT<:ntiy 

differentlY Now without wanting nor being able to reopen wide the ques
tion of the Unheimliche in Heidegger, from Seifl und Zeil up to the end, I 
shall content myself with pointing out - precisely because it has to do with 
the human and the inhuman-a passage from the Introduction to Meta
physics (1935), which resonates strangely (unh .. imlich) with what Celan says 
about the Unheimfich� as what at home in art seems to exceed the human in 
the human, seems to step outside the human in human art. 

I reopen the Introduction to MetophYJies rather violently. guided by what 
matters to us at the moment, at the point where Heidegger relaunches the 
question "What is man?"lo Let me put down a couple of essential mark
ers before coming on to what interests us here in this journey, namely the 
Unheimliche. 

I. First mark"- Heidegger begins by asserting the secondary character, the 
fundamentally derived, late*on-the-scelle, and (from the ontological point 
of view) fundamentally \'(:ry unsatisfactory character of a definition of man 
as animal rational .. or as zoon logon �kho1J. Incidentally, he interestingly and 
unassailably calls this definition ··zoological," not only bm also in the sense 
that it links the logos to the ZOO" and claims to render account and reason 
(logon didonai) of the essence of m:m by saying of him that he is first of all 
a "living thing," an ·'animal" ("Die' genallnte Drfinilion des Mroschrn isl im 
CrU!lde ein .. zoologische"). BtH the MOil of this zoology remains in many 

12. Ibid., pp. 76-77lp. 18 1\. 
13. s.,c n. 8 above. 
14· Marlin Heidegger, Emfiihrung m die Mt"lophyslk (Tiibingen: Niemeyer, 1976), 

pp. 108ff.; lrans. Grc1,:or)· Fidd and Richard Poh alii IntroductIOn 10 M .. raphY"l"J (New 
Haven; Yale University Press, :1000), pp. ''joff. 
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respects questionable (jragwiirdig). In other words. so long as one has not 
questioned omologically the essence of being alive, the essence of life. it 
remains problematic and obscure to define man as zoon logon ckhon. Now 
It is on this unquestioned basis, this problematical basis of an unelucidated 
ontological question of life that the whole of the West, says Heidegger, has 
constructed its psychology, its ethics, its theory of knowledge, and its an
thropology. And Hcidegger then describes with irony and a superior air 
the state of the culture in which we live, in which one can receive books 
bearing on their cover the title What Is Humallity? without e\'en a hint of a 
question being asked beyond the cm'er of such a book, which, he notes (in 
1935), the FroTJly"rur uilllng praises for being a book that is "unusual and 
couragcous:'l� 

355 2. Second marker. Henceforth the reply [0 the question "What is man:" can
not be a reply but a question, a questioning, an act and experience of Fra
gen, for in this question it is Imn himself who is determining himself by 
questioning about himself, about his being, discovering himself in this way 
to be of a questioning essence in the Fragen. From which Heidegger draws 
two cOIlc/uslOm in one, namely that�J'm citing the IFrenchl translation 
th:J.t seems [0 me not very illuminating and that I shall attempt to clarify 
later: "It is only insofar as he comes fonh in questioning that man comes 
to himself and is a self' ("Dt'r Mensch komml erSI alsfragmd-gt'schichtlicht'r 

zu ihm se/bst tl1ld iSI ";,, Se/bst" lcomment!). And that therefore this Sdbsl, 
this self, this ipseity (as Selbst is translated) that is not yet an .. 1," nor an 
individual, nor a "we," nor a community, is a "who" before any "I," any in
dividual, any person, any "we," and any community (;I fortiori, I would add 
for what is of interest to us, nor a subject or a political animal. for Heideg
ger's suspicion about man as zoon logon ekhon, animal ralionale. would be 
the s,1me as to man as political animal,an expression of Aristotle's to which 
we shall relUrn at length later). So tha[�sccond conclusion wrapped up 
in the first�the question of man as to his own being (nach seinem cigmm 
St'in) is transformed, is no longer "What is manf" What is man? (Was iSldt'r 

Mt'nsch?), bm "Who is man?" (Wer iSI der Memch?). 

H:tving recalled these two markers, you will sec, if you reread this text 
as I ask that you do, that Hcicleggcr, provisionally ahandoning Parmenides. 

whom he is reading, and turning to Sophocles' A!lligont'16 to look for the po
etic sketch of what could be the Greek way oflisu�ning to the essence of man 

IS· Ihid .. p. 109 1p. 1511. 
16. Ihid .• pp. 111-16 Ipp. 156-761. 

TENTIl SESSION t 265 

(a poetic sketch m the interpretation of which he :Idv:mces a return toward 
what he holds to be: a more originary sense of the Greek polis, the full sense 
("dIU Irijft 11IChl drll VOl/t'il 511111") of which is not rendered by the I ranslation 
as city or Icity- Istate, Stadl und Slad/j/(I(lI. Before the state. and thus I)(:forc 156 
what we call the political, the polis is the Do. the fa Ilhen:1 in which and 
as which Da-mll is gt'schichllicn. advenes as histOry, as the historial origin 
of history. To this historial site belong not only sovereigns (Herncher). the 
men who hold pOwer, the army, the navy, the council. the assemblies of the 
people, but also gods, temples, priests, poets, thlnkersY But what matters 
most to us here. in the paths of these readings of Sophocles. is the moment 
when Heidegger translates the deinotaton of the d�",o1/, the most tcrrible, 
most \iolent, or most worrying in tbe worrying, spoken of in lines 332-75 
of Anligone. which also say that there is nothing more dri1/o1/ than man. as 
das Unheimlichste dt's Unheimliche1/, 18 of which he will say that it resides in 
conAic!, in the antagonistic relation (im gegaltllt'fldigen Bcztlg) betwcen jus-
tice (dike) and teknlli. Heidegger himself asks, "Why do we translate deilloll 
as 1I11-hcimlich ?"I·' The:: principle of his reply is that the sentence (Spruch) that 
S,1YS, ·'Der !v/f'wch iSI dos Unheimlichsle [deiuolatofl. thtnl" (,"Man is the most 
unhelmlicn " ) give� the authentic. proper, Greek definition of man Cgibl die 
cigentliche griechische Definiti01l des /I1('11schen). Why? Why translate it this 
way? Not to add a meaning after the fact to the word deinon (which is often 
translated as "'violent"' or "terrible"), nor because we hear the Unheimliche 
as a sensory impression, as an affect or what makes an impression on our 
sensibility, but because there is in the Unheimliche something that expels us 
from the heimlichc, from the peaceful quiet of the domestic, the heimisch, 
the usual (Gcwoh1/len), the current and the familiar (Geliiufigen). Man is the 
most Il11ht'iml1ch. because he steps outside the familiar, the habitua I frontiers 
(Grenun) of habit. Ctc. When the chorus says of man that he is to deinotaton 
or das Unhetmltchste, the point for Heidegger is not to �ay that man is this 
or that. and only then tmheimlichsle: the point is much more, much earlier 
Ibien plIlIOr. bien pIllS 1611, more originarily. to S,1}' that the essence of man, 
what is proper to man (his fundamental feature, his Grufldztlg), is this being J57 
foreign to everything that one can identify as familiar, recognizable, etc. 
What is proper to man would be, basically, this way of not being secure at 
home (hdmisch). even with oneself as with one's prop!;:r essence. As if, ac
cording to what is now basically quite a traditional motif, Heidegger were 

17. Ibid., p. 1 17 1p. 1('31. 
18. IbId .. p. 1141p, 171[. 
19. Ibid., p. ' Ts lp. 1601· 
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saying that what is proper to man is the experience that consIsts in exceeding 
the proper [n the sense of what can be appropriated in familiarity. I n  say_ 
ing which, Heidegger d<xs nm go so far as [0 say <that> "there is nothing 
proper to man," but rather that lhis proper has as its fundamental feature, 
if not a certain Impropriety or expropriety, at least the properry of heing 
apprehended, as property, as strange. not appropriate, or even inappropri_ 
able, foreign to the h�imisch, to the reassuring proximity of the identifiable 
and the similar, to familiarity, to the interiority of the home-in particular 
beyond all the definitions, that Heidegger calls "zoological," of man as z&m 
logon �khon. 

Leaving there, for lack of time. everything that in and beyond these 
pages resonates in Heidq�ger around the statement "Du M�II$Ch iSI to d�l
IlOla/on, dos Unh�imJichs/e d�s U7Ih�imlich�II,"l'IJ I emphasize only, before re
turning [0 what in Celan secms to echo it strangdy, that the superlative (das 
Ullheimlichste) does not counl less than the equivocal and unstable meaning 
(das U7Iheimliche) that it thus �uperlativizes and hyperbolizes and extremes. 
Man is not only ullhemilich, an essence already as e::quivocal and strange as 
what tmh�imlich means (sec, I reptat, what Freud says in the article that 
bears this title,Dos Uflhmfllich�, on the contradictory meanings of this word 
in Ge::rman, that designates both the most familiar and the most strange), 
man, what is calle::d man, is not only d�inon and tmh�tm"ch, he is lo demo/a
Ion and dos Unhcim/ichst�, the most ullh�imlich being, meaning that he sov
ereignly excels in this. he is more unhcimlich that everything and everyone, 
he reaches, I would say-bur this is not expressly Hcidegger's language 
and word - a sort of exceptional excellence, a son of sovereignty among 
unheimiich beings and the mooalities of Ullh�imlichkeit. The superlative is 
the sign of the hyperbolic, it weaTS the crown of the sovereignty of human 
Das�ifl. And this sort of sovereignty, as you haye heard, concerns, under the 
sign of the Unheimlidu, a ce::rtain experience of foreignness, not only of the 
strange, but of the Foreigner (a figure who will be rdayed later in the texts 
on Trakl, in U7Iuruocgs zur Spruche, which I studied III earlier seminars, a 

long time ago).![ 
I f  now, keeping in onc's memory this indissociable couple of the sov

er�igllly and superlatively lInheimlich and the foreigner, or foreignness, we 
come back to "The Meridian·' and the moment in the journq' where Cclan 

20. Ibid., p. I I-I lp. 1'591. 
2[. �. among (){he:r Ie:XI'. -La main <Ie: H"idc:ggcr (Ge�hlecht 11):· in Psych!: In

IIC"nflOns de I'llufu (>oce session 2 alx,,'c:. n. 16). 2:35-36 12:291. and the: unpublished semi

nar uNallonalitf et n.uional,sme philosoph'<ju<:5: Lc: fantOme de 1';lUtrc:ft (1984-85). 
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has just evoked this stepping outside the human (ein HinaUSlreun aus dan 
Memchlichcn) and the movement that consists in "transporting oneself to 
a domain that turns toward the human its strange face'· (the three appear
ances of an: the automats, the figure of the monkey, the Medusa's head); 
this moment of stepping outside the human must be summonsed to appear 
with the moment that, earlier, had implied that "perhaps" ("I believe;' says 
Cclan), poetry was that homage rendered to the m:ljesty of tile absurd inso
far as it bore witness [0 the present of the now of the human lfurdie Gegm
wart des Memchlichen uug�nden Majesti,;t des Absurdm}. Celan also wonders, 
as you ha,·e heard, if poetry ought or ought not to take the path of an art 
that would also be that of Medusa and the automat. From this moment, the 
value of tmhdmliche can no longer be separated from that of the foreigner, 
not only of the strange but of the foreigner, and all the-many-ap
proaches of what poetry might be are all approaches not toward an essence 
but a mo'·ement, a road and a step, a direction, a turn in the direction of the 
step, like a turn in breath itself (At�mwende). 

We could find an example of this on almost every line, at least starting 
at page iO. 1 shall quote only a few, in order to suggest that this insistence 
on the step that liberates, crosses, comes and g�s in this or that direction, 
commands us 10 think poetry as a path (lVeg, and this is so often Celan·s 
word that we have, for right or wrong, difficulty dissociating it from an 
incessant and insistcnt work of meditation on the path, the Bew�gung of 
the path, on the movement of the Wcg in Heidegger), a path, according to 
Celan, for what comes or goes, and which is less somcthing that is than an 
cvent, thc coming of an event that happens ]arrive]. 1 very rapidly stress this 
privilege accorded the:: path, the going and coming, the step. Bur in read
ing these lines, I shall not be content to mark time Imarquu Ie pas; literally, 
to mark the step I, I shall also mark lime on three other words for rcasons 
I shall give in a moment, namely thc I, the Foreigne::r, and Ihe bouomle::ss 
abyss (Abgmlld);ll 

22. In the: intc:n::st$ of lc:gibll'IY, we have placcd in this nOle a pass:lge brack<:lcd by 
Dc:rricla in thc l)'IlCscripl : ··1 Read and comment 1'1'. 7o-jl lpp· 178-791, up to ·Himmd 

au Abgrund Imur rich I�ky helow, 3S an abyssr (,lIlll(>UllCe: that we ;HC going to insist on 
topology and direction, pl3ee and step. I and ;,byss (Abgrund): the bottomless (refer to 
Schelling. Ungmnd. Urgrlmd, elc.). On thi� subject. see l-Ieidegger at the beginning of 
Jntrod,U;lIQn to Mf'fllphyJiCJ (p. 2 111 Gcrman. p. 3 III the IEnglish1 trall5lation) concern· 
ing the question ·Wh)· nre there be1l1gs? What is the baSIS of lhe emity?' Heidegge:r 
wonde:n then if this ground in an originary ground. Urgnmd. or whether this originary 
ground rc:fusn all foundation and bc:comrsAbgrund. or c:lse a ground that is not Olle, an 
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In thaI case art would be: the path traveled by literature- nothing more: 
and nothing less. 

I know, there are: mher. shoner p.nhs. But after all, literature too often 
shoots ahead of us. IA pofil�, �lIr alI-SSl; brUl� nos Ita/1<'s. 

I wIll take: Ie:ave of the one who has forgotten himself, the one concerned 
with art, the artisl. I think th:1( I have encountered poetry in Lucile:. and 
Lucile jl(rceives bnguage as form and direction and breath IlIlId Riehl/mg 
lind AUm Wtlhd. Here. too, in this work of Buchner. I aln searching for 
the very S:ln\C thing. I am searching for Lenz himself, I am searching for 
hun, as a jl(rson, I am searching for his form: for the sake of the location 
of literature, the setting fr«, the step [11m d�s Ort�s d" Dlehfllllg, um d�r 
Pr�iset:lImg, 11m d�s Schriw lVillen I. 

Buchner's " Lenz:' iadies and gentlemen. remained a fragment. Would it be 
proper for us 10 search out the hislOrica[ Lenz, in order 10 learn which di

rection [Riehumgl his existence took [lVelche Riehl/mg die#'J IJlls�in hultel? 
"His existence was an inescapable burdcn.-So his life went on." Here 

the story breaks off. 
But literature IDichtullgl. like Luci[e, attempts lo sec form in ITS <lirec

tion; literature shoots ahead. \Ve know where his life went, and how it 
went on. I Wir lViSJ�n, wohin er l�bt, wie er hin/ebl. J  

"Death"-one reads i n  a work about Jakob Michael Reinhold L('nz 
by the Moscow academician M. N. Rosanow which appeared in l..('ip7ig 
in 1909- "Death th(' re<l«mer was nm slow in coming. Lenz was found 
d('ad on one of the streets of Moscow dunng th(' night of May 23-24, 1792. 
A nobleman p.,id for his burial upcnses. His final resting plac(' is un
known.� 

So his life had gone on. [So holl�er hing�lebl_1 
This person Lc:nz; the true i..('nz, Buchner's unz. the one we wer(' able 

to r('cognize on the fir5l page of the story, the Lenz who "walked through 
the mountains [durchs Gebirg glllgl on the 20th of 'anuary� -thIS person, 
and not the artist and the one concerned with questions about art-this 
person as an I In-als e/1/ Ich I .  

Can we now, perhaps Ividlt'lcht[, find the place where strangelle�s was pres
ent. the place [Fl1Idetl wlr Jet;;l lIlelldchl den Orr, wo das Fremde lVar, dm Ort[ 
where a jl(rsoll succeeded in sening himselffree, as an -eslrang('d _ [? Can 
we find such a place, such a sUp kit/en solchm Orr, cit/en solehen SehrmJ? 

" . . .  but nuw and then he experienced a sense of uneasiness becausc he 

was nOI ... b[e to walk on his head [daiSer niehllJuf dent Kopfgehll kOlllluj.'·-

appcaranc(' of ,l.!rounJ, &hclII IIVII Griindung, Ungrund: . . . )].'. This I�sl I)'u('nlhesis IS 

Incomplete In the: typ<>Kript. 

ThaI is Lenz. That i�, I am convinced, Lenz and his step, Lenz and his 
"Long live the King!" 

M • • •  but now and then h(' (,xperienced a sense of uneasiness because he 
was not :lbl(' to walk on his head." 

Whoever walks on his head, lad,es and gentlemen. whoever walks on )61 
his head has he:l\"en beneath hun :IS an abyss IttJ("1" Illif drm Kopf grhl, der hat 

tkn Hmmlei ali Abgrund IIl11er sich I.!I 

There here comes aboUl, in Cclan's path Of poetic speech, but, as always 
with decisive events, und('f the category or the reserve of Ihe " pcrhaps" 
(vi�lfdcht), in truth between two "perhaps's" and even three "perhaps's" and 

even four, five, six, seven, eight " perh:I])S's" (in about twenty lines and two 
paragraphs), there here comes about, then. between two and three and four, 
five, six, seven. eight " perhaps's" the event of an unhe ... rd-of turning, the 

riskiness of which I would like to experience with you amI, so to speak, re
connoiter the corner turned. Cdan has just referred to the obscurity proper 

to poetry as the place of an encounter to come from the horizon of the dis

tant :l.nd the foreign. Here is a first perhapj: (Read and comment) 

Ladies and gentlemen. nowadays it is fashioMble to reproach poc:try for its 
"obscurity." [ . . .  J That is, [ bdieve, if not the inh('r('nt obscurity of poetry. 
the obscurity attributed 10 it for the Sake of an encoullIer-from a great 
distance or sense of strangen('ss perhaps of ItS own making [viell�iehl Ielbst
rotUlOrfrom I. 

And then, still under the rescn'ation of:l second �rhaps, there is a suange 
division of the smmge itself: perhaps there are twO SOrts of strange, right up 
dose to cach mher; 

But there ar(' jl(rhaps two kinds of strangene�s, in one and the same direc
tion-side by side. IAwr �s glbl melle/chI. und III emer lind dC'selwn Rich
IlIng, "Zft'�ierlei P,emde - dlChl wlelllllnder.. I 

And now, to specify this du ... lity at the very heart of the foreign('r, here is a 
SOrt of revolution in the revolution. You remember that Lucile's "Long live 

the King!" had bc('n saluted as a counterstatemem (Gt:gNltl/Orr) which was, 362 

perhaps ("I believe," Celan sayS :lt that point), poetry, in which a homage 

was rendered, far from the political code of reactionary countermanifesta-
tion, to the (nonpolitical) majesty of the absurd that bore witness to the 

preselll or the now of the human. Now another "Long live the King," the 
"Long live the King!" of Lenz, i.e. BUchner, is supposed 10 go a step further 
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than Lucile's. And this is no longer, this time, a word, nor c\'cn a counte.r· 
word (C�genwort bearing witness to a G�gnJwarr), it is. more p:Hticularly, 
no longer a majesty but a terrifying silence. an arrest that strikes speech 
dumb, lhal ems off breath and cuts off speech. 

Lcnz-that is, Buchner-has here gone one step further than Lucile 
list '''�r�/tIcn &Imll wrtlt>rgtgangcnals Lucile]. His ULong live the K1ng" no 
longer consists of words ISt'm "Es It'�d" K(jnig� isl kcm Wort mcnrl. 11 has 
become a terrible silence ks iit dnfurchtbarcs Vt'Tstflmmroj. It robs him
and us - of breath and speech ki �schwgt ihm - und allen 1411$ - dm AUm 
und dllJ JIIort]. 

Poetry: that Co1" signify a turn-or-breath [Dichtung: dos kann cine AlroJ
t«ndc kdmtro\. Who knows, �rhaps rWCf wciss, virllrichtl poetry travels 
its palh - which is also Iht: path of an - for tht: sakt: of such a breath turn
ing lum rinrr solchcn AUm�ndr wit/m zuriick]?l0 

What I should like to bring out, still privileging the thought that concerns 
us here, namely the thought of sovereignty and its majesty in the figure 
of present and self-present ipseity, sometimes present to itself in the form 
of the ego, the living present of the ego, the "I"�that "I," that power to 
say ''I'' that. from Descartes to Kant (0 Heidegger has always been liler
ally, explicitly reserved to the human being (on ly man can say or mean "I," 
"myself I," while referring in autodeictic fashion to himsclf�those three, 

Descartes, Kant, Heidegger. all wrote that)�{what I should likt: to bring 
outl, if possible, is the way Celan signals toward an altt:rity that�within 
the "I" as punclual living present. as poim of the living sdf-prt:St:nt present, 

an aht:rit), of the wholly Q[her�comes along not to include and modalize 
another living present (as in HusSt:ri's analysis of temporalization, of the 

protention and retemion of another living present in the living preSt:nt now, 
the ego holding in itself, in its prescnt, another present), but here, which is 

quite different, letting the prescmofthe other appear, that "leaving Ihe most 
proper of the time of the other" we were talking about last time. 

I'll first read this long paS5.1ge peppered with I know not how many 
"perhaps's." which all ultimately aim to withdraw these poetic statements 
:lbOUl the event of the poem from the dimension and authority of knowl
edge, (Re;Id and comment) 

Perh;lps Wielleichtl it slIcceeds, since strangeness ldos Frrmdel. that is, 
the :lb)'ss and the Medusa's head, the abyss and the robots, seem !O lie in 
the same direction-perhaps it succeeds here in distinguishing Ixlween 

:1", IbId,. JlJl. 7:1-7J \1'1', 179-801. 
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strangeness and Strangeness, perhaps [vidlrlcht! at precisely this point the 
J\'ledusa's head shrivels, perhaps the automata ceasc to function for this 
unique, Aeeting moment? Is perhaps lvldlt'ichrj al this poim, along with 
the I-with the estranged I. SCt free al thi� POint and in a similar manner 
lmit drm hier lind solcherartfulgUt't:::un bejrnndrll'n (ch i-IS perhaps at 
this poim an Other sct fret: 1"'ldlr/cht Wlrd h,rr noch ein Anderrs jrei[: 

Perhaps lVidlrlchtl the poem assumes ilS own identity as a result lVid
It'icht 1St d� Grdicht /1011 do heres se/bstl . ' . and is accordingly able to travel 
OIher paths. that is, the paths of art. again and again [wiedt'r Imd Wieder 
grhmi-Ill this art-leu, :Ht-frce manner lund k"nn nEW, allf diut' kUllst-losr, 
kunit{reie Wt'Ist' P 

Perhaps IVirllrichtl, 

Perhaps Wid/e/{'htj one can say that every poem has Its "loth of January"? 
Perhaps lVielleichlJ the novelty of poems that arc written today is to be 
found in prec.isely tbis point: th:lt here the attempt is most dearly made to 
remain mindful of sucb dates? 

But arc we all not descended from such dates? And to whicb dates do 
we attribute ourselves? 

But the poem dOl'S speak! It remains mindful of its dates. but-it 
speaks, to be-: sure. it speaks onl), in its own, its own, individual cause. But I 
think -and [his thought C:ln scarcdy come 3S a surprISe to you-I thlllk 
that it has always belonged to the expectatIOns of the poem, in precisely this 
m:lnner, to speak III the C3USC of the strange-no. I can no longer usc this 
word-in precisely this manner to speak in the cause of an Other-who 
knows, perhaps in the cause of a wholl)' Otber l'l't'( lIJ�iss, vid/richt in emes 
ganz Anderen Sachrl. 

This "who knows- IDleses "werlIJew"l,at which I sec I ha\'e arrived. is the 
ani) thing I can add-on my own. here, toda),-Io the old expectations. 

Pcrhaps lVid/richtl, I must now say to mysclf-and at tbls poim I 31ll 
ffi3king usc of a well-known term-perhaps 1\ is now possible to conceive 
a meeting of this "wholly Other" and an "other" which is not far remo\cd, 
which is \·ery near.�s 

Naturally I can now only leave you to read and reread the whole of "The 
Meridian." But perhaps we are starting here to think this subtle ullheimlich 
difference between the two foreigners, a d ifference that is like the place 

for the narrow passage of poetry that Celan will soon mention. This is the 
differencc, in the punctu:llity of the now, in thl! pinpoint of the present mo
ment, of my present, between. on tht'one hand. my other living present (re
tainl!d or ;lIIticipated bY ;1II indispensable movement of retention and pro-

25· Ibid .. pp. 73 H [po 1801· 
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tent Ion), and, on the other hand. wholly other. the present of the other the 
temporality of which C1nnot be reduced, included, assimilated, introjected, 

appropriated into mine, canna[ even resemble it or be similar to It, a present 
or proper time of the other thai I must surely let go, radically giving it up, 
but also the very possibility of which (the perhap.f beyond all knowledge) is 
the chance both of the encounter (BegegllulIg) and of this event, this advent, 
of wh;lt is called poetry. An improbable poetry ("who knows") but a poetry 
to take one's breath away and turn it, and so also turn life and path, which 

can still be a path of art both wider and narrower. 
I'll read a final passage, before taking, not without some brutality. a 

jump backw;nds and sideways toward the scene of dissection from which 
we began, the dissection of the great animal, the elephant, in the presence 
of His Majesty Louis Ie Grand. (Read and comment) 

Elargissez {'Art !l. This question comes to us with its mysteries Imit ihur 
ncuen Ullhrimfichkrit l, new and old. I approached BOchner in its com
pany� I believed I would once again find it there. 

I also had an answer rcady, a "Lucilean" countcrstatcmcnt; I wanted 
to establish something in opposition, I wanted to be there with my contra
diction. 

Expand art? 
No. But accompany art into your own unique place of no escape lindeint" 

allereigenste Engd. And set yourself free lUnd ictze dich ftei.l. 
Here, too, in your presence, I have traveled this p:l\h. It was a circle. IES 

war rin KJ·eis.1 

Art -3nd one mu�t also include the Medusa's head, mechanization, au
tomata; the unc3nny (Jas Unhcimliche[, indi5tinguishab1e, and in the end 
perhaps Iviclleich/] only one slran�eness I/t"lZletJ Endes vie/feicht doeh 11M 
eine Fremde]-art lives on Idie Kunst lebt/ur/1. 

Twice, in Lucile's "Long live the King" and as heaven opened up under 
Lcnz as an abyss lals AbgTlllld1, the breath turning seemed to be there. Per· 
haps lviellcich/1 also, when I attempted to make for thai distant but occu
piable realm which became visible only in the form of Lueile.l' 

As you have elearly understood, in this division between two strangers, (WO 
ways of thinking the other and time, in this very division between the (WO 
"Long Live the King's" -of which onl}' the first is called majestic. of which 
only the first, Lucile's, requires the word majesty, poetic and not political 

majesty-we have now (perhaps) moved beyond all majest)" and therefore 

26. ln French m Cdan'� lexi. 
27. Cdan, "'Le 1\lerid!(�n," p. 80 Ip. (831. 
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beyond all sovereignty. It  is as if, after the poetic revolution that was reaffirm
ing a poetic majesty beyond or outside political majesty, a second revolution, 
the one that takes one's breath away or turns one's breath in the encounter 
with the wholly other, came 10 try or to recognize, to try to recognize, or 
even-without cognizing or recognizing anything-to try to think a revo
lution in the revolution, a revolution in the very life of time, in the life of the 
living presenL18 This discreet, even unobvious, even mmuscule, even mi
croscopic dethroning of majesty exceeds knowledge, Not to pay homage to 
some obscurantism of nonknowlcdge, but to prepare perhaps some poetic 
revolmion in the political revolution. and perhaps too some revolution in 
the knowledge of knowledge, precisely between the beast, the marionette, 
the head, the Medusa's head, 3nd the head of His Majesty the sovereign. 
Which is no doubt signed by the repetition of the " perhaps's" and [he "who 
knows" (wa weiss). 

Well, [0 conclude for today, to mark a provisional punctuation or a few 
points of suspension in ollr history or in our fable entitled "The Beastand the 
Sovereign," to make a signal that is still indeterminate, in waiting, in two di
rections, both toward the revolution that de-crowns the m3jesty,and tow3rd 
several ages in the history of knowledge, a knowledge of the liVing animal 
being that objectifies or produces objects for the gaze of the sovereign. be 
that sovereign a great king or be it the people, here then are two signals to 
end today, two signals we shall have to learn to decipher. They both concern 
mastery, both political 3nd sciemific, indissociably political and scientific, 
over an anim;'ll th;'lt has become an object of knowledge-knowledge of 
death, anatomical knowledge above 311- for the sovereign. the king or the 
people. In both cases, the one prerevolution3ry, the other postrevolutionary, 
we arc dealing with a political organization of the ficld of k now ledge, in the 
form of the anatomy lesson or the lesson or natur31 science. 

I take these two signals, these two rererenee points, from a book and 
especially an article that I recommend 10 you. The book is by Henri F. 
Ellenberger, translated into French under the title Medecines de I'ame: Essais 
d'h istoire de la folie et des guerisons p;ychiques. 29 These are texts gathered and 

28. On Ihe printout of Ihis session, Derrid;1 has added: uPoetic revolutiun no less 
than political revolution (develop)." 

19. Henri F. Ellenberger, Midumu d" ttim,,: E;alS d'his/oir" d(" fa folic et d("i gufnrom 
ps}'chiques, cd. �I;salx:th Roudincscu (Paris: Fayard, 1995). ITransbtor's note: I quote 
the essay 10 which Derrida refers from its original English publication, "The Men!;!! 
Hospital and Ih" Zoologi<:al Garden," in Animali and Mun in Hi.lfOricul Pcr;prcti1Jc, t(1. j. 
Klaits and B. Klairs (New York: Harper and Row, (974). pp. 59-<}3.1 
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translated by Elisabeth Roudincsco. On(: ohhc articles, to which I am now 
referring, "The Mental Hospital and the Zoological Garden:' proposes a 
fascinating parallel between these two histories (that of the zoo and that 
of the asylum), eSp<'cially In France. I shall come b.1ck to this next week in 
morc detail. But I wanted today to take from it the two signals or indices 
that I mentioned above. 

The first, the prerevolutionary one, is the onc that [ placed as an cxergue 
at the beginning of this session. It is indeed an anatomy lesson. Following 
vcry closely a famous book by Gustave Loisel, Histoir� d�J minaguies de 
rAntiquitE ii nos jOllrJ (Paris, 1912,3 vo\s.), Ellenberger reconstitutes this dis
section scene and rhis sort of anatomy lesson objectifyinglO th� d�ad body of 
a hlTg� cl�phant on th� institutional initiativ� and under the gaze of a great 
sov�reign. Here's the pass3ge from which I took a fragment at the begin
ning of the session: 

In his curious work The New AI/alltis,J] written between 1614 and 1617. 
Francis Bacon described an imaginary l�nd where life w�s domin�ted by 
the cull of scientific rese�rch. The p..1Tks there contained specimens of all 
the known animals. which were used in experiments in physiOlherapy, in
cluding the fabrication of monsters. hybrids, and new species. Here was 
the foreshadowing of a new trend: the UliiiZ:llion of ,he zoo for SCientific 
research. 

It was in France that this new kind of establishment saw the light of 
day. In 1662 Louis XIV created the Menagerie of Versailles, intended from 
the outset to be the biggest and most m�gnificent in the world. Although 
this was primarily a display establishment reserved for the visits of the king 
and the court in full ceremonial, Louis XIV also made it a research cen
ter. Upon arrival each animal was paimed or represemed in miniature by 
a known artist. Scientific exploitation of the menagerie was placed in the 
hands of the Acad6nie des Sciences. whose members did many animal dis
sections and produced the first imporl.1m work in comp..1rali\"e anatomy. 
Loisel lells the famous story of the ceremonial dissection of an elephant 
in 1681. an e\"ent which the Sun King deigned 10 honor with his presence: 
"Never perhaps was there a more imposing anatomICal dissection. Judged 
by the enormity of the :mimal. by the precision with which its scvcral P.1rtS 
were examined, or by Ihe quahty and number of aSSlstanls." But Loisel also 

30. l)crrid" 's fX"ncil ann013110n: "ObjectIfying 10 dC3lh of the .1i1)CCt (dcHlop)."· 

JI. [Ellenlxrger's note:1 Fr3neis Bacon. T"� N�w Allan/is. Greal Books of the WC$t
ern World. no. 3" (Ch,eago: EnC)'c1op:It:<li" Britannica, 1952). pp. 199-21 ... 
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rendered the sad account of the dedine of the menagene under Louis XV 
and Louis XVI and ils inglorious end during the Re\·olution.� 

After this decadence of the zoo, it waS still in the name of knowledge, in the 
name of scientific objectivity, thai the French Revolution, wilhout emanci
pating the animals in the name oflhe rights of man and citizen, and speak
ing in the name of the sovereignty of the people, would invem new zoologi
cal institutions, still well known to all Parisians, including those who, like 
me. ne\'ertheless remain enamored of the Jardin des Plantes. 

The era of the French Revolution inaugur:ued a new conception of the z0o
logical garden. Unril that time menageries, cven those such as Ver!;:lilles' 
where important scientific work was done. served pnmarily as di\"l�rsions 
for the monarch and his courtiers. This is why the Encyclopedia declared: 
"J\·lenagerics mUSt be: destroyed when people ha\"e no bread, for it is scan
dalous for animals to feast while around them men starve." Whence fol
lowed the destruction of the menagerie of Versailles by the revolutionaries. 
Bernardin de Saint-Pierre had the remnantS of the menagerie transported 
to the Paris Jardin elu Roi. of which he was intendant, and proposed the 
creation of a new institution. A report on this subject was prepared by three 
members of the Natural History Society of Paris. Brongnian, Millin, and 
Philippe Pinel. One would like to know just how much Pinel, the famous 
alienist, contributed to the report of 1792. which eoncluded: "A menagerie 
like those thaI princes and kings arc accustomed to maintain is nothing but 
a costly and unnecessary Imitation of Asiatic pomp: but we: think that a me� 
nagerie without frills could bc extremely useful to natural history, to physi
ology and to lhe economy:' The new institution would serve both scientific 
progress and puhlic instruction. Thus was created, in the rebaptized la rdin 
des Plantes, the National Menagerie of the Museum or Natural History of 
Paris, the zoo that ser\"ed as a mood for all similar institutions through
out the nineteenth century. There one of its first directors. Frederic Cuvier 
(brother of the lOorc famous zoologist Georges Cuvier), made numerous 
pioneering and unJustly ncglected observations of animal psychology.ll 

32. Ellenberger. MThe Menl:.1 Hospital and the: Zoologic:.1 Garden.M pp. 63-64. 
33- Ibid., pp. 6 .. -65· 
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No doubt you an: curious-you are probably cunous-to know what the 
princip.11 point at stake will be in this session, since there is one every week. 

Well, I can tel! you for your curiosity, which will nonetheless have to be 
patient for a while, [ I  can tell your that the poimat stake wil! be. precisely, a 
curiosity, not only this or that curiosity, several curiosities, but just curiosity. 
Curiosity itself, if any such thing exists. Can one ask a question, ask oneself 
a question about curiosity. without curiosity? 

It's a very fine word, a fine "erbal animal. curiosiras, for a seminar such as 
ours, and it's a verbal animal, a vocable that, according to one of the tradi
tions that IS occupying us and that we are analyzing, we will perhaps set to 
work. A curious vocable of burden. But It:t us leave it Ihere for now. let's 
leave curiosilas to wait and rest. Let's pretend in the meantime to distract 
ourselves with other questions. 

For example: What is an autopsy (aulopsia)? 
And an autopsy of oneself? 
In  the autopsies of which we have so many images. and so many films, 

one always imagines an operating table or even a laboratory workbench. 
This table has become the base, the support, the sub1enile of a lxxly in some 
amphitheatrical theater. (This very room, this seminar room, was until re
cently, as you know, before its remodeling, just such a theater for work 
in natural history, for you have noticed-I believe the inscription IS still 
legible on the way in-that these buildings were until recently used for 
zoology and namral sCience laboratories, for the study of living organisms 
or minerals. I think it's still wrinen on the outside wall.) The auLOpsy table 

in anatomy lessons also looks like a cathedra, like this table, like a rostrum 
[chairt'l on which the flesh [chairl of a living being that is no longer living, 
be it beast or sovereign, is exposed, dissected, and analyzed. 
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What does the word autopsy mean, and what docs it set in motion, in 
the becoming-what of the who' In the becoming-object of a living being? 
That is. so often, in the becoming-dead of a :Joon? This is the very question 
that one must try. and must take the time. to submit to autopsy, or evell an 
autopsy of autopsy. 

The Ifeminine[ beast and the Imasculine[ sovereign, so, what? So, who� 

By beginning and then beginning again 1fl this way with a question. and a 
question in this form, "The [Ia l beast and the 11t' 1 sovereign, so, what? So. 
who?" J could let it be understood, I could let it be expected, that the ex
pected response, rightly understood, would be of the order of knowledge. 
The Ilal beast and the lId sovercign, so, what? So, who? Well, the virtual 
response tu this series of implicit or expltcit questions would be supposed 
to make me know, give me to know, this or that about the beast and the 
sovereign. One presumes that this response, like any response, could enrich 
my knowledge, my science. or my conscience; it would be supposed to give 
me more to know, make me know more by teaching me. by revealing to me, 
unveiling to me, teaching me by example and m trtlth, what the one and the 
other art', the beast and the sovereign. the one or the other, the one as seen by 
the other, or if they are, the one and the other, the one or the other, beings of 
the "who" type or beings of the "what" type. Supposing that this distinction 
were to stand up for long. 

Under the title of knowledge, science, or conscience, as to '"the beast and 
the sovereign," one can arrange all the fields of theory and ontology. Theory 
and ontology are, precisely, kinds of knowledge or sciences: for example, 
as to the sovereignty of the sovereign, as to the essence of the sovereign. 
politology or political onlo-theology is a -logy, a logic, a knowledge, the 
supposedly rational discourse of a knowledge; as for anim,tlity or bestiality, 
biology or zoology. these also arc kinds of knowledge, discourses of know 1-
edge. The ontology of the living being, of the living being in general, be 
that ontology regional or general, is a theoretical knowledge, with its logos, 
its logic, ilS rational and scientific order. And theoretical knowledge is, at 
least in its dominant figure, a seeing, a theatrical lheorein, a gaze cast onto 
a visible ob-ject, a primarily optical experience that aims to touch with the 
eyes what falls under the hand, under the scalpel-and this optical model 
can be a sovereign autopsy, as in the case of the great elephant autopsied, 
inspected, dissected under the gaze of Louis XIV during the ceremony or 
lesson of anatomy in 1681. 

m 



Why recall these: ob\'ious facts Ihal one would be withm one's rights to 
judge trivial? 

For two r�asons at least, besides the one that is always dt' rtgllt'llr for who
ever philosophizes or would simply like to know what he's saying and what 
people are (:lIking :100Ut, n:w1e1y the good reason there is to try to know 
what is meant by the knowledge m question. 

What docs "knowledge" mean? What is it to "know"?' 
Before even pretending to think the possibility or not of an absofutt' 

knowft'dgt', don't we have to know, absolutely, in its absoluteness, i.e. in 
general. before any other determination, the meaning of the word or the 
experience that is so imperturbably called '"knowledge"? Knowledge in 
general? Whatever is it. to know.: And what if '·the beast and the sover
eign" were not only one example among others to pm [Q the test the sus
pended and open mouthed astonishment tbus figured in the form "Er, what 
is it-knowledge?" And what if" the beast and the sovereign" were pri
marily an incitement, a provocation not only to know, but to know knowl-

374 edge otherwise or for the first time or, more precisely, [Q think knowledge, 
to determine it, and thus also to reconnoiter it and so know its limits? \Vhat 
could that mean, to know the limits of knowledge? 

Against the background of this general horizon. which will constantly 
border bm also un-border, will exceed our procedure and proceeding, I was 
saying that there are at least t\VO specific reasons for recalling obvious f;:acts 
that some would quite rightly judge to be extremely b:lIla1. 

First. Without returning either broadly or minutely to what we have al
ready done, one of the movements or gestures that we have learned 10 rec

ognize, in its possibility as welt as in its necessity, on reading together Cd
an's "Meridian" (its animals, its monkey figure, its marionelles, its Medusa 
head, all its heads, all ils decapitations. its queslions on an, its "perhaps's" on 
the pas of poetry. its re\'olutions in the rnolution, ils di�placemems. the G�

gt:rIlllOrt and the AUntwt:ndt' of the cries of'· Long li\ e the King" and then its 

disqualifications of sovereign majesty, etc., its thinking of the encounter, the 
"secret of the encounter," the abyss (Abgru1Ul), Unht'imhchk�it. the Strange, 
etc,), lone of the movements or gestures that we ha\c \earned to recognize, in 
its possibility as well as in Its necessity] was precisely the pas. the movement 
of a pas that consists in suspending with a "who know�" (we,. weiss) and with 
so many "perhaps's'· (/let/Ie/chI), Isuspending] the order and the authority 
of a sure knowledge. preCIsely, a knowledge slIre o( itself, determined :lI1d 

1. ITran�lal()r\ n()!(�:l ln Frcnch, th ... word.<awir i� both Iht' innl11u\c of the \erh �(O 

know- and the nuun IllCanlll.l! �kno\\lcd�t':' 
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determining, and this not to produce an :lIXllogy (or obscurity, praise of 
nonknowledge. or to gi\'e oneself over to some improlx:r propaganda in 
favor of obscurantism, but to begin to think the order of knowledge, the de
limitation of knowledge-and to think that, perhaps, neither thought nor 
poctf)' was to be reduced to it tIIitholtt remainder, to this order of knowl_ 
edge, precisely at the point where sovereign majesty and a certain bestiality 
consisted in a superlative upping, in an excess or a hubris of the more, the 
more than; of the absolute more, going outside the law to make the law. All 
the "perhaps's" that multiplied in order to do right by, and justice to, the 
poS5ibility of the pas and advent of the event, all the "who knows's" that 
liberated, cleared. disengaged by wagering ]dtgag�lllt·nt. dis(mgag�ai�nt t'n fa 
gagt'antl ,he possibility of thinking poetically the event of anAtemwmd� and 
a revolution in the revolmion, all those "perhaps's" and that "who knows" 375 
without facility and without concession were inviting us, without ordering 
us, to go over [he limit of knowledge, to go over-were it only in order to 
know and 10 know knowledge-the limit ofknowledgc, and especially of 
that figure of knowledge that is called the sure certainty of the ego cogito, of 
the present and indivisible punctuality of the �go cogito or the living present 
that claims 10 escape, precisely, in its absolute certainty, from the "perhaps" 
and the Mwho knows." The fae[ that this movement should t;:ake place on a 
revolutionary and ultrarcvolmionary, political :"Ind uhrapolitieal stage, on 
which kings were next to monkeys, Medusa heads. and marionettes, made 
us think that these "perhaps's" and this "who knows" were raised, moti-
vated, inspired as close ;\s can be to our linking or separ:lting hyphen be· 
tween "the beast and the sovereign." 

Second, the second reason: in the improbable and even undecidable w;:ake 
of ape,.haps that would discern belween the possible-im-possible and power, 
we have the presentiment, or even the suspicion, that the order of know/edgt' 
is ne\'er a stranger to that of power, and Ih:1I of potlln' lpozwoirl to that of 
seeing lvoir]. willing l/IOuloirl. and ha\'ing la/lO;rl. It is not original but it is 
not false, no doubt, to rec:lll that the scene of knowledge. and especially of 
knowledge in the form of the objectivity of the ob·ject, o( the knowledge 
that has what it knows or wants to know at its dispos:II in the form of an ob
ject disposed before it-Ithat this sccne o( autopsic/autoptic knowledgel 
Supposes that one disposes, that one poses before oneself, and that one has 
taken power over the object of knowledge. 

Without wanting or needing to deploy here in all its scope the immense 

question of the ontologic;:al determination of [he entity as ob-jecl (c( Hei· 
degger versus Husserl, etc. Develop at length), nor even the queuion of 
the existential analytic in the style of Heidegger, which would distinguish 
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between severa! types of entilY (Da-seirJ, Zuhandensein, Vorhandensein) of 
which only the Vorhanden-H:in (what is before. there, to hand, In reach) 
could be called object, [ shall recall only the crucial difficulty that there is 
in sim:lting in Heidcggcr an ontology of the living being, ,md a thought of 
animality (to which [ hope Olle day to return at as great a length as is neces
sary), I shall set off again here from the difficulty that there is in Heidegger, 
in St:in und Zeit and elsewhere. in situating not only the animal but the dead 
body in the field of the three types of entity. The dead body of the living be
ing, animal or man, is strictly speaking neither Dase;n nor ZlIhandensein nor 
Vorhandensei1l . . .  No more is the living animal, as such, as Jiving. the beast, 
either Daseill, or Vorhalldellsein, or Zuhandensein. 

So I shall set off, instead of opening wide again the windows of these 
immense questions, J shall set off or approach by narrowing the angle. 
from the dead body of the animal or the dead body of the beast, to ask 
again the question of knowledge as waming-to-be-abJe Ivollloir-pollvoirJ 
and first of all as wanting-to-see lvoulair-voir! and wanting-to-have Ivoltloir
avoid. Knowledge is sovereign; it isofits essence to want to be free and all
powerful, to be sure of power and to have it, to have possession and mastery 
of its object. And this is why, as you had understood, I began and ended last 
time with a dead body, an immense dead body, by pushing this huge dead 
body onto the stage or the table of this seminar, and by quming this dated 
scene of an anatomy lesson in the seventeenth century, one among so many 
others, so many other well-known pictures, where this time the dead body 
in the picture is animal and not human: I'm speaking, then, of the picture 
of the dissection of an elephant under the orders and under the g:azc of the 
greatest of kings, His Majesty Louis Ie Grand. The beast :and the sovereign 
is here the beast :as dead ob-ieC[, an enormous, heavy bo<ly under the g:aze 
and at the disposal of the absolute knowledge of an absolute monarch. El
lenberger says: 

Loisel tells tht.> famous story of the ceremonial dissection lhang on to this 
word "ceremonial;' which implies more than a scientific ex�rimt:nt: it 
also has dements of cult, ritual, celebration, and festival, of a festive ;md 

vaguely funereal wakel of an elephant in 1681, an evenr which the Sun 

King deigned to honor with his presence: " Never �rhaps was tht.>re:a more 
impo..·illgl anatomical dissection. judged by the enormity of (he animal. by 

2. [Translator's note:l The Fn;nch translation orEllcnberger that Derrida is using 
renders "imposing" here as fda/atl/t'. "glinering," and Derrida wmments: " hang on 
to (I.i$ word 'glittering: which we shall encounter again :llTlonp: other glincrs kdau[," 

&WI also frle,lrls radiance. �parkle, or glaH:. &..: n. lS below. 
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the prccision with which its several parts werc examined. or by the quality 

and number of assistants."! 

Four remarks on this point before going any further. 
I .  We have in spite of everything, faced with this scene, this picture im- 377 

mobilized under the eye of a painter, the striking impression of a hand-[O-
hand combat JUri corps a cO/psi. Hand-to-hand between whom and whom, 
wbom and what? First, between two very great bodies, the beast and the 
sovereign, of course. Between two immense living beings first of all: the 
king of kings, the greatest of kings, Louis Ie Grand, and the greatest animal. 
Next, this hand-to-hand is a duel, or rather the end, the aftermath, of a dud 
(a warlike duel, perhaps, or unconsciously amorous, therefore narcissistic, 
after a scene of seduction, hunt, or capture, captation or predation), The 
scientific scene, the scene of knowledge, takes place in the aftermath, or the 
day after, the defeat of one of the two living beings, on a battlefield but also 
<on> the magnetic field of a narcissistic auraction that opposed the twO 
great living beings, the one surviving and the other become cadaveric ob-
ject at the disposal of the other, at the band oftbe other, manipulable by the 
otber, captive of the other after having been captured by the great king or 
his servants, soldiers or merchants, in the course of expeditions. 

2. This scene of knowledge is as phenomenal as the elephant. This is a phe
nomenal beast, a phenomenal elephant, i.e. an object tbat appears, in its 
phainesthai, [0 the gaze not only of the learned observers bUl of a Sun King, 
a king of light and a source of light, a king who is the condition of pos
sibility of appearing and of knowledge, a phenomenological, phenomeno
poetical, phenomena-political king, source and producer ofligbt who, from 
most high, like Plato'S Good, sun, and agalhon, gives being and appearing to 
things. Here. everything is subjeCl to the Sun King, knowledge, and being, 
and the phenomenal elephant is bolh subject and object under the king's 
gaze. The king keeps, owns, has in his posseSStOn the immense ocas[, he 
bas the immense cadaver a[ his disposal, like an object for his power, for his 
knowledge, for his having and his seeing, and for his pleasure !pour son pou
voir, pour son savoir, pour son avoir �1 pour SOIl voir, et pour son ball Vall/air]. 

3. This setup (waming to have the power to see and to know lvollloir avoir 
Ie pouvoir de voir et de savO/r] -and you can manipulate this chain in <all> 
directions), is mediated by institutions. This whole scene of dissection and 378 

3. Loisel. quott.>d by Ellenhnger in "The Mental Hospital and the Zoological Gar
den," p. 64. Derrida's emphasis. 
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anatomy lesson (an anatomy lesson that always presupposes some cadaver 
subject to the hand, the instrument and the gaze of man; anatomical insl)eC_ 
tion alw:lys presupposes some cadaver docile 10 autopsy) unfolds und(!r the 
authority of an Academy of Sciences, itsclf created. like the Academic fran
�aiS('. by a sovereign monarch. To whom it remains vcry docildy subjected. 
And the other Institution of the same power is the:: one thilt was put in place 
fcwu than twenty years before the spectacular and theatrical dissection of 
the dephenomcndcphant, namdy the Menagerie of Versailles instituted in 
1662.. One thinks of this clephenomendephant that was no longer lookmg 
at them but that could havc secn them, with its own eyes secn the king see 
it in its own autopsy. 

4. Fina1Jy, as I suggested with a quotation last week, the Structure or this 
setup or knowing-power, powcr-to-know, knowing-how-to-see, and sover
eign bcing-able-to-sec is not, rundamentally, revolutionized by the French 
Revolution. It is not interrupted, and at the death or the king one can still 
sa)': "The King is dead, long live the King!" One has simply changed sov
ereigns. The sovereignty of thc people or of the nation merely inaugurates 
a new form of the same fundamental suucturc. The walls arc destroyed, 
but the architectural model is not deconstructed -and will, as )'ou will see, 
continue to serve as a model and even as an international model. The de
struction of the menagerie of Versailles is only an episode, a simple [Tans
fer of power, since Bemadin de Saint-Pierre, who was lhe intendant of the 
King's Carden, had the debris transported and proposed that a new estab
lishment be founded. I recalled last time that a report was then ordered by 
the Paris Society for Natural History, and written among others- which 
as we shall see is far from being insignificant-by the alienist Pinel. This 
report, written at the height or the Re\'olution, in 1792, concluded: 

A menagerie like those that princes and kin� are accustomed to mamtam 
is nOlhing but a costly and unnecessary imitation of Asiatic pomp Iwe shall 
sec shortly, or next time, why " Asiatic": the point is, then, for the Revolu
tion. to put an end 10 the luxury and idleness of the rich, which does not 
elllad pU!llllg an end 10 the popular curiosity of all. but also 10 bend 10 

European and Western rationality a monarchy that was supposedly merely 
:lping the Asian dcspOIsl; but we think th:n a menagt'rie without frills la 
democratic and popular menagerie, then, a popular-democratic menagerie, 
secular and republican, in conformity with the new sovereignty, that of na
tion and people I could be extremely useful to natural hislOry, to physiology 
and to the economy:' 

+ Quoted by Ellenberger III ibid .. p. 05. 

So one moves from luxury and useless expense, one tr:lnsitions from sump
lUary beasts to useful beasts, to a "iable and profitable menagerie: profitable 
to knowledge but also profitable, as you\e just heard, to economy. economy 
as knowledge. first, no doubt, as theory of economy, that of the physiocr:lts. 
for example, but also to economy pure and simple-economy, oikp-nomw, 
the nomos of the oikas, i.e. the law of the house; once again I emphasize this 

not out of a concern for semantlcs or etymology, but because in this rerorm 
of the zoo, the zoological garden. and the zoological in general, not [Qspeak, 
as we shall in a moment, or circuses and pT1\"ate houses (and in any case we 
shall see that zoological gardens. even when they arc instituted for the pur
pose of knowledge or ror the protection of animals, have in common with 
circuses that, being open to lhe public, they are also places of speaade, the
aters-as, indeed, were insane :Isylurns ror a long timel-oikpnomia, then; 
for thc ecological or economic concerns will pass through a know-how that 
consists in furnishing a house, a habitat ror beasts in a process that oscillates, 
sometimes accumulating them simultaneously, between domestication (and 
thus appropriation to the laws of the ramily home, the donlUi, thc house of 
tbe master IdomlTlusj, or the mistress -domlts, Heim, home. domesticity), 
taming, trallling, stock raising, so many modalities of master and sovereign 
power, power and knowledge, knowing how to, knowing in order [Q see 
and secing in order to know and to be able, having Idu po/llIoir et du saroi" 
du. savair paul/Oi" du savair paur I/OIT t't du tJQir pollr ial/Oir et pour pouroir, J80 
de ['aroir]. possession, appropriation. and the property of beasts (through 
capture, h,uming, raising. commerce, cnclosurc), oikollomia also being the 
general condition of this ipselly as sovereign mastery over the beast, in this 
one and the same experience that binds together, with the beast, power, 
knowledge, seeing, and havin� lIe POI/roir. I� saroir. Ie roir �t taroir]. The 
fields of knowledge that were: supposed to benefit from this new institution 
thus went well beyond 7..oology in the narrow sensc. As, moreover. was the 
case in the anatomy Ics�ons under the gaze of the sm'ereign Louis Ie Grand, 
the interest was not only anatomical knowledge that had become accessible 
undcr the skin of the pachyderm subject 10 dissection, was not only physio
zoological knowledge as to the functioning of the animal organism, but was 
already a comparative knowledge thilt wa� to clarify the :malogies between 
human anatomy :md physiology and animal physiology. This is already ;1 
real anthropo�zoology. (When I Wil� a stlldellt in ethnology, there was a dis� 

cipline and:m examin:nion at the i\tusee de I'J-Iomme. where I was working 
then, tbat borc the �trange name or zoological anthropolo !:,,),: it was a field of 

comparative knowledge in whIch one: studied the analogies and the differ-
ences between anthropoid apes and men. One of the exercises, (or example, 
consisted in being :able to distinguish-it was sometimes difficult-to dis-



tinguish between. Oil the one hand. a male or female skull, dolichocephalic 
or brachycephahc. prognathic or nOl. wi[h or without a supra-orbItal brow 
ridge, and. on the other, skulls of male or female cbimpanzees; or between 
shoulder blades, femur:., or teeth of various species. races, sexes, and ages.) 

Thi� comparative concern was certainly not absent from the institutional 
plac('s and the experiments of prerevolutionary zoology. In [he dissection of 
tbe great dephant under th(' g:'lze of Louis Ie Grand, a scene around which 
we ought to sojourn much longer (imagine, just imagine, think about it, 
represent it-for all this tS a representation (un ... r�priJmlalion: also. "a 
pcrformance")-represent to yourselves the enormous, heavy, poor beast, 
dead or killed I know not how. dragged in from I know not where on its 
side or its back into a luxu rious room. a beast no doubt bloody, among doc
tors, surgeom, or Other armed bmcllers, impatiem to show what lhey could 
do but just as impatient to sec and give to be seen what they were going 
to sec, trembling with IllSt for autopsy, ready to get to work, to get thcir 
hands, scalpels. axes, or knives onto the great defenseless body ill spite of 

its ivory tusks IdIJenst's: literally, "defenses"l  still intact. and its detumescent 
trunk. at the mornerll that the little king, who was not as big as his nam(' 
implied, the king smaller than his name, smaller too than his huge hat, 
which we know well, doubtless smaller still than a bah)' elephant, this lml(' 
king making his entrance in great pomp, with all the crowd and the court('
sans, ,h(' doctors :md tho:.- academics bowing 10 the ground. imagine all that, 
represent to yourselves this whule ceremony. which we didn't sc(' in th(' 
6n(' film about Louis XIV.' you know. a film 10 which we should add this 
episode. the dissection, done with great IX'mp and sovereignly acad('mic, 
of probably the largest beast on earth: an cpiSO(lc. a political ptctur(', that 
in any caS(' remains more interesting and greater. of a type to spoil thc ap
petit(' for sovereignty that always slumbers in us, mor(' interesting, gr('ater, 
then. so much more stylish that a Salon of Agriculture at th(' POrt(' d(' Ver
sailles, well, well, thc POrle de Versailles . , , , a Salon of Agriculture 10 th(' 
midst of:m election C:lmpatgn: when thos(' pretending to the throne, of all 
lpoliticall families (for the thing is more familial than ever) !when those 
pretending to the thron('. of ali lpuliticall families] stroke the cow�' rear end 
(consenting cows, of course. as thieves and rapists always say, hy definition) 

5, Prohlnly an :lllu�"m 10 Ros�llini', K,ii'0fl.m.is XII: 

6, ITr;In)I;lwr's nOl<-:1 Tnt' S�lon de I'agriculture j, an al1l\U:lI, 11I,l:hl} medimiud 
elent in French cultural .md p"lilic31 hre. March 2002, when ()crrida ,I:�\'c Ihi� �"lOn, 

was �150 the hC1J!hl uf ln� French pre,jdcnTi31 cie<:tlon c�mp.�ign, dUT"'.': which a '15;1 10 
Ihe Sal"n was de riglli'ur for all Ihe e3ndidales. 

• 
lil.ll V I' N T Il SUS1"" t 21l') 

and walk around candidly, candidately among the stands, their mouths full 
of foie gras, beer, presidential pUlt de campagllt' [" country pate" ; also. liter
ally, "campaign pate"], their mouths also full of verbiage, which never stops 
them from stuffing themsehes and kissing babies, in a crowd in which il 
would be harder than ever to tell a beast from a sovereign). In this dissection 
of the gre;)t cieph;)nt und('( the luminous gaze of Louis Ie Grand, the point 
was also no doubt to r('cognize in this grt::lt cad:lver, right in the open body 182 
of a giant animal whoS(' consem no one ever asked and who is at the mercy 
of the surg('ons, of their scalpels, their gazes-llh(, point was also no doubt 
to recognize] in this great animal (great but nOt the king of the animals, the 
lion) - w  recognize anatomo-physiological analogies: the brain, the heart, 
the kidm:ys, the circulation of th(' blood, etc. 

To reconstitute properly all these histOrical possibilities, we should have 
to go in many directions, well beyond wh:1I we would h:1\'(' time to do here. 
First, and minimally, into the analysis of what in this way makes visible an 
animal being, a ziion henceforth lifeless but previou�ly alive, the submissive 
cadaver laid out, exposed, c:trved up, explored, the cadaver of one of the 
greatest, if not the greatest, animal in the world and. opposite, a little above 
it no doubt. the living body of a king who holds himself to be the great('st 
in the world; the living hody of a king. then, but also the mortal body of a 
king who has al his disposal another body, that double body (earthly' and 
mortal, and celestial, sublime. el('rnal, that of the function or the majeslY, of 
the royal sovereignty supposed to surviv(' et('rn;)lly the mortal body-and 
sovereignty always presupposes this, in some way or another and in general, 
a priori. J would say, becausc it is 10 thc=: structure of Ihe concept of sov
ereigmy, lsoverc=:igm)' always presuplX's('s) that double body the structure 
of which Kamorowicz analyud in The King's Two Bodies' (19S<P), th(' 
double body that the Revolution nai'vcly thought it could end by decapitat
ing the terrestrial body of Louis c."Ipct. So I refer you to KanLOrowicz and 
to the earlier book by Marc Bloch, Les rais thawnarurg ... s (1924),9 about those 
theones of canon law that distinguish twO persons and thereby two bodi('s 
in the person of the sovereign, the "person:tl person," as it were, and as it 
was indeed called, the persona personalis of the mortal king, and the " ideal 

7· The parcnlhc�is opened here does nO! c:Jo�e in the typescript. 
8. Ernst Kanlt)rowicz, Tht: Klllg's ,/jw IJotlles: II Study III Mr:diat'fJal PoMical Theology 

(Princeton: Princeton Univcrsil)' Press, 1957). 
9· Marc Bloch. us rois thallmaturgi's ( 191'1: P;H1S: G�l1imard. 1983); uans. j. E. An· 

deT!\Qn ;u Tht: Royal Touch: 5tJrrt:d Monarchy arid Srrofi.1a m England Imd Frrmcc (lon
don: Routledge: and Ke:gan Paul. 1973). 
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p<=rson," the persona id�a'is, of the immonal king,[O These two persons and 
these two bodies arc united during life but separated after death. as arc 
the "dignit),' of the king during his lifetime and the "so\'ereignty" or thc 
"malesty" of the king that survives him and is inherited from one kmg to 
another. There is a royal dignity. exercised in the present. the rrgia digmtUJ, 
and there is a royal majesty, rrgla Mairstas,1I that survi,'cs and is inherited, 
as sovereign function. from king to king. But during the lifetime of the 
king. the twO lxKlies. the two royalties, the personal and the ideal, dignity 
and majestic sovereignty, arc united. \Vell, the king who was present at the 
ritual and ceremonial dissection of the great animal and deigned to honor 
it with his presence was present in his two bodies and his two capacities. he 
was present in person but in his double person, his duplicitous person, pres
ent as per!onu pt'rJonulis and as persona id�alis. in his dignity but also in his 
majesty, and thus in his sovereignty. 

One must nOt forget that at the same moment-read Louis Marin on 
this subiect, especially "Du sublime a l'obscene"' and "La ccsllTe dll corps 
royal," in Lectuus frurJusitusI1- [one must not forget that at the same mo
ment] the king's doctors were busy around his suffering body. his perJona 
perIonalis, his moral and threatent:d person, on the lookout for every symp
tom, daily studying his excrements, sweats, humors, even keeping a journal 
of the king's health that can still be consulted, which is entitled joumal de la 
Jam! du Roi Lollis XIV dr tannit' 1647 a tantlir 171 I. These archives arc un
der the responsibility of the Socic[t�: des Sciences morales, des lettres et des 
ans de Seine-et-Oise. The king's doctors looked after the king's bod}' as two 
bodies at once. They were looking after the king's body both as the hody of 
a respected, admired, venerated, feared, all-powerful, and omniscielH God. 
and as the objective, objcctified, coldly regarded and inspected body or an 
animal with irresponsible reactions (one cannot help but think of the role 
and discourse. and sometimes the publications of such doctors at or after the 
death or our presidents of the Republic, Pompidou and Mitterrand). [I When 
I say that they were looking after and over the body of the king, I mean [t 
literally since they kept vigil even over his sleep, when the king, supposed to 
sec and know everything, to have all power and ha\'e everything IroulfIO;r 

[0. See Kmuort)WIC7.. Th(' Kil/gl Two Bodl(,S, p. 269. 
[ 1. lb[d" p'-IoH• 
[2. Louis Mann. u('tllr(,J fru�'erJi"('J (Paris: Albin Michel. [992). pp. li[ 'is nnd 

[79-93, 
13. ITransblOr·s nOle:1 French pr('Sidents Georges Pomp"lnu and Fran{ol� Miller· 

rand both notoriou�l) had serious health problems rhar were conceai<xl from the public 
Juring their terms of office. 

�t tOllt sarJOir, et tout pout/Oir�t rout avoirl. could no longer see them, his own 
docwrs. seeing him. Just this one passage from the journal de la sami du Roi 
Lou is XIV; describing the Sun King's unsettled nights. provides evidence: 
(Read and comment) 

His sleep, amid so much good health. was always agitated and unquiet, a 
liule more than ordinary, speaking often and cven sometimes rising from 
the bed, which was to me a convincing lIldlcation of some healed bile as 
well as the effect oflhe great affaIrs he decided during the day and the im
ages of which would rerum during the night and awaken the actions of the 
soul during the repose of the body I . . .  1. One mUSt add to this the heat of his 
intestines as a disposition of the subjeCl very susceptible to being shaken at 
the $lighte$t occasion 1 . . •  1 healed f.,ce, he:II'iness of head and nonchalance 
of the whole body, chagrin cvcn and melancholy without reason. accidents 
I . . ·1 the causes of which arc contracted by the little rest be allows himself, 
awake too long and $lecping insufficiently for a man whose mind is as ac
live as his.11 

also encourage you to read Louis Marin's Le pol'lrair du fOi, l� especially 
the chapter ""Le rccit du roi Oll comment ccrire I'histoire."" It is of course 
still about Louis Ie Grand. Although Marin, to my knowledge, does not 
discuss the relation to animals, or the elephant autopsy, or the menagerie 
at Versailles, he nonetheless provides many fascinating and illuminating 
details for the perception and analysis of the many implications of this ex
traordinar), scene. Since I've JUSt said that Marin provides details that are 
"illuminating:' that caSt light on this optical. amoptical scene, which, I re
call, makes use of an absolute power over Ihe beast with a view to seeing 
and knowledge. in the name, at bottom, of Enlightenmcnt, but oflighl, al
ways that of the Sun King. light that in the end ne\'er dissociates theoretical 
observation in the service of knowledge, here for example the optics of the 
autops),-Inever dissociates itl from spectacle, theater, ceremony as repre
sentation, and representation as representation althe king (a double geni
tive again), both the spectacular representation given by the king, ordered 
by him, organized by him in view of himself, and the representation o/the 
king that represents the king, that presents him, shows him in his portrait, 
or recounts him in action. And I would say, under the title '"the beast and 
thc sovereign," that the ceremony of the dissection of the elephant, the im-

[4. l\\arin, U('tll'('$ fTTlIJ('mh'rJ. p. [73.jor,mal Jl' La Jllnlf Ju Roi Louis XIV dl' I'annie 
1f>47 d ['Ill/nil' 1711 (Soci'::t': do Scicnc<:$ 1ll0ral('S, de<! leltT('S et des ans do:: Seine-ct·� 
[862�)'Clf[673.P· [Ii:)"car [680.p. [35' 

[5' Louis Marin. u portrult dlt TOi (Paris: &!1I[ons de Minuit. 198[). 
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mense anonymous beast, that ael that Loisel calls, precisely, a "ceremony," 
is indeed such a repreSentation; it is designed -showing the elepham :md 
the learned subjects of the king, the doctors, anatomists, academicians_to 
show the king in a picture, but also [0 enrich the archive of a narrati\'e On 
the body and actions, the splendor or the effulgence of the Sun King. 

From this point of view, I will select from Marin's book Lc ponrait JII rol, 
and from the:: chapter e::ntitled " Le  rccit du roi ou comment ecrire I'hiswire." 
IThe Narrative of the King Dr How to Write History] certain passages that, 
revolving around the work and Project of the king's appointed historian 
(Pelisson. official historiographer, author of a Project for the HlSlory of Lolli! 
XIV addressed to Colbert)-l will se\cCl, then, what Pclisson calls the "de
licious spectacle" that he intends to offer the reader�spectator of his history 
of the Sun King,'6 The point is [0 behave as though the spectacle. as it were, 
when read. were taking place:: from the point of view of absolute knowl
edge, as though the:: reader knew in advance what was going to happen, 
since everything is known in advance by the king. And here is the return 
of the marionette that [ did not want to miss out, because as soon as there 
is absolute:: knowledge::, everything happens as though it were known in 
advance:: and therefore all but programmed, providentially prescribed (for 
the Sun King, the sovereign who sees and knows and fore-sees everything 
is in essence:: pro-vidential, and he pre-writes. pre-describes as much as he 
prescribes), and as soon as there is such a providential pre-vision, every
thing moves as though mechanically, everything unwinds as one unwinds 
or holds tight on to a string, and thereby on to a marionetle. And Ihe point 
would be, in such a history, for the historiographer of this history of the 
sovereign to create in the reader-spectator (and thus in the king's subjeCl) 
the simulacrum, the illusion, that he is the one who is pulling Ihe strings of 
the marionette of history (remember that in Bi:ichner, too, Ihe revolutionar
ies admitted at a certain momcnt that they felt themselves manipulated by 
history like marionettes). 

Marin writes, on the subject of this effect of mastery and sovereignty: 

The pleasure of reading is born in this contrariness. this coming :md going 

between the represent;nion and what is represented: a rhythm of expectation
foresight and surprise-novelry; surprising familiMity, foreknowledge of the 

known; desire of mastery and IX'wcr accomplishing itself III the Imaginary 
of readIng; pleasure-trap of the narrative. Everything happens as ifl Marin's 

"as if's," so judicious and lucid, once provoked IInpatience in a cbssical 

16, ITranslator', nOle;1 The: transl3110n of this sentence reRccts the: $)'ntactie incom
pleteness of the ofl,l.;lllal French. 

• 

hislOnan: what do all these " as if's" mean, the:y mean nothing for a his
torian, a hislOrian knows wh,n really happened. what really happened or 
didn't happen. but never "what happens as if;' never "everything happens 
as if": did II really happen or nOI' That's what Intere5lS the historian: this 
hislorian was. I won't say bire, a little bire. but deaf and blmd 10 all the 
f.1bulous "as if's- that effeCIIHd)', perforlllamely make history: back to the 
qu()[ation from Mannl- le\'crphing happens as ifl the spectalOr-reader 
werc� himself pulling the slrings of the mannequin-marionette that the nar� 
raWr ha� given him, as if hI:. were presiding mer the hislOrical deniny of 
the characters, as though he were. bringing :loom sovereignly, necessarily, 
the chances and contingencies of dlclr actions, as iflmy emphasis again1, 
like the Platonic goos, he were pulling thc strings of the mannequins in the 

story, and at c:lch gesture of the marionette he discovered -divine surprise 
of contingencY-lhe effeCl of his own act,ll 

\Vhat Marin is suggesting, if I am interpreting or rather following and ex
tending him appropriately, is Ihat the tl:lrr:Hi\'e or the representation here 

don't cOllle after the evellt, to report, recoum, depict, or represent the provi
dential power of the sovcreign, bill that Ihe narrative and lhis representa
tion are a structur:al part of this sovereignty. its constitutive structure, its 
dynamic or energetic essence, its force. its d),namis. or even its dynasty. But 
also the t'm:rg .. ia, which means the act, actual it}', but also the t'llaigeia, which 
means a certain effulgence of evidence. a certain shining that we shall talk 
about again. Fiction is the dynami! and the dynasty of the dynast, but also 
the radiant energeia and enarg .. ia of his actions, his powers, his potency. 
His possibility and his power: both virtual and actual. Hidden and visible. 
There would be no sovereignty without this representation. The illusion or 
fiction to which the reading or watching subject is subjected are the very 
exercise and effect of sovereign JXlwer to which they arc subject as subjects 
of the king. Sovereignty is lhis narrative fiction or this effect of rcpresenta� 
tion. Sovereignty draws all its power, all its potency, i.e. its all-powerful 
nature. from this simulacrum-effect, thiS fiction� or representation-effect 
that is inherent and congenital to it. as it were co-originary. Which means 
that. and this is a paradox, by giving the reading or watching subject of 
the narrative representation the illusion of himself plilling sovereignly the 
strings of history or of the mn ri'l\)ct tc. I he mystification of representation is 
constituted by this simulacrum of a true tran�fcr of sovereignty. The reader, 
the spectator of this "history (If the king" has the illusion of knowing ev
erything in :Idvance. of sharing absolute knowledge with the king, and of 

'i' Ibid., pp. 80-8,. De:rrida's emphasl� on each "J' ie 
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himself producing the slory that is being recounted to him. He participates 
in sovereignty. a sovereignty he shares o r  borrows. This is also what Marin 
regularly [al1� rhe trap. the trap narrative, which IS also, I would say. the 
vcry trap of sovereignty. of shared sovereignty. and it wili latcr he the trap 
of the transfer of sovereignty of the monarch to that of the nation or the 
people. The trial of the king and his decapitation would be, in my opinion 
or according to one of the readings [ would be tempted to propose, one of 
these transfers of sovereignty, a transfer that is at one and the same time 
fictional, narrative, theatrical, representational, perforrnalive, which does 
not for all that prC\Tnt it (rom being terribly effectivc and bloody. In all 
these dcployments of ccremonial rcpresentation and thcatrical cult, In all 
these simulacra, blood Rows nonetheless, no less cruelly and no less irre_ 
versibly-the blood of the elephant like the blood of the absolute monarch. 
The beast and the sovereign bleed, even marionettes bleed. 

As for the transfer of sovereignty, for example, the revolution as transfer 
of sovereignty, however violent and bloody it might be as a t:aking of power 
(and a political revolution that was nO! :a revolution of the political and a po
etic revolution in the nonrestrictive sense I was defining the other day-a 
political revolution without a poetic revolution of the political is never more 
than a transfer of son:reignty and a h;:lIlding over of power)-what I am 
here designating as transfer of sovereignty dearly situates the essential fea

turesofthe problem. If most often what is at stake in politics and wherever 
else a drive to power is exercised (IJemdchtiguIIg,Smeb, as Freud calls it, before 
or beyond the other drives and the de;1th dTlve). a drive to power that orders 
even the drive to see and to know. the scopic and epistemophilic drive-lif 
most often what is at stake in politics and wherever else a dTlve co power 
is exercised] is not only an alternative between sovereignty and nonsover
eignty but also a strugglefor sovereignty. transfers and displacements or 
even divisions of sovereignty, then one must begin not from the pure con
cept of sovereign! y but from concepts such as drive, transference, transition, 
lTanslation, passage. division. Which also means inheritance, transmission, 
and along with that the division, distribution, and therefore the economy 
of sovereignty. Economy is a distributive division not merely because of 

the oikoi of which it is the law, but because the law (nomos, IIt'meill) also 

means division, Rather than on sovereignty itself, whICh at bottom perhaps 
never exists as such. 3S purely and simply itself, since it is only a hyperbolic 
excess beyond everything-and so it is nothing, a certain nothing (whence 
its affinity with effects of fiction and simulacrum)-[r3ther than on so\'er

eignty itself]. it is on these properly mediate words and concepts, impure 
like middles Of mixtures (words and concepts sllch as transfer, translation, 
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transition, tradition, inheritance, economic disuibution, etc.) that we must 
bring the charge of the question and of decisions that are :llways median, 
medial transactions, negotiations in a relation of force between drives to 
power that are essentially divisible. 

For in fact, as we know well, wherever-today more than ever but for a 
long time now-wherever we think we are up against problems of sover
eignty, as if we had to choose between sovereign ism and antisovereignism, 
whether it occurs in sophisticated debates in political or juridical theory or 
else in the rhetoric of the local caft or the Salon of Agriculture, the question 
is not that of sovereignty or nonsovereignty but that of the modalities of 
transfer and division of a sovcreigmy said to be indivisible-said and sup
posed to be indivisible bm always divisible. 

I f  I emphasize the scene, the picture, the theater, the visibility of the au
topsy, the autoptic of the elephant, I do so because we are dealing with what 
I called so long ago, in a 1963 text on Lbinas, a "violence of light:" � The 
blood I've just been speaking abom always shines in the light, in the roar
geia of seeing lmd knowing. There too, read Marin, especially what you will 
find in the same chapter under the subtitles "Shining(s): The place of the 
king," and "Scopic Machinations."19 

Marin's demonstration insists on the major concern of the future histo
riographer of the king, of the future-perfect bistoriogr:Lpher of the king, as 
I would say. Pdlisson wams to define :and describe the "place of the king," 
and this "place ofthe kmg" must be a place that should shine or from which 
the character of the king should shine in the sense of a resplendence or ex
plosion oflighl, of enmgeia: fulguration of the sun, splendor of the eye, [he 
Sun King should appear for what he is, in his narratives, i.e. a source of light 
but a source that one cannot look at directly, any more than one can look 
at the sun (;IS Plato already said). "The portrait of [he king." says Marin, "is 
not only the sun in the central place of the narrative, it is also light spread 
cverywhere, posed io splendor on everything and everyone, making them 
be sCt:ll:'ztI 

Here, as be does several times, Marin refers to Descartes, here to the fifth 
part of the Dijcourse on Method and the Dioptrics, bur I think -this would 

18. Jacques Derrida, "Violence et meta physique: Essai sur la pcnsee d'Emmanue1 
Levinas," in L'icTlfUre el la difference (Paris: Seui!, 1967), pp. I 25ff.; nans. Alan Bass as 

"Violencc and Metaph),sics," in Writing und OijJermu (ChiC'lgo: Univcrsity of Chicago 
Press, (978), pp. 79-153 (p, I 17). 

[9. Marin. Le portrail du roi, PI'. 81""91. 
20, Ibid., p. 81. 
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be my suggestion, at any rate-that one would have to coordinate all this, 
everything we're talking about here, with very many other historical de
velopments, well beyond what we can do here, coordinate it all nO[ only 
with the emire history of medicine, of anatomical painting and drawing of 
the human body at that time and previously (think of Leonardo da Vinci 
and all the Anatomy uJSom, the two, for example, that Rembrandt painted 
twenty year.� ap;Lrt, including the 1632 one, I believe, of Professor Nicho
las Tulp-anatoffiY lessons often represented with a science book in sight 
and replacing the Bible in the painting, and remember that Rembrandt, the 
painter of these anatomy lessons, also paimed so many animals, Aayed oxen, 
for example, presented like the body of Christ, etc.), coordinate with all this 
and with the Cartesian moment, and not only with the Dioptrics or more 
still with Descanes' Treatise on Mall, which, as you know, as though it were 
an autopsy or an anatomo-physiology, treats the human body as a " machine 
of earth" that " God forms expressly" and that Desc:lftes compares to ma
chines made by men (docks, artificial foullIains, mills, and "other similar 
machines") .  Particularly interesting and relevant from this point of view 
and from the point of view of what must be linked up with the autopsy cer
emonies that we are interested in would be what concerns the brain, the eye, 
and above all the circulation of the blood, especially what Descartes calls the 
"animal spirits,"11 that very subtle wind, that very quick and pure Aame that 
circulates between the veins, the arteries, the heart, and the brain. Above 
all, above all (but I won't do i t  here because I did it elsewhere, although in 
a still unpublished form (it was a lecture at Cerisy»,U the whole theory of 
animal-machines in Descartes. Read it all, it is accessible and well known, 
but worth rereading from a political point of view also. 

In short, Marin is right to emphasize the analogy with the system of 
Caflesian physics and that "like the sun in the discourse of physics, the por
trait o f  the king is, by itself, the resplendent and privileged moment of the 

narrative scene, and like Cartesian light, it is also what brings to light and 
allows the spectator-reader to see all the subjects who are actors in the story 
by striking them with its radiance liclatl."l.l 

Another feature that must be emphasized in the optics of this hyper
optics is, from the point of view of the beast and the sovereign. the motif 

21.  �scartes, Trair! de I'hommt', In Oeuvrt'i er /.Lures, ed. Andre Bridoux (pari�: Gal
limard, (952), The quoted passages arc on pp. 80i, SI4-15, SI S-19fT. 

22. L'animal aUlObiographiqut", Colloque de Cerisy, 199i. Subsequently published in 

Dt"rrida, Cammal que don(' je mil (see session 1 aoovt", 11. 20). 
23, Marin. Le portrair du mi, p. S1. 
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of dissymmeuy. Or asymmetry, One can push a long way the logre of re
Aection, of the reAective effects of these lights, gazes, and mirrors. There 
is a point where the symmetry is broken and where sovereignty is marked 
by the power to sec, by being-able-to-sec without being seen, what I called 
elsewhere, in Spectre; of Marx on the subjeCl of Hamler, the visor-effect.!i 
The king or the king's specter sees without his gaze, the origin of his seeing, 
without his eyes being seen. Here it is the Same thing and Marin does not 
fail to recall this "asymmetry": 

One would be wrong to think tnattnis position puts in return the king into 
the position of a seen object. In truth it is the opposite. This position is only 
what it is by being under the gaze of the king, in the optical cone of his eye. 
[And Marin gives many references to this al1-seeing and panoptical eye of 
the sovereign, in La Bruyere. Racine (in a Discourse given, precisely, at the 
Academic frano;aisc in 1685, four years after the autopsy of our elepnam), 
etc.1 The gaze of the "I-one" is the plural, indefinite and nonpersonal eye 
i n  the sovereign gaze, resplendent sun and fulgurant lighl [soleil idatam el 

lumier .. ida/tej of His Majesty [you see that the word tclat bespeaks both 
the brilliance of the beam lldatl that strikes and, also, the ubiquitous dis
persion which disperses or only disperses the better to invade everythingj.!l 

Asymmetrical reciprocity of eyes and gaze, of eyes that see what the king 
does, says and thinks, and of the gaze that makes them see what he does, 
says, and thinks: perfect representation without excess or loss in Ihis play 
of reflections or recognition, in spite of the double polarity of the historical 
agent and the narrawr, but which operates its effects only at [he price of the 
simulation of this spectacle.'" 

Marin certainly talks o f  autopsy but not about the working of the anatomy 
lesson with the \'iolent opening up of the body of a living-dead, an animal 
or a man, and especially a dead animal. Marin uses the word autopsy in 
what is indeed its original sense, the " seeing by oneself," inspecting with 
one's own eyes. That's what autopsia originally means: the experience that 
consists in seeing with one's own eyes, and thus of being able to bear wit
ness (and this is the sense to which Marin limits himsclfwhen he says that 

Pellisson is inspired by the "ancient demand of aUlOpSy as guarantee of the 

24_ ITr�nslalOr-s note:J Sec Jacques Derrid�, Spectres de Ma/'x (P�ris: Galilee, 
1993), pp. 26-2i: trans. Peggy Kamuf as Spectre; of Man: (London: Routledge, (994), 
PP·5--6· 

15. ITranslator·s nore:1 The Frt:nch word tela( can mean a shining or a brilliance, 
but also a shard or a fragmenl. The verbic!aro can mean to shine out, but also TO break 
up or explode. 

26. Marin. Le portrait dll roi. pp. S7-88. 
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authenticity of the narrative of the past event and the absent place," making 
the narrator a " witness" or even a "martyr"J; (originally the same thing). 

But autopJIU later acqUIred two meanings in Greek, which l\:brin has the 
right not to take into account but we for our part must take seriously: 

t .  A rare meaning, that of a participation in the all-powerfulness of the 
god� and an intimate commerce with them; 

2. A meaning that became current and even dominant, like a metonymy or 
an authorized abbreviation, the meaning we are using here to designatc 
the ceremony of dissection, namely the autopsy of a cada\'er. Linre says 
that it is an improper use. and that one ought to s..1y �cadaveric amopsy" 
or ·'necropsy." 

What amuses me here (assuming I am amused), 10 the virlual play be
tween these two last meanings, is that in the autopsy of the elepham, where 
it is the gaze of the greate$t of kings, of the sovcreignissimus, that directly 
and indirectly sees the cadaver of the gre:ltest of beasts, :1 cadaver that also 
represents the mOrlal animal that is one of the bodies of the king, there is, 
in all the meanings, autopsy (in the third sense) as resplendent and reflect· 

393 ing participation, autOpsy in the second sense. a symbolic and fictional and 
phantasmatic division of all-powerfulness, that of the dead elephant as well 
as that of the eternal, but also sur-viving and mortal, king. This dead ele
phant, put to death or held at bay, because of being dead, by the king, is also 
to some extent, in this necropsy, the denied, averted, vaguely totemic rep
resentation of the dead king, the mortal king, the king dead from a de:1th 
of the king that everyone both fears and hopes for, and that nery subject 
projects into the :lutOpsy or the necropsy of sovereignty. A funeral oration 
whose rerrain never ceases: Long live the king, the king is dead long live the 
king the king is dead long live the king the king is dead. A funeral oration 
that resounds from the century of Louis XIV to the Revolution to Buchner 
to Lucile and to unz. 

Remember that other throne khai,ej from which a Rossuel ddi\'ered, eX 
cathedra, his auroptic funeral orations. Instead of quoling funeral ora lions 
by the great Bossuet-the theorist of Providence, don't forget-I prefer 
to re-cite a passage from one of his sermons on the duties of kings, which 
Marin quoted at the beginning of his book. So far we have been speaking 
of an indissociable chain. the chain pollllOiI; I)oil; Juvo;r, allOtr: it was missing 
the dcooir las a noun: duty; as a verb: to have to, to owel, it was necessaq to 

have to n:lme deVOIr. 

1j. Ibid., p. 89. 
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Let me recall first that Marin, just before quoting Bossuct and Pascal. 
proposes to add, as 11 were. another body to the klllg's tWO bodies, lhe theory 
of which was made famous by Kantorowicz. In classical absolutism. sug
geStS Marin, thc klllg's body is divided or multiplied by three: 

I. The historical and physical body, and thus the mortal body, the one 
around which the king's doctors {but :llso subjects and mistresses} busy 
and concern themselves; 

2. The juridical and political body (in sum, I would say, though Marin docs 
not put it like this, the body of the so\ercign in the strict state and politi
cal sense); 

3. Finally, the semiotic s.1cramental body, this third body being the one that 
primarily interests Marin since, through the portrait of the king (that's 
why he calls it semiotic: you know Marin'� nne work on portraits and 
medals), [through the portrait of the king[ the sacramental body is sup- J94 

posed to ensure the exchange. "without remainder," says Marin, between 
the three bodies. 

For my p:lrt, I would suggest that this sacred or sacrament;,l hody, sworn in 
and legitimated by God himself, by di\ine sovereignty itself, is indeed the 
place of exchange, the pact or alliance between the politico-juridical sov
ereign£}' of terrestrial all-powerfulness and the celestial SQ\'ereignty of the 
all-powerful God. I n  any case, having put forward the hypothesis of these 
three bodies, Marin quotes in suppon of his conjecture the following texts 
by Bossuet and Pascal. As they arc very beautiful and say what is essential 
as to the structures and laws that matter to us here. I shaH read them: (Read 
and comment) 

In 1662. In hi) sermon on the c\mics of kinp:s, BosSUCI cxclaims: "To e5tab
lish this power th:lt reprc.scnls his power, God places on the forehead of 
so\'ereigns and on their f.1ce a mark of divinity. 1 . • •  1 God has made in the 
Prince :l mortal Image of his Immortal authority. You are gods. says David, 
and you :ue all children of the Most High. But, 0 gods ofncsh and blood. 
a gods of earth :lI1d dust. you will die like men. No matter. you aTe gods 
even though you die, and )'OUT authority docs not dlc; this spirit of royalty 
passes entire 10 your successors and imprints everywhere the same fear, the 
same respect, the same veneration. Man dies. it is true: but the king, we say. 
never dies: the image of Go<! is immortal." 

A few ),ears earlier. on a little scrap of paper, Pascal had :lnalyzed lhe 
mechall1sms of the representational app..1ralUs, de§cT1bing the effects pro
duced and (iLscerning their reasons m the configurations they sketch OUi on 
the political. lundlcal :lnd theological planes: "The custom of seeing kings 
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accompanied by guards. drums. officers. and :llI lhc [hlngs that bend the 
machine toward respect and terror. means that their facc, when perchance 
alone and without the� :lccompammems. imprint.:. on their subjcns re
spect and terror. l)('cauS(' one does nor sep:lrale In thought their person� 

rrom their entourage, seeing them ordinarily together. And society. 1101 
knowing thai Ihis errect COmes rrom this custom, believes It comes rrom a 
natural rorce: whence these word�: 'The character or Divinity IS imprinted 
on his race:" etc.'� 

If the French Revolution, as we have seen, lTansferred the Menagerie de 
Versailles as it transferred sovereignty, if it destroyed its rcality without de
constructing the model (objecti\e  Ulvoir-/JOfwoir-allOlr a t/Oir), this old new 
model (let's call it aUlopsic) became the globalized model of all nineteemh_ 

cemury zoological gardens. Glohaliz:.Ition of the autopsic model. as I call it, 
charging the attribute "autopsic" with all the features we ha\'e emphasized 
until now: the objectifying inspection of a knowledge that precisely inspects, 
sees, looks at the aspect of a ZOOIl the life and force of which have been neu
tralized either by death or by captivity, or quite simply by ob-jectification 
that exhibits thcre before, to hand, before the gaze, and dc-vitalizes by 
simple objectification, a learned objectification in the academic service of 
a learned society, certainly, but a society for which, between the autopsic 

seeing of theoretical knowledge and the autopsic seeing of the theatrical 

spectacle. betwC':cn the theoretical and the theatrical, between inspection 
and spectacle, the passage and transfer arc more than tempting, in truth or· 
ganized and institutionaliz.ed. whence the two other senses of aUlopfia: that 

of the necropsic relation to the cadaver and that of participation in divine 
power. I am specifying this point before coming to what in thi� "theorctico
theatrical," let's say insputactllar structure. autOpsic and objectifying, de
vitaliz.ing. also ensures a certain analogical passage between the modern 

and postrevolutionary 'Zoological garden and psychiatric institutions. insane 
asylums. I propose. in order to give a common title to this space of analogy. 
to make use- reawakenin� it, reactivating it with a certalll inAenion-of 
the word "curiosity." To be curious. curiom.;. is to be both avid for knowl

edge-curiosiras, curiosity, is primarily the desire to know, to see. and to 
inform oneself-but nl�o to t:lke care. [Q provide care (curu. tre:ltmem both 

domestic and thcrapeutic. hospit;ll-bascd). to inspect with care. and to cnre 
for. But we know Ihnt thi$ curiosity that takes account in t;lking care can. 
in its epistemophilic autopsy. Of in its hurry to n::rif} ilS spectating mas

tery. lit canl degenerate IIUO indiscreet or unwholesome curiosity (N�lIgi�r, 

18. Ibid .. p. ll. 
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NeugiN'de, as Heidegger would S.1Y, Heidegger who, as you know, saw in it 
an inauthentic form of Dasein's rclation to knowledge, in the "They" (das 396 
Man): see 5e11l fmd ZeIt). And the word CUriosity (as is the case in both En-
glish and French, but nOt for the Latin ClirlOi/1lJS) can designate the subject, 
as it were, as well as the object. One speaks of someone's curiosity, bUI also 
of something or someone who becomes a curiosity, a curious thing for the 
spectator or the enthusiast. 

Well, "curiosity" is the word I was looking for to formalize the whole 
field of analogy that gathers the beast and the madman. in postrevolution

ary zoological gardens and insane asylums: they become, in all senses of the 
words. curiosllie! for the eager. compulsivc amOSlly of, let's say, those who 
are outside and approach them only to within a cert:l;n distance to observe 
or inspect them til a sovereign manner from outside after having locked 
them up. 

In his article "The Zoological Garden and the Mental Asylum," which 
I have alrcady quoled, Ellenberger insists a greOll deal on what he calls a 
"general comparison" between these two institutions. I shall say in a mo
ment, and no doubt Ilext time too, why I have some reservations as to the 
philosophy (others would say the ideology) that orients Ellenberger's work, 
especiaUy in its conclusions, but I shall begin by following him, in my own 
way, in the material he provides for us. Hc recalls that the French model 
(the one I called aUlopsic) became globalized after the Re\'olution: zoos 
in London (1829). Amsterdam (1838), Berlin (1844), Anvers (1848), etc. 
Sometimes subventioned by the state, sometimes the object or a worldwide 
commerce and speculation, these zoos were places both of study and of 
popular outings for the Sunday crowds and the curious. who also included 
artists, draftsmen, and scientists such as Darwin and Galton in London, 
for example. 

\Vhat is remarkable in the nineteenth century in the institution of these 

zoological gardens, and what makes them comparable, up to a certain 
point. to be determined. with psychiatric hospitals. is that the enclosure that 
is common to them, the new system of territorial limits and uncrossable 397 
frontiers, was nOt incompatible with the apJll!arance of what I shall call a 

planning of the menagerie, a certain C':cological progress. the economy of a 
new ecology, :.In ecosystem that was not without a certain improvement in 
the living conditions of both animals and the mentally ill. This economy, in 
the planning of menageries that turned into zoological gardells, was some-

times primarily economy in the capitalistic sense, and a source of revenue 
for merchants practicing the globalization of the market before the term 

was invented and tWO centuries ahead of time. There is the case of a real 
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family of animal merchants who also instituted progressive zoological �ar. 
dens, as it were. A certain Hagenbc:ck was famous in Germany for furnish. 
ing circuses with animals from all around the world (for spe<"tacle and curio 
osity, for taming and performance: the animals, captured and transported, 

became curiosities for the curiosity of the curious who wamed and hence_ 
forth were able to see and observe them with their own eyes, autoptically), 
but for furnishing menageries too. His son. Carl Hagenbc:ck ( t 844-1913), 
was a writer, the author of an autobiography entitled Von Tiurn lmd Mm
Ich�n (1908), and he extended his father's business, glob.1lized it further Ln 
the tracks of colonization, sending expeditions all over the world. Bener 
still, this writer-merchant was also a founder of institutions and of a school. 
With the help of a Swiss architect and sculptor, Urs Eggenschwyler. he had 
the huge zoological park in Hamburg constructed, which became famous, 
among other reasons, for the system of limits it innovated -or with which 
it was surrounded, as one surrounds with care by surrounding with limitS. 
I! 's certainly the concept of care, concern, solicitude, CUJ"(.I, thnt we are talk
ing about here, and the question of knowing whether it's possible to sur
round with care, as we say, without surrounding with reappropriating lim

its. Inventing limits, installing limits, that's the art we are speaking of here. 
And it is an art of both caring and locking up. Between the beast and the 
sovereign, it's merdy a question oflimits, and knowing whether a limit is 
divisible or indivisible. For knowing how to install a limit is both an an and 

J98 a technique, perhaps ukhni itsdf. T�khni is perhaps always an LIlvention 

of limits. Since the point here is always to limit the freedom of movement 
of these living beings, the strategy of the Hamburg zoo consisted in trans

forming the visible form and structure, the phenomenon, the phenomenal

ity of these limitS in order to render them all but unnoticeable, thus giving 
the captive animals the illusion or an autonomy of movement: these new 
limitS, then, are no longer unbreakable metal railings (railings that already 

limited movement white letting both sides sec: so railings were already not 

an absolute and indivisible limit) lthese new limits, then, are no longer un

breakable metal railings] but deep ditches that no longer appear :IS fences, 
ditches that disappear as they hollow OUt, that are formed and appear only 

hollowly [en CT�IIX], in sum, and that become negativized, hollowed�out kn 
crellX ] limits, in abse1l1ia, as it were, even more uncrossable than railings but 

as invisible as an interiorized and fredy consented-to limit, as if these poor 
capti\'e and dumb anim:Jls had given a consent they never in f:Jet ga\'e to 

a violence more sure of itself than ever, to what I'll call repressive violence 
with a libc:ral, idealist, and spiritualist grimace. 

This does not prevent Ellenbc:rger rrom saying that Hagenbeck was "not 

4 

only a businessman of genius blll knowledgeable in animal psychology, as 
is indicated by his founding a school for :LIlimal trainers," and that his " in� 
novations were adopted by many zoological gardens. The first result was an 
imprO\'ement in the biological condition of antmals. Many species that had 
never reproduced in captivity bc:gan to do so in modern zoos."� 

This question or the reproduction of life will be decisive here, in par
ticular so as to distinguish, in their very analogy, between zoological gar
dens and psychiatric asylums, at least in the dominant interpretation. in 
particular that or Ellenberger, In the joint, synchronic. and, up to a point, 
parallel improvement of the twO institutions, the zoological park and the 
psychiatric hospital, if one allows the beasts to reproduce, one prevents the J99 
humans rrom doing so, at least within the walls of the psychiatric asylums. 
But let's wait a little. 

The cuhure of curiosity thus organizes the showing of curiosities for cu
rious crowds, but the same cuhure of curiosity also had ambitions to treat, 
to care for, if not to cure. Or even to liberate by locking up differently. The 
cum of this curious curiosity always hesitated between two forms or two 
aims of what is always a tr�atm�flt. 

Treat, treolme1lf: I propose to privilege this vocabulary of treatment bc:
cause I find it quite appropri:uc here, precisely because it is equivocal, ap
propriate because of its equivocality, and this because of a certam essential 
im-propriety, a certain constilU(i\'e ambiguity in an experience of treatment, 

or even trade flu tmitd (and the white slave trade obeys an analogous logic), 

of treatment, tractation, or trade without contr:lct, which consists, precisely, 

in a strange and equivocal econom)" a strange and equivocal ecology that 

consists in expropriating the other, appropriating the other by depriving 

the other of what is supposed to be proper to him or her, the other's proper 
place, proper habitat, oil eo;, And time, Cdan would S,1Y, For in this t�khni 
of limits, it is as much a maHer or time as of space. Which is also a certain 
Unh�imlichkl'it in this treatment of the habitat of the other-or even in the 
concept of treatment in general. Having proposed it, I propose we keep this 
word treatment, and that we keep the two other words we have brought 
b:J.ck to themselves, autoplY :J nd clIr/olily, 

One treats, well or badly, with good or ill treatment, and the treatment 
can be a therapeutic cure or not. This cum, this therapy, can cure or not 
cure: it can, without curing, produce or not an improvement in the quality 

of life, even well-being, (You know that there arc now shops. boutiques, 
on the boulevard Saint-Germain for example, that sell, it's written on their 

29. Ellenberger, MThe Memal liospilal and the Zoological Garden." p. 66. 
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sign, it'� their (itle, that do commerce in "well-being"; they are well-being 
shops, as you can read on their storefronts, nOl lhe good life in the Greek 
ethical sense (ell zro), or for the art of li\'ing, but well-being: these arc nci-

400 ther pharmacies, nor organic stores for macrobiotic or dietetic products, nor 
furniture or clothes stores th:1( would allow you to feel betH:r in your skm, 
but stores which, between body and soul, sell you well-being, uncbssifiable 
products that go from books on sexuality-soft or hard.lll_to so-called es
sential oils, 10 ad\·ice as to how to avoid back pain, how nOt to suffer from 
noise on the plane, etc., 10 incense and all kinds of massage instruments. 
etc.: this is neither medicine, nor surgery. nor pharmacy. nor herbalism. nor 
orthopedy, nor food science, nor psychology or psychoanalysis, it is none of 
these but slides between all these disciplines, for your well-being.) So one 
treats, well or badly, according 10 g<X>d [featment or ill treatment, and this 
treatment can be a therapeutic cure or not: this cura, this therapy, might or 
might not cure. but in any case power treats beasts and the mentally ill. and 
in any case the treatment, whatever its goals, whether they arc openly de
clared or not, whcthcr beneficial or maleficent, whether they are followed 
or not by the desired or alleged outcome. consists in enclosing. depriving 
of freedom of movement and, hence, of freedom itself, hence of power, of 
power to see. to know, to have beyond certain limits, and hence of sover
eignty. By enclosing within idealized limits. or limits in any case thai ha\'e 
become less visible, tending to become quasi-internal, by one of those fic
tions or fables we have been analyzing since the beginning and which are 
also the element of force, power, violence, and lies, this culture of curiOSIty, 
then, also had the ambition or the pretension to treat, to care for, to lake 
great care (cura) of what it was enclosing and objectifying and cuhi\'ating to 

ends of enrichment and curiosity. 
As I've just been speaking, with regard to enclosure, about the common 

enclosure of the zoological gardens and psychiatric hospitals of a certain 
postrevolutionary modernity-las I have just been speaking I of freedom, 
of limitation of the freedom of movement, and thus of the freedom to POII� 
voir voir saf)()ir, and thus of sovereignty, I want to emphasize once more, 

briefly but heavily. this terrible logic. 
401 Which logic? 

Well, that of a double bind, the extreme tension, weight, and gravity of 
which we should not hide from ourselves-a gravity all the heavier and 
all the harder 10 exonerate oneself from in that it is at the center. indeed at 

the center of gravity, of all decisions and all responsibilities. all Strategies 

jo. [Translator's nOle:! The words "soft" and Mhard" are in Enghsh In the text. 
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and all tra.nsactions, that need treatin�. be they political or not-the ten
sion between the political and its others being onl}' one of the tensions, both 
supplementary and intrinsic. in the double hind to which I refer. I"m using 
the English expression "double bind" deliberately and not facilely. because 
the contraction or the tension I'm aboul to recall concerns not only a double 
binding, a douhle injunction, but a duplicit}, in the \'ery concept of binding, 
obligation, bind. bond. ligament, more or less tight ligature. stricture rather 
than structure {as I s,1.id in Clos)." that slTicture that precisely comes 10 limit 
liberty along with sovereignty or sovereignty along with liberty. For we 
must not hide from ourselves ,hal our most and best accredited concept of 
"liberty," autonomy. self-determlllation, emancipation, freeing, is indisso
ciable from this concept of sovereignty, Its limitless "I can." and thus from its 
all-powerfulness, this concept to thc prudent, patient, laborious deconstruc
tion of which we arc here applying ourselves. Liherty and sovereignty are, 
in many respects, indissociable concepts. And we can't take on the concept 
of sovcreignty without also threatening the value of liberty. So the game is 
a hard one. Every time. as seems to be the case here, at least, we appear to 
be critiCIzing the enclosure. the fences, the limits, and the norms assigned LO 
the free mo\ement of beasts or the mentally ill, we risk doing it not only in 
the name ofliberty but also in the name of sovereignty. And who will dare 
militate for a freedom of mo\'ement without limit, a liberty without limit.> 
And thus without law? For an)'body, any living being, human or not, nor
mal or not. citizen or not. vinual terrorist or not: 

The double bind is that we should deconstruct, both theoretically and 
practicall}', a una;n political omotheology of sovereignty without calling 
into question a certain thinking ofliberty in the name of which we put this 
deconstruction to work. 

Which supposes a quite different thinking of liberty: on th� on� hand, a 
liberty that binds itself, that is bound, heteronomically, precisely to the in
junctions of this double bind, and therefore,on tneo/neT hand, responsibly put
ting up with (but we would also need to think the concept of responsibility as 
not resisting the questions we have posed as to the opposition man-animal 
as opposition between responsibility and reaction. it being understood that 
the limits that the powers we have just been talking about-powers of all 
sorts, political, police, economic, psychiatric, etc.-intend to impose on the 
movements both oflhe animals in the zoological garden and of the mentally 
ill in the psychiatric hospital are limits supposedly assigned to irresponsible 

jl. Sec Jacqun Dcrrida. Glas (Pans: Galilo!:e. 197-1); tram. Richard Rand and John P. 
Leavey Jr. as Glas (Lincoln: Uni\cnily of Nebraska Press. 1990). 
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living beings. pure reactional machines), [which supposes, Ihen, relUming 
(0 my proposition. a quite different thinking of liberty: on Ih� one hand, a 
liberty that binds Itself. IS bound. heteronomically. precisely (0 the inlunc_ 
lions of this double bind. and therefore, 011 lh� olna nal1d, the reslxmsibly 
putting up wilhl this difficult but obvious fact: namely th;)[ the choice and 
the deCISIon Me nOl between indivisible sovereignty and indiVisible non
so\'ereignty, but between se\eral divisions, disuibutions, ecOlloml�S (-nomy, 
nomos, 1I(:m�m meaning, let me remind you, distribution and diVIsion), 
economies of a divisible sovereignty, Another dimension or another figure 
of the s.1me double bind would be-I have tried 10 formalize this questIOn 
elsewhere, espcCI;llly in L'ull/vas/ti san; cOllditionl.l-thal of thinking an 
unconditionality (be it a question of liberty, gift, pardon, justice, hospit:llity) 
without indivisible sovereignty. It's more th3n difficult: it's aporetic, gl\'en 
that sovereignty has always given itself out to be indivisible, and therefore 
absolute and unconditional. 

If ever this double bind, this impbcable contradiction, were lifted (i.e, 
in my vi!:!w never, by definition. it's impossible, and I wonder how anyone 
could even wish for it), well. it would be . . .  it would be paradise. 

Should we dream of paradise? How can we avoid drc3ming of paradise' 
If, as I h:tve ju�t said. it's impossible and I wonder how one could even wish 
for ii, this can mean that we can only dream of paradise :md th3t at the �ame 
time the promise or memory of paradise would be al once that of :"!bsolme 
felicity and of an inescapable catastrophe. 

I am nOI speaking of paradise here for fun. As you no doubt know, and 
as Ellenberger reminds us, everything didn·t begin with an earthly para
dise, with the garden of Eden that the Bible tells us about, with the story 
of the snake I was talking to you about recently when reading Lawrence's 
"Snake," and I will talk more about it next week, with all sorts of animals 
to be named and mastercd by man, on the orders of God-las YOll knowl, 
everything didn't begin with this earthly paradise, or even earlier with what 
was to become the model it inherited, the Persian paradelSos (paradeisos is 

origin:tlly a Pcrsi:.n word), namely a \'ast enclosed territory where many 
beasts lived in scmiliberty under the surveillance of man, for pleasure and 
3ccording to the pleasure of a monarch. These 3nimals were t:tllled; Ol:"!ny 

32. /JC<lues I�rrid�. L'rmlJ'n"sili sans condition (paris: G�lili:c, 2001); tran<, Pcggy 
Kallluf �s 'The Uni\·crs;ty without Condition:· in J�cq\lCS D<:rrida. Wilholll AIsbi (Sian
ford: Stanford University Press, l,u)2), pp, 102-37. 
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were given to ,he king or tak!:!n from those he gave to his friends. There 
were animals there destined for the royal hont. for official parades. or to 
serve as artists' models. The Persian paradt:isoi had a function that Ellen
berger calls "mystical" :  the king was the inC:lrn:Hion of the supreme god or 
the master of creation, and so he received the offering or homage of these 
animals in a garden forbidden to the common mortal. It was less forbidden 
for the anim31s to leave than for the men 3nd subjects of the king to enter. 

Well. this paTadelSos itself was not origina1. It dates from the great em
pires of Babylon and Assyria that themselves followed epochs of tribal po
litical orgamzations whose potentates already gathered for themselves col-
lections of wild animals with no ob\lous purpose, apparently for pure play, 404 
and sometimes ending by massacring them. We shall talk again about all 
this, the morc:: so because Ellenberger, with a confidence I don't share, con-
cludes his article by asking himself whether, at the end of a transformation, 
a happy progress under way-a progress both of zoological gardens and of 
psychiatric hospitals- "Will we one day,·' he ask�, "see the reVival of the 
Persian paradeiioi, :lnd will that revival produce a new ethical system?".u 

What I shall retain for today is, provisionally, this: the garden of Eden, 
the paradise that !he Bible and Dante (and O. H. Lawrence the other day) 
tell us about, was not original, any more than the sin th3t bears that name. 
I refer you here in conclusion. stIll provision:llly, to the words of L1can that 
we quoted a few month� ago, in the questioning reading we attempted. We 
have to read them again and question them again differently. In "Subver
sion oCthe Subject and Dialectic of Desire," L1can s.1id this. in which I shall 
content myself with emphasizing the word "experience;' which bears all 
the weight of the problem, the word .. 1." the word "believe," and the vo
cabulary of bBtise (the words ··imbeciles" and '·cretinizing"): 

Is this enjoyment, the: lack of which renders the Othe:r inconsistent -is it 
then mine? &�n�lIr� pro\'e:s that it IS ordillarily forbidden to me, and this 
not only. as the imbeciles Ibftt's or notll would bt:!ia't', through a bad ar
rangement of societ),. but I would �:l)' by thefalllt of the Other ifhe existed: 
but as the Other does nOI exisl, all that remains for me is to take thefalllt on 
"I:' i.c. to belit'v� the thing that nperit:nu leads us nil to, with Freud in the 
lead: to onginal sin. For even if we did not have: Freud's admission, as clear 
as i t  is full of sorrow. the fael would remain that the myth that we owe to 
him, the newest-born in all imtory Ithe Oedipus mythl, IS of no more use 
than the myth about the accursed applc, with this slight diffe:re:m:e (not a 

JJ. Ellenberger, ·The Mcmal l losJlltal :md the ZoulogJeal Gardcn.- p. 92. 
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resuh of Its status as myth) that. being more succinct. il IS eonsiderabl)' less 
crelinizing lubirissant? I." 

But what is nota mylh, yet what Freud formulated just as early as he did 
the Oedipus, is the castr;ltion complex.lS 

Is  everything that we are dealing with. including thl" castration of domestic 
animals and the more or less virtual sterilization of the mentally ill, pan of 
the logic of castration? Docs this discourse on castration belong more to sci
ence than to myth and belief? Those are enough questions for our curiosity, 
or even for our autopsy today. 

34· [Translator's nOle:l lkrTlda'� lIlt<:rl'oiation. 
35· l;oc(luc$ I .... can. kSUbvcTslOn du sUlel CI dialcctiquc du dC51T.� in taill (see SCS5ion 

4 aoov(", n. :1). PI" 819-:10 [PI" 684-851. 
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Will we ever m:ln:lge to untangle. in our tangles, will we succ�d in un
ravding, disintricating. as it were, unsuambling things between zoology 
and biology? Between the zoological and the biological, between these tWO 
Creek words which arc more than words, and are ooth translated as "life," 
z6E and biw? Isn't il too late to try, and aren't all efforts in that direction 
doomed, essemially, to failure? Especi:llly in French, but also in German 
and English and many languages in which there is no distinction between 
the two words, or even the two concepts, for sa)'ing " life" and "living'

,
? 

And isn'l philology too poorly equipped. tOO unequal (Q the task, in spite of 
the grand airs thai thc lesson givers and the pseudo-ex pens in this domain 
somelimes take on? Too unequal to the task, philology, nOt up to this ques
tion, which is more than a question as to meaning and word, between zijE 
and bIOS, between zoology and biology, the logic of the logos fixing nothing 
and simplifying nothing, as we shall see, for whocver COl res 10 try to un
tangle things. And in French, what are we saying when we say "life" (ah, 
fa vi.:!). and the livingi' Are we talking of the zoological or the biological? 
And what would be the difference!' To what are we obstinatdy signaling 
here with the word "life" i' 

There is a line of Heidegger's that I like, even though I'm not always 
ready to follow him on the question of death. The question of life and 
death. And still less on the question of the animal. !l's the momem when he 
says, with his rather arrogant smugness, that somctimes irritating conde- 408 
scension that we know him for: "Den i:."igensinnigell iSI ubell nur uben [For 
those who are stubborn [tetus] (en/efes, dell Eigemin1ligen: for those who have 
onl), one idea in their heads), isl Leben nur Leben (life is merely life}]." For 
the stubborn. life is merdy life, life is only life or life is all arlife. You'll 
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find this witticism in the Introductiofl to M�taphyJiCJ,1 which we'll talk about 
again in a moment. Heidegger continues:: "Den Eig�l/Ji11l1ignl ist uben flur 
ubcl1," for the:: stubborn, then, the obstinate, for him who has only one:: idea 
in his head -in German there is no reference here:: to tilt: head [la tEul. but 
in French that gives us one more head in our tally of chiefs. heads, caps. and 
decapitations; and here the stubborn obstinacy of him who has only one 
idea in his head is something of a definition of bhiu; and when Heidegger 
g(l(:s for those who are cigcns;rlllig, one can say without risk of being tOO far 
wrong that he is not far from finding them blu: it is bEu lO think that life:: is 
simply life, without asking oneself the question, as Hcidegger will imme
diatdy do. of a death that is life, a life that is death. a dt:ath that belongs to 
the very being of life: but eigl''flsillnig is an interesting word here to bespeak 
the bblSe of stubbornness and obstin3cy. in that it marks on the one:: hand. as 
you will see, th:H stubborn berise consists in not asking any questions. 

(This is difficult and worth a brief p3renthesis, because om: might indeed be 
tempted 10 say that bEtis� consists in an inaptitude for the question- that's 
an easy thoughl: we tend 10 think that people who don '[ ask themselves any 
questions are:: rather stupid, don't we. lacking in critical spirit and reAce
tion; he:: or she doesn't ask questions. th3t means bltist'; but there:: is also a 
strange:: and troubling affinity between a certain form of bltis� and a certain 
obstinacy, on the contrary, in asking or asking oneself questions, wanting to 
know (wissm wol/�n: "Frag�n isl wiJJt'n-wo/len," says Heidegger/ and that 
brings us b.1ck to the:: que::stion of knowledge:: and the:: curiosity we:: were talk
ing about laSI we::e::k; but here:: Heidegger is talking about questiomng as 
wanting-tO-know, Ix:fore:: it Ix:comes degraded into curiosity, and provided, 
he 5.1yS, that one: remembers that the question on Being or the question of 
Being presupposes that willing is nm an 3cting (Agim·n) but is grounde::d 
in a "leaving" (Lasst'n), Ie::aving Being to be what it is. IJetis� here, stubborn 
bhist', I would 5.1y without further commenting on Heidegger, would be 
not to know how to leave Being to be what it re::ally is, but to rush e::xcitably 
toward the question, giving in to the compulsion. to the question as excit
able, nervous compulsion, wanting-to-know Ivollioir-suvoir] by accumul3-
tive curiosity; for there is without doubt a bltiJe of the: question, :IS there:: 

1. Hcidegger, J-:m!iih,.ulIg m dll' M�taphyiik (5(:<, �cSSlon 10 �b()\"c, n. 141. p. 100 
Ip. 1391· ITransl:nor·s note: The Engli�h tr3ns!atlOn systematically Iranslale� J-:,grnmln 
as Kcaprice."l 

2. Derrida re�l1y only continues Heidegger's '<enlcnce IWO p.lges bIer. 
3· Heidegger, Einfii"rung m d'� Mnap"Jilk. p. 16 1p. 91. 
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is of affirmation, as there is of negation: btl/se that is nothing, that has no 
essence. we were saying, even transcendentally, but that can tra\'erse and 
threaten -by reassuring them. precisely-the three mod:alities (qut:stion. 
affirmation, negatIon). bill tra\"erse::-thre:::lten-rc,lssure them In a positi\'e 
way. and biust' is perhaps positivity itself. positing, 10 which affirmation, the 
"yes." is nm to be reduced: bbis� would rather resemble self-positing across 
each of lhese three modes (que::stion, affirmallon. negation), it would be pos
itiVism, in sum. self-positivism in general, that positivizc:s-and no one is 
immune to or sheltered from this, nOi ncn those who denounce EigenslIlll. 
I close this parenthesis.) 

This last word. I was saying, Eigemlfln, where::, following Heidegger, it 
marks the fact that stubborn bltist' consists in nOl asking oneself an)' ques
tions. this word makes at least :In elliptical refe::rence:: to tht: proper (eigen) 
and 10 meaning (Sum). At bottom, I would say, playing a little, the obsti
nate hewe of the Eigr:milllligr is h:l\'ing the obstinacy of one's opinion th:lt 
consists in believing that �omething has one proper meaning and one only: 
life is life, period. that's my opinion and I believe it. That's my opinion and 
I'm sticking 10 it. period. Agaiml this Eigeflsinnigkeir, Heidegger contin
ues: "[For these Eigensinnigl"nl 7'od ist ih,ll"fl Tod [death is for them death I 
lind flur dieser [and nothing else, :md only lh:at, death. BUI the Being of life, 
Heideggcr (hen :adds. is at the same time death I. Aber das S�ill des ubl"ns isl 
zllglelch Tod. [Evcrythlllg th:at e::nters Into life also already begins by that fact 
to die. to go to its de3th. and de::ath is at the same time l ife!. [ . . .  ] lind Tod ist 
zttgleich LLbt'n. Heraklil sagt Frgl. 8': I . . . 1" (There follows a definition of 
contradiction and of the logm as gathering of contraries.) 

Let's leave this short treatise on beIISt', a bel iJ� that pc.rhaps always comes 
down to slicking to some stubborn opinion about life:: death. Where I would 
be tempted (I won't msist on this because I have talked about it e\se::where) 
to find Heidegger a link elg�lIsillmg. if not a liulc bit� himself on this sub
ject, is where he holds so firmly to the opinion, to what I Ix:lieve to be no 
more and no less than an opinion, that only man or only DaJein has an 
experiential relation to death, to dying, to sterb�1I as such, to his own death. 
his own being-able-to-die, to its possibility, be it the possibility of the impos-

4. Ibid. The Gnm�n lexI rc�d� a' follows; "'.Nfl Elge,wmllg�" 1St Lcbm '''If 11kn. 
Tod i# ihnl"n Tod Imd lIur d/�sl"s. Akr dill XW d(f ube'li lot u.gl�,ch Tod. ltglie"t's. WQS 
illi uk-n t�ltt, bq:wn, dam" u .. eh se/I(J1I :/f stt'rkn. Ullfsl'tt1l"n Tod :I.:ug�h�n.und Tod ,st 
:ugkich Leben. Hl"rakllr wg' Frg. 8: 'Dar Gegml'mUtldl"riuhrnde rriigt s ieh, das dnl" wm 
anderro, hini;,," utld "tTii,,", �s wmmt'lr I,d, Uti! lie":" 
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sible, whereas the anima\. thilt other living being (z6oll) that we call the ani
maL perishes but nevcr dies, has no relation worthy of the name to death. 
For my part, at the risk of being stubborn about it�I',"e tillked about it 
elsewhere, and we shall come back to it later concerning Heidegger and the 
animal � I don't believe a word of it, it's not at all certain in any case that 
man hils a relation to dC:lth or an experience of death as such, in its possible 
impossibility, or that one can say, properly, in the proper sense and simply, 
calmly, that the animal is deprived ofil. But let's leave that here-it in any 
case requires a complete recasting of the conceptuality, the recasting we are 
engaged in here. 

The end is near: I mean the end of this year's seminar. Hoping to continue 
it further next year, I can sec clearly, you can sec clearly, that we are still on 
the threshold. 

Yes, the threshold: what is a threshold? 
The threshold is one of the names for what was occupying us at the end 

of the last session when, busying ourselves around logics of closure and en
closure, it was actually the threshold we were worrying about, the threshold 
to be crossed or not crossed, the forbidden threshold. ie seUli interdit. in both 
senses,1 both for the animals in the zoological garden and for the mentally 
ill in the psychiatric asylum. And for the curious spectators ofborh. And in 
the Ir;lIlian pal11deisos, more original that the garden of Eden, more original 
than its supposed sin of the same name, both gardens, however, marked 
by interdicts, [in the Iranian parudeisos] it was forbidden for men to enter 
rather than for beasts to leave. 

The threshold, then, crossable or not�what is it? Basically, it could be 
shown that all our seminars that have, for more than ten years now�al1 
of them �been bearing on the meaning of responsibility, bearing, then, on 
the meaning and structure of certain limits, on what one must or must not 
do, that to which one must and must not respond�that they all stood, still 
stand, on the threshold, I do mean all the seminars and not just the semi
nar on hospitality a few years ago, which literally named the threshold and 
the passage of a threshold at every step. The question of responsibility is a 
question of the threshold, ;lnd in particular, as we again verified this year, 
a threshold :It the origin of responsibility, the threshold from which one 
passes from reaction to response, and therefore to responsibility, a threshold 
which, according to the humanist and anthropocentric, in truth logocentric, 

,. [Translator's nalt;:! Tilt; Frt;n<:h �d)e<:ti\"t; "intcrdit'" means both '"forbidden.'" and 
"speechless" or "dumbfounded." 
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tradition that we are deconstructing here�and we are going to talk at 
lc.ngth about the logos today-\a threshold thatj marks, th:lt is supposed 10 
mink, the indivisible limm, the indivisible limit between animal and man. 
And we recalled last time that this limit, this threshold of responsibility, 
is the same a.� that of liberty, without which there is no responsibility and 
therefore no sovereignty. Responsibility, like liberty, implies something of 
that indiVisible sovereignty accorded to what is proper to m;ln and denied 
the beast. 

Always the threshold, then. What is the threshold- And once we say 
"threshold," TH E threshold, the uncuttable and ammic unity of the thresh
old, one single threshold, we suppose it to be indivisible; we suppose that it 
has the form of a line of demarcation as indivisible as a line without breadth 412 
th;lt one could cross or be forbidden from crossing only in a punctual in-
stant and in <L step itselfindillisihle. 

\\'hat we were saying last wcek concerned, under the names of p;lrk or 
hospital, a kind of tre;ltment of the threshold and of hospitality, of the hos
pitality of menageries or hospitals, continuing rhe seminar on incarceration 
and the death pen;llty 11999-2001], and therefore sovereignty, just as much 
as the one on hospitality 1 1995--971. I remember too that in the interven
ing seminar on pardon ]1997--991, \he question was asked whether certain 
animals could fed guilty or be in mourning, if they were sensitive to shame 
and had any capability of repentance and of asking pardon (a question to 
which we answered yes). As for the seminar on the secret ll991--92j, which 
was, par excellence. a seminar on limits not to be crossed, on the separa
tion of secernere, vf secretum, we reencountered its track with the Geheimn is 
der BegegJlullg. the secret of the encounter in Cdan and the whole poelico
political problematic of Unheimiichkeir, the Abgrulld. the Urgru1/d and the 
Ungrulld. 

So it's still the same seminar, and when I say that we are still on the 
threshold of it, that means not only tll;lt we don't have the key, or that we 
don't have a key, but that the question on the threshold that we are linger
ing on is indeed that of the key, and that of knowing if there is some key, the 
<key> \0 the door, \0 the gate, the key to the zoo. the key to the hospital, the 
key to the crypt to be decrypted. Not only do we risk remaining eternally 
on the threshold, but what we are really doing is doubting the existence of 
a threshold worthy of the name. The threshold not only supposes this indi
visible limit that every deconstruction begins by deconstructing (to decon
struct is to hold that no indivisibility, no atomicity, is seeure), the classical 
figure of the threshold (to be deconstructed) not only supposes this indivis
ibility that is nOf w be found anywhere; it alw supposes the solidity of a 
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4/3 ground or a foundation, they tOO beingdeconslructible.� The word "thresh
old" ISe'uil, sill, soleI itself signifies this solidiry of the ground: it comes from 
the Latin solum, which means the soil or more precisely the foundation on 
which an architectural S[1l or the soles of one's feet rest: solum is the lowest 
part, the bottom or the solc; sole'a means sandie. etc. Now when we say that 
in these seminars we are remaining on the threshold. that doesn't mean that 
we are lingering on it or attesting to the existence of a threshold, whether 
to remain on it or to cross it interminably. Rather. it would mean, in my 
view-and this is the gesture of a dcconstrucrive thinking-that we don't 
even consider the existence (whether natural or artificial) of any thn:�hold 
to be: !>ecure, if by "threshold" is meant e';lna an indivisible frontier line or 

the solidity of a foundational ground. Supposing that we dwelled on the 
threshold, we would also have endure the ordeal of feeling the earthquake 
al ways under way, threatening the existence of every threshold, threatening 
both its indivisibility and its foundational solidity. 

And if there is no threshold, how [Quid one have a key to open an en
trance door on the threshold? 

Lacking a key, a lost or nonexistent key (as in those zoological gardens. 
you remember, surrounded by deep ditches substituted for fenced-in en
closures. ditches that also couldn't be crossed because there was no longer 
any key, or :my question of a key). llacking a key, a lost or nonexistent keyl 
is also not knowing where to enter or exit, where to lift the blockade. and 
even where to begin. Almost all zoological gardens and psychiatnc hospI
tals have keys. but isn't it true that every house, every habitat (be it familial. 
urban, or national), every place of economy and ecology also presupposes 
thresholds, limits, and therefore keys, bunches of keys? The keys of the 
city, of the houS(:. or the national territory arc indispensable for gelling in 
or for deciphering a code. This seems to remain true. even if keys made of 
metal or some solid material are today replaced by digital codes. telephone 
codes, computer codes, by enciphering and signaling techniques, so many 

4'4 secrets that allow one to enter a terrimry, to penetrate a place (sol. solum), 
or even to invade it without ever seuing fOOl or the sole (so/�(l) of one's shoe 
in it, and even more efficaciously, more irresistibly, than by setting foot in 
it. There arc now locks, padlocks. with no key, devices for enclosing, that 
open only for those who have the code, and thus one or marc numbers 
kniffres, ciphers]. Even prisons are beginning to be replaced, in the USA. 

by electronic bracelets that allow the prisoner to be located at all times, and 
thus 10 leave him, wherever he goes, at supervised liberty, Supervised lib� 

6. I n [he session, Derrida corrected this 10 "[he)' [00 being underons[rueubl('." 
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crt}' is, moreover, the most common condition, and therefore supervised 
sovereignry-and which of us would dare to claim that we can escape it or 
even. which is more serious, that we wam to escape it? 

Of course, we also desire a certain enclosure, some limits and some 
threshold for our "well-being:' What [s more. in the materials provided 
by Ellenberger as to the comparison between animals parked i n  zoological 
gardens and patients interned in psychi:ltric hospitals, there were remarks 
on the logic of this desire for territori;lli7.ation that made people love the 
ecosystem oflimilS in which both animal and madman. and, I'd add, e\'
erybody, all the mad animals that we are, arc as happy to stay as we are 
to get out. We love the threshold, both crossing it and not crossing it. A 
certain Bernhard Grzimek, the author of "Gefangenhaltung von Tieren" 
([950) ("Detention of Beasts," or the incarceration, the incarceration be
havior. of beasts), cited by Ellenberger, nOtes that the animal that leaves the 
zoo. which we would be inclined to say has escaped or liberated itself, in 
fact feels homeless, ndm(lt/os, and does everything it can to return "home" 
(zuhause) to its cage.7 I don', know to what extent this can be generalized 
or taken at face value, but it's quite probable that it happens in certain 
conditions. According to the same logic. when i, has taken possession of its 
new incarcerating territory, the animal will become more dangerous and 
aggressive with respect to the intruder and more peaceful with respect to 
whoever respects the threshold and only feeds it from outside. This law 
seems to have its human eqUIvalent. And Dr, Daumezon, a French psy
chiatrist from Sainte-Anne IHospital] (whom I knew quite wel l - I  recall 
that some fifty years ago. Foucault. wholll we shall be talking about in a 
moment, IFoucault1 tOok me wilh some other students to sec him as part 
of the exercises leading to a certificate in psychopathology, to be present at 
his examinations and case preseOlations-the examination of the patients 
and the examination of young intt':rns who had to go through diagnostic 
exercises in front of Dr. Daumczon and us-fascinating. terrifying, and 
unforgettable moments)-Dr. Daumezon, then, was the author of an ar� 
ticle entitled "Rootedness of Cured Patients in the Asylum," in which he 
mentions, among others, frequent cases of patients adapted to the asylum, 
app;uently cured, who, as soon as anyone talks 10 them about leaving, 
about the end of treatment. present new symptoms or the return of old 
symptoms. symptoms that arc really designed to make them remain in, or 
return to, the asylum, an asylum they basically don't want to leave. They 

7· Bernhard Gnimek, "Gcfangenhahung \'on Ticren:' Srudlllm G�nNl1/� 3 ([950): 
[-5. Quoted by Ellenberger," HThe Menial i-IU!ipi [al and lhe: Zoological Gardc:n,H p. 84. 
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no longer want to cross the threshold of the asylum and lea\'e what has 
become their "home.''' 

The threshold, then, What is a threshold? What constitutes its indivis_ 
ibility. be it punctual or linear? And its solidity�foundational or terres_ 
trial, territorial, natural, or technical, architecmral. physical, or nomIC? 

For a while now, I have been talking about the threshold as a supposedly 
indivisible line across which one enters or exits, So the threshold is always 
a beginning. the beginning of the inside or the beginning of the outside. As 
we approach the end of this year's seminar, as we were s.1ying-hoping 
10 continue it next year-l see dearly, you see dearly, that we are still on 
a threshold the very possibility of which we are interrogating, where that 
possibility is bound up with the vcry possibility of beginning, 

The threshold: to ask oneself, "What is the threshold,l "  is to ask olH;:�df 
"How to begin?" "How lO begin ? "  we are asking ourselves very close to the 
provisional end of our first meridian, our first circle or return of the line, 
How to begin again? A question of commencement and commandment, 
an archaic question of the arkhi that means, I recall once again, bOTh com
mencement and commandment, principle and prince, the One of the first. 
Thearkhi. the archon, is a figure of the sovereign himself, And it's about the 
one, the one and the other, that we are speaking here, 

The beast and the so\'ereign, the one and the other, I was suggtOSting 
last time, were already twO, and the one command�d the other, even before 
paradise, even before our p,.1Tadise, before the garden of Eden and even be
fore the Iranian parod�isos. the model of which already preceded our Bible's 
garden of Eden. 

We no longer know, between the beast and the sovereign. where to be
gin tackling this question of the paradisiacal or pre-paradisiacal commence
ment or commandment. Our trolm'� [case, kit!, our (rousuau [bunch (of 
keys), reserve, bottom drawer! of quasi-canonical references , , , 

(Parenthesis: since we are speaking of threshold and keys, well, about 
troUJU and trouss�atf, (rollssa [lO truss, lO bunch upl, etc, (or terms such as 
trouss�-galafll [ a  devastating illness], trOlm�-pid [horse-tying [, trOllss�-qu�u� 
I tail tie [, t,.oltss�qltin [saddle part [, tl'OlIss�-troits I harness-rings I, etc.), [ would 
say Ihat these are words and a vocabulary lO which [ would have liked, 
if it were reasonable, to devote a whole year's seminar: and it might not 
have been all that unreasonable, because, and here's my advice, if you read 

8. G, Daumfzon. "L'cnra,inement des ma\ade5 guhis ;j ra�IIc,M L'Hygiint' AkIlfOlIt' 

36 (1946-�7): ')9-7': quoted in Ellcnbngn. "Thc Menial Hospital and the 7..ooloj.:ical 
Garden." p, 84, 
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somc dictionary carefully, for example, the Rob�rt or better still the Lillrl. 

on this family of words around tl'OtlSS�. trollSUI; IIVUSSf'aU, you will have in a 
few pages the whole network of themes :md problems that is occupying us 
here, you will have the whole kit and caboodle Iia trouSi� f'1 /� trouss�aul of 
everything we are trying to gct IOta here. the bunch of keys being only one 
resource among others, especially if the key should be missing or replaced 
by a code, lO deal with the struClUres, the strictures, and thus the locks I was 
talking about in connection with the double bind and paradise, as I was 
concluding last time, End of parenthesis on the trollss�au,) 

As [ was saying, we don't know, betwecn the beast and tht: sovereign, how 
to get going on this qut:stion or the paradisiacal or pre-paradisiacal com
mencement and commandment. Our kit, our bunch of quasi-canonical ref-
erences, namely Gent:sis. itS vcry "In the beginning:' Ba�shit, which also 417 
means, as Chouraqui translates it, "at thc head" (and there we have the 
commencement, the commandment, the performativefiat of Elohim, and 
the head in the so-called Old Te�tarnent that begins, we're coming to it, 
with afiat, the comlllencemt:nt of a commandment, the order of afiat), But 
before exploring the tI'QIlSSf'all of all thc commencements that we have at 
our disposal, we Europeans. dt:scended from both the Abrahamic religions 
and Greek philosophy. here are :11 ka�t three commencements: 

I. Genesis, Berf'shit, and the cre:llion of the antmals before man, with 
what follows from that, which we'll talk about again. 

2. The beginning of the Cospel of John, En arkM f'fI 0 logos, In Pr;n
ripillm erat vnbllm, " In the heginning was the Word (logos) and the logos 
was Goo." To say that G(KI was logos, as sovereign all-powerful creator of 
c\erything, was basically to confirm the fi rst words of Genesis, of the Head, 
where God by means of spc:ech, by saying "Let there be light," by this arch
performati\'e, effected that light was and came, John continues, "The logos 
was in lhe beginning with God" (Ol/tos in �fI arkM pm. to thron), everything 
existed through it \through lhe /ogas t and nothing that existed existed with
Out it. In it lthe logos] was life (zQi) and life was the light (phos) of men.''? 
Retain this for now: sovereignty equals arkhi. arkM equals logos. the logos 
that creates, that causes to come or advenc, and that creates the living being, 
the life of the living (zo'::), thc evangelic logos, which basically repeats genesis 
and speaks of an origin of thc world created by the sovcrt:ign, God, by an 
all-powerful fiat, which is, let's say, 'Zoological, thcfiat of a logos producing 
'Zoe. a zoe that is light, appearing. pMs, photology for mankind. This zoo-

9, John 1:1--4. Derrida's (ranslatton, 
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logy needs to be understood In a special sense, as you can well imagine, but 
one that cannOt be radically foreign to the current sense. If. no doubt, what 
I'm here calling zoo-lo�y concerns a life that is in tht:logos, a Wi that is. says 
John, in the logos like a lifc that is the light of mankind, if of course he is not 
speaking of the logos of Wi as a science oflife or a discourse on life, the fact 

418 remains that if there can be zoology as discourse, reason, or science of life, 
it's cenainly because there seems to be some ontological affinity between 
life, zOl, and logos. 

3. Third and finally, still to make sure that the classical bunch of 
abrahamo-philosophical keys is still in our pocket, there was the other he
ginnmg, the other key, one that is chronologically earlier that the gospel 
of John, :lOd it's what AristOtle's Politics also tells us abotll logos and zOl, III 
statements that :Ire JUSt as f;nnous but can never be reread often enough. 

I believe it's my duty to begin with this today and to return right now 
to a passage in Aristotle's Poiitics that you no doubt all know well, which 
has remained behind everything wc've said until now but which may be 
opportune 10 reopen just when, between the perfurmativefiat of Genesis. 
just on the threshold of an already inherited garden of Eden, and, further, 
the evangelical and Johannine cn a,-khi hI 0 logoi and En allto zoE En (at the 
commencement and the commandment was the logos and in il life)-it is, 
then, opportune to reopen the text from the Politics where we find another 
configuration of 'liN and logos, another essential inherence of/ogw in the liv
ing or the living in the logos, another zoology or another logo::Ory which are 
situated, are supposed to be situated, at the arkhe, at the commencement. at 
the sovereign principle of everything that concerns wha.t appears and grows 
in the light. the phym of light, ph as, oflife, zo;, and of logos, of speech. 

When Heidegger-you remember the text we rea.d from Introduction to 
Metaphysics - seemed to be denigrating this deTermination that he called, 
somewhat scornfully, a �zoological" determination of man as ammal rotio
flale- that is. and this is Aristotle's expression, ::601/ logon ekholl - in fact 
he might have been Indirectly taking aim at the biblical statemelllS, from 
Genesis 10 the Gospel of John. We shall see in a moment thai he did nOI fail 
to clo so. too. 

But as Aristotle's text comes before the Gospels and above all remalOS 
the more political. in truth the only one that is explicitly and literally politi
cal, in the first, i.e. Greek, sense of that word, the only one that conjugates 

419 logos with the political. [ should like (smce with sovereignty we are above all 
talking about the po[itic;II), II should likel, at risk of belahoring paths that 

have already been cleared many times, to return a little to the letter of this 
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passage, a passage that is in the end quite tOrtuous. twisted, thorny. resistant 
to clearance as much as to decipherment and decrypting. 

Let us first of all take into account the textual situation of this defini� 
tion of man as a political animal. or, more literally, of man who is by na� 
lure (phYiei) a po[itical animal (polillkol1 zOOn).'O This definition comes up 
at the very opening. the beginning. the commencement of politics, at the 
commencement of the first book of Aristotle's Polttics. The definition of 
man as a political animal, a definition that never fails to specify "by nature" 
(ph),sei)-and this insistent, recurrent, literal reference to physiJ is not the 
least obscure-this defimtion of man as a political animal will reappear, in 
the same form, in book 3 (at t278b) at the momcnt when Aristotle is defin
ing the purpose of the state (polis) and of constitutions. Aristotle there says: 
"kai oti ph)'sf'i men cstin ufllhropos ZOon politikon" ("and man is by nallire a 
political living being" ) (1278 bI9). It is in this passage that, on the basis of a 
single occurrence of the word bios, in the midst of m;!ny uses of zoe or zetl 
(to liv(")-we shall no doubt come back to this- Agamben, at the begin
ning ofthe book I have already mentioned, Homo Sacer. thinks he can find 
a distinction between bios and zoe that will Structure his emire problematic. 
It is in the name of this distinction that Ag;!mben, while situating himself 
in the traeks of Foucault, cites the latter :Ind then proposes. as he puts it, to 
"reconsider" his affirmation: 

In Foucault·s sfatemem according to which man was. for Aristotle. a "[iv
ing animal with Ihe additional capacit)' for politica[ existence" it is therefore 
prC<"isdy the meaning of thiS "additional C:lp;!Cil}'H Ihat must be undeulOod 
as problematic. II 

Two pages later, Agamben goes further than to "reconsider": he S.1}'S "cor
rected and completed." [ quote: 

The Fouc<lu[dian thesis will then have to be correcled or, at least, com
pleted Ithis is not al all the same thing, but Ids pass over this strategy or 
this rhewric], In the sense that what characterizes modern politics is not 
so much the inclusion of zOi in the poll; - which is, in itself. absolutely 
<Incicm-nor simp[}' the fact that [ife as such becomes a principal object of 
the projections and caleulations ofStatc power. Instead thc decisive fact is 

10. Aristotle. PO/lila. t .  t l53 a 3. 
I I .  Agam�n. Homo Saur (see 'cssion 3 aho\'C�, n. lS), p. 7. lTranslator\ note: The 

French lransl:I1ion used by Dereida (Inns. Maril�nc Raiula. Pam: Scui1. 1997) uses Ihe 
verb "rcronsidered" in translating this passagc.] 
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dlat, together with the process by which the exception e\'erywhere becomes 
the rule, the realm of bare life-which is originally situated :11 the mar
gins of the political order-gradually begins to coincide with the political 
realm, and exclUSion and mclusion, outside and inside, buu and zoi. right 
and fact. emer into a zone of Lrreducible indistlnClion. L! 

We have to reconstitute this whole context before returning to Aristotle 
himself, if we can still say that, the better to measure what is at stake today 

in this rereading. from the poim of view that is ours here. All of Agamben's 
demonstrative strategy, here and elsewhere, puts its money on a distinction 
or a radical, clear, univocal exclusion, among the Greeks and in Aristo
tle in particul:lr, between b.1re life (zOi), common to all living beings (ani
mals, men, and gods), and life qualified as individual or group life (bios: bios 

thror€tikps, for example. contemplative life, bios apolaustikos. life of plea
sure, bjos po1itikos, political life). What is unfortunate is th:H this distinction 
is never so dear and secure, and that Agamben himself has to admit that 
there are exceptions. for example in the case of God. who, says Aristotle's 
Metaphysics,!J has a z6Earistc kai aidios, a noble and eternal life. Such <In in
secure semamic distinction can not serve to determine <I historical periodiza
tion, which causes Agamben to say. I quote again: 

\Vh:LI char:lcterizes modern politics is nOI so much the inclusion of ziii 
In the polis - which is. In il�lf, absolutely ancient-nor sunply the fact 
that life as such becomes a principal object of the projections and calcu
lations of State power. Instead rhe decisi\'e fact is that, together wilh the 
process by which the exception everywhere becomes the rule, Ihe realm of 
bare life-which is originally situated at the margins of the political or
der-gradually begins to coincide with the polilical realm. and exclusion 
and inclusion, outside and inside, bIOS and -zoi, right and faci. enter InIO a 
zone of irreducible indistinction. L' 

What is difficult to sustain, in this thesis, is Ihe idea of an entry (a modern 
entry. then) into a zone of irreducible indifferentiation. when the differ
entiation has never been secure (I would say Agamben furti\'cly admits as 

much); and, above all. what remains even more difficult to sllstain is the 
idea ,h<lt there is in this something modern or new; for Agarnben himself, as 
you are about to hcar, taking the Foucauldian idea of a specifically modern 
biopolitics scriollsly, IAgambenl is keen to recall that il is as ancient as can 

1:1. Ibid .. P. 9. 
13. Book A. 7. I072b 28; quoted by Agamben. ibid., p. ,. 
14· lbid·,P·9· 
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be, immemorial and archaic. I will read the paragraph, then, that, on the 
one hand, constitutes a particularly abrupt questioning of Foucault's thesis 
on the modernity of the biopolitical, just when Agambcn seems to want 10 
inscribe himself, with some reservations, in Foucault·s tracks, where Fou
cault will have bcenalmost the first, as Agamben, for his pari, will have been 
the firsl to say that Foucault was almost the first to say, that what appears 
to be mooern. as you will hear, is in truth immemorial. I will read. then, 
but after a long detour, the paragraph that, on the one hand, gives up on 
an)' specifically mooern determination of a biopolilics of the state, that sup
posedly only picks up what is archaic and most immemorial. I mention all 
these texts less because I understand them (I admit I often have to gi\'e up 
on that) than because they mark at least the currency of the problems and 
concerns that are ours here. 

In a moment I shall first quote Agambcn, and then quote Foucault. But 
not without having first Ix>inted OUt that neither the one nor the other re
fers, as I believe it would have been honest and indispensable to do, to the 
Heidegger who, I remind you. in the Introduction to Metaphysics, said that 
it is only tardily. after the event (Geschehnis), after the conscious, knowing, 
knowledgeable appearance (die wissende Erschcimmg del Menschen als des 
gcschichtlichro) of man as historial man, only after this historial eventness, 
and thus tardily, did one define (Heide�ger puts the word in scare quotes: 
"defil1icrt") man by :t concept (in eincrtl BegrijJ), and this concept was, as 
Heidegger says without even ha\·ing to name the signatory of this literal 
definition -ArislOtle-zOo" logon ekhon, animal rationalc, living being 
endowed with reason, "vemii"fiiges Lcbewesen." In this definition of man, 
Heidegger makes clear, the logos appears. of course, it comes forth (kpmmt 
oor), but it appears in a form or a figure that is unrecognizable, unknown 
(in eintr gan:.: tmkmntlichcn Gestalt) and in a very curious, very remarkable 
environment (in einer senr mcrkwurdigen Umgebung): and this is what inter
ests Heidegger, who, in the course of what is also a reading of Par men ides, 
Heraclitus, Aristotle, and Hegel. is attempting to rethink in an original way 
the relation between logos and physis (physis, of which he says, at the begin
Illng of the Introduction to Metaphysics, thaI its L:uin translation as nalllra, 

which also speaks of "birth," has turned away from the originary sense of 

the Greek physi .. , as ethics, in the sense ofmora!ity, has degraded the origi
nary sense of ethos)}' 

Fivc questions had earlier becn polted by Heidegger, and we should keep 
them in mind during this whole reAection: 

'5' H("idegger, Einfiiltnmg m d,� MCIUphYJII(. p. 108 1p· 1511. 
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1. "Wie- we-st die- lmpriingliche- Einhe-it /JOn Se-in und De-nke-II als die- ron ¢>lXHS
und A6yos-?" ,"How docs the originary unity of Being and Ihinking es
selUially unfold as the unity of physis and logos?"1 

42) 2. ,. Wie gC'Schie-ht das urspriillglichC' AusC'inallde-rtrC'lC'n /lOn ).Oyos- Iwd ¢IIXHS?" 
'''How does the originary disjunction lsecession, divorcel of logos and 
phym come to pass?H] 

3· "Wie- I(ommt es Ztlm I-feraustrnro unJ Auftretro dC's ).Oyos-?" ["How docs 
one come to the se-cession [Ihe exit (from the stage)] and to the pro
cession Ithe appearancc, the entry onto the stage] oCthe lop?,,1 

4· " Wie Wlrd der ).0YOS' (das 'Logische') 'ZtIm We-sell de-s DC'lIkellS?" [MHow 
does logos (the 'Iogical') become the essence of thinking?"[ 

5· (This is a question to which I shall be giving a certain privilege, for rC:1-
sons [ shall g;ve), "Wie- kommt diesC'/" A6yOS' als Vernullft und Verstalld zur 

Hemchaft liber das Sein im Alljang der griechieschC'n PhilosophiC'.)" ["How 
does this logos, as reason and understanding, come to reign (to exercise 
its mastery, its 3uthority, its sovereignty (Herrschaft») over Being 3t the 
beginning ofGrcek philosophy:"pb 

In othcr words, how, not thcfogos, the logos itself. but the logos determined, 
interpreted, understand travestied. disguised, one mighl 31mOSI say cor
rupted into the form of reason and understanding, the logos as reason and 
understanding, in fact as " Iogic"-how, in Ihis disguise or in this guise, 
does it come to dominate being, to become stronger than being, from th� 
beginning of Gr�ek philosophy? I am not forcing things with the word 

jorce on this rdation of force and forcing, domination or hegemony. It is 
Heidegger's discourse and explicit intention mat I am respecting, for Hei
d�gger speaks of HC'rrschaft here (one could already translate Herrschaft by 
sovereignty as much as by mastery or lordship); it really is a queslion of 
a violently imposed sovereignty of logos as reason. underslanding, logic: it 

424 really is a question of a force of reason that overcomes [a raison dC'] another 
illlerpretation or several other interpretations or ways of hearing logos, the 
word or the vocabulary. the sense of lege/n, logos: it really is a question of a 

sort of W:lr and conAict of forces in which reason wins by force, and :llong 
w;th re3son (rario, Vermmft) the ration3[ism of what will come bt�r, as we 
shall see, to be inscribed in the concept of animal rationale or ZOon logon 
ekhon. This will mean nOt a conflict or a simple opposition, as one oftcn 
thinks, bel\veen force and reason, as between force and righi, bUI a conAict 

16. Ibid., p. 94 [p. ljol. ITranslalOr·s n(){�: I h3v� modifi�d Ihe transl31l0n slightly to 
r�malll dose 10 Derrida's OWI1 lr:lIl�bIlUn inw Frcnch.1 
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in which force is on the side of reason. and wins out, a bit like "the reason of 
the strongest," in another sense and at another level, but concurrently with 
the dISCOurse of L"l Fontaine's fable. which maybe finds its fundamental re
source here. I am all the less forcing the sense and use and implication of the 
word l-Ierrschaft by uanslating it as sovereignty or as sovereign domination 
in this phrase. In that twO 1).1ges carlier-IO which I refer you-speak
ing of the "logicH that came out of the Platonic school or of a doctrine of 
thinking become a doctrine of tile logos in the sense of proposition. speaking 
also of the rise in power of the logical. of logic, of the logical determina
tion of logos in Hegel, Hcidegger twice uses the expression "Machstdlung 
dC's 'Logischell,'" and "Machsuflllng" is the positing of force, an expression 
of len used to speak of the Slate. of the poSiting of the force of a Slate, as the 
expression "Machtspl'lIch" signifies decision of forc�. arbitrary and sovereign 
decision. Moreover, tne French transbtor, Gilbert Kahn. here translates 
"Machwdillng dn 'Logischen'" as "JOlllleramer/ dl4 'logique'" ["sovereignty 
of the 'logical' "  ].17 

This doesn't mean that this sovcrei�my, this hegemony, this superior 
force oflogical reason, has won aliI over a think;ng of the logos mat. for its 
part, is innoc�nt. and foreip:n to all force. We are indeed dealing with a con
Aict between more than one force. For the legein or the logos as gathering, 
as Sammlllllg or Vnmmmltmg. which Heide�ger holds to be more originary 
Ihan logoi as reason or logic. ;s alr�ady a deploymem of force and violence. 425 
Gathering is never, says Heidegger, a simple puuing together, a simple ac
cumulation. it is what relains III a mutual belonging (ZlIJammmgehiirigkeif) 
",'ithoul allowing itsdf to disperse. And in this retcntion, logos already has 
the violent character of a predominance or. as it is translated [into French], 
a padominana. a Durchwolten of physis.u Ph),s is is that Ge-walt. that de
ployment of forc�, whIch does nOI dissolve into the void of an absence of 
contrasts or contraries (/II ewe leere Gegeflsatzlosigkeit). but maintains what 
is thus "durch/valut," traversed, shot through by the deployment of sov
ereignty, or of forces, in the highesl acuity of its t�nsion (its tension itself 
extreme. one might say sovereign, "in derh&hste-TI Schiiife seinerSpanmmg"). 

So the logos is itself, however one interpn::ts it, as gathering, Sammluflg, or, 
later. as logic, reason or understanding-the logos is :llready, always, of the 
order of power, force, or even violenc�, of the order oflhat Gewalt Ihat is so 

17. Ibid .. p. 93. 1Tr;]nslal"r·� note::: The:: English tramlation ha� "pnsition of puwn" 

for Mach/sul/tlllg.1 

18. Ibid., p. 102 II" 1.411. ITr�nsbIOr'S note: The English translation has simply 
"dominance."] 
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difficult to translate (force, violence, potency, power, authority: often legiti
mate political power, force of order: walten is to n:ign, to dominate, to com_ 
mand, 10 exercise a power that is often political: sovereignty, the exercise of 
sovereignty, is of the order of walun and Gewalt). 

Still more interesting for us, in this context, is the way Heidegger. in the 
same interpretive movement-ami the interpretation of the logos is also a 
son of exercise of force or Violence, of Gewalt-[the way Heideggerl situ
ates and interprets the Christian concept of logos in the New Testament. the 
very concept I was invoking at the beginning when I quoted the opening of 
the Gospel of John. "En arkhEen 0 logos, In Principium NYJt verbum'" \"ln the 
beginning was the Word (logos) and the Word (logos) was God'"]. Prudently, 
Heidegger notes that one ought to distinguish here between the Synop
tics and the Gospel of John, but he considers that, essentially, at bottom 
(gnwrisiitziich), the New Testament logos does not mean, as in Heraclitus 
for example, the Being of the entity (da.· Sein des Seienden), the gathering of 
antagonistic forces (die Gesa/1/me/theit des Gegetlstrebigen). The logos of lohn 
does not signify the Being of the entity or what holds contraries together, 
but designates one particular entity ("em besonderes Seiendes": Heidegger 
emphasizes "one"), namely the son of God, in his mediating function be
tween God and man. 

This accident of the logos, this drift that distances the logos from its Greek 
originarity is, moreover, a Jewish heritage since, quite rarely for Heidegger, 
he judges it necessary, in one sentence, to identify, uncover, or even to de
nounce, in this representation of the logos as mediator, the filiation or influ
ence of what he calls a representation, "'that of rhe Jewish philosophy of 
religion" ("diejetlige der jiidlschen Religiollsphilosophie") Ihe doesn't say the 
,ewish religion but the Jewish philosophy of religion I, here that of Philo 
the Jew. Philo, in his philosophy of the creation, Heidegger reminds us, had 
indeed attributed to the logos the function of mesitis, mediator. This read
ing of the evangelical logos under the influence of Greco-Jewish philosophy, 

under the influence of Hellenistic Judaism, basically, is of interest to us for 
two reasons as we try to put some order into our fl"OuSScall of canonical texts. 

On the Otlt' hand, because in this Christi:lIl appropriation of the/ogos, what is 
at stake is the performative commandment; oll the other halld. because what 
is at stake is life (life as z6e). 

How so? 
A. Well, all the one hand, first, (hell, in the translation of the Septuagint. in 

the translation of what is called the Old Testament, logos is the name given 
to the word of God as commandment {BefeM, Cebot}. The "ten command
ments" is translated as "oi deka logol." This is. as it is called, the Decalogue. 
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And logos means kerux, as Heidegger also recalls, he who proclaims out 
loud, whence the kengma, the holy proclamation, and logos also meansange
los, the herald, the messenger who transmits orders and commandments, or 
the good news of the Gospel. Logos tOil stalll"OlI, the logos of the cross, is the 
word come from the cross. The Gospel of the Cross is Christ himself. 

B. And, Otl the other hal/d, second, thetl, Christ is the logos of redemption 
(der Logos der Erliislmg), the logos of eternal life, the logos of z6e (logos des 427 
eWlgetl Leben, logos z6b). Christ in this sense-Heidegger doesn't say so, 

but I believe I'm authorized to, following his interpretation-not only is 
a Jew, and not only a Jew, as is well known, by his origms. but is a Jew de
termined as logos mesites on the basis of a Jewish appropriation (Philo) of 
the Greek logos, a zoological Jew, since he is a Jew who unites in his person, 
as son of God, both logos and zoe. And he is zoological not only because of 
the sacrificial lamb, because of the Paschal lamb of the Jews or the mystical 
lamb that erases the sins of tilt.' world. So it is also in this sense that -unit-
ing in one and the same body, or one and the same concept, logos and the life 
of the living, logos and z6E - a zoo-logy or a logo-z6ey imposes itself. It will, 
according to Heidegger, have imposed its authority. even its sovereignty, 
its hegemonic predominance both over the originary interpretation of the 
G reek logos and over the Aristotelian definition of man as logon zOon ekhon, 
the animal that has the logos. As for him, Christ, qua man, nOl only has the 
logos; he is the logos. Incarnate. He incarnates the logos that he has. 

These statements of Heidegger's, like the Introduction to Metaphysics, 
date from 1935, from courses given in Freiburg. About [en years later, af
ter the war, in 1946, in the Letter Otl Human ism, we find the same view on 
the subject of the allimal rationale or the zOon logon ekhon, but this time 
the critique of the biologism-denounced by name (Biologismus)-that 
Heidegger associates with it, doubtless has a political signification (and this 
is not the first time that Heidegger attacks biologism, which is an at least 
indirect and virtual critique of something in Nazism); but this indicates, 
most importantly, that Heidegger, whom one call hardly suspect oflack of 
interest for the resources and rules of the Greek language, does not place 
between bios and zoe the alTtight fromier along which Agamben constructs 
his whole discourse. Before returning to Foucault and Agamben, then fi
nally to Aristotle, let's read a few passages from the Letter 011 Humanism, I" 

and let's do so in two stages. 

19. Martin Heidegger./...ellrt" .fur l'hmnani,.,.u·, bilingual ed .. trans. and 1."(1. Roger Mu
nier (Paris: Aubier-Editions Montaigne, 1964); trans. Frank A. Capuzzi and J. Glenn 
Gray as /...eUn-on Humanism. in Martin Heidtggt"t": BllSic Wrmngs, eJ. David E Krell (New 



322 � TWELFTH SESSION 

428 I. First stage. Heideggc:r wants first of all to show that [he determina. 

tion of man as a rationol animol is insufficiently humanist. as it wc:re, that it 
misses the humanity of man. what is proper to man. And what thus misses 
the essc:nce of man is metaphysics. 

2. Second stage. Hc:ideggcr denounces the biologism, the biologistic reo 
duction of this definition of man. And thai means that the mct3physics of 
classical humanism. the metaphysics that is not humanistic enough. is. dc:ep 
down. the ally or accomplice ofbiologism and zoologism. 

Metaphysics docs not ask abom the truth of Being itself. Nor docs It there· 
fore ask in what way the essence of man belongs to the truth of Bemg. 
Metaphysics has nOt only failed up to now to ask this question. the question 
is inaccessible to mel:1physics as metaphysics !Die;t" Frugt" ist dn Ml'fuph)'Jik 
als A.f((uphysic IwzlIgiingltch I. Being is still waiting for the lime when it will 
become thought·provoking [denkwiirdig: worthy ofthouglul to man. Widl 
regard to the definition of man's essence, however one may determine Ihe 
ratio or theannllal and the reason of the living being. whether as a " faculty 
of principles" I Vel'mogt'll dt'1' Prinz/pien l or a "faculty of categories" I V .. "mO· 
g"l1 d.., Kaugoriell l, or in some other way, the essence of re:lson is :llways 
and in each case grounded in Ihis: for every apprehending of beings in their 
Being, Iking itsc1fis alr('ady illumined and comes 10 pass in its trUTh, So 
tOO with anima\. z60n. an interpr('tation of "life" is already posited which 
necessarily li('s in an interpretation of beings as zOi and physis, within which 
wh:u IS liYlIlg appears. Above and beyond e"erything else, however. it fi
nally rema1lls toask wh(.ther the essence ofman [dos lVescn des M ... ucn .. "1  

primordially and most decisively lies in the dimension of allimalitas a t  all 
1m dcr Oim�nsiOIl dcr ammalitasl. Are we really on the ri�ht track toward 
the eSS('nce of man as long as w(' set him off as one living creatur(' among 
mh('rs III comraSt to plams. beasts. and God? We can proceed in Ihat way: 

429 we can in such fashion locate man within being as one being among others. 
We will thereby always be able 10 state something correct about man. But 
w(' must be clear on this point. thaI when we do this we abandon man to the 
essential realm of alllmalitiJs 1m dell lVesensbereich dcr allimalitas 1 even if we 
do not equate him with beasts but attribute :l specific difference to him. In 
principle we are still thinking of homoanimalis-even when ammo lsoul l is 
posited as amll/us slVe mt'lIS lspirit or mind], and this in turn is later posited 
as subject. person or spiril lG�ist!. Such positing is the manner of metaphys' 
ics. But then the essence of m:ln is tOO little heeded and nor thought in its 
origin, the essential provenance that is alw:lYs the essential future for his· 

York: Harper �nd Row, 197i). pp. 193-.p. ITransbtor's note: I have made: the occa· 
sio031 \er)' shght modification 10 the transbtion to ensure cunsistency with lxrrida's 
commeotary.] 
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wrical mankind. Metaphy�ics thinks of /ll;m on the basis of animalitas and 
does not think in Ihe direction of his humamtas.lO 

And here is the passage that concerns the critique ofbiologism (one can say, 
without violation. Ihe critique ofbiopoliticism): 

Ek-sistence IEk-s/ilem:1 can be said only of the essence of man, that is, only 
of the human way "w be.� For as f.1T as our expcTlence shows. only m:ln is 
admined 10 the destiny of ek-stnencc. Therefore ek-sistence can also never 
be thought of as a specific kind ofli\'ing creature among OIhers-granted 
that man is destined 10 th ink the essence of his Being and not merely 10 give 
accounts of the nature 3nd hislOry of his constitution and activities. Thus 
evcn what we attribme to man as all/malitas on the basis of the comparison 
with "beast" is itself grounded in the essence of ek·sislcnce. The human 
Ix>dy is something essentially other than an animal organism IDa uib dt:s 
Mt:lIschm iSI ettvas lIlest:lIllicn and .. "es als .. ill liuiscnu Orgallimw.;]. Nor is 
the crror of biologism [Oi .. Ve"irmllg d<"S Biologismusl overcome by adjoin
ing:l soul 10 the human hody. a mind to the soul, and the existential to the 
mind. and then louder than before singing the praises of the mind-only 
to let e\'erything relapse into "life-experience," with a warning that think
ing by its inAexible concepts disrupts the flow of life and that thought of 
Being dislOTlS existence Ithere are many enemies lurking here . .  , I, The 
f.1Ct that physiology and physiological chemistry can scientific:llly investi
gate man as an organism is no proof thai 111 tillS "organic" thing, that is, in 
the body scientifically explallled. the essence of man consists. That has as 
linle \'alidity as the notion that the essence of n31ure has been disco\'ered 
in atomic energy. It could even be that nature, III the face she turns toward 
man's technical mastery. is simply concealing her essencc, Just as little as the 
essence of man consists in belllg an anunal organism can this insufficient 
definition of man's essence be overcome or ofTset by outfitting man with 
a immortal soul. the power of reason. or the character of a person. I n each 
instance essence is p.1ssed over, and p"used over on the basis of the same 
metaphysical projection.!1 

Here, of course, we're not getting into Hcidegger's discourse on the animal, 
on the beast that is wdtarm: that would require much more time, and I 
hope to do it next year. Heidegger's propositions that I was concerned to 
recall today so as to reconstitute a context, with :l view to approaching the 
opening of Aristotle's politics on man the political animal, arc propositions 
that :Ire quoted neither by Foucault (who pmctical1y never t:llks about Hei
degger, not even when he introduces his problem:ltic of biopower), nor by 

20. Ibid, pp. 53-57 [PP· 203-�1. 
21. Ibid., PP' 57-61 Ipp. 204-51. 
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Agamben. who, for his pan, knows Heidegger well and of course quotes 
him, but not at all as he should ha\'e done in this context, recalling at least 
Heidegger's two major texts-as well known as they are accessible-on 
these questions. E\en in the last panof Homo SoCt�r, even in the long nOte 10 

small print that I have already quO[ed and in which he declares in cavalier 
fashion that, I quote, "only when situated in the perspective of modern bio
politics does [the relation between Manin Heidegger and Nazisml take on 
its proper significance (and this is the very thing that both Heidegger's 3C
cusers and his defenders fail to do Ithis is a pure untruth, but no matterJ)"u 
or again when, as you remember. he is the first to discover that Uvinas was 
the first to " underline the analogies between this new ontological determi
nation of man Ion the basis of the 'hermeneutics of factical life (juklisch�! 
Leben)' [ and certain traits of the philosophy implicit in Hitlerism," weil, 
even there, even if he does quote the Introduction 10 Metaphysics, he d0Cs 
so only in order to bring out the fact that Heidegger's condemnation of a 
cerlain circubting image of the philosophy of N:ational Socialism actually 
attests, I quote, to "the essential proximity" of Heidegger and N:ational So
cialism.!! 

But on all the texts we have just read about the logos, about zoe, the zoo
logical interpretation of man, about metaphysics and technology and Chris
tianity as prevalent interpretations of logos and zOl, about the condemnl
tion ofbiologism, absolute silence from Agamben. I'm sure he knows these 
texts, even if he seems to have omitted them or needed to omit ,hem, as he 
well knows that he wouldn't have been me first to read them, which no 
doubt discouraged him from looking at  them again more closely. 

And yet it goes without saying [hat when Heidegger Otl th� Otl� hand 
condemns biologism (and clearly modern biologism). and on th� Qthu hand 
denounces as metaphysical and insufficiently questioning the zoologism of 
a definition of man as zoon logon �khon or, a fortiori, as ZOO" politikon, he is 
going exactly in the direction of this whole supposedly new configuration 
thl! Aglmben credits Foucault with having inaugurated, even if the sal11e 
Agamlx:n proposes to "reconsider" Foucault's "formulations" or to "corn
plete and correct"' his theses. 

So th:ll things are clear, I recall two things: 

I .  That, :as always- I  shall quote him ill a momelll-Foucault makes not 
the slightest allusion to Heidegger: 

11. Agallllxn. Homo SaUl', p. 150. 
13. Ibid .. PI" 164--66. 
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2. That Ag:amben. who in these pages docs not name Heidegger eimer, 
said the following about Foucault, which I quoted a momelll ago bOl 
I belie"e needs to be read again: "In Foucault's statement according [0 
which man was. for Arismile, a 'living anim:al with the additional ca
pacity for political existence' It is therefore precisely the meaning of this 
'additional capacity' that must be underSlood as problematic:"24 

Two pages later, ),ou remember, Agamben goes further than "reconsid
ering"; he says "corrected and completed"; 

The Foucallidian thesis will then hal'c to be corr«tcd or, at least. com
pleted [this is not at all the same thing, as we were sayIng, but let's passOIer 
this strategy or this rhetoric ], in the: sense that what characterizes modern 
politics is not so much the inclusion of ziij III the polis � which is. in it
self, absolUlcly :lncient-nor simply the fan that life as such becomes a 
principnl object of the projeclUlI1s and c:l\culaltons of State power. Instead 
the decisive fact is thM, together with the process by which the exception 
everywhere becomes the rule, the realm of bnre life-which is originally 
situated atthe n1:lrgins of the polaic:11 order -gr<ldllally begins to coincide 
with the politic:l1 realm, :H1d excluslun :lnd inclUSIOn, outside nnd inside, 
bIOS and z6f, right and fact, enter I!1tO a zone of irreducible indistinction.!'I 

The whole difficuhy depends 011 the fact that Agamocn wants absolutely 
to define the specificity of modern politics or hiopoli[ics (which Foucault 
makes his [heme at [he end of Th� Will 10 K"otu/�dg� and at least the pos
sibility of which Heidegger, let's 5.1Y, didn't fail to think), Agamben wants 
absolutdr to define this specificity by putting his money on the concept of 
"bare life;' which he identifies with zoE, in opposition to bios. It is even 
this specificity that Foucault, who died too soon, supposedly missed. And 
already in the expression "biopolitics:' to which Agamben would no doubt 
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ha\'e preferred "zoopolitics." Agamben writes: "Foucault·s death kept him 4JJ 
from showrng how he would have developed the concept and stud)' of 
biopolitics" \which Ag:lmben does by adding or exploring developments 
missed by Foucault]. Agamben continues: 

In any case, however, the entry of z6f IIno the sphere of the polis � the po
liticization of bnre life as such-con�tillltes th� d�cisn'� (,lIent of mOOr-mity 
and signals a r:adical trnnsformalion of the politie:al-philosophical catego
ries of cbssical thought. It is e\'en likely thm if politics tod:ay seems to be 

1-4. lhid .. p. 7. 
15· Ih,d., ". 9· 
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passing through a lasting eclipse, It is because JXliitic5 has r;li!cd to reckon 
wilh lhis foundational r/lent of modrmity.lb 

I rcpeat or parapbr:lse, in Agamben's own words: politics is subject today to 
a lasting eclipse. he says. but we don't know whether it's politics (the thing, 
political life. political history) or the discourse on politics; and if politics is 
today subject to a lasting edipse (bul lasting since when, until when?), it's 
only "probable:' says Agamben, and due to what? Well, to a forgetting. 
Politics (the political thing or the thinking of politics) has forgonen. What? 
" The fOlLnding evem of modernity:' namely what founds mO(lern politics 
and what politics has forgotten. Now what does this founding cvent consist 
in? In, I quote again, "the introduction of ziJe" [audaciously [[anslated as 
" bare life," and therefore life without qu:dities, without qualification, the 
pure and simple bct ofliving and of not being dcad, "life as merely life," as 
the stubborn people mocked by I-Ieidegger were saying: ''Den J:'igensinnigell 
ist l..ebnl lllll' l....eben·'}-Inow wh;)t does this founding e\"Cnt consist in? In, 
and I qUOTe again, "",he int roduction of ziJe] into the sphere of the polis." 

To show this, Agaml>cn is required to demonstrate that the difference 
between �oe ;)nd bios is absolutely rigorous, alre:ldy in Aristotle. Can he do 
this? Before proceeding down this path. I should like to take a precaution. 
My questions Or my reservations here. whe1her dlTected toward Foucault 
or, more prt:cisely here, toward Agamben, don't mean th:ll I h;)ve no inter
est in anything that could be called a specificity in the relations between Ihe 
living being and politics, in what these authors so calmly call ·'modernity." 
New things are certainly happening in this respect today. 

As they always are, aren't they? 
No, my doubts and my dissatisfactions concern the concepts or the con

cept ual str;ltegies relied 00 in order to analyze and characterize these novel
ties. I don't believe, for example, that the distinction between bios and o,:,oe is 
a reliable and effective instrument, sufficientl y sharp and, to usc Agamben's 
language, which is not mine here, sufficiently deep to get to the depth of 
this "[so-c:lliedl founding e\ en\." Nor that the category of forgetting is suf
ficiently pertinem here for a more or less competent philologist, capable 
of seeing the difference between bio .. and zoe, to reaw:lken politics to itself 
today and make it come Out of its oblivion or its sleep, The more so in that 
said philologi.�t must repeatedly recognize that not only did Aristotle, many 
centuries ago, talk of 0,:,0011 palitikon (and that the " plus": zoon + politikfm is, 
as we shall see ill a moment. a very fragile threshold). but that sometimes. 

26. Ihid., p. 4. 
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and I recalled earlier an example to do with God, zoe designates a life that 
is qualified, and not "bare," 

Everything is at stake here, since we do have to return to Aristotle's Poli
tics. which undeniably defines man aspolitikOfl z&m-everything is at Slake, 
then, between two often indiscernible ways of interpreting the mode of at
tribution of politikoll to zOOn. Agamben intends to make a distinction be
tween "politiko,," as an "attribute of the living being as such," and what he 
calls "the specific difference that determines the genus �Oon." I'll quote first 
and we shall see bter that not only is this difference between "anributc" 
and "specific difference" difficult to identify, but that there exists what I 
shall call a first or third reading that renders all these hypotheses even more 
fragile. 

After having declared in the opening lines of his book: 

The Greeks had no single term to express what we mean by the word "'life:' 
They used two terms that, although !raceabl\: to a common uymological 
root Iwhat is more! !. are semantically and morphologically distinct: zoe, 
which expressed the simple ract oflivlIlg common to all living beings (ani
mals, men or gods), and bios, which indicated the form or way of living 
proper to an individual or a group:" 

Having said that, then, then recognized :l first exception (i.e. precisely the 
"zoe ariste kai aidios," the noble and eternal life of God, the second excep
tion being oone other, basically, than Aristotle'szoon politikon, we're getting 
there), Agambcn must also, on the following page, pause before what this 
time, theo, looks like a major exception to the rule he has just Slated, namely 
A ristot le's politikon zoon: i.e. a zoe that is qualified and nOt b:lre. 

Here the choice is a tough one: you must either demonstrate, which is 
indeed what Agamben would like to do, that there is a tenable distinction 
between an attribute and a specific difference (it isn't e:lsy, J think it's even 
impossible), or dse admit (which Agambeo doesn't want to do at any price, 
because it would ruin all the origin:llily and supposed priority of what he 
is saying) that Aristotle alre:ldy had in view, had already in his own way 
thought, the possibility that politics, politicity. could, in certain cases, that of 
man, qualify or even take hold of bare life (zoe), and therefore that Aristotle 
might already have apprehended or formalized, in his own way, what Fou
cault and Agamben attribute to modern specificity. Which would explain 
why both oflhem, Fouc1U1t and Agambcn, like e\'eryone else, have to quote 
this bit of Aristotle and get embroiled in reading this enigmatic passage. 

27. Ibid., p. I .  
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And Agamben begins with an " It is true tlh:1\": " I t  is tru<= that in :1 fa
mous passag<= . . .  ," which looks like a concc:ssicon, a concession that actually 
would ruin e\-erything he is saying: but he will ... "ithdraw the concession and 
put his money on this subtle and in my \'iew u.,tenable distinction between 

"auribute of the Iwing being" and "specific d i  fTerence that determines the 
genus z60n," ;.<=. the same living being. How, I ask you, can you distinguish 

between "attribute of the living being," and "the s�ific difference that de

termines the genus zOon,":t i.e. the same living being? Agamben writes this 

at the moment when he really is compelled to recognize that there IS some 

non-bare zOi, as it were (J am going to read a long passage that diagnoses 

both the merits and the insufficiencies ofFouc�ult as well as of Arendt. and 

I shall then content myself with two observations): 

It is true that in a famous passage of the 5.1me 'work, Aristotle defines man 

as a politikon ZOOIl (Polilics, 1253a, 4). Bm hat':: (aside from the facI that in 
Attic Greek the \'erb biomJi is practically neve r used in the prescnt tense). 
"political" is nO! an attribme of the living being as such, but rlther a spe
cific difference that determines the genus 'Z60n_ (Only a lillie later, after all, 
human politics is distinguished from that of other living beings m that it is 
founded, through l supplement of politicity tied to language, on;[ commu
nity not simply of the pleasant and the painful out of the goocl and tbe enl 
and oftbe just and the unjusL) 

f\.lichei Foucault refers to this \ery definitiion when. at the end of the 
first \olume of Th� HiJlory of Sexttabty, he summarizes the process by 
which, at the threshold of the modern era, natural life begins to be: IIlcluded 
in the mechanisms and calculations of Stale pcwer, and politics turns mlO 
blopolitu:s. �For millennia," he writes, "man rCl"nained what be was for Ar-
15101Ie: a li\ing animal with the additional c.1pacitv for political existence; 
modern man is an animal whose politics calls his existence <IS a Ji\ mg bemg 
into question." (&1 ro/on/i, p. 188)� 

According 10 Foucault. a society's �threshold of biological moderlllty" 
is silUat�1 :It the point at which the species arui the individual as a sllllple 
livmg Ixxly become wh<lt is at stake in a sociel:Y's political sHategies. After 
'977, tbe courses altbe ColI�ge de France s tart to focus on the passlge from 
the "termorill State" to the "Slate of populatic:m" lnd on the resultlllg in
crease in imporllnce of the nalion's health ;lIld biological life as l problem 

28. Ibid., p. 2. 
29. f\.[lchcl Foucault, UJ volant; dl' J<J/KJ1r (Paris: G3[Jimard, 1976), p. 188: trln5_ Rob· 

er! Hurley as Tht NOIQ,)' of &xflal,t)', vol. I: An {,rfrod,IClwn (New York: p;lIl1heon 
Rooks, (978). p. I.+]. 
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of wvereign power, which is then gradullly transformed inlO a Hgovern_ 
ment of men.H�1 "What follows is a kllld oflxSlialization of man achieved 
through the most wphisticated political techniques. [This is literally Hei
degger.J For the first time in lustory, the possibilities of the social sciences 
are made known. and at once it becomes possible both to protect life and 437 
to authorize a holocausLH In p."Hticubr, the de\'c!opmem and triumph of 
capitalism would not have been possible, from this perspecti\'e. without the 
disciplinary control achieved by Ihe new bio-power. which. through a series 
of appropriate technologies, SO to speak created the "docile bodies" that it 
needed. [What bothers me is not the idea lhat there should be a "new bio-
power;' but that what is "new" iJ b,o-\Xlwer: nOlthe idel that there is some-

thing new within bio-power, which I belie\e. but lhe idea that bio-power iJ 
wmething new . . .  [ 

Almost twenty years before 1"hl' Hi;lOIY ofS�xllality (always Agamben's 
concern to know who came first . . .  J. Hannah Arendt had already ana
lyzed the process that brings homo laOOra"J - and with it, biological life as 
such-gradually to occupy the very center of the political scene of moder
nity. In Thl' Human COllditiOIl, Arendt attributes the transformation and 
decadence of the political realm in modern societies to this very primacy 
of natural life over \Xllitieal action Jshe was not without ha\'ing read some 
Heidegger J. Thlt FOllcault WlS able to be:gin bis study ofbiopolitics witb no 
reference to Arendt's work (which remains, even tooay, practically without 
continuation) bears witness to the difficulties and resistances that thinking 
had to encounter in this area. And II is most likely these very difficulties 
that account for the curious faci that Arendt establishes no connection be
tween her research in Th� Human COl/d,t/on and the penetrating analyses 
she had previously devoted 10 totalitarian power (in which a biopolilical 
perspecti\'e is altogether lacking). and thlt Foucault, in just as striking a 

fashion. ne\'er dwelt on the exempbry places of mtXIern biopolitics: Ihe 
concentration camp and the Structure of the great totalitarian states of the 
twentieth century [which is, liler:.lly. fllse1.11 

Two really quite simple observations: 
I. First ohsuvation, First of all a logical-type observation. I see no dear 

or necessary difference in this case bet ween "attribute of the living creature 
as such," and "specific difference that determines the genus 'loon:' Aristotle 438 
might very well ha\'C said, and in my opinion certainly did say, that "the at-

3o. ITransbtor·s not�:l MIchel rouclult. DItJ f!1 mIlS. 4 \ols. (paris: Gallimard. 1994) 
[reprinted III � \'ols .. looll, 3719 127191. 

31. Agamlxn. HamvSUc ..... , pp. 2-4' Derrida"s underlinings. 
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tribute of the living being as such" (and thus ofb.1re life. as Ag:unben would 
uy), the 3t1ribute ofthe bare life ofth� being call�d man is political, and that 
is his specific difference. The specific difference or the anributc of man's liv
ing, in his life as a living being, in his bare life, if you will, is 10 be political. 
Foucault's "with the additional cap<lcity" indeed echoes this when he says, 
seeming to oppo� with an "in question·' two possibilities that I for my p,an 
find to be: perfectly reciprocal or reciprocable or complementary: IRe-quote 
the whole of Agamlxn's p.uagraph quoting FoucaultJ '·For millennia man 
remained what he was for Aristotle: a living animal with thi: additiolJal ca
pacity for political existence; modern man is an animal whose politics calls 
his existence as a living being into question:'l! 

2. Suofld ohSi:rvatiOll. Once again, I am not s,aying that nothing new is 
happening "today" (incidentally, when does "today·' start, or modernity?). 
I am not saying that nothing new is happening "today" in these domams: 
that would be stupid. Toohcu, if you like. And if Agamben thinks that any
body is ready to say that nothing m:w is happening in these domains. then 
he must feel that he is surrounded by a 1m ofidiolS, who arc more hbu and 
more blind than is possible. So I am not saying that there is no "new bio
power," I am suggesting that "bio-power" itsclf is not new. There are in
credible novelties in biD-power, but bio-power or zoo-power arc not new, 

\Vhat surprises me most, incidentally, and constantly disconcerts me in 
Agamlxn's argumentation and rhetoric, is that he clearly recognizes what I 
have just said, namely that biopolitics is an arch-ancient thing (even if today 
it has new means and new structures). It is an arch-ancient thing and bound 
up with the very idea of sovereignty. But then, i f  one recognizes this. why 
all the effort to pretend to wake politics up to something that is suppos
edly, I quote, "the decisive e\'ent of modernity'·? I n  truth, Agamben, giving 
nothing up, like the unconscious, wants 10 be twice first, the first to sec and 
announce, and the first to remind: he wants oolh to be the first to announce 
an unprecedented and new thing, what he calls this "deciSIve event of mo
dernity," and also to be the first to recall that in fact it's always been like 
Ihat, from time immemorial. He is the first to tell us two things in one: it's 
just happened for the first time, you ain't seen nothing yet, but nor have you 
seen, I'm telling you for the first time, rhat it dates from year zero. Listen: 

Although the existence of such a line of thinking seems to be logically un
plicit in Foucualt's work, it remains a blind spot [poor Foucault! lie never 
had such a cruel admirer . . .  1 to rhe eye of the researcher, or rather some
thing like a v:mishmg point that the different perspectival lines of Fou-

3::1· Foucault. U. IIOlcmtlde sulIOlf. p. 188 1Hmo,) of�:mal"y, p. 1431. 
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cault's inquiry (and, more gene rail),. of the entire Western reRection on 
power) converge toward witholll reachlllg, 

The present inqUIry concerns precisel) this hidden point of intersection 
between the juridico-ill5tl1utional and the blOpolitical models of power. 
What this work has had to record among liS likely conclusions is precisely 
that the twO analyses cannot be separated, and lhal the inclusion of bare life 
in the political realm constitutes the original-if concealed-nucleus of 
sovereign power. It cun eWtI bt- saId Ihut the proJUCIIOII of u biopolilicul bod) 
/s the orlgmal act",i/), of sot'Creign potwr, In thIS sense. biopolitics is at least as 
old as the so\'ereign except1()n. Placlllg biological life al the center of il5 cal
culations, the modern State thcrdorc d()(:s nmhing other than bring to light 
the secret tic ul11ung power and b.1r� life, thereby r�affirming the bond 
(derived from a tenacious correspond<:n<:� between the modern and the ar
chaic which onc elKounrcrs 111 the most diverse spheres) between modern 
power and the mUSt immemorial of th�arl"a1l<t imperll.1I 

Why so much emphasis on [he detail of these texts, in this case [hose of 
Agambcn and Foucault, Agarnben with or, more precisely, right up against 
Foucault. close up to him but paying him the homage of a multiple alld 

pressing objenion, Foucault whose theses should be, says Agamben whom 
1 quote again, '·reconsidered, corrected and completed '? 

If I emphasize them so much, it'� because these discourses are highly 
imeresting. first of all; they go to the heart of what mauers to us in this 
seminar: sovereign power, life and death. animality, etc. In Foucault, you 
should reread closely. among other things (as I did not so long ago, here and 
elsewhere,1< I don't want to go back 10 i( now) concerning sovereign power 
as power of life and death, in Ithe first volume of J Tht: History of&xuality, 
the lasl chapler, entitled " Rip:ht of Death and Power over Life."l\ That·s 
where YOll find the discourse on "the austere monarchy of sex";o that I tried 
to interrogate and interpret in RC's;Jlall(,u r'To Do Justice to Freud")F and 

33. Ibid .. p. 6. 
34. � among other p[;,ccs the: first session (December 8, 1999) of the seminar on 

the Death Penalty (1999-2000), in which Derrida commcnu Oil Foucauh's DisC/plill� 
Ulld Pum,h. 

35, Michel Foucault, "Droit de: mon el pou\'oir sur In vic," 1ll LI tv/oml dl' ,avO/r, 

pp. 177-81 fHistory ojSt'zuuJ,ty, pp. q�--'.i91, 
36. IbId., p.::III Ip. 1591-
37. Jacques Derrida. "f:tre juste av�,< Freud:' in RlsIStOlIN'S - de fa psydulllul)'sl' (p'lris: 

Galilee, (996), pp_ 139. I.H n, ( luans. Pe,l.!gy Kamuf, Pasc.1e-Anne, and Michael N�as 
as "To Do lustic<�' to Freud," in Rmstunl'l's of"sych(�mulysis (Stanford: Stanford UIlIVU
sify Press, (988). pp. 70-118 (pp. 1 ,6-17. 1::17 n. 21)1. This texi firS! appeared in Pmser 
fa fobl': Emus sur Mlchl'l Prmcalllt, Aelr:s du XI' collO<luC de ]a Societe d·hisloire dc la 

44' 
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on an "analytic of s�xuality" that supposedly followed on from a "symbolic� 
of blood:' In pa�sin,g. Foucault declares that he "could have taken. :lt :J dif
ferent level. the example of the death penalty:'" So he docs !lot take it. but 
explains that, ifhc had. he would ha\'c related the decline of the death pen
alty 10 the progres) ofbiopolitics and a power that "gave itself the function 
of managing life:' Supposing that things arc this \Va}. and that some decline 
orthe death penally is principally [0 be explaim:d b} the new advent <of 
biopolitic5> (which FOUGluh dates to the end of the classical age) {which 
calls for anOlhcr discu£sion with Agamben as to the concept of lhr�sholJ, 
precisely, of what Agambcn. reft'rring to Foucault. ca1Js "the decisive event 
of modernity" or again the "founding event of modernity:' 11"1\ mg m mind 
above all the genocides of the twentieth century. the concentration camps 
and the Sho.1h)- [Supposing, I was s.1ying, that thin,gs arc this way, and 
that some decline of the death penahy is to he explained principally by the 
new advent <of biopolitics> (which Foucault dates to the end of tile clas
sical age)], we have to wonder what politico-juridical consequence should 
be drawn, and whether we should regret this decline of the death penalty. 
But above all-and this is my response to the question I JUSt asked ("Why 
so much emphasis on the detail of these texts, in Ihis case those of Agam
ben and Foucauh, Agambcn with or, more precisely, right up again�t Fou
cault . . .  ?")-occau)e they are \ery interesting. theM: texts. 1 rept:at . :md go 
to the heart of what matter!> to us here, but abo\ c: all occause the difficulties 
they encounter. the confusions and contradictions we have just ocen noting 
(for example. in the pretension to be Ihe first to dlscO\'er absolutely new. 
"decisive and foundallonal" e\'ents. e\'ems thaI at the same time are s.1id 
to be ageless and in fact "immemorial." etc.). all of those things compel us, 
and we have to be grateful to them for this. to reconsider, precIsely. a way of 
thinking hislOry. of doing history. of articulating a logic and a rhetortC onto 
a thinking of history or the event. 

flS)'chi:ltrie et dc: Ia psych�nalysc f2� nOlembre 1991) (paris: Galilee. 1\192). In this note. 
OI:rri (la refers to an unpllhll�hcd k<:llIrc entitled "Au-de[;) JII principe de pouvlllr" 

[Beyond the Power Principle I. prc'>Cntcd on the occasion of a hOOlage 10 Foucault or
ganized b) Thomas B" llOp .lI ,.,;C\\ York University in April 19116. The first two pagc5 
of thi� un]luhli�hed !eclurc ftypc...:npt "Au-del:'! du prin'ipc II" pouvoir." PIl. 8-9. l>cr
rida �rchi,e at I ,\01 EC. Caen) wc::re excnp!cd �nd enbrgcl! hy Ikrrida:u thc cnd ofh" 

hom:.gc to Foucault in Chaque loIS 1m/que, In fin dll monde. N. l'as.cale-A nne Brault :)nd 

!>.hchael Naa� (Pari): G;.lilec::. 20(3). PP' 118-20 [tr.lns. Brault .md Na�s as The W(mt, of 
Aloltrmng (;h" .• l,:o: Uni\ cr�lt) ofCh"Jgo Press. 2003). 1'1" 8f\--<}oJ. 

38. Foucault. La m/omi de .aIVII�. p . •  8, IJI,s/a'}' (JjSUUtl/'/). p. 1371. 
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To call into question not only the concern 10 periodil,e that takes such 
forms (a modernity abom which we don't know when it begins or ends, 
a classical age the effens of which are still perceptible. an Ancient Greece 
whose concepts arc more alive and surviving than ever, a supposed "de
cisive event of modernity" or "founding evcnt of modernity" which only 
reveals the immemorial. etc.)- IIO call into question this concern to peri-
odize that takes such forms I is not to rcduce the event ness or singularity of 442 
the event: on the contrary. Rather, I'm tempted to think that this singularity 
of the evem is all the more irreducible and confusing. as it should be. if we 
give up that linear history which remains, in spite or all the protests they 
would no doubt raise against this image, the common temptation of both 
Foucault and Agambcn (the modernity that comes after the classical age, 
the ep istemes that follow on from each other :.tnd render each other obso-
lete, Agamben who comes after Aristotle. etc.)-if we give up this linear 
history, the idea of a decisive and founding evcnt (especially if we try to 
rethink and reevaluate the enduring and apon:tic experience of what "deci-
sion" means in the logic of sovereign exception), if we give up the alterna-
tive of synchronic and diachronic, an alternative that remains presupposed 
in the texts we have just been reading. To gi\'e up the idea of a decisive 
and founding event is anything but to ignore:: the e::\,entness that marks and 
signs, in m}' view, what happens, precisely without any foundation or deci-
sion coming along to make it certain. Which explains, moreover-at !east 
a supplementary sign of what 1 am puning forward -that the texts from 
Aristotle's Politics, for example, or Bodin. or so many others. and texts that 
arc not always books of philosophy or political science, or even books at all, 
arc to be read. difficult as they may be 10 decipher, indispensable in all their 
abyssal stratifications. be they bookish or nOt, if we want to understand poli-
tics and its beyond, and e\'en the bio-powers or zoo-powers of what we call 
the modernity of "our time." 

The fact that thefe is neither simple di:lchronic succession nor simple 
synchronic simultaneity here (or that there:: is both at once), that there is nei
ther continuity of passage nor interruption or mere caesura, that the motirs 
of the passage of what passes and comes to pass [passt' t't st' pllsst'l in history 
belong neither to a solid foundation nor to a founding decision, that the 
passagc has no grounding ground and no indivisible line under it, requires 
us to rethink the very figure of the thl't'Jhold (ground. foundational solidity, 
limit between inside and outside, inclusion and exclusion, etc.). What the 
texts we have read call for is at least a greater vigilance as toour irrepressible 
desire ror the threshold, a threshold that iJ a threshold. a Single and solid 
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threshold. Perhaps there ne\'er is a threshold, any such threshold. Which is 
IXrhaps why we remain on it and risk staying on the threshold for ever. 

The abyss is not the bouom, the originary ground (Urgnmd). of COurse, 
nor the bonomless depth (UngrwJd) of some hidden ba�e. 

The abyss, if there is an abyss, is that there is more than one ground [solI. 
more than one solid, and more than one single threshold [plus d'un st:u/ 

leI/iiI, 
More than a single single; no more a single singlt�.J� 
That's where we are. 
Next time: Aristotle and the Bible (Genesis and No.1h), and discussion. 

39. �Plus (rUn scul sc:ul� In the typescript. 
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March 27. 2002 

. . .  we spoke abom the threshold last time, and we really stayed on the 
threshold.! 

[ noticed, if you'll allow me to confide in you something about the way J 

work or let myself get worked on. that in preparation for the first session of 
this seminar I had begun to develop something on my computer. and then 
I thought that before reaching that point (I'll tell you what point in a mo
ment). we really would need a protocol, some premises, a detour, and, from 
week to week, on my computer, these few pages that should have been at 
the beginning found themselves at the end of each session, and I never got 
to them, and so I still haven't said what I thought I W3S going to say as the 
first sentences of the first session. I t  was (1"11 501Y a word about it in  a mo
ment) a reading of Genesis and the moment of creation, the naming of the' 
first words and then also what it means to commence, command, recom- 446 
mend, recommence. and some questions of syntax and authority at play in 
such an initiative, 

T(l(lay, as promised, we are going to devote a good part of the session 
to discussion. And we will, but if you will permit me, J'd like to introduce 
that discussion by offering you. not a summary. which would be absurd 
and impossible, but a few reflections that try to pull iogether some things 

I. Th,s thlrl�nth session corresponds to the twelfth in the type<Crlpt (5<:e "General 
Introduction to the French Ed1l10n" "oove, n. 4). In th,s final session of the year. Ocr, 
nda was expecting to t:,lk al)Oul Genesl�. as he had announced at Ihe end of the previous 
5<:ssion, and the typescript indeed contains a lung Cxtr;lCI from a lecture devoted tu [h,S 
subJecl. already published in Cummal aUlohiogrup/llqu<,. But 1x:cau5<: the 5<:�sion W;lS also 

10 Ix: dC\'otoo in pari to di.'iCu�s,on, he organiud the first. improvised pari differently 
and did not usc this text, merely telling his listeners how tu get hold of il (see nOle 17 
Ix:low). As with the ninth seSSIon. and for the same reasons, we do nOi here transcribe 
the discussion but only the improvi5Cd talk [hal pr«ede(1 it. 

:I. The \"uy opening words of the SC'SSion were nOI rc-corded. 
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that have become dispersed and fragmented throughout this year's seminar. 
these twelve sessions, because I'm aware, as arc you, no doubt, that when 
one improvises a discllssion. certain fundamental schemata, certain indis_ 
pensable outlines, appear more clearly than when one minutely prepares a 
text to be simply read. So I've chosen, in attempting this qU:lsi-conc1uding 
reflection as a kind of premise for the discussion that will follow. to mark, 
remark, and have you remark with me the fact that at bottom everything 
we have spoken about came down to problems of translation. Translation 
in a sense at once fundamental and diverse. Translation, first of all, because 
between animal and man-what is often called by these names, follow
ing distinctions received in an all-powerful and still living, surviving, tradi
tion-people speak of differences in manifestation, in significanon, in sig
nificance (I've often emphasized this, because it holds true from Descartes 
to Lacan, inclusive), and they oppose a logic of programmed reaction in the 
animal to a logic of free and sovereign responsibility in man. And between 
what is interpreted as reaction and what is interpreted as response, respon
sibility, or responsible response, what is at stake is, precisely, a translating 
interpretation-and every interpretation is a translation, It's in our way 
of translating what are called animal reactions that we believe ourselves 
able-but this is a risk of translation-to discern or trace a limit between 
animality and humanity, reactive animality and responsive or responsible 
humanity. It's a question of translation between languages. 

There's another dimension to this problematic of translation, and it con
cerns basically all the words we have used, many words, and in particular 
the fundamental, guiding words. starling with "animal" or "beast." I en
titled this seminar The Beast and the Sovereign because, in French, bere is not 
the same thing as "animal," and you will remember the fearsome problems 
of idiom we had to deal with when we had to distinguish bete from bestialiti 
and above all from b&ise, given that these are not necessarily characteristics 
of the animal. And you remember too that the word bitise, the French word 
berise, came up against impassable limits as to its translation, the word-for
word translation, the translation of the word, the vocable: there is no word 
in the world that tT:lnslates the French word berise. This, I think, we h3\'e 
shown. This means, among other things, that the way that we French or 
Francophones live, experience, practice, and put to work the word bite or 
the word bitise is each time conditioned by contextual systems such that, 
even in French, the word bitise IS not translatable from French into French: 
I use the ""'ord bitise in one sense in one context, and in another sense, with 

another connotation, with another performative effect, in another con
text-in other words, the word hitise is untranslatable from French into 
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French. It is untranslatable, i.e. it does not have:J fixed or univocal meaning 
or signified Lh:lt would allow us to say that we are speaking of the same bi
tise here and there, about one person or another, one action or another, one 
language or another. And the fact that the context (what we name with this 
somewhat facile word "context:' i.e. the pragmatic situation) determines in 
such a constraining fashion each time the meaning of the word bite or bi
tise-this fact means that between the language spoken by those men and 
women called French, and animal language, i.e. something commanded by 
complicated programs or wiring, there is no easily formalizable difference, 
This doesn't mean that we speak like beasts every time we use the word 
bitise, but that the privilege of the idiom-which can be the privilege of 
poetry, which can be the privilege, of course. as is always the ca�e with the 
idiom. the privilege of the unique event of language that i�. for example, 
termed "poetic" -this doesn't merely mean the poem. it also means :l cer
tain contamination by what we attribute to so-called reactive or reactional 
animality. 

So you see that this question of translation is very broadly overdeter
mining for all the problems we are discussing here. These are of COUTse, 
as I just pointed out. problems of translation 111 discurSIve language. dis
cursive praxis. what we call "human language," but already the circum
scription of what is called "hum;1ll language" becomes problematical for 
the reasons I have just given. But this is where we are gomg to encounter 
another problem of tlUlls/afio, of translation [de tlUnslation, de llUductioll], 
folding back on itself or folding and refolding this first lfanslation: this is 
that, when we tried to name animality in non-French languages. we en
countered words like bIOS and zoi, two ways of naming life with all the 
problems you remember, which we tried to deal with last week in reference 
to-using ;IS our prctext-Agamben's text: does the animal come under 
bios or :;oe? etc. And we namrally bounced back, as 10 language and as to 
this distinction between bios and zoi, as to the animal or human living be
ing, ontO the fundamental word logos-man defined as :;ikm logon ekholl, 

the animal, the living being possessed of logos. What does lhat tne'lIl? It 
has governed an enormous tradition. The whole tradition we aTe speak� 
ing about has been governed by this definition. the difficulties of which we 
were seeing last week, depending on whether one accepts or not Agamben's 
proposed distinction bel\vecn "cssential attribute" and "specific difference," 
a distinction that I found to be fragile. In any case, logos itse.lf, whcthcr 
one translates it as language, as is often done. as discourse, or as reason or 
else as calculalion, counting (that the word ratio will translate: reason as 
counting, as calculus), the word logos itself raised considerable issues when 
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it comes to transbtion. We got just a small idea of them, an idea al least, 
by followmg Heidegger's interpretation (itself a tr:ll1slating interpretation) 
when, even as he himself is protesting, proposing the deconstruction of the 
classical definition of man as z601l logon ekhon, as unimal ratiollale, he in� 
vites us to consider the fact that the Greek logos. the legein, which IS all at 
once saying, gathering, assembling. reading too (/egere comes from it), had 
been diverted from its meaning, which (as J-Ieidegger sees it) is what gath
ers, maintailllng opposites, contraries, by force, and :Ill this in an element 
where we are dealing with the ph}'iis that can't even be translated as nature. 
Another problem of translation: physis is not, for Heidegger. lIatura; phy
sis is everything that grows. phyein. what increases and in what increases, 
m the world or in being as physis, the logos plays, represents, precisely, a 
"force." and Heidegger insists on the force (recall words I emphasized last 
time, such as Herrschajt or Machsul/ung, which appeal precisely to a deploy
ment offorcc), a force of maintaining contraries together-well, that force, 
the sense of th:lt origmary force of the Creek legem (in Heraclitus, for ex
ample), has supposedly ocen diverted or occulted or per\'erted-so many 
possible interpretations-supposedly forgotten, In any case, for example, 
when John, John the E\angclisl, says that "in the beginning was the fo
gas," identified not with the Being ofheings, but with a particular entity, i.e. 
Christ, the mediator; when John. influenced by Philo the Jew, interpreting 
precisely logos as mediation, as mediator, translates, identifies the logos with 
Christ, and there tOO Heidegger talks of a Hnl"schajt, a Mac/JSullllng, I.e. an 
operation of sovereignty. of a force that comes to win Out over ;'Illother force. 
$0 we are dealing here, as to translative interpretation, w1th a translation 
that is not merely a peaceful dictionary-based or interlinguistic operation: 
it is an interpretive translation that brings with it the whole of culture, and 
which is not separable from historial movements in which all the forces of 
the world and the age are engaged. It is not a matter of philologists who de

cided all on their own to translate. to interpret logos as Christ, as mediator: it 
is the whole force ofbistory tbat is at work to produce this translation. And 

obviously, just as this translation occults, or forgets, or deforms, or corrupts, 
or perverts, according to J-1eidegger, the originary sense of logos, so, in the 
text by Aristotle that carries such authority, Aristotle's Politics (I"ll come [0 

450 it in a moment), that defines man as a ::;0011, as a living animal possessed of 
logos, there too the logos is no longer the originary logos, and this is what 
will give rise to the entire tr;ldition of ratiOnal man. man as rational animal, 

calculating animal, etc. So you see that what is at stake in translation cannot 
be limited to the great question that we are de;)ling with here, ·'the beast 
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and the sovereign," to the operation of lexicologists or academic semanti
cians or of literary traductology: it really IS the whole of the history of the 
Western world that is in play in  these operations of translation, and thus in 
the definition of the re\:lIions between the beast and the sovereign, since the 
relations between the beast and the soyereign are also relations between an 
animal, a z60n supposed to be without reason, and ;) ::;60n supposed to be ra
tional, the sovereign being posited as human, on the divine model, and as a 
human who naturally has reason. responsibility, etc. And so we are dealing 
with questions of translation that 3re absolutely determining, determining 
and difficult to determine, difficult to circumscribe: there are no limits, no 
frontiers that can contain these issues of Ira nslat ion. 

But before returning to a couple of texts that I wanted to look at quickly 
with you, so that the year wouldn't end without our having:1\ least looked 
at Aristotle's text (I had meant to last week but didn't manage it . . . ), I 
wanted to read to you a text I discovered a short while ago and that I regret 
not knowing when we invited so many wolves into our seminar. I\·e chosen 
to read this text, and J shall do so, because, let me recall briefly, you must 
have noticed that the historic;)l corpus, a particular historical corpus (this 
was not premeditated on my part, it happened to me during prepar:ltion 
and at the beginning of the year, I didn·t think that that was how it was 
going to be in December) imposed itself on us, on me, a historico-political 
corpus that to a large extem has been that of a French sequence-and J 
want to emphasize that we have had a French seminar (the sessions devoted 
to berise, to bestiality in Lacan and Deleuze, were French problems, the 
Frenchness of which had to be thought). Well, the historico-political corpus 
on the question of the sovereign that imposed itself on us and in any case on 
me was, bro:ldly speaking, that of a sequence that runs from the great age 
of French royalty, the "Grand Siede," and a liule before, up to the French 
Revolution, decapitation. the guillotine, the history of Capet, of LoUIS Ca
pet, and, whether directly or through Celan's "Meridian," it was always the 
question of the French Revolution that happened to the sovereign, to the 
absolute sovereign, to absolute monarchy, in France, at the time of the Rev
olmion, that concerned us, necC5sarily and inevitably. \-Yell, the interesting 
thing abom the text I 'm going to read to you is that it deals with the wolf 
from rhe point of view of French royalty-we spoke of the Dauphin. the 
Dauphin and the wolf-and to link it to a concept, or in any case to a word, 
which is that of translation, translatio. It's from a I.xxJk by Jean-Clet Martin, 
Osstwires: Anatomie du Moyen Age roman that I'd [ike to read to you-like 
lhe lasl day of grade school, just before vacation, when we were children, 

45' 
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they would read us stories for a break-I'm going to read you this text on 
the wolves and the king. It starts on p.1ge 163 ofOJSuuir�s, in a chapter called 

"A Political Hagiography": 

En�rything happens, as it were. between Reims, Laon, and Soissons. A sus
pended wing-beat that goes from Louis IV to Luuis VI. I lere a rare ancl pre
cious parenthesis opens in which \ery differem forces confront each other 
but lUrn indecisive on a line opposing Cluny to the bishoprics, king to lords 
I remember the opposition in which the word Douphill. alSO :ln umranslat
ably French word. which allies the dolphin tothe figure of the crown prince. 
in a sequence that had to do with the annexation of the Dauphinel,J the 
Peace of God to the SUle. 10 the Church. the saims to the popes. all accord
ing to a skein of nleraSlable (racks, perpelually 111 breach, a skein capahle 
of addressing the people. the evem-power of the people- lOj8. a year of 
revoll and insurr«tional jubilation-popular compositIOns about which 
Andre de Fleury tries to understand how "the mass ofunarmed people was 
able, like armed trOOp�, 10 sow fear among the warriors and scare them to 
such an extent that they Acd. ab:lndoning thcir ch;iteaux, before the humble 
rustic cohorts. as though before the most powerful of kings.''' How could 
that ha\'c been possible without the imercession of thc holy names and their 
relics, those names that the Capc:tians in turn were to confront in the form 
ohhe legend ofSaim r..larcoul? 

Between Reims and Laon. Laon and SoisS(lns, spreads the forest. There, 
in this triangle, the legend configures its desert. redistributing the tOpol of 
power that it is feudalizing in new relations. In this dark forest prowls a 
wolf without equalS [a wolf that we are adding. then, to our innumerable 
pack: here's one more . . .  [. Enormous [we're only dealing with enormous 
animals-remember Louis XlV's elephant-next year maybe we'll deal 
with smaller animals: this year it was the big onesl. An animal. Of cour�. 
an animal! But an animal whose name bttomes something else [this is the 
beginning of the translation], by designating a heterogeneous multiplicity, 
a procedure that with Abelard we thought of as a chimera. h is this shad
owy wolf, both animal and S)'mptom, astride [a wolf on horseback!1 forests 
and towns, which he protects by spreading his disease. an animal that King 
Louis [one of the Louis, one of the many we have talked about] will can· 
front. at the end of the summer of 954, an animal in which the other Louis 

j. (Translator's notc;] The interpolation In squar� bra�k�ts is symactlGl.lly incom
plete in the French ediuon. 

-I. Sec: Andre de Fleury. M,rudN a� 1iI;,,1 Broorr. cited by Georges Duby in us lrol.l 
oraTes, ou "'magma;"aufloJalmn� (paris: Gallimard, (978), p. 131. 

5· This episode of the wolf and the ktng is recounted by Flodo.u(. See Us lumotes tk 
FtoJoart. cd. Philippe Lauer (Paris: LCJ Belles Lc:mcJ. 1906), p. Ij8. 
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win be announced. de\'ined by Arnoul right on his fantastic shadow. This 
is the same Wolf [with a capi tal lc[ter nowl lhat will unseat Louis IV and 
cause the birth of Louis VI, after a chaotic paremhesis in which all possibili
ties show up. freed from the mesh or the screen of the 5t:lte. 

On the basis of the description by Canon Flodoan. the wolf in question 
is far from reducible to the mere presence of an animal. It is a transla
tion of a wolfltranslatlOll againl, the ethos on which it branclJes OUt de
fining a set of similarities, a series of variables that he 1mb up again like 
the stained-glass window in Poi tiers. where movc:ments-spaces capable 
uf conserving the greatest distances, of respecting theIr respective anato
mies, arc articulated together. Wolf rises up lIke a shadow, like a wolf, 
something extendIng its name toward incommensurable meanings [trans
lation of wolf "extending its name toward incommensurable meanings": 
the wolf in translation, then. in trails/ariD I juxtaposed in a SOrt of diagram. 
This name. the name "wolf." unfolds the diagram or the ramified volume 
according to which a rubric takes shape, a noncatcgorial rubric, since it 
bites [a rubric that bites! I illlO universes of similarity the topoi of which 453 
are not the same: a SCI-UP that will make possible Ihe configuration of 
the Capetian dynasty to the detriment of the last Carolingians, whom this 
name nC\'er stops cursing. designating thc illness Ihey are suffering [a war 
between two dynasties. basically I. 

Cursed by this enormous wolf, which unseats him. King Louis dies of 
an c1ephantiasic. elephantine affection-a lupullation that pullulates on 
the royal genealogy as a contagion called �Lupus Vulgaris." An illness that 
011 the threshold of the X II J< century will be designated by the simple word 
"wolr Iso "wolr is the name of an illness. as we already mentionedl. In 
short, from the wolf, whose terrifying shadow comes to cross the King's 
path, is detached a nominal simu\acrum lalso called a "species" . . .  [ capable 
of describing the royal illness, a statement that the becoming of the name 
disperses according to an �thos in which can be distributed similarities that, 
not belonging to the same topas. necessarily bifurcate. Which is why, horla� 

Iso it's the outlaw. the hor/a, and you recall that the werewolf-we were 
talking about it in the early sessions-is thehar/a.lhe outlaw that, like the 
sovereign. makes the law from a place external to the law that is outside 
the law, and you remember that in English /ollp-garou lin Rousseau I is 
translated by "outlaw''!. the lIame escapes, fibers out IntO similar echoes. 
caught up in other conditions of space and time. Then there arc gatherings 
of discordances as remote as those that separate from animal tuberculosis 
the animal, the saint, the landscape whose contour and drunken diagonal 
it marks. 

6.ITranslator's nOle:1 This IS a reference 10 Maupassan!'s famous horror story �Le 
Horla." 
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Marcwulf, the wolf from the fore51, defines <l nominal complex, a dIf
ferently or;enr:lble, modulable, plank or Plaint. a plancf14s on which illness 
diffuses, carrying off the last Carolingians. But this plaint is also the sur
face on which the people begins 10 pullulate, of the legend Ihal can'es it 
up and feudalizes it to make a place for the Capelian king. The wolf, the 
king, the saini will then be incorporated lincorporation of the beast and 
the sovereignl lnto a set-up in which each term will express a function 
that the other feudalizes according ro a new function. Peudality is here 
the inde" of a multiple.subjection funnion. an assemblage that [he name 
"Marcwulr' delimits and individualizes much bener that Ihe ceremony of 
the consecr:lIion, unable to account for the process of suhjectiv:ltlOn c;!pable 
of inscribing the saint and the king. the king and the wolf into one and the 
same heterotopic nhos. 

Marcwulf, the "wolf of the marches" I"march� ill the sense of limit, or 
limen, fromierl. the processual wolf, designates this popular chimera that 

the people constantly celebrates as Ihe machination of its own consistency, 
an (mimal sent from the people like the leitmotu'! of a social crystallography, 
a motif capahle of configuring the forces that trawrse it and that relaunch 
themselves as (I multiform, thaumaturgical king Iremember the thauma
turgical kings we mentioned when we were reading M:lrin, and in connec
tion with K;IIl\orowicz's King's 7iuo Bodi�s, precedcd by Marc Bloch's book 
us TOts rhllllmarll1gNI. A king who. morcover, depends more on the: saint 
and the wolf, to whom he win be like a \·assal. than on the foundational 
consecration conceived of as a sticking point, a block:lge ofdubbings. There 
is of course: no doubt Ihal [he consecration, the ceremony of in\·estiwre. suc
ceeded in Ihe end In laking hold of the feudal machine to make it IntO that 
state app.1Tatus magnified by AdallX:ron, a royalty allied to the pope :lncl lO 
the reformed Church hhis isof course a huge story . . .  I'm reading fast and 
you'd need to read the whole bookl. But the fact thaI the confrontation of 
Ihe: feudal machine be abolished in the mesh of power knottcd \'erticall) 
around a centralized state docs not prevent that fact th:lt there was a con· 
fronl3tion. a suspension of political singulanties, in thc IXlssage from the 
C:lrolingians to the Capetian dynasty.1 

I'll finish my quotation here. You can see clearl>' that it's also about a conflict 
for sovereignty between twO dynasties, with the sta ke Ixing the afti rlllation 
of a state sovereignty on the basis of feudal structures, a war between lords 
and king. I especially wanttd to read you Ihis text, nOt only because of the 
wolves and the Capetians and the Carolingians, hut also because wh:II'S go
ing on here is a translating operation, rhetorical, metonymical. a force that 
displaces names, and therec tOO, in a sense. it's abom logos. What I want to 

7. Jean-elel Marlin, OJiWJm'J: Anaromit' du ,\IV}'ffl Agt' roman (Pans: Payol. 1995), 
pp. 163-65. 
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s,ay very quickly about logos is this: at bottom, what one might call-what 
I myself have long cal1ed- " Iogocentrism," preCisely. which in my usage 
has always design:Hed a forced hegemony: a forcing, imposing a hegemony, 
does not only signify the authority of logos as speech. as language-that's 
already an interpretation-but also signifies an operation that is properly, 
I would say, in quotes, "European," which gathers tOgether biblical tradi
tions (we saw a certain passage from Philo the Jew to John the Evangelist) 
and then the philosophical tradition: broadl)' speaking the monotheistic 
religions, the Abrahamic religions, and philosophy. This logocentrism of 
the Abrahamic religions and of philosophy signifying not so much that the 
logos was simply the cemer of everything. but that it was in a situation, 
precisely, of sovereign hegemony. organizing everything on the basis of its 
forced translations. 

So, on that basis, I su,ggest two things for the twenty minutes or so we 
have !cft: first to have a quick look at logo! in AristOtle's Politics, in the fa
mous passage in which Aristol1e defines man :.lS ZOOfl logon ekhofl, and then, 
i f  we have time, a word about the Bibk, with which I meant to start at the 
very beginning. 

As I was saying very quickly last time, it's the very beginning of book I 
of the Politics. that's where it starts. and Aristotle is defining the polis, the 
state as a sort of community (koinonia), which, as a communit)" is consti
tuted with a view to a cerlain good. The stale is 3 communit), organized 
with a view to a g<KKl, agathon. One might s..1y that this agarhon is naturally 
sought, as a g<KKl, by e\'ery community, even an animal community. but 
what Aristotle announces from the start is that the stare as human commu
nity. as human koinoma, is org:lIlized with a \ lew to the g<KKl as so�reign 

good;� this is the standard translation, and of course the word translated as 

sovereign is. as you'll remember from when we were talking about Bodin, 
the word that is most often used 1Il Greek to designate sovereignty, kurio!: 

. . .  it is ob\ IOUS thaI all allll at a certain good and that precisely the sover

eign good lkuriotatoll. the sovereign good, the supreme goodl among all 
goods is the end of the community that is sovereign lkuriotatil among all 
Ithe community is b;l�ically sovereign O\'er all, and so Ihe notion of sov
ereignty is defined here, from the start. inscribed into the very concept of 
srale, polii, nnd communityl :lnd includes (III the others: the one called the 
City or Ihe political community it' koinonia t' pollflkil. ( I  252a)? 

8. Aristotle. Palit/cs. I.l lpa. 

9. ITrnmlator\ OOle:) Allhough I ha"e consult.:.:1 anu 10 .some extent followed the 
Jowett uanslatioo of AristOl:le's l'ollllCJ, In Ihe IIltereSl5 of consistency with Dcrrida's 
commentary I have quile of len (especially in these opemlljl: p:lssages) allered Ihe uall5la-
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Then, in the following par:lW:lph. he will define, precisely, what is called :l 
master or a king. a man of St:He: 

All those who imagHlc th:l1 :l M,l\e�man (or m;lgl�tr:lte). a kin,g, a he:td of 
household. :1 m:lster of �Ia\'e) Idl"Jpot1kol'l I arc identiC:lI. du not express them
sel\es corrt."Ctiy Iso he will disttnguish between th(' statesman lpolm/(fml, the 
king, Ih(' head of household. the slave-master; thOS(' who Imagine th:lt thes<: 
are th(' same th1llg. are Identiea1. :lre wrong. are nOl expressmg themsel\es 
correctiy, do not choose thclr word) weill; mdeed they see in each of these 
only a difTerence of degree .mrl not of kind: for example, if one ex('rcises 
authomy over a small Ilulnbcr, one is a master; if o\cr a greater number, 
a hC;ld of hou(ehold; if a still greater number, a St:Hesman or a king. 3S 
though tht're were no difTerence between a larg(' family and a small City 
lin mher words-and this is a tradition thai wilt run up until Schmitt, you 
must not un,lgme that th(' St:ltc IS simpl)' an enlarg('d famdy: so there IS a 
structural dlff<.'rcnce betwe('n a family cummunl1y and a state communttyl; 
as for Slatesman and king: if a man cxcrci�s power alone, he is a king; if 
on th(' contrary he exercises il following the nOflln of political scicnce, be
ing in tmn governor and gO\erned. he is a S tatesman. But this is nO! true. 
and whal I have to say ahout II will be obvious to anyone who examin('s the 
question following our normal method.lo 

There follows a methodological expose which tne�, which claims, to go 
back ex arkhls. to the beginning (the word arkhE. [ rec:lll. is the commence
ment and the commandment): "so it is in eX:lmining things dc\ clop from 
their origin [u arkhls] that n('r(' 3S elsewhere we can come to the beSI view 
of them." So lel's go b.1ck to th(' origin: 

457 In th(' first plac(' there must be a union of tho� who cannot exist without 
each OIher: namely, of male and female, that lhe rac(' rna)' continuc (and this 
is a union which is formed, not of delIberate purpose, but because. in com
mon with other animals nnd with plants. mankind ha\e (I natural desir(' 
to leave behind them an image of themselves) r in other words, generation 
and reproduction IS the proper of all ltnng beings, be they plants, animals, 

or humans], and of natural ruler and subject. that both may be preS<:fvcd 
(this is natural, by nature,phl/sell. For that which carl foresee by the exercise 
of mind is hy nature /still phl/st'd intended to be lord and master, and that 

which cfln with its body give effect to such for(,sight is a subject, and by 
nnture a slave; hence master and slave ha\'e th(' same interest. Now nature 
[always phuseil has distinguished between [he female and the slau'. For she 
is not niggardly, lik(' the smith who fashions the J.)clphian knife for many 

tion (S(lffi('tlme:s quite substantiall)') on the basis of the Fr('nch translation by Jean Au
bonnet (Paris: Le.s Belles LetHes. 199')' whl(;h Derrid3 i� using. 

10. Aristo!l(', Pa/i'll·i. !.L!5Ja 4-1j. 
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uses; she makes each Ihing for a single use [ . . .  ]. But among barbarians no 
distinction IS made betwee:n women and slaves, because there IS no natural 
ruler among them li.e. neither wonWI1 nor slave has wha: natur;llly rules]: 
they arc a community of slaves, male and female. �Vh�

.
rcfo�e: the poetS say, 

"It is meet thaI Hellenes should rule over barbanans : as If they thought 
that the barbarian and the slav(' were by nalure one. 

Out of these twO relationships between man and woman. master and 
slave th(' fim thing to arise 15 the family !I'm re:lding radler fast to com(' 
on q�icker to the:zOoll logon �k.hml]. and I lesiod is right when he say�, "First 
house and wife and ox for the plough," for the ox is the poor man s sla\e. 
The family i� the association (,stablished by nature for the supply of men's 
everyday wantS, and the members of II arc called by Charondas "compan
ions of the cupboord," and by Epilnenides the Cretan. "companions of

.
the 

Illanger.� BUI when SC"cral families are uniled, and th(' association alms 
at something more Ihan the supply of daily needs, th(' first sociefY to be 
formed is the village. And the most nfltural form of th(' village appears to 
be Ihat of a colony from the family, composed of the children and grand
children. who are said to be sueklt.-d " w;th Ihe same milk." And this is the 
reason why Hellenic states were originally governed by kings: because th(' 458 
Hellenes "'erc under royal rule before Ihey came together. as the barbarians 
still ar('. Ev('ry famil), is ruled by Ihe eldest, and therefore in the colonies of 
the family th(' ktngly form of government pre\ailecl because they were of 
the same blood. As Homer says lelc.i." 

And this is where we comc to things thaI are decisive for us: 

The community born of scver3l Villages is the City, perfect, now reaching, 
as it were. the: l('vel of complete self-sufficiency laurarkela, Independence, 
then, the faCI of commanding ones<:lf, fO hav(' its own arkhl within itself]: 
being formed 10 permit life [here, it's ;:;�n, Ihe verb for zoon, the 

.
f�ct ofli\

ing), it exists in or{ler to allow one to titlr well [eu zcn: so a pol meal com
munity, a city, has as its aim to lIVe well (ell zEn). And so it's from this t�u

.
th, 

as it were this essence ofthepoll$ that t\nstode will go on 10 the defimtlOn 
of man a; h(' who, precisely, has the logw.1 This is why eve:ry cit)' exists 
naturally [still plmsel], just like Ihe first communities; it IS mdttd. their end, 
and the nature of a thing is its end; beeau� what we call the nalllr(' of each 

thing is what i! is when its growth is complete, for example, a man, a hor�, 
or a family. What is more, the finnl cause and the en!j i) what is best; now to 
he self-sufficient (uwarkeia) is bOth �n end and what is bestY 

That's the ontological definition of sovereignty, namely th:lt it's better
since w("re trytng to liv(' well (ell z�n)-to li\'e i n  autarchy. i.e. having in 

I I. Ibid., 1251(1 17-1251b 22. 
12. Ibid., 1252h 17-12533 4· 
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ourselves our principle. hanng In oursclves our commencement and our 
commandment, is better Ihal the contrary; " the final cau� and the I:nd is 
what is best: now to 1)(: sdf-sufficient «(llIlarketa) is both an end and what IS 

best:' From which will (olio\\' the definition, which is basically essential and 
Ilt:cessary, of sO\'crcignty: the sovereign is one who has hi� end in himself or 
is the end of everything. 

So now, after these prcmi�cs, here is the fund:unent:ll canonical text 
around which, you recall. the di�cussions and disagrccmcnt� begin. You re
member Agamben's interpret.uion that we discussed, HcidcS!gcr's interprc_ 
1:llion that puts inm question this vcrr definition of man 3szikm legoll /"kholl, 
which he sars is unworthy of the humanity of man, not ani), in that it is a 
"zoological" definition, s:lys I leidegger, not onl)' because one attributes the 
logos to this ZOofl, but becallse one surreptitiousl), neglects :'In interpretation 
of the logo; that is itself :lln:ady contestable according to Heidegger. What 
is <to be noted> (I sny this in parentheses because it is also :'l plnce or a field 
that I had hoped to gt't into this year, but we didn't have time. :'Ind I hope to 
corne: back w it next year) is that Heidcgger, from this poilll of vicw, is both 
breaking with the tradition, which he wants to deconstruct in his manner, 
tht' tradition of a certam met:lphysical humanism that defines man asanima{ 
rutionule-, a defi.nition he calls "zoological"'-so he's claiming to interrupt 
this great tradition-but, at the same time, it's the same l-Ieidcgger who, in 
milny texts (which I'd hoped 10 read with you this )e;1T and will read with 

YOll, r hope, neX[ year) denies the animal a very large number of essential 
featlLTe:s he grants the man, the human D(Jjdfl, whom he W:1Il1S to withdraw 
from the tradition of the ZOoIi logall ekhon- i.e., precisely, speech, death. 
the experience of death as sllch, the ":IS such" and especially the opening to 
the world as such, tht' opening to the ·'as such."' When he defines the animal, 
in a ramous seminar from 19301' that r hope to read with you. as ·'poor in 
world Iwdfann I,·' whereas man is capable of forming a world :and Ihe stone 
for its part has no world-It'�ltlos, the stone and nonlivin� thm�s, U'�/tan". 
the animal, wdtbildr:nd, man who forms a world-the animal poor in 
world especially because it has no relation to being as such. to the "as such � 

of the thing {the animal has a relalion to tht' sun, it feels the warmth of the 

13· i\[Jrtin I-Ici<lcgger. /)1(' Gnmdb.-griffi JI"r ,lfn" p"j"I,k: Wd'-ElIdlll'hk�lt
EiwmVIf. in G�lmtil">glJlx, II ,[bulltmg: i"orlt'mngcn J9�J 44. \01. 29/30, ed. F. \\'. 
\-00 I-Inmano (Frankfurt .un )l.lain: Klostermann. 19'pl; tr:ln�. Wilham Mc1"eill and 
"ichnbl \Va[ker 35 Tht' F""Jamt'n/u/ C(mupu of _\fnuphp/Cs: World, Fm't .. d�, SoIitudt' 
(Blooll1,n1,>1'1n; 1 ndiana UnilerslI) Pres •. 2001). Sa: Jacque$ IJ.:orrub. Tht' Bnu( Qnd t},� 
Sowrrign. ,·01. 2 (2001-:\), forthcnl11ini:. 

TI-IIRTF.F.STH SU>IO,," ; Hi 

sun or the light of tht: sun, but has no relalion 10 Ihe sun as such), ;lIld this 
pTl\,ati\e definillon of the animal does not set:1l1 incompatible to him with 
his contestation of the zoological definition of man, to the contrary, and 
it's becaust' he w3nts to :lCcentuate, aggra\'ate, sharpen thiS limit between 
lhe animal and human-lhe thing we are probkmatizing here-that. on 
the one hand, hc criticizcs, or deconstructs if you prefer, the metaphysical 
tradition that m3kes man an animill ratlollale and that, on the other hand, 
he aggr3v3tes the distinction between the animal :Illd the human. And thus 
(we'll return to this) his crnique, if you like, of �6<m logon ekhon, the animal 
rationafe, conct'TIls not only the definition of man in his relation [0 logos. but 
also the definition of the political: man as political animal is indissociab1e 
from the dellnitlon of man as having tht' logos, logon ekhon. 

So here is A rislOlle·s text: 

From these considerations it is clear thai thc City I� <l n:Hural reality and 
that marl is natUr�ll1y a being destined to hvc HI a City Ipolitic;11 animal, tOil 

phllsei I' polis ei/I, kill 011 ullihopos ph/lSel politikoll Z(ioll: IS a political animal I; 
he who is citylcss is. b) nature: and nm by dlance, � being clther dcgraded 
or dse superior to man I the: one: who is withuut a City. who is Ilpoilj. who 
is apolitical. is either below or else: 3bove man. clther an anllnal or else: goo: 
the political is properly human. what In lifc I) properly hUl11an: ··he: who 
IS cityless (kal 0 apolii dlo phll"'l kill all Jill tllkhin, etc.l, is. by nature and 
not by chance. ell her below or else above 111;.111·'1: he is like: the man Homer 
repro.1ches with ha\mg '·110 dan, no law, no heMlh·'; a Illan thiS way h) 
nature IS by the same token warlike; he IS Ilk.;" an isolated pawn In che5s. 
And so the reason is clear why man is apoilllwi hl'llIg 1I10re In3n any others, 
bee� or gregarious a Illillals. As we malntall1. InJect!. n:lIure docs nOlhing III 
vaill; now a lone :llllong animals Illan ha� speech Ilogol/ dE mOl/Oil umhr6poi 

ekhel lun �OOIl: so. Ihere is an e:ssemial link betwecn politicity an(t the: di,po
sition to the logos. they 3re imh5sociablc.1 :"Jo doubl the sounds oflh� vOice 
Iphon"l express pain 3nd pl�a�ure, and so thc), ;lre found in all :JllImaI5: their 
nature allows them only to fed pain and pleasure and to manife�t them 
among themscl\es lro phQ//i docs not suffice 10 define logos 1.1' 

{\Vhen J distinguished -a ,"cry long time ago-between logocemrism and 
phonocentrislll,II it was precisdy to ma rk the f.1rt that logoccmrism, by ref
erence to this signifier, this voclble, logo;, which is proper to [he historico
cultural zone I was defining a moment ago (Abrahamic, evangelical rc!i-

14. ArislO!le, l'ollt/l'$ ,  I 2') �a 2-'4. 
I). See. 31110n� other pbces. Jacques Dernda. � W J:rUmmutolo/?lt' Waris: .\llnUII. 

1967). pp. 21-24; ,ram. Ga)am Chakr3,orf} Spi\ak :'lS OjGnlnuuutolo/(y (Baltill1<lre: 

Johns HopkIn> Un"erSII) Press, 1976). pp. I I  14· 
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glons, and philosophy), this logocemrism appeared to me to determine this 
zone or this epoch in human hislOry: but phonocemrism �med to me. still 
seems to me, to be universal, in that it defines the authonlY or hegemony 
accorded to \'oc:l1 sJXech and to phonetic writing in all cultures: which is 
to say that there is :l phonocemrism the signs or symptoms of which can be 
identified wei! ocyond Europe and even in cultures that practice writing of 
a non phonetic type-apparently nonalphabctic, non phonetic. You know 
that in Chinese: culture. for example, writing is not of the phonetic type 
although there arc phonetic elements in it: nevcrtheless. there are man)' 
signs of a recognized aulllOrity of the vocal, which means, in my opinion, 
that phonocentrism is uni\ersal. which logocemrism is not. In any case, the 
phoni named here by Aristolle only concerns the emission of sounds, and 
this can, indeed. appear in animals without reason, without logos: there is 
phoni without logos.) 

No doubt the sounds of the voice IpholleJ express pain ;tnd pleasure, ami so 
they arc found in all animals: their nature allows them only \0 fed pain and 
pleasure and 10 manifcst them ;unong themselves. But speech J/ogosl, for its 
pan. is made to express the useful and the harmful and consequently tile 
lust and the unjust I in other words. there is an esscntial link between speech 
(logos) and [he good (agathon), the lust and the unjust (dikaionladl/(,fm). Al1i
malsare incapable of this: they do indeed have phoni, bUl they ha\'e neither 
logos nor a relation to the good, to the sovereign good, to the JUSt or the Ull
JUSt]. This is, indeed. Ihe distinctive character of mankind comp:lred to all 
Ihe other animals: [pros talla ::00 lOis anrhropols ,dion: wh:"!t is proper (idion) 
10 man faced with (or in the eyes of) all the other living beingsl he alone 
perceives good and evil, the JUSt and the un lust 110 111011011 agatholl kai kakou 
ka; dikaioll kai adikalll, and the other values fkai tin alton ai.nllEsinl: now il  is 
the common possession of these values that makes f:lmily and eity.l� 

Which obVIOusly lea\'es COlin:: Ihe question that we were raising last time, 
that of knowing whether, in saying this, Aristolie- how should we pul 
it?-was already sensitive. accessible, open or not to what, in a certain 
French modality. is called "biopolitics." You remember the distinction 
Agamben was trying to make, which seemed to me untenable, between 
the definition of t he ::6011 politikoll as essential attribute or as specific differ
ence. But precisely, what Aristotle says-and this is where this distinction 
between the two attributions docs not work -is that man is that living be
ing who is taken b)' politics: h.:: is a political living heing, and essentially so. 
I n other words, he is z(lO-politlcal, that's his essemial definition, that's what 

16. ArislO{le, POllfics, 115 i:l 10-18. 

T H I R T E E N T H  S E S S I O :o.  :t: 3-49 

b proper to him, idion; what is proper to man is politics; what is proper 
to this living being that man is, is politics, and ther.::fore man is immedi
atdy zoo-political, in his very life, and the distinction hetween bio-politics 
and zoo-politics doesn't work at all here-moreover, neither Heidegger 
nor Foucault stays with this distinction, and it's obviou:. that already in 
Aristotle there's thinking of what is today called ",,_oo[Jolitics" or " bio
politiCS." Which doesn't mean-as I suggested la:.t time and I'm stressing 
today-which d()(:sn't mean, of course, that AriSlOtle had already fore
s.::en, thoughL understood, analyzed all the figures of today's zoopolitics 
or biopolitics: it would be absurd to think so. But as for the biopolitical or 46J 
zoopolitical structure, it's put forward by Aristotle, it's already there, and 

the debate opens there. 

So, a difficult qucstion for me, because we'd re:!lly need the time for discus
sion . . .  I'd hoped-but I'll come back to it next year, I can't do it now, it 
would take too long-to read with you the twO narratives from Genesis 
and then Noah, the Noah episode, but I'm giving up on that now. I had 
tri.::d, if )'ou'll allow me to refer you to it, to de:!1 with the question in a text 
that's a fragment of a long, two-day lecture I gave a few years back, a frag
ment that's included in th.:: \'olume entitled L'allimal umobiographiqur: SO 
there's a text of mine that proposes a reading of the Bible, of Genesis , on the 
subject of the mastery of man over animal (this is one of the two Genesis 
narratives). on the one hand, and then, as for NO;lh, in my little book Th� 

Gift of D�ath, there's also a reference to what happens at the moment God 
repents . 17 

That's all. I think it would be improper of me to prevent discussion to
da)', so I'll stop here and hand over to whoevcr wants to speak. 

17. � Dcrrida. ML'animal que done ie suis (iii SUlVret (see 5<:nion I abo"e, Jl. 10). 

pp. 165---69; L'ummal que done JC suis, pp. 33-37 Itrans. Wilb. pp. 14-181; and Dmm" Ia 
mort (Paris: Galil�e. 1999), pp. 187-&j [!ram. Da"id Wills as The Gift of £kalh, :lnd cd. 
(ChiClgo: UniverSIty ofChH:ago Pras. 1008), pp. I � 1--411. 
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