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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 question that they would and should be translated
into English. From early in his career, in 1968, and annually thereafter un-
til2003, Derrida regularly taught at U.S. universities. [t was his custom to
repeat for his American 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 University of California, lrvine, Derrida
undertook to lecture in English, improvising on-the-spot translations of his
French text. Recognizing that the greater part of his audience outside of
France depended on translation was easier, however, than providing an ad
libitum English version of his own elegant, complex, and idiomatic writ-
ing. In the circumstance, to his evident joy in teaching was often added a
measure of suffering and regret for all that remained behind in the French
original. 1t is to the memory of Derrida the teacher as well as to all his stu-
dents past and still to come that we of fer these English translations of “The
Seminars of Jacques Derrida.”

The volumes in this series are translations of the original French editions
published by Editions Galilée, Paris, and will in each case follow shortly the
publication of the corresponding French volume. The scope of the project,
and the basic editorial principles followed in establishing the text, are out-
lined in the “General Introduction to the French Edition,” translated here.
Editorial issues and decisions relating more specifically to this volume are
addressed in an “Editorial Note.” Editors’ footnotes and other editorial inter-
ventions are, with a few exceptions, translated without modification, except
in the case of footnoted citations of quoted material, which refer to extant
English translations 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 at
which the new page begins.




vili § POREWORD 7O THE ENGLISH EDITION

Translatung 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.

Geeffrey Bennington
Pegey Kamuf

JANTARY 2009

GCENERAL INTRODUCTION TO
THE FRENCH EDITION

The complete edition of Jacques Derrida’s seminars and lectures will give
the reader the chance of an unprecedented contact with the philosopher’s
teaching voice. This edition will constitute a new part 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 have reorganized or rewritten them. Taken as a
whole, but also in their relation to Derrida’s philosophical oeuvre, these lec-
tures 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 truly vital re-
source of his writing.

The corpus we are preparing for publication is vast. From the beginning
of his teaching career, Derrida 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 pages, or forty-three
volumes, on the basis of one volume per academic year. This material can
be classified according to a variety of criteria. First, according to the place
where the teaching took place: the Sorbonne from 1960 to 1964; The Ecole
normale supérieure in the rue d'Ulm from 1964 to 1984; the Ecole des
hautes études en sciences sociales from 1984 to 203.' Second, according to

1. We must add the American places teo: from fall 1968 w0 1974 at the Jehns Hep-
kins University in Baltimore. then as Visiting Professor in the Humanities from 1975 to
1986 at Yale Unversity, where he gave each year, in the fall or spring semester, a regular
seminar. From 1987 to 2003, Derrida taught regularly at the University of California,
Irvine, and at the New School for Social Research, the Cardozo Law School.and New
York University (1992-2003). This American teachmg (which, with a few exceptions,
repeated the Parisian seminar) was given at first in Freach but after 1987 most often
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X I GENERAL INTRODUCTION

the type of teaching: classes with a very variable number of sessions (from
one to fifteen) until 1964; what he always called “seminars” thereafter. Fi-
nally —and, no doubt, most relevantly for the editorial work —according
to the tools used: we have handwritten sessions from 1960 to 1970; type-
scripts, with manuscript annotations and corrections, from 1970 to 1988;
electronic files and printouts from 1988 to 2003.

Derrida’s seminars, which already had their own style and had already
attracted a bread 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 Agrégation),® take on their definitive char-
acter at the EHESS, where, on Wednesdays from 5:ee pMm to 7:00 pM, a
dozen times a year, Jacques Derrida, sometimes improvising a little, 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 reading, and a few discussion sessions.) Henceforth
free in his choice of subjects, Derrida launched research projects over peri-
ods of several 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” (1988—¢1), and then to
the long series of “Questions of Responsibility” (1991-2003), focusing suc-
cessively on the Secret (1991—92), on Testimony (1992—5), Hostility and
Hospitality (1995—97), Perjury and Pardon (1997—99), and the Death Pen-
alty (1999—2001), with the final two years devoted to “The Beast and the
Sovereign” (2001-3).

Jacques Derrida was in the habit of drawing on the abundant mate-
rial of these seminars for the very numerous lectures he gave every 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-
parture in the work of the seminar: e (1967), for example,
in large part develops sessions of the 1965—66 seminar on “Nature, Culture,
Writing”; the seminar on “Hegel’s Family” (1971—72) is picked up in Glas
(1974). Politics of Friendship (1994) is explicitly presented as the expansion of
the Arst session of the 1988-8g seminar, and there are traces in it of other
sessions too. But in spite of these partial convergences and correspondences,

in Enghish: Derrida would imprevise during the session an Enghsh version of his text.
which he had previously annotated fer this purpese.
2. | Translator’s note:| The Agrégation is the notoriously cempetitive qualifying ex-

amination taken by prospective higher-level teachers in the secondary and university
systems.

CENERAL INTRODUCTION % Xi

the vast majority of the pages written from week to week for the seminar
remain unpublished and will provide an incomparable complement to the
work already published. Whenever a session was later published by Jacques
Derrida, in modified form or not. we will give the reference. We do not
consider it appropriate for the edition of the seminars themselves. as origi-
nal material, to offer a comparative reading of those versions.

As we have 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 requirc a consider-
able etfort of decipherment; the more so for the scminars entirely written
in Jacques Derrida’s handsome but difficult handwriting, which require
laborious transcriptien. So we shall begin hy publishing the seminars of the
last twenty years. while beginning preparation of the rest. In all cases, our
primary goal is to present thezexr ofthe seminar. as written by Jacques Der-
rida with a view to speech, to reading aloud, and thus with some marks of
anticipated orality and some familiar turns of phrase. It is not certain that
Jacques Derrida would have published these seminars, although he occa-
sionally expressed his intention of doing so.} but if he had taken up these
texts for publication, he would probably have reworked them, as he always
did, in the direction of a morc written text. Obviously we have not taken
it upon ourselves to do that work in his place. As we mentioned above. the
reader may wish to compare the original version presented here with the
few sessions published separately by Jacques Derrida himself.

Geoffrey Beanington
Marc Crépon
Maiguenite Desrida
Thomas Dutoit
Pegey Kamuf
Michel Lisse
Marie-Louise Maller
Ginette Michaud

3. See, for example, the foreword to Politigues de l'amurié (Panis: Galilée. 1994), P
trans. George Collins as Politics of Friendship (London: Verso Books. 1997), p. vit.




EDITORTAL NOTE

The seminar entitled “The Beast and the Sovereign™ was the last seminar
given by Jacques Derrida at the Ecole des hautes études en sciences sociales
(EHESS), in Paris, from the fall of 2001 to the spring of 2003. Rather than
attempt what could only be «1 reductive summary, we reproduce here the
presentation given by Derrida in the Ecole’s yearbook:

We pursued the research that in previous years, centering on the prob-
lem of the death penalty, had led us to study sovercignty, the potitical and
ontotheological history of its concept and its higures. This year we delib-
erately privileged what intertwined this history with that of a thinking
of the living being (the biological and the zoological), and more precisely
with the treatment of so-called animal life in 2ll its registers (hunting and
domestication, political history of zeological parks and gardens, breeding,
industrial and experimental exploitation of the living animal, figures of
bestiality and &étise, etc.). The point was not merely to study, from Aristo-
tle to contemporary discussions (Foucault, Agamben), the canonical texts
around the interpretation of man as a "political animal.” We had above all
to explore the “logics™ organizing both the submission of the beast (and
the living being) to political sovereignty, and an irresistible and overloaded
analogy between a beast and a sovereign supposed 1o share a space of some
exteriority with respect to “law” and “right” (outside the law: above the law:
origin and foundation of the law).

We studied a great many philosephical. rhetorical, political, and other
indices of this overdetermined analogy {La Fontaine's Fables and the tradi-
tion that precedes and foliows them. texts by Machiavelli, Schmitt, etc.). We
also attempted a sort of taxonomy of the animal figures of the political. no-
tably from the point of view of sovereignty (always outside the law: above
the faws). Alongside the lion, the fox, etc., ihe “character” of the wolf (in
many cultures) and often the “werewolf™ (in Europe) interested us a great
deal, from Plautus 1o Hobbes and Rousseau.

On the permanent horizon of our work were general questions about
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XIV T EDITORIAL NOTE

force and right, right and justice, of what is “proper to mankind,” and the
philosophical interpretation of the limits between whar is called man and
what is improperly and in the generic singular called the animal. As “bes-
tiality” and bétise are supposedly proper to man in his relation to his kind,
and foreign to “the animal,” we began from this point of view a problema-
tizing reading of certain texts by Lacan on “bestiality.” by Deleuze (Biffer-
ence and Repetition) on bétise. and by Delcuze and Guattan (4 Theusand
Plateaus) 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 2001~z and comprises thirteen sessions,’
while the second (2002—3) has ten. The greater part of this seminar i1s 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 the 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, “Questions de responsabilité (IX. La béte et le souverain),” in
Annuairede 'EHESS 2001—202 {Paris: Editions de 'EHESS, 2002), pp- 607-3.

s. There are two sets of texts of “The Beast and the Sovereign” seminar deposited at
the Institut Mémoires de I'édition centemporaine (IMEC): the first is very lightly and
sparsely annotated by Jacques Derrida, who would continue te correct his text while
reading it out, which he always did pen in hand. This set comprises all the sessions of
the seminar in etder, numbered from 1 to t2 (a sequence that is modified here by the
insertion of the ninth, improvised, session: see session g, n. t, below); this is the set we
have used as the reference text for this edition, and to which we shall henceforth refer as
“the typescript.” The second set comprises the series that Jacques Derrida used fer the
semninar given in the United States in the spring of 2002 at the University of California,
Irvine, and in October 2002 at New York University, at the New School for Social Re-
scarch, and at Cardozo Law School; with the exception of the first session, this sct has
the entire series, numbered from 2 to §2.

6. ]. Derrida, “La raison du plus fort (y a-t-il des Etats voyous?), in Veyeus: Beux
essais sur la raison (Paris: Galilée, 2003), p. 23; trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and Michael
Naas, "The Reason of the Strongest (Arc There Rogue States?),” in Rogues: Twe Essays
on Reasen (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2005), p- 5-

EDITORIAL NKOTE § XV

a recording (made and preserved by Marie-Louise Mallet), even 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 dithcult to identify), seemed to us to raise toe many questions. In this we
have followed what was most usually done at the Cerisy and other major
conferences devoted to 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 at Ris-Orangis. In doubtful cases or
where it was impossible to track down the copy he would have used, we
have referred to 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, rectif ying without signaling the fact whatever seemed
to be obvious errors of transcription; but we have signaled, when they
might be significanl, certain medifications 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 te the still unpublished body of the seminars
themselves.”

Asfor the more technical aspects of our work, they are relatively slight.
This edition is of the entire text 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 micrographic level, the punetuation
has been preserved; in particular all the brackets, which are Derrida’s own.t

We have, however, on rare occasions made some corrections or minute al-

7. [ Translator’s note:] Unless otherwise indicated, all notes are provided by the edi-
tors of the French edition. I have added references to English translations where ap-
propriate.

8. [ Translator’s note:| Except for translater's glosses.
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7

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

We have kept all the signs of the seminar’s oral quality, and especially
the “pickups” Derrida placed in brackets, even if these were often quite
substantially modified in the actual reading out. In the same spirit, we have
chosen to leave in parentheses some stage directions, such as “(Board),”
“(Read and comment),” “(Reread),” “(Develop),” which give a sense of the
rhythm of the seminar, itsaccentsand intonations. In the case of expressions
that recur with slight differences in spelling (use of capital letters, quotation
marks, italics or roman face, optional elisions, and so on), we did not see
fit to attempt any systematic harmonization of these variations, as they do
not hinder the legibility of the text. Words placed in angle brackets were
added by us to fill certain lacunae in the typescript—most often omitted
words.? @n the typeseript, at the end of each session, Derrida was in the
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
to the next, sometimes modified and augmented. Given that they did not
constitute a sustained text, they have not been included in this edition.

Finally, we thank Gil Anidjar, Joseph Cohen, Jean-)Jacques Lavoie, Ursula
Sarrazin, and Stéphanie Vanasten. whom we consulted to explain or verify
linguistic points concerning the transliteration of Hebrew words, the trans-
lation of German expressions, and certain references. We especially and
warmly thank Georges Leroux, who carefully revised the transliterations
from the Greek. ®n his suggestion, we decided to follow here the code used
by Emile Benveniste in his Vocabulary of Indo-European Institutions.

Michel Lisse
Maiie-Lowise Mallet
Ginette Michaud

9. | Translator's note:] Not all such cascs are reproduced in the translation.

10. [Translator’s note:] Greek transliterations in the translation fellew the ISO 843
standard.

FIRST SESSION

December 12, 2001

Feminine . .. masculine|La . .. le].

Let me recall the title proposed for this vear’s seminar: the beast |femi-
nine: lz béze| and the sovereign [masculine: /e souverarn]. La, le.

Naturally [ shall try to justify this title as I go along, step by step, perhaps
stealthily, like a wolt [peuz-étre & pas de loup]. Those of you who followed the
last few years’ seminars on the death penalty know that the huge and for-
midable question of soveretgnty was central to them. So this inexhaustible
question will provide for a certain continuity between the previous semi-
nars and what still remains untrodden from this new approach. by the turn
or at the turning of the seminar to come.

The question of the animal was also, here and elsewhere, one of our
permanent concerns. But the beast is not exactly the animal, and it was only
after the fact, after having chosen this utle, the literal formulation of this
title, the |feminine| beast and the [masculine} sovereign, that I understood

1. This sessien was published, alinost in its entirety. in the proceedings of the 2002
Cerisy conference, L démocratie & venir, ed. Marie-Louise Mallet {Paris: Galilée, 2001),
PP 433—56. With soine variants and addirions, it was again given as a lecture at the
2003 Coimbra cenference (La surverainesé: Critique, déconstruction, apories: Autour de
lu pensée de Jacques Bervida). and published, frst separately in a bilingual edition. un-
der the tntle Le seuverain Bien / O soberano Bem (Portuguese translation by Fernanda
Bernardo | Viseu: Palimage Editores, 2004)), and then in the proceedings of the confer-
ence Jacques Derrida & Coimbia [ Derrida em Coimbra (ed. Fernanda Bemardo |Viseu,
Palimage Editores, 2005, pp. 75—105), under the title “Le souverain Bien, oy Etre en
mal de souverainete” | The Sovereign Good. or Being Wanting Sovereignty|. Finally,
preceded by a quite long introduction, the Coimbra text was used again (with soine fur-
ther variants and additions) for the last lecture Jacques Derrida gave in France. in 2004
at Strasbourg, published by Jeseph Cohen in the journal Cirés, special issue, Derrida
po(t‘tique— La déconstruction de lu sorveraincté (puissance et droit), no. 30 (2€07): 103—40,
under the ritle: “Leseuverain bien—eu I’Europe en mal de souveraineté: La conférence
de Strasbourg du 8 juin 2004.”
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2 ¥ FIRSY SESSION

one at least of the lines of force or one of the silent but insistent connotations
in what seemed to me to impose the very letter, down to my unconscious.
down to the title’s unconscious, “l.a béte et le souverain,” namely the sexual
difference marked in the grammar of the definite articles, la, le (feminine,
masculine), as if we were naming in it, ahead of time, a certain couple, a
certain coupling, a plot involving alliance or hostility, war or peace, mar-
riage or divorce—not only between two types of living beings (animal and
human) but between two sexes which, already in the title, and in a certain
language — French —ue font une scéne, are going at each other, are making
a scene.

What scene?

“We're shortly going to show it” |Nous l'allons montrer tout a Uheure: {it-
erally, “We are going to show it in a moment"].? (Board)

Stealthy as a wolf. Imagine a seminar that began thus, stealthy as a wolf:
“We're shortly going to show it."
What? What are we going to show shortly? Well, “We’re shortly going
to show it.”

Imagine a seminar that began thus, saying almost nothing, with a “*We're
shortly going to show it "What? What are we going to show shortly?” Well,
*We're shortly going to show ir."”

Why would one say of such a seminar that it moves szealthy as a wolf?

This is, however, what I’'m saying. Stealthy as a wolf. ['m saying it with
reference to the (French] proverbial expression ¢ pas de loup, which in gen-
eral signifies a sort of introduction, a discreet intrusion or even an unobtru-
sive effraction, without show, all but secret, clandestine, an entrance that
does all it can to go unnoticed and especially not to be stopped, intercepted,
or interrupted. To move & pas de loup is to walk without making a noise, to
arrive 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 s in sight but does not see 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)—speech proceeding ¢ pas de
loup would not be proceeding 4 pas de 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. | Translator's note:] In La Fontaine’s classical French, “tout i I'heure™ means
“forthwith,” rather than. as in modern French, “later on.®

-_—

FIRST SEsston $ 3

ing or else flying [comme un voleur ou encore en volant] (remember,® while
we're in the columbarium of philosophy, what Kant already said about it
in the Introduction to the Critique of Pure Reuson, about the light dove Idie
leichte Tuube)' which, in its Hight. does not feel the resistance of the air and
imagines it would be sti

in the beok that is one of the richest bestiaries in the Western philosophical
library. A political bestiary, what is more, rich in animal figures as figures of
the political. A dove crosses a song at the very end of the second part of Aiso
sprach Zarathustra, “Bie stillte Stunde,” “The Hour of Supreme Silence”
([The stillest hour| that’s the title of the song). This hour of supreme silence
speaks, speaks to me, addresses me. and it is mine, it is my hour, it spoke to
me yesterday, he says, it murmurs in my ear, it is closest to me. as though
in me, like the 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: “Gestern gen Abend sprach zu mir
meine stillste Stunde: das ist

my hour of supreme silence (my hour of the greatest silence, of sovereign si-
lence) spoke to me: this is the name of my terrifying sovereign mistress: “das
ist der Name meiner furchtbaren Herrin.”[ (Commentary: 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 mest fearsome mistress, the one who
speaks to me in silence, who commands me in silence, whispering through
the silence, who orders me in silence, as silence.) So what is she going to say

to him, 0 me, during this song ['m leaving you to read? After saying to him
(to me, says Zarathustra), “what is the most unpardonable thing about you

[dein Unverzeihlichtses| is that you have the power |Macht| and you do not
want to reign {du willt nicht herrschen|,” you have the power and you do not

want to be sovereign. Zarathustra's reply, again convoking sovereign power

and beast: “For all command I lack the lion’s voice.” At that moment, his
most silent voice tells him, as though in a whisper: “(Da sprach es wieder

wie ein Flistern zu mir): Die stillsten Worte sind es, welche der Sturm brmgen.

Gedanken, die mit Taubenfiissen kommen, lenken die Welt.” [*[1 is the stillest

3. The parenthesis opened here dues not close in the typescripr.

4. Immanuel Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason, A5/B8.

5. Friedrich Nietzsche, Abo sprach Zarathustra. in Kritische Gesamtausgabe, tome 6.
vol. 1, ed. GiorgioColli and Mazzino Montinari (Berlinand New York: Walter de Gruy-
ter, 1968), p. 183. Werrida’s own translation. | Translator’s note: For the sake of cansis-

tency, 1 have teanslared these passages with an eye to Berrida’s French version, as well
astothe original German.)
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4 1 FIRST SESSI®N

words that bringthe sterm. Thoughts that come with dove’s footsteps guide
the world.”]

Read what follows: a still small voice, one might say in a parody of the
biblical book of Kings |1 Kings 19:12], the silent voice commands him to
command,® but to command 1n silence, to become sovereign, te learn how
to command, to give orders (befehlen), and to learn to command in silence
by learning that it is silence, the silent order that commands and leads the
world. With dove’s footsteps, on dove’s feet.

Now, where were we just now? Not like a dove, we were saying, and
above all not ondove’s feet, but “stealthy 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 the 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 zoopolitics 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. @ne 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 are idiomatic {in 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-
torical 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 institutional frontiers, and his sovereign
nation-states; wolves out in nature |dazns [z nature] as we say, real wolves,

6. The typescript has *lui commande de commander de commander” [commands
him to command to command], apparently a typing error.

7. [Translator’s note:] These are the idioms in French: *hurler avec les loups,” “crier
au loup,” “une faim de loup,” “un froid de loup,” “entre chien et loup” [the twilight
hour], “un jeune leup” |“a young Turk”|. “l¢ grand méchant loup.”
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are 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 pas 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 1s 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 é pas de leup, 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 whatis advancinga pas de
loup, when at the beginning of a seminar | might say: “We're shortly going
to show it.”

For one of the reasons—they are many, too many, | won’t get through
enumerating them, and [ 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 loup, 1s precisely that the 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 of the adverb
of negation (pas, pas de loup, il n'y a pas de loup [there is no wolfl,i/n’y a pas
le loup [“the wolf is not here,” perhaps even “there is no such thing as the
wolf”])—the clandestine intrusion, then, of the adverd of negation (pas} in
the noun, in le pas de loup. An adverb haunts a noun. The adverb pas has
slipped in silently, stealthy as a wolf, & pas de loup, into the noun pas [step].

Which 1s to say that where things are looming d pas de loup, the wolf is
not there yet, no real wolf, no so-called natural wolf, no literal wolf. There
1s no wolf yet when things are looming ¢ pas de loup. There isonly a word, a
spokenword,a fable, a fable-wolf; a fabulous animal, or even a fantasy (fan-
tasma in the sense of a revenant, in Greek; or fantasy in the enigmatic sense
of psychoanalysis, in the sense, for example, that a totem 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. [Translator’s nete:] French readers would perceive the allusion to Pascal’s remark
ahout truths on one side of the Pyrenecs being errors on the ather. See Pensées, 60 (in
Blaise Pascal, Qeuvres complétes, ed. L. Lafuma [Paris: Editions du Seuil. 1963]); (8run-
schvieg ed., p. 294; see n. 12 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 call foup the black velvet mask
that used to be worn, that women especially, “ladies” more often than men,
used to wear atone 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 to be identified. This woman in the
{oup would be the feminine figure of what | once called a “visor effect,” the
upper part of the armor played on by the father or spectral king in Hamlet,
who sees without being seen when he puts down his visor.” This time, in
the case 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 loxp-man, in this
masked unobtrusiveness, whereas in the proverb “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 cases, in any case, of sexual difference, pas de loup signifies the ab-
sence, the literal non-presenration 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 pas de lorep. And the absence of this wolf,
ungraspable in person other than according to the words of a fable—this
absence bespeaks at the same time power, resource, force, cunning, ruse of
war, stratagem or strategy, operation of mastery. The wolf is all the stron-
ger, the meaning of its power is all 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 persona of amask, 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 more all-conquering [z raison de tout] for the fact that the wolf is not
there, that there (s not the wolf itself. were it not for a pas de loup, except for
a pas de loup, save a pasde loup, only a pas de Loup.

1 would say that this force of the insensible wolf (insensible because one
neither sees nor hears it coming, because it is invisible and inaudible, and
therefore nonsensible, but also insensible because it is all the crueler for this,
impassive, indifferent to the suffering of its virtual victims)—that the force
of this insensible beast seems then to overcome lavoir raisen de] everything
because through that other untranslatable idiomatic expression (avotr raison

9. See Jacques Derrida, Spectres de Marx (Paris: Galilée, 1993), especially pp. 26—27:
trans, Peggy Kamuf as Spectres of Marx (Lendon: Routledge. (ye4), pp. 5-6.

FIRST SEssiox t 7

de, to overcome. to win out over, 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’ A good or a bad reason? And
you can see that already when | move {rom the question “What is reason?”
to the question “What is a reason?" a good or a bad reason, the sense of the
word “reason’ has changed. And it changes again when |1 move from “to
be right” [a»oir ratsor| (and so to have a good reason to bring forward in a
debate or a combat, a good reason against a bad reason, a just reason against
an unjust reason). the word “reason” changes again, then, when 1 move
from avoir rarson in a reasonable or rational discussion, to avoir raisen de [to
overcome| in a power rclation |rapport de force), a war of conquest, hunting,
or even a fight to the death.

“We'reshortly going to show it," I was saying.

Imagine a seminar, | was also saying, that began thus, é pas de loup:

““We're shortly going to show it.” What? Well, 'We're shortly going to
show 1t."”

Now.it’s high time, you had already recognized the quotation.

It is the second line of a fable by La Fontaine that puts on stage one of
those wolves we'll be talking about a lot: here, then, the wolf from the fable
The Wolf and the Lamb. Here are its first two lines; the fable begins with
the moral, this time, before the story, before the narrative moment which is
thus, somewhat unusually, deferred.

The reason of the strongest is always the best:
As weshall shorily show.!

Let me point you at once to a fine chapter that my colleague and friend
Louis Marin devoted to this fable by La Fontaine, in his book entitled L«

to. Jean de La Fontaine. “Le loup ct Fagneau™ [*The Wolfand the Lamb”[. Livre
premier. fable X, in Fables. ed. Mare Fumaroli (Paris: Le livre de poche. 1985), p. 51.
[Transtator’s note: This famous fable, known toevery French schoolchild, haso fcourse
been vartously translated into English, giving, for example. “Might is right: the ver-
dict goes to the strong. / To prove the pomnt won't take me very long” (Michiek “The
strongest argue best and always win. / Read on: vou'll find the proof thercof herein”
(Schapiro). In their translation of Derridit's Veyous (Paris: Gulilée, 2083) |[Rogues: Tewo
Essays on Reasen (Stanford: Stanford Unversity Press. 2605). in which these two lines
appear as an epigraph. Pascale-Anne Brault and Michael Naas use the translation by
Norman B. Spector: “The strong are always best at proving theyre right. / Witness
the case we're now going tocite.” Given Derrida’s attention to the letter of the opening
lines, 1 have preferred tooifer a more literal and prosaic rendition here.|
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parole mangée, et autres essais théologico.politiques." This chapter of Marin’s
book is, moreover, entitled “La raison du plus fort est toujours la meilleure’

[The reason of the strongest is always the best| and it is preceded by a brief
chapter entitled “I’animal.fable” [the fable-animal|. Although the path
we're going down is not exactly the same, we'll often be crossing this anal-
ysis of Marin’s, which I therefore strongly recommend that you read. One
of the many interesting things about Marin’s approach is that it proposes a
historical articulation between several exactly contemporary texts: this fable
of La Fontaine’s, then the Port-Royal General Grammuar and Art of Think-
ing, and finally a famous Pensée of Pascal's on the relation between justice
and force, a Pensée to which Marin of ten returned, and the logic of which
Is very important to us here. I'm referring to what Pascal places under the
title “Reason of effects,” and I'lt read the whole fragment, even though we’ll
have to come back to it in more detaii later, because interpreting it requires
whole treasure-houses of attention and vigilance (298 in Brunschvicg’s clas-
sification, 103 in Lafuma’s):

Justice, force. [t isjust that whatis just be followed; it is necessary that what
is strongest be followed. Justice without force is impetent: force without
justice is tyrannicai. Justice withour force is centradicted, because there are
always bad people; force withour justice stands accused. So justice and force
must be put together; and to do so make what is just, strong and what is
strong, just.

Justice is subject to dispute: force is easy to recognize and indisputable.
And so ene could not give force tojustice. because force contradicted justice
and said thar it was unjust, and said that it was force that was just. And
thus not being able to make what is just, strong; one made what is strong,
just.®?

Apart from Marin’s, | refer you, among the texts that are one way or
another devoted to this fragment, to my little book Force de los? and the
remarkable chapter that Geoftrey Bennington devotes to Paul de Man in
Legislations: The Politics of Decenstruction."

11. Louis Marin, La parole mangée, ¢t autres essais théelogice-politiques (Paris: Méri-
diens/Klincksicck ,1986).

12. Blaise Pascal, Pertsées et opuscales, ed. Léon Brunschvicg (Paris: Flachette, 1946),
no. 248, p. 370.

13. Jacques Derrida. Force de loi (Paris: Galilée, 1994); trans. Mary Quaintance, in
Acts of Religion, ed. G. Anidjar (L.ondon: Routledge. 2002), pp. 230—98.

14. Geoffrey Bennington, “Aberrations: de Man (and) the Machine,” in Legislations:
T ke Politics of Deconstruction (LLondon: Verso Books. 1994), pp. 1375t
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Many wolves will, then, be crossing the stage of this seminar. We are going
to show in a moment that one cannot be interested in the relations of beast
and sovereign, and all the questions of the animal and the political, of the
politics of the animal, of man and beast in the context of the state, the polss,
the city. the republic, the social body, the law in general, war and peace, ter-
ror and terrorism, national or international terrorism, etc., without rec-
ognizing some privilege to the figure of the “wolf”; and not only in the
direction of a certain Hobbes and that fantastic, phantasmic, insistent, re-
current altercation between man and wolf, between the two of them, the
wolf for man, man for the wolf, man us wolf for man, man as humankind,
this time, beyond sexual difference, tuan and woman (homo hemiru lupus,
this dative making clear that it i1s also a way for man, within his human
space, to give himself, to represent or recount to himself this wolf story,
to hunt the wolfby making it come, tracking it {in French this wolf hum
is called louveterie) [it s just as much a way for man, within his human
space. to give himself, to represent or recount to himself this wolf story,
to hunt the wolf] in a fantasy, a narrative, a mytheme, a fable, a trope, a
rhetorical turn, where man tells himself the story of politics, the story of
the origin of society, the story of the social contract, etc.: fer man, man 1s
a wolf).

When I say wolf, you mustn’t forget the she-wolf. What counts here is
no longer the sexual difference between the wolf as real animal and the
mask [/eup| worn by the woman. Here we are not dealing with this double
wolf, this “twin® word, masculine in both cases, the natural wolf, the real
wolf and its mask /e loup, its simulacrum, but indeed with the she-wolf,
often a symbol of sexuality or even of sexual debauchery or fecundity, of
the she-wolf mother of other twins, for example the she-wolf that, at the
foundation of Rome, suckled turn by turn, each in turn or both at once, the
twins Remus and Romulus. And while we’re on twins'® and myths of origi-
nary foundation, it is frequent among North American Indians—for we
have also been in America for a moment—for two twins to fight over their
mother’s breast: and among the Ojibwa, in certain variants 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; and 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 nate:| In all three occurrences in this sentence, Derrida supplies the
English word “twins™ as well as the French word “jumeaux.”
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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 have mourned here either. Those close
to me, brothers, friendly or enemy brothers are wolves who are my kind
and my brothers.

And then, given that the pack of mythical wolves is without number,
remember Wotan among the German gods (Wotan or Odin in the North).
Wotan is a warrior god. a god of warlike fury (cf. wiiten in modern Ger-
man: to be in a fury, to ravage through warfare), and Wotan decides as Sov-
ereign King, as war chief. Sovereignty is his very essence. When he sits on
the throne, he is flanked by two wolves, who are like the insignia of his maj-
esty, living coats of arms, the living heraldry of his sovereignty, two wolves
to whom he gives everything anyone hands him to eat, for he himself does
not eat, he only drinks, especially mead. What is more, Odin Wotan also
had the gift of being able to change himself at will into a wild animal, into
a bird, fish, or serpent.

We will keep trying to think through this becoming-beast, this
hecoming-animal of a sovereign who is above all a war chief, and is deter-
mined as sovereign or as animal faced with the enemy. He is instituted as
sovereign by the possibility of the enemy, by that hostility in which Schmitt
claimed to recognize, along with 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 Wotan) 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 piece together for yourselves),
I recall that the gods, threatened by this sinister and voracious, yes vora-
cious, wolf, lay for him a highly ingenious trap that the wolf discovers, and
to which he agrees to suhject himself on one 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 the contract. After which the
god Tyr, who had accepted a mutilated hand in order to respect the con-
tract 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 callec] the Thing (Bing, read Heidegger), the Thing, the Cause, that
is, the place of assemblies, debates, common deliberations, conflicts und
litigations and decisions of justice. The god of the Thing, of the Cause, of
justice, of oaths had his hand devoured, cut of fat the wrist by the wolf. in
the wolf’s mouth.

And then, but the list would be too long, think of Akela, the sovereign
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chief of the wolves and the father of the wolf cubs who protect and raise
Mowgli.

Now, about this she-wolf or all these wolf-men, about the foundation of
the town or the city, the origin of the political, the originary social contract
and sovereignty, let me quickly recall a well-known fact. That is, that Rons-
seau will oppose a certain fantastics or phantasmatics of the wolf-man or
Plautus’shomo homint lupus in his comedy Asinaria: “Lupus est homo hom-
ini, non homo, quom qualis sit non novit” (“When one dues not know him,
man is not a man but a wolf for man”),'¢ a phrase the proverbial nucleus of
which was taken up, reinterpreted, reinvested, and mediated by so many
others: Rabelais, Montaigne, Bacon, especially Hobbes. And it is, as you
know, against the homo homini lupus of Hobbes or equally against Grotius
that Rousseau thinks and writes the Soctal Contract. As for the man—wolf
for man in Plautus and especially Montaigne 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 put to the test in the meantime.

Back to Rousseau. As early as chapter 2 of the Soctal Contract ("On the
First Societies”), on the threshold, then, of the immediately following chap-
ter, which seems to be responding to La Fontaine in that it ts entitled “Of
the Right of the Stronger” —as early as chapter 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 to
an 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-
t0’s Republic (book 8, to which we shall return later, along with everything
I would call the 24  of Platonic politics, politics as discourse about the
wolf, zkos) in any case, to come hack to Rousseau, a sovereign who would
be simply stronger and thereby capable of devouring those he commands,
namely carrle. Rousseau had, however, written somewhere, I don’t remem-
ber where, "1 was living like a real werewolf” (we shall return atlength to
the werewolf, which is something ¢Ise). Here in the Social Contract (chapter
2), Rousseau is, then, opposing a certain animalization of the origins of the
political in Grotius and Hobbes, when he writes:

[t is doubiful, then, according to Grotius, whether the human race be-
longs to a hundred or so men, or if that hundred or so men belong to the
human race: and throughout his book he seems to lean toward the former
opinion: this is also Hobbes's feeling. So, here we have the human race

16. Plauws, Asinaria. hine 495.
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divided into herds of cattle, each one with its chief who keeps it in order
todevour it."” [reread]

INotice the “in order to devour it”: don’t forget this word “devour™ he, the
chief, does not keep the beast by devouring it, while devouring the beast (and
we are already in the space of Totern and Taboo and the scenes of devour-
ing cruelty that are unleashed in it, put down, repressed in it and therefore
displaced in it into symptoms: and the devouring wolf is net far away, the
big bad wolf, the wolf’s mouth, the big teeth of Little Red Riding Hood's
Grandmether-Wolf (“Grandmother, what big teeth you have”), as well as
the devouring wolfin the Rig Veda, etc., or Kronos appearing with the face
of Anubis devouring time itsclf)— notice, then, the “in order to devour it”
in Rousseau’s text (“So, here we have the 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 beast by devouring it, he does not first keep the
cattle and then, subsequently, devour said cattle, no, he keeps the cattle wizh
a view to deveuring it, he only keeps the cattle in order to devour it,soas to
devour it savagely and gluttonously, tearing at it with his 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,
1.e. by putting to death and destroying, as one annihilates what one wants
to keep for oneself —and Rousseau does say “cattle,” i.e. an animality not
domesticated (which would be something else again), but already defined
and dominated by man:n viewof man, an animality that is already destined,
in its reproduction organized by man, to become either an enslaved instru-
ment of work or else animal nourishment (horse, ox, lamb, sheep, etc.: ani-
mals, let us nete, that can become the victims or the prey of the wolf).

Rousseau continues, and we are still in the order of analogy (“analogy”
is Rousseau’s word, as you'll see), we are in the order of the figure, of the
“like" of metaphor or comparison, or even fable:|

As ashepherd is of a nature superior te thai of his herd. the shepherds of men,
who are their chiefs, are also of a nature superior to that of their peoples.
This is, according to Philon. how Caligula reasoned, correctly concluding
from thisanzlogy [my emphasis| that kings were gods, or that peoples were
beasts.

The reasoming of this Caligula .. .®

1. lean-Jacques Roussean, D« contrut social (Paris: Classiques Garnicr, 1954), p- 237-
[ Translator’s note: My translation. |
18. Duconerat social, p. 237. Derrida’s emphasis.
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[And this 15 indeed the reasoning of a sovereign, the reason given by a
sovereign, lct us not forget that: Rousseau is certainly marking the fact
that this discourse, this "reasoning,” was signed, and signed not by a phi-
losopher or a political scientist but by a chief, an emperor, and therefore
by a sovereign himself situated by analogy and in the “animal” analogy
that he thus accredits, an analogy from which man has in the end disap-
peared, between god and beast: “kings were gods, peoples were beasts.”
The sovereign says, the emperor Caligula proclaims, he edicts, speaking
thus of sovereignty from sovereignty, from the place of the sovereign, he
says: there are gods and there are beasts, there is, there is only, the theo-
zoological, and in the theo-anthropo-zoological, man is caught, evanes-
cent, disappearing, at the very most a simple mediation, a hyphen between
the sovereign and the beast, between GGod and cattle. Taking up the thread
of the quotation again:}

The reasoning of this Caligula comes down to the same thing as in Hobbes
and Crotius. Aristotle, before any of rthem, had also said that men are not
naturally equal, but that some were born for slavery and others for domi-
nation.

Aristotle was right [avais rafson: reason again! This time in the syntagm
“avoir raison” the point is not to ave:r raison de but just to avoir raison, to
be just or right]; but he took the effect for the cause. Any man born into
slavery is bern for slavery. nothing is more certain. Slaves lose everything in
their irons, even the desire to be free of them; they love their enslavement
as Odysseus's companions loved their brutishness. So if there are slaves by
nature, this is becausc there have been slaves against nature. Force made the
first slaves."”

Rousseau’s thesis is thus both that “the reason of the strongest™ isi7n fact the
best, that it has prevailed and prevails in fact {the stronger has reason of the
weaker, the wolf of the lamb), but that if 17 fact the reason of the stronger
wins out, by right the reason of the strongest is not the best, ought not to be,
ought not 1o have been the best, ought not to have been right, and every-
thing will turn around the semantic pivot of the word “‘reason™ in the fable:
when the fable says “the reason of the strongest is always the best,” is it rea-
son itself, 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 twe radically hetero-

19. Ibid., p. 237. This last sentence of Rousseau ends thus: “Force made the first
slaves, their cowardice perpetvated their slavery.”
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geneous things: either the reason that prevails in fact or else, 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 insistently, while
asking you to read what precedes and follows in the Social Contract, this is,
precisely, for several reasons.

t. 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 future problemauc, begin-
ning with this insistent “analogy,” this multiple and overdetermined anal-
ogy that, as we shall see, through so many higures, now brings man close
to the animal, inscribing them both in a relation of proportion, and now
brings man and animal close in order to oppose them: heterogeneity, dis-
proportion between the authentic homo politicus and the appa polit-
cal animal, the sovereign 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,
alogos, a reasoning, or even a calculus that moves back up toward a relation
of production, or resemblance, or comparability in which identity and dif-
ference coexist.

Here, whenever we speak of the beastand the sovereign, we shall have in
view an analogy between two currentrepresentations (current and therefore
problematical, suspect, to be interrogated) between this type of animality or
living being that is called the “beast” or that is represented as bestality, on
the one hand, and on the other a sovereignty that is most often represented
as humanor 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 are already different
and terribly problematical dimensions), as it is most often situated in the
human order, [reducing it, then] to prefigurations said to be zoological, bio-
logical, animal or bestial (four conce pts—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, something
like: the social, the political, and in them the value or exercise of sovereignty
are merely disguised manifestations of animal force, or conflicts of pure
force, the truth of which is given to us by zoology. that is to say at bottom
bestiality or barbarity 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. We could also invert the sense of the analogy
and recognize, on the contrary, not that political man is still animal but that
the animal is already political, and exhibit, as is easy to do, in many ex-
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amples of what are called animal societies. the appearance of refined, com-
plicated organizations, with hierarchical structures, attributes of authority
and power, phenomena of symbolic credit, so many things that are so often
attributed to and so naively reserved for so-called human ceelzure, in opposi-
tion to narure. For example—to cite only this sign. which has interested 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 the fea-
turesthat—forgive me for recalling this—TI have been emphasizing wher-
ever {i.e. jJust about everywhere) I have been interested in the great question
of the animal and what is proper to man, as everything | nicknamed carno-
phallogocentrism (among the most recent and the most recapitulatory texts 1
permit myself, for simple reasons of economy in order to gain time in this
seminar, to refer to: @f Spiriz, “Eating Well” in Poines . . . ,“The animal that
therefore I am,” in L'animal aurobiographique, and For What Tomorrow . . .
read, and follow up the references given in all the texts in L'animal
autobiographique),” for some time now I have been emphasizing the fragil-
ity and porosity of this limit between nature and culture, and the fact that
there is also avoidance 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 inevitability about
incest, if one looks closely, in the very place where incest appears forbidden.
The only rule that for the moment I believe we should give ourselves in this
seminar is no more to rely on commonly accredited oppositional limits
between what is called nature and culture, nature/law, physs/nemes, God,
man, and animal or concerning what is “proper to man™ [nomoreto rely on
commonly accredited oppositional limits] than to muddlie everything and

20. De Vesprit: Heidegger et la quesnon (Panis: Galilée, 1987): trans. Geoffrey Ben-
nington and Rachel Bowlby as @f Spirit: Hedegger and the Question (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 198g), “11 faut bien mnanger. on le calecu) du sujet.” in Ponesde
suspension (Paris: Galilée, 1992}, pp. 269—301; trans. Peter Connor and Avital Ronell as
“‘Eating Well, or the Calculation of the Subfect,” in Pomts . . . - Interviews 1974-1994
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995), pp. 255-87; “L'animal que denc je suis (3
suivre), in M-L Mallet, ed., L’ wrumal astobographique: dAutowr de Jacques Derrida (Paris:
Galilée, 1999), pp- 25:1—301. Subsequently published in lacques Werrida, L'animal que
dencje suis,cd. M-L. Mallet (Paris: Galilée, 2006). pp. 15—77; trans. Daxid Wills as The
Animal That Thercfore | Am (New York: Fordham University Press, 2008). pp. 1-51
Jacques Werrida and Elizabeth Roudinesco, “Violences contre Ies animaux,” in De guor
dcmain: Dialegue (Paris: Fayard/Galilée. 2001), pp. 105-27; trans. Jeff Fort as For What
Tomoryow . . . (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2004), pp. 62—76.
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rush. by analogism, toward resemblances and identities. Every time one
puts an oppositional hmit 1n question, far from concluding that there is
identity, we must on the contrary multiply attention to dif ferences, refine
the analysis in a restructured field. To take only this example, very close to
our seminar, it will not be enough to take into account this hardly contest-
able fact that there are animal societies, animal organizations that are refined
and complicated in the organization 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-innate abilities, 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 over the others, with the
possibility of revolts, reconcihations, pardons granted, etc.—-it will not suf -
fice to take into account these scarcely contestable facts to conclude from
them that there is pofitics and especially sovereignty in communities of non-
human living beings. “Social animal” does not necessarily mean political
animal; every /aew is not necessarily ethical, juridical, or political. So it is the
concept of lac, and with it that of contract, authority, credit, and theref ore
many, many others that will be at the heart of our reflections. Is the law that
reigns (in a way that is moreover dif ferenuated and heterogeneous) in all
the so-called animal societies a law of the same nature as what we under-
stand by law in human right and human politics? And 1s the complex, al-
though relatively short, history of the concept of sovereignty in the West(a
concept that is itself an institution that we shall try to study as well as we
can) the history of a law, or is it not, the structure of which is or is not, also
to be found in the laws that organize the hierarchized relations of authority,
hegemony. force, power, power of life and death in so-called animal socie-
ties? The question is all the: more obscure and necessary for the fact that the
minimal feature that must be recognized in the position of sovereignty, at
this scarcely even preliminary stage, is, as we insisted these last few years
with respect to Schmitt,* a certain power togrve. tomake, but also tosuspend
the law; it is the exceptional right to place oneself above right, the right to
non-right,? if 1 can say this, which both runs the risk of carrying the human
sovereign above the human, toward divine omnipotence (which will more-
over most of ten have grounded the principle of sovercignty in its sacred and

2t. See among others the unpublished seminar “Politics of Friendship™ (1988-89),
and Politics of Friendship.

22. [Translator’s note:] “Droit™ i French can correspond to both “law™ (in the gen-
ecal sense: “le droit civil” 1s civil law). and “righe.”
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theological origin) and. hecause of this arbitrary suspension or rupture of
right, runs the risk of making the sovereign look like the most brutal beast
who respects nothing, scorns the law, immediately situates himself above
the law, at a distance from the law. For the current representation, to which
we are referring for a start, sovereign and beast seem to have in common
their being-outside-the-law. It is as though both of them were situated by
definition at a distance from or above the laws, in nonrespect for the ahso-
Jute law, the absolute law that they make or that they are but that they do
not have to respect. Being-outside-the-law can, no doubt. on the one hand
(and this is the figure of sovereignty), take the form of being-above-the-
laws, and therefore take the form of the Law itself, of the origin of laws,
the guarantor of laws. as though the Law, with a capital L, the condition of
the law, were before, above. and theref ore outside the law, external or even
heterogeneous to the law; but being-outside-the-law can also, on the other
hand (and this is the figure of what is most of ten understood by animazlity
or bestiality), | heing-outside-the-law can also| situate the place where the
law does not appear, or is not respected, or gets violated. These modes of
being-outside-the-law (be it the mode of what is called the beast, be it that
of the criminal, even of that grand criminal we were talking about 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 sover-
eignty of the state as monopoly of violence; be it the being-outside-the-
law of the sovereign himself)—these different modes of being-outside-
the-law can seem to be heterogeneousamong themselves,or even apparently
heterogeneous to the law, but the fact remains, sharing this common being-
outside-the-law, beast, criminal, and severeign have a troubling resem-
blance: they call on each other and recall each other, from one to the other;
there is between sovereign. criminal. and heast a sort of obscure and fasci-
nating complicity, or even a worrying mutual attraction, a worrying famil-
1arity, an untheimiich, uncanny?®® reciprocal haunting. Both of them. all three
of them, the animail, the criminal, and the sovereign, are outside the law, at
a distance from or above the laws: criminal, beast, and sovereign strangely
resemble each other while seeming to be situated at the antipades, at each
other’s antipodes. It happens, moreover—brief reappearance of the wolf —
that the nickname “"wol(™ is given to a head of state as Father of the Nation.
Mustapha Kemal who had given himself the name Atatiick (Father of the
Turks) was called the “gray wolf™ hy his partisans, in memory of the myth-
ical ancestor Genghis Khan, the *blue wolf.”

23.[Translator’s nete:] “Uncanny” is in English n the texe.
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believe that this troubling resemblance, this worrying superposition
of these two beings-outside-the-law or “without laws” or “above the laws”
that beast and sovereign both are when viewed from a certain angle—I
behieve that this resemblance explains and engenders a sort of hypnotic fas-
cination or irresistible hallucination, which makes us see, project, perceive,
as in a X-ray, the face of the beast under the features of the sovereign; or
conversely, if you prefer, itis as though, through the maw of the untamable
beast, a figure of the sovereign were toappear. As in those games where one
figure has to be identified through another. [n the vertigo of this unkeirn-
{ich, 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 animal becoming the Adre
(host and guest),” the hostage too, of a sovereign of whom we also know
that he can be very stupid [#és béze] without that at all aftecting the all-
powerfulness ensured by his function or, if you like, by one of the “king’s
two bodies.”? In the metamorphic covering-over of the two figures, the
beast and the sovereign, one therefore has a presentiment that a prof ound
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 sovereign who becomes the beast; there is the beast
and [ef] the sovereign (conjunction), but also the beast s |esz] the sovereign,
the sovereign s |est] the beast.

Whence—and this will be one of the major foci of our reflection, its
most current political focus— whence the accusation so often made today
in the rhetoric of politicians against sovereign states that do not respect in-
ternational law or right, and which are called “rogue states"” |Etats voyous].
i.e. delinquent states, criminal states. states that behave 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,
violate property, frontiers, rules and good international manners, including
the lawsof war {terrorism being one of the classic forms of this delinquency,
according to the rhetoric of heads of sovereign states who for their part

24. [Translator’s note:} “Uncanny” is in English 1n the text.

25. [Translator's note:| “Host” and “guest” are 1n English in the text, to specify the
ambguity of the French word “héte.”

26. See Ernst Kantorowicz, The King’s Tewe Bodies: A Study in Mediaeval Politecal
T heology (Princeton: Princeton University Press. 1457).

27. | Translator's netc: Derrida spells out the copula est {(e-s-t), which 1sa homophone
of the conjunction ez.
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claim to respect international right). Now Etar voyou is a translation of the
English rogue, rogue state (in German, Schurke which can also mean “ras-
cal,” bounder, cheat, crook. rabble, blackguard, criminal, is the word also
used to translate rogue). “Rogue state” in English seems to be the first name
(voyou and Schurke are merely translations, I think), for the accusation was
first formulated in English. by the United States. Now we shall see, when
we go in this direction and study the uses, the pragmatics, and the semantics
of the word rogue. very frequent in Shakespeare, what it also tells us about
animality or bestiality. The “rogue,” be it 1o do with elephant, tiger, lion, or
hippopotamus (and more generally carnivorous animals), |the “rogue”}l is
the individual who does not even respect the law of the animal community,
of the pack, the horde, of its kind. By its savage 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 roguestates of ten turn the accusa-
tion back against the prosecutor and claim in their turn that the true rogue
states are the sovereign, powerful. and hegemonic nation-states that begin
by not respecting the law or international right to which they claim to 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 regularly violating the decisions of the UN or the agen-
cies of international right that they are so quick to accuse the others, the se-
called rogue states, of violating. We shall return at length to this problem-
atic zone. There is even a book by Noam Chomsky entitled Rogue States:
T he Rule of Force in World Affairs,” 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 againstthe 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 all, the one that most
often violates international right, even as it enjoins other states (often by
force, when 1t suits it) to respect the international right that it does not itself
respect whenever it suits 1t not to. Its use of the expression “rogue state”
would be the most hypocritical rhetorical stratagem, the most pernicious or
perverse or cynical armed trick of its permanent resort to the greater force,
the most inhuman brutality. To take, provisionally, only one example from
the overwhelming case made by Chomsky in Rogue States, and selecting
within it the bestiary lexicon that is important to us here, [ shall invoke

28. Noum Chomsky, Rogue States: The Rule of Force in World Affairs (Cambridge,
MA: South End Press. 2000).
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only from the beginning of the hook the example of the long and complex
history of the relations between 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 state" (p. 24, read all the pagesaround this). But if Saddam’s Iraq indeed
comes in at the top of the list of criminal states, if, as US diplomacy has been
reminding us regularly for ten years, Saddam is guilty of using weapons of
mass destruction against his neighbors and hisown people, Chomsky has no
difficulty recalling that for a very long time Saddam was well treated by the
USA. asan ally and a client. This treatment only came to an end, leading to
a terrible biological war whose Iraqi vicims are counted by the thousands
(malnutrition, illness, five thousand children dying every month accord-
ing to untcer quoted by Chomsky, etc.)—this treatment of Saddam as
respected ally and client only came to an end, then, when Saddam stopped
following the political and militaro-economic strategy of the USA (and one
could say the same about the Taliban). ®nly at that moment did ) raq, ceas-
ing to be an ally, an accomplice, or a docile client, become a roguestate and
only then did one begin to speak of Saddam 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 “September 11.”

That, said too brietly and in pure anticipation, is the obscure place to-
ward which we are directed by the word. itself obscure, “analogy,” analogy
between the political sovereign and the beast. This word analogy 1s 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 that 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 virtual) violences and nameless
historical ravages, disasters we won't (already don't) have a name for, when
the names of right (national or international), war, civil war or international
war, terrorism (national or international)lose their most elementary credit.

2. The second reason why [ quote thesc first chapters of the Soctal Con-
tract is that we already see 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
three of them rather quickly into the same tradition, neglecting the massive
fact that it was in order to break with Aristotle, and with the consequences

29. Ibid,, p. 28. |Translator’s note: Derrida quotes Chomsky here in Fnglish.]

that Aristotle draws from his famous but still just as enigmatic definition of
man as political creature or animal (politikon zoor), that Hobbes wrote his
Leviathan and his De Cive, and developed a theory of sovereignty that will
interest us later. Naturally we shall have to read or reread thesetexts.

3. The third reason why I refer to these first chapters of the Social Con-
tract is that in the lines [ have just quoted, Rousseau adds a footnote to the
word “brutishness” [abrutissement] (“they love their enslavement as @dys-
seus’s companions loved their brutishness™). The note refers to Plutarch. It
says, “See a little treatise by Plutarch, entitled: Thar Beasts Have Reason.”
You will find this fascinating text by Plutarch [Bruta Animalia ratione uril,
translated [into French] by Amyot, in the collection published and pref-
aced by Elisabeth de Fontenay, Trois traités pour les antmaux.® The treatise
to which Rousseau refers is found there under the ttle “That brute beasts
use reason.” The word “brute” will of ten be very important to us, where it
seems to connote not only animality but a certain bestiality of the animal.
[ cannot recommend too strongly that you read these texts, which could
detain us for along time. In “That brute beasts use reason,” the first words
of a philosophical discussion 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. But please could you tell me
whether there are any Greeks among the people you've turned into wolves
and lions?”3

Read what follows and notice too that in praising a certain virtue of the
animal, one of the participants in the discussion, Gryllus, places, precisely,
this animal virtue 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 /ike (a “iike" that carries the
whole charge of the question of an analogy), a bit “like™ the sovereign:

You can see, however, that when antmals fight with one aunother or with
you humans, they do net employ tricks and stratagems: they rely in their
battles on blatant bare bravery backed up by real prowess. They don’t need
a law to be passed [my emphasis| o summon them to battle, and they don’t
fight because they’re afraid of being court-martialled for desertion: they see

30. Plutarque, Trois rasés pourlesanimauz, edl. Elisabeth de Fontenay (Paris: P.OL.,
1992); “On the Use of Reason by ‘Irrational’ Animals,” in Plutarch,
Watesrfield (London: Penguin Books, 1992), pp. 383-499.

33 Ibid., p. 125] p. 383].

15 trans. Robin
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the fight through to the bitter end and refuse te give in because they instinc-
uvely loathe defeat. [Read what fellows; and, further on:|

[...]1 You don’t find animals begging or pleading for mercy or admitting
defeat lerror of Plutarch’s: comment}. Cowardice never led a lion to be-
come enslaved to anether lion, or a horse to another herse. as it does human
beings, who readily welcome the condition which is named after coward-
ice. Suppese humans trap er trick animals into captivity: if the animals are
mature, they choese te reject foed, reject thirst and choose to hring about
and embrace death rather than accept enslavement.*? [Comment.]

If we wanted to place this note in the Social Contract referring to Plutarch’s
plea for animal reason into a network, a Rousseauist network, we should
have to study closely, in Emile (book 2) a very long quotation {(more than
three pages) from the opening of the first of Plutarch’s Three Treatises . . .
(“If [t [s Permissible to Eat Flesh” [De esu carnium)). Before quoting Plu-
tarch, the one whospeaksto Emile, the imaginary pupil, warns him against
eating meat. Children are naturally vegetarian, and it is important “not to
turnthem [. ..} into meat eaters.” Both for their health and for their charac-
ter. For, the master says:

It is certain that great meat caters arc in general more cruel and ferocious
than other men: this ebservation is for all placesand times. The barbarity of
the English i1s well known. [...] All savages are cruel; and their customs do
net lead them to be so: this cruelty comes from their foed |comment: cruelty
and without,® cruelty and death sentence]. They go to war as they go
the hunt, and treat men ltke bears {my emphasis: always this “like” of the
anthrepe-zoolegical analegy]. In England even butchers are net allewed to
bear witness, and no more are surgeons. Great criminals harden themsclves
for murder by drinking blood.**

(Rousseau adds 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, thatin fact English butchers and surgeons did have the right
to bear witness and that only butchers, and net surgeons, were refused the
right to sit as jurors in criminal trials.) Read what follows. and the verylong
quotanons from Plutarch’s plea or indictment, one of the most eloquent in

32. Ibid., pp. 12930 [p. 387, very stightly modified].

33. “Cruauté et sans” in the typescript: perhaps a typing error for “cruauté et sang”
[crueley and blood).

34. Jean-Jacques Rausseau, Lmile (Paris: Garnier-Flammarion, 1966), pp. (96-97.
[Translator’s nete: My translution.]
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history in the trial of carnivorous culture and its “cruel delights” (“You do
not eat these carnivorous animals, you imitate them; you hunger only lor
the innocent and gentle beasts who do no harm to anyone, who are attached
te you, who serve you, and that you deveur [my emphasis] as a reward for
their services.”)

You have no doubt already noticed the recurrence of the lexicon of de-
vourmenr (“devour,” “devouring”): the beast is on this account devouring,
and man devours the beast. Devourment and voracity. Bevoro, vorax, vera-
tor. 1t’s about mouth, teeth, tongue, and the violent rush to bite, engulf,
swallow the other, to take 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 potency be, in essence and always in the last instance, a
power of deveurment (mouth, teeth, tongue, violent rush te bite, engulf,
swallow the other, to take the other into oneself too, to kill it or mourn it)?
But what goes via interiorizing devourment, i.e. via orality, via the mouth,
the maw, teeth, throat, glottis, and tongue —which arealso the sites of cry
and speech, of language —that very thing can also inhabit thatother site of
the visage or the face, ie. the ears, the auricular attributes, the visible and
theref ore audiovisual forms of what allows one not only to speak but also
to hear and listen. “Grandmother, what big ears you have,” she says to the
wolf. The place of devourment is also the place of what carries the voice,
the topos of the porte-vorx [megaphone, literally “voice-carrier™}, in a word,
the place of vociferatior. Devourment, vociferation, there, in the figure of
the figure,’ in the face, smack in the mouth, but also 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. devourment, interiorizes
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 ears, on the subject of the beast and the sovereign, I leave you
tomuse on the ass’s ears of King Midas that Apolloinflicted on him because
he had preferred his rival in a musical competition. The ass is thought, un-
fairly, to be the most stupid of beasts |/a plus béte des bétes|. Midas hid these
ass's ears under his crown, and when his hairdresser denounced him and
divulged his secret to the earth, the rushes, Ovid tells us, murmured in the
wind, “King Midas has ass’s ears!” And then in Tristan and Yseult, another
king,another animal’s ears, the horse’s ears of King Mark.

35- [Transtator’s note:] “Figure” in French means both “figure” and “face.”
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The reason of the strongest is aiways the best
As we shall shortly show.

In a sense, no seminar should begin that way. And yet every seminar does
begin that way, anticipating and deferm’'ngin some manner the monstration
or demonstration. Every seminar begins with some fabulous “As we shall
shortly show.”

Whatis a fable?

We could, to begin, ask ourselves (yes, “ask ourselves.” but what are we
doing when we ask ourselves? When one asks something of oneself? When
one poses oneself a question, when one interrogates oneself on this or
that subject or, which is something different, when one asks for oneself?
When one asks oneself for oneself as if that were 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 Daniel’s dream or vision {(which
1 leave you to read, starting at Daniel 7:2: and “These great beasts, which
are four, are four kings, which shall arise out of the earth” (7:17), i.e. four
bestial figures of historico-political sovereignty); or again, and especially,
all the beasts from John's Revelation, which clearly present themselves as
political or polemological figures, the reading of which would merit more
than one seminar on its own; or again Behemoth or Leviathan, the name of
that apocalyptic marine monster, that pelitical dragon renamed by God in
almost hislast address to Job (40:15),** which I invite you to reread: “Behold
now behemoth, which 1 made with thee: he eateth grass as an ox. Lo now,

his strength /5 in his loins . . . ,” and, just a little further en, just afterward
in the Book of Job:

'Canst thou draw out leviathan with an hook? or his tongue with a cord
which thou lettest down? "Canst theu put an hook nto his nose? or bere
his jaw threugh with a thern? |. . .] or his head with fish spears? *Lay thine
hand upon him, remember the battle, do no more. ' Behold, the hope of
him is in vain: shall not ore be cast down even ar the sight of him? *None

36. [Transtator's note:] | have normalized all biblical references te correspond to the
chapter and verse numbcrs of the King James verston.

is 58 fierce that dare sur him up: who then is able to stand before me? |. . ]
21 will not conceal his parts. (Job 41:1-12)

Read what follows, but remember this *l will not conceal his parts.” Read
too Isaiah (27:1): “[n that day the Lesv 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 that i in the sea.”

Or else read Psalms (74:13, 14), and you will find that it is always ad-
dressed to a God capable of destroying, putting to death, the hideous, pow-
erful, and repugnant beast, the Leviathan:

BThou didsr dlivide the sea by thy strength: thou brakest the heads of the
dragens in the waters. *Thou brakest the heads of leviathan in pieces, and
gavest him 70 b¢ mear to the people inhabiting the wilderness.

Just where the anirmal realm is so often opposed to the human realm as
the realm of the nonpolitical to the reslin of the political, and just where
it has seemed possible to define man 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 particular of the state and sovereignty has often
been represented in the formless form of animal monstrosity, in the figure
without 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 that we shall have to ask ourselves, there would, then,
be this figuration ol man as “political animal” or "political living being”
(zdon politikor, according to Aristotle’s so well-known and so enigmatic for-
mula (Polrtics 1.125343). It is obvious, says Aristotle, that the polis forms part
of the things of nature (t6n physer) and that man is by nature a political be-
ing (kai oti anthropos physei politikon zaon); from which he concludes, after
having strongly insisted {contrary to what is sometimes understood or read)
in the same text, in the same pages, and again just before this, on living and
life as, {2 (zén), and not as Bies (bros), on the €V My (ex zén), living well
(we shall have to come back to this too)—he concludes, then, that a being
without a city, &moAts (¢polts), an apolitical being, is, by nature and not by
chance (dia physin kai ou dia tuchén), either much worse (phaulos) or much
better than man, superior to man (kreizton é unthrépos)” —which clearly
marks the fact that politicity, the being-political of the living being called
man, is an intermediate between those two other living beings that are beast
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and god. which, each in its own way, would be “apolitical”)—so, to return
to our point. among all the questions that we shall have to unfold, among all
the things we shall have to ask ourselves, there would. then, be this figura-
tion of man as “political animal” or “political being,” but also a double and
contradictory figuration {and figuration is always the beginning of a fabula-
tion or an affabulation), the double and contradictory figuration of political
man as on theene hand 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 disposal, but en the other 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.
Poliucal man 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 state 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 manif estation of bestiality or human animality. i.e. human
naturality? 1 leave these questionsas they are for the moment. But the prin-
ciple of a reply (1 shall call it prosthetic or prostatic or prosthstatic, i.e. fol-
lowing the technical or prosthetic logic of a supplement that supplements
nature by adding to it an artificial 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 thus figuration of the
political, of the state and sovereignty in the allegory or the fable of the mon-
strous animal, and precisely the dragon called Leviathan in the Book of
Job: 1 am referring to Hobbes’s book Lewiathan (1651).%* Right from its In-
troduction, and in an opposition to Aristotle that we shall have to specify
later, Hobbes’s Leviatharn inscribes human art in the logic of an imitation of
divine art. Nature 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
create, fabricates and, being unable to engender a natural animal, fabricates
an artificial animal. Art goes so far as to imitate this excellent life-form that

38. |Derrida quotes from| Levzarhan, Authoritative Text. Backgrounds, Interpreta-
tons, ¢d. Richard E. Flathman and 1)avid Johnston (New York: Norton, 1997}, p. 9.
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is man, and | quote: “Ar? goes yet further, imitating that Rationall and most
excellent work of Nature, Man. For by artis created that great LEVIATHANT
(the frontispiece of the book represents this gigantic and monstrous man
who dominates the city, and Hobbes cites in Latin, in this frontispicce, a
passage of fob (41:33), “Upon earth there is not his like,” words followed in
the text by “He beholdeth all high things: he &5 a king over all the children
of pride.”)”

®nce again, | leave you to read or reread, 1 invite and urge you to do so,
these two or three pages, which describe, in God's words, the monster Le-
viathan. Let me pick up again my quotation from Hobbes's Introduction to
Lewiathan: " Art goes yet further, imitating that Rationall and most excellent
work of Nature, Mar:. For by art is created that great LEviaTHAN, called a
COMMON-WEALTH Of STATE, {in latine civiTas) which is but an Artificiall
Man; though of greater stature and strength than the Naturall, for whose
protection and defence it was intended” (p. 9). [So Leviathan is the state
and political man himself, the aruficial man, the man of art and institu-
tion, man producer and product of his own art, which imitates the art of
God. Art is here, like the institution itself, like artificiality, like the technical
suppiement, a sort of animal and monstrous naturality. And Hobbes will
analyze, describe in detail, “not conceal his parts,” 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 sovereignty); but this
absolute sovereignty is. as we shall also see, anything but natural; it is the
product of a mechanical artificiality, a 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, 1 would say,
leaving the genre of commentary for that of interpretation, ie. following
the consequence of what Hobbes says beyond his own explicit intention: if
sovereignty, as artificial animal, as prosthetic monstrosity, as Leviathan, is a
human artifact, if it is not natural, it is deconstructible, it is historical; and as
historical, subjectto infinite transformation, it is atonce precarious, mortal,
and perfectible. Let me return to my quotation and continue it:]

39.[Translator’s note:| I herequote the King James version: “Children of pride” cor-
responds in the French translation used by Derrida (Le Livee de Job, trans. Pierre Alfert
and Jean-Pierre Prévost, in La Bible, nouvelle traduction [Paris: Bayard, 2001]) simply
to “fauves” (“wild heasts™); another French translation, by Louis Segend. has “les plus
ficrs animaux” (“the proudest animals™). The Vulgate has “6lios superhiae.”
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Art goes yet further, imitating that Rationall and most excellent work of
Nature, Man. For by art is created that great LEViATHAN, called a com Mon-
WEALTI Of STATE, (in latine c1viTas) which is hutan Arnficiall Man; though
of greater stature and strength than the Naturall, for whese preteciion and
defence it was intended: and in which. the Soveraignty is an Artificiall Sou,
as giving life and metion to the whole body; The Magistrates, and other Of-
Sicers of Judicature and Execution, artificiall Joynts; Reward and Punishment
(hy which fastnedto the seate of the Soveraignty, every joint and member is
meved te performe his duty) are the Nesves.

Let me interrupt the quotation for a moment to emphasize two points. ®n
the one hand, sovereignty is the artificial soul: the soul, i.e. the principle of
life, life, vitality, vivacity 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, cizitas only through this sover-
eignty. This sovereignty is like an iron lung, an artificial respiration, an
“Artificiall Soul.” Sothe state is a sort of robot, an animal monster, which, in
the figure of man, or of man in the figure of the animal monster, is stronger,
etc., than natural man. Like a gigantic prosthesis designed to amplify, by
objectifying it outside natural man, to amplify the power of the living, the
living man that it protects, that it serves. but like a dead machine, or even
a machine of death, a machine which is only the mask of the living, like a
machine of death can servethe living. But this state and prosthetic machine,
let’s say prosthstatic, this prosthstate must also extend, mime, imitate, even
reproduce down to the details the living creature that produces it. Which
means that, paradoxically, this political discourse of Hobbes's is vitalist, or-
ganicist, Analist, and mechanicist. Right down to the detail, the analogistic
description of the Leviathan follows in the body of the state. the Repub-
lic, the Civitas. the Commonewealth, the whote structure of the human body.
For example, the nerves are the penal late, the reward and punishment by
which, says Hobbes, sovereignty, fastening to its service each articulation
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 motion.
Wealth and riches are the state’s strength, the saius pepuli, or safety, is the
state’s business, the counselors are its memery, concord is its health, sedition is
its il{ness, and finally, a point to which we shall return often, civi/ war is its
death. Civil war is the death of the Leviathan, the death of the state, 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? Whatis 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? What is the difference between war and terrorism?
Between national terrorism and international terrorism? This systematics
of Hobbes is inconceivable without this prosthstatics (at once zoologistic,
biologi'stic, and techno-mechanist) of sovereignty, of sovereignty as animal
machine, living machine, and death machine. This prosthstatic sovereignty,
which Hobbes recalls in [chapter g of ] the De Cive, is indivisible?! —this is
a decisive point that will be very important to us— presupposes the right of
man over the beasts. This right of man over the beasts is demonstrated in
chapter 8 [of the De Cive|, “®f the right of Masters over slaves,” just before
chapter g, “®f the right of parents over children and on the Patrimonial
Kingdom,” during which soveretgnty, domination, or sovereign power is
said to be indivisible (a feature to which we shall return constantly); and
Hobbes demonstrates that this savereignty, within the family, belongs to
the father who is, | quote, “a little king in his house” [“un petit roi dans sa
maison"],** 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’s father” (an old and tenacious prejudice), it is the mother, the only cer-
tain generatrix, who controls the child; when one leaves the state of nature
through the civil contract, it 1s the father who. in a “civill government,” has
at his disposal authority and power. And so just before treating “@ fthe right
of parents over children and on the Patrimonial Kingdom” (and therefore
the absolute right of the father in civil society), at the end of chapter 8, entitled
“@f the right of Masters over slaves.” Hobbes posits the right of man over
the beasts. So we have here a configuration that is both systematic and hier-
archical: at the summit is the sovereign (master, king, husband. father: ipse-

40. Carl Schmitt, La notion de pelitique |Der Begriff des Politischen, 1928), trans.
Marie-Louise Steinhauser (Paris: Chamips-Flammarion, 1992). p. 109; trans. George
Schwab as The Concept of the Politrical (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996;
expanded edition [but still slightly abridged| 2007), p. 65.

41. Thomas Hobhbes, Le citoyen. ou Les fondements de la pelitique [Be Civel, trans.
Samuel Sorbiére [1649] (Paris: Garnier-Flammarion, 1982), scc. 2, chap. ¢, p. 186: On r4e
Citizen, od. and trans. Richard Tuck and Michacl Silverthorne (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998), p. 108.

42. |Translator’s note:| This quotation from Sorbié¢re’s 1649 translation does not
seem to correspond exactly 1o the text of the De Cive. See however. On the Citizen, cd.
and trans. Tuck and Silverthorne, p. t02: “Forto be a King is simply to have Beminien
over many persons, and thus a kingdem is a large family, and a family is a listle kingdom.”

55



56

30 f FIRST SESSION

ity itself [comment]), and below, subjected tohis service, the slave, the beast,
the woman, 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-ravional animals is acquired in the same way as over the
persons of men,that is. by natural strength and powers. In the natural state,
because of the war of all against all, any one may legitimately subdue or
even kill Men, whenever that seems to be to his advantage; much more
will this be the case against animals. That is. one may at discretion reduce
to one’s service any animals that can be tamed or made useful, and wage
continual war against the rest as harmful, and hunt them down and kill
them. Thus Dominion over animals has its origin in the right of narure not
in Divine positive right. For if no such right had existed before the pubh-
cation of holy scripture, no one could rightly have slaughtered animals
for fooxl except someone to whom the divine will had been revealed 1n
the holy scriptures; and the condition of mankind would surely have been
very hard, since the beasts could devour them in all innocence, while they
could not devour the beasts. Since therefore it is by natural right that an
animal kills a man, it will be by the same right that a man slaughters an
animal.*

Conclusion: the beast and |et} the sovereign {couple, coupling, copula), the
beast #s lesz] the sovereign, man is the beast for man, homo hommi lupus, Pe-
ter and the wolf, Peter accompanies his grandfather on the wolf hunt, Peter,
the grandfather and the wolf, the father is the wolf.

In “The Question of Lay Analysis” (Die Frage der Laienanalyse, 1926),
Freud pretends to be in dialogue, as you know, with an impartial person,
and he reminds him that every time a ravenous animal (“like the wolf,” says
Freud) enters the scene in a story, "we shall recognize as a disguise of the
father.™ And Freud explains that we cannot account for these fables and
myths without returning to infantile sexuality. In 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 Zeus, saved by his mether’s cunning.

But, on the subject of these zooanthropological anulogies, or even these

43. Onzhe Cuszen, pp. 105-6.

44- Sigmund Freud. “The Question of Lay Analysis,” in T e Standard Edution of the
Comnplete: Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, 24 vols. (London: Hogarth Press. 195 3-
74), 20:183—258 (p. 211}
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zooanthropotheological tropes of the unconscious— for Freud says in Das
Unbehagen in der Kultur (1929—30) that, thanks to technology and mastery
over nature, man has become a “prosthetic God"**—Freud. in the same
work (at the opening of chapter 7). asks himself the question why, despite
the analogies between the state institutions of animal societies and human
state institutions, the analogies encounter a limit. The animals are related
to us. they are even our brothers, says one French translation,* they are our
kin, and there are even animal states, but we humans would not be happy
in them, says Freud in sum. Why? The hypothesis he leaves hanging is
that these states are arrested in their history. They have no history and no
furure; and the reason for this arrest, this stabilization, this stasis (and in
this sense animal states seems more stable and therefore more statelike than
human states), the reason for their relatively a-historical stasis is a relative
equilibrium between the environment and their drives. Whereas for man
(thisis the hypothesis that 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 ef cruelty,
and therefore a relaunching (be it finite or infinite) of history. That is the
question that Freud leaves open for us. (Read Freud, Civilization and Its
Discontents, p. 123.)

Why do our relatives, the animals, not exhibit any such cultural struggle?
We do not know. Very probably some of them—the bees. the ants, the ter-
mites—strove for thousands of years before they arrived at 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 that we
know from our own feelings that we should not think ourselveshappy inany
of these animal States or in any of the roles assigned in them tothe individual.
In the case of other animal species it may be that a temporary balance has
been reached between the influences of their environment and the mutualty
contending insuncts within them. and that thus a cessation of development
has come about. [t may e that in primnitive man a fresh access of libido kin-
dled a renewed burst of activity on the part of the destructive instinct. There
are a great many questions here to which as yet there is no answer.

45. Sigmund Freud, “Civilization and lts Discontents,” in The Standard Edition, 21:
64—145 (p- 92).

46. Le malaise dans la crvilisation, wwans. Ch. et ). Ogier (Paris: Presses universitaires
de France, 1971). p. 79 (“nos fréres les annnaux”). [Translator’s note: The Standard Edi-
fion has “our relatives,the animals” (20:023) ]

47. TheSwndard Edition,21:123.
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The [feminine| beast and the [masculine] sovereign, /a . . . e,
What and who? Who or what? Go figure [Allez savorr|.
Go figure what who, that's what who our question will be made oftoday.

The beast and |ez] the sovereign, the beast is [es] the sovereign, that’s how
our couple seems first to show up, a couple, a duo or even a duel, but also
an alliance, almost a hymen, whose boisterous téte-a-téte we alreacly he-
gan to interrogate last week. Téte-a-téte or face-to-face, haunted by virtual
sexual differences, between. on the one hand, the simple conjunction (and
[ez]), which seems to pose, oppose, or juxtapose them as two species of liv-
ing beings radically heterogeneous to each other, the one infrahuman, the
other human or even superhuman, and, on the other hand, the copula (is
[est]), which seems to couple them in a sort of ontologico-sexual attraction. a
mutual fascination, a communitarian attachment, 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 the value ot a process, a
becoming, an identificatory metamorphosis), the beast being the sovereign.
the sovereign being the beast, the one and the other being each engaged, in
truth changed or even exchanged. in a becoming-beast of the sovereign 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 fact
that they both share that very singular position of being outlaws, above or at
a distance from the law, the beast ignorant of right and the sovereign having
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 sover-
eign is not an angel, but, one might say, he who plays the sovereign plays

1. This session was published, with some cuts. in Le démocvatie @ venir (see session 1

above, n. 1}, pp- 456—76.
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the beast.? The sovereign makes himself the beast, has himself the beast,
sometimes in the most troubling sense of a zoophilia or even a bestiality the
historical symptoms of which we would need to inventory, detect, or even
interpret. That's our first impetus, the nerve of our ¢/est analogy. Our ¢4
eh® undecided or even undecidable. Because every decision (by its essence a
decision is exceptional and sovereign) must escape the order of the possible,
of what is already possible and programmable for the supposed subject of
the decision, because every decision worthy of the name must be this excep-
tional scandal of a passive decision or decision of the other, the difference
between the deciding decision and the undecided decision itself becomes
undecidable, and then the supposed decision, the exceptionally sovereign
decision looks. like two peas in a pod, just like an indecision, an unwilling,
a nonliberty, a nonintention, an unconsciousness and an irrationality, etc ;
and then the supposed sovereign subject begins, by an invincible attraction,
to look like the beast he is supposed to subject to himself (and we already
know, having often—Iast time too—verified it, that in place of the beastone
can put, in the same hierarchy, the slave, the woman, the child).

.I]m now going to offer for your reflection a French expression that is heav-
Iy ftquxvosal, also undecidable and no doubt untranslatable, to wit {4 saoir]
faire savoir™ {Board).
What does “faire savoir” Imake to know| mean?
\l))Vh‘z‘lt is miant in “make to know" by this coupling of two such charged
Verbs, rr}a\ke and “know™ What is one making known when one says
faire savoir?
1 Le]t us leave this question suspended. No doubt we shall return 1o it
S b ’ g 4
s ortly or tout d I'heure. Right on time ltoure ¢ f'heurel, it will come back at
its ovt/’n tme. Remember Zarathustra talking about “his hour” of his “my
our,” the stillest (dre sziliste Stunde), about his own sovereign hour which

2. [.Translator's note:] French readers would immediately recognize the reference 1o
. _-’fscal s Pensée that reads, “L homme n'est ni ange ni béte, et le mal heur veut gue qui ven

Jaire I'fngcﬁu’t {2 béte” [Man is neither angel not beast, and the misery of &t ?s :hz:‘::‘f
VEr tries to act the angel acts the beast), (No. 678 in the Lafuma classification.) ’
A i {E}x}agila[or's note:| The stundard interjection “eh” (which can corres or;d to En

3 LTS "oy " oy » )

nl:j “cst‘", Uh,” “Um,” “Er," “Heh, among others) is homophonous with h th “ct”

T . 1 ¥
L : | ransl;:tor s note:) Literally “to make to know" or “to have [someone] know.” “to
make known”: but “faire” also means simply “to do,” and “savoir” :

s , - : ts also a noun mean-
8 “knowledge” or, especially in the expression “savoir-f aire
»

" “know-how.”
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T . 1 ¥
L : | ransl;:tor s note:) Literally “to make to know" or “to have [someone] know.” “to
make known”: but “faire” also means simply “to do,” and “savoir” :

s , - : ts also a noun mean-
8 “knowledge” or, especially in the expression “savoir-f aire
»

" “know-how.”
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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 strongest is always the best,
As we shall shortly shaw.

These are the first words, and the moral, as they say. of a fable, The Wolf
and the Lamb, which is to occupy us for some time. Starting next week. In
a sense the “Nous I'allons montrer tout i I'heure” can be translated by a
“We're going to make known,” “We will not delay in making known”;and
the dif ference between monstration and demeonstration, between the intuitive
image of the story, which is an audiovisual scene, and the discursive reason-
ing of the moral, is here suspended, as on television: we are going to make
it known to you, by showing images and an audiovisual story. in an im-
mediately sensory way,as though it were live, we are going to demonstrate
what we want to show, namely that “The reason of the strongest is always
the best.”

In principle, in the noblest tradition of the university institution, a seminar
is not a kind of fable. It does not belong to the genre of the fable. It can, of
course, on occasion, present itself as a discourse of knowledge on the sub ject
of that law of genre that is called the fabie; it can no doubr give itself out as a
learned, historical, critical, theoretical, philosophical discourse, a discourse
of knowledge on the fable, on the subject of the fabulous in general.

But in principle, and according to its statutory vocation, according to its
law and the contract it presupposes, the discourse of teaching ought not to
be fabular. It gives something to be known, it dispenses knowledge, and
knowledge must be without fable. And you must make known without
fable. Similarly, in the prevalent or hegemonic tradition of the political, 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,
thattype of speech known as the fable, be it the fable in general, or the fable
as determinate literary genre in the European West. For, as its Latin name
indicates, a fable is always and before all else speech--—fe7; fars, isto speak, o
say, to celebrate, to sing, to predict, and fabela is first of all something said,
a familiar piece of speech, a conversation, and then a mythical narrative,
without historical knowledge. a legend, sometimes a theatrical play, in any
case a fction that claims to teach us something, a ficton supposed to give
something to be known, a fiction supposed to make known (faire saveir|
make so as to know, in a double sense: (1) in the sense of bringing some
knowledge to the awareness of the other, to inform the other, share with

the other, <make> the other know, and (2) in the sense of “making like”
knowledge [“fuire” suveir), i.e. giving the impression of knowing, giving the
effect of knowledge, resembling knowing where there isn't necessarily any
knowing: in the latter case of fawe savornr, giving the ¢ffect of knowing, the
knowing is a pretend knowing, a false knowing, a simulacrum of knowmg,
a mask of knowing, something like that /oup over a person’s face that we
were talking about last time. But there must be a technique, there must be a
rhetoric, an art of the stmulaccum, asateir-faire to fawre savorr where itis not
a matter of knowing, where there is no knowing worthy of the name.

®ne of our questions could then be announced as follows, within a
classical seminar discourse. i.e. a theoretical, philosophical, constative dis-
course, a discourse of knowledge, or even a reflection within political phi-
fosophy: What would happen if, for example. political discourse, or even
the political action welded to it and 1ndissociable from it, were cosnstituted
or even instituted by something fabular, by that sort of narrative simula-
crum, the convention of some historical as if, by that hictive modality of
“storytelling” that is called fabulous or fabular, which supposes giving to
be known where one does not know, fraudulently affecting or showing
off the making-known. and which administers, right in the work of the
hors-d’ectivre of some narrative, a moral lesson, a “moral”? A hypothesis
according to which political, and even politicians’, logic and rhetoric would
be always, through and through, the putting to work of a fable, a strategy
to give meaning and credil to a fable, an affabulation—~and therefore 10 a
story indissociable from a moral, the putting of living beings, animals or
humans, on stage, a supposedly instructive, informative, pedagogical, edi-
fying, story, lictive, put up, artificial, even invented from whole cloth, but
destined to educate, to teach, tomake krown, to share a knowledge, to bring
to knowledge.

The fabular dimensions of this political logic and rhetoric would not be
limited to discursive operations, 1o spoken words, as they say, to the sayings
and writings of political decision-makers. heads of state, sovereigns and the
great and good, 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-
tions, military operations, the sound of arms, the din of explosions and kill-
ings, puttings-to-death of military and civilians. 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 to the law.

What is fabulous in the f able does not only depend on its linguistic nature,
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on the fact that the fable is made up of words. The fabulous also engages act,
gesture, action, if only the operation that consists in producing narrative, in
organizing, disposing discourse in such a way as to recount, to put living
beings on stage, to accredit the interpretation of a narrative, to faire savoir,
to make knowledge, to make performatively, to operate knowledge (a bit
like the way Augustine spoke of making the truth, verizatem faciare). Well.
giventhis, the fabulous deployment of inf ormation, of the teletechnologies
of information and of the media toduy, 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 particular 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
effectivity, a certain efficacy, including the irreversible actuality of death,
are not excluded from this affabulation. Beath and suffering, which are not
fabular, are yet carried off and inscribed in the affabulatory score.

We could take countless examples of this. I'll do no more than recall a
few of them. ®ne wonders what would have been the sense and efficacy of
an operation of so-called “international terrorism” (we shall no doubt have
the opportunity to return to this notion, which for the moment1 shall do no
more than cite) [one wonders what would have been the sense and efficacy
of an operation of so-called “international terrorism”} if the image of the
airplanes gutting the Twin Towers, if the image of <what> [ would call,
between two languages, the collupsus of the World Trade Center towers,
had not been,as an image, precisely, recorded, not only archived and filmed
but indefinitely 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 1 happened to be at that moment.
This technical reproducibility is an integral part of the event itself, from
its origin on. As are the making-known |faire-savoir] and the know-how
[savoir-faire] 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 victim 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 very putting-to-work, 1ts efficacy, its scope and its very
meaning, if there is a meaning. Even if the interminable looped repetition
of these disaster-movie images could serve, in a sort of jubilatory grief, both
the work of mourning and the deadening of a trauma which depended less
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on the announced numbers of “innocent victims™ and the suffering pro-
voked by a terrible aggression in the past. than on the experience of the
vulnerability of the invulnerable, on anxiety about what was to come. about
the risk of attacks to come, which threaten to be still worse, still more ter-
rible (similar attacks, or the use of nuclear, biochemical. or bacteriological
weapons, etc.). Without the deployment and the logic of inage-effects. of
this making-known, this supposed making-known. without this “news.”
the blow struck would have been, if not nothing, at least massively reduced
(let’s say reduced to what is made of the news of a famine or a typhoon
scarcely reported or felt when they come from a county far from Europe
or America, or reduced to the number of traffic accidents in all the holi-
day weekends in a year, or those dead from AIDS in Africa, or the etfects
of the emhargo on Iraq, so many human catastrophes which are anything
but natural and inevitable accidents like an earthquake—and even there,
hurricanes or earthquakes. qua catastrophes said to be nawral and inevi-
table, do not produce the same effects, as we know so well, according to the
wealth and level of development of the country concerned. Which reminds
us of this obvious fact: the effect and repercussion of these cataclysms are
also conditioned, in their breadthand their impact. by a politico-economical
situation, and therefore by the power of the media, a signifying power.
then, both ethological and ethical, the ez/es of ethology here making the
link between the organization of the natural habitat and ethics, therefore
so-called human responsibility in the fields of economics, ecology, morality,
law, and politics). The putting to work of the image, as we well know, is
not, then, limited to archiving, in the sense of a preserving recording, but

it makes archiving an active interpretation, one that is selective, productive
qua reproductive, productive of a “making-known” narrative as much as

reproductive of images: know-how of making-known which works just as

well for the collapsus of the Twin Towers as for the name, and much less

the image, of the Pentagon, as much for the apparitions (I think that's the

best word) of (Jsama bin Laden on screens the 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 high-tech® archiving
which conditions the political efficacy of the event, rather, earlier |plurée,
Plus 16¢), than it records it 5o as to preserve it, which produces, co-produces
the event that it is supposed merely to reprocluce and archive, [ am think-
ing, for example (there would be so many other examples), of what [ saw

5.l Translator’s note:| The words “high tech” are in English in the texc.
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on television when I was in New York twe weeks or so after September
ti. On the one hand, even beyond the censorship or half-imposed half-
spontaneous control over the main radio and TV channels (so beyond
hetero- or autocensorship, in a distinction to which it is harder and 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 éuyimg (as was clearly 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 every inch of Afghanistan, and
therefore to make known to the whole world what was happening on the
ground. and in particular the victims among the civilian population, the
real effects of the bombing—at that very moment, at the apparently op-
posite extreme of this control of making-knoews by purchasing power, by the
political saverr-farre of the market, at the apparently opposite extreme, at
the pole of archiving and public broadcasting of the archive. of panoptical
and panauditory transparency, 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-equipped
amateur radio enthusiast in San Francisco, woken by a phone call at 6:00
a.m. on Septembcr 11 (given the time difference between East and West
coasts), had immediately fired up a sophisticated system, as they say, that
he had set up and that allowed him clandestinely to intercept and record,
from San Francisco, all the messages exchanged around the Twin Tow-
ers, by the New York police and fire department (NYPPD, FBNY), cries
of victims and all, on the other side of the country. This man testified on
camera and placed his recordings at the disposal of the 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 lor days and days {with the order never to show a body—it is
true that most of the bodies had disappeared, with only the "disappeared”
remaining), [to all these images taken in public by who knows how many
cameras and broadcast continually for days and days] one could henceforth
add a soundtrack, sound images of nonpublic discourse. which could have
remained secret among the police. the firemen, and so on. In this way it was
possible to have the impression, illusory or not. of having at one’s disposal
the total archive, both public and nonpublic, of the totality of the event.
<of > all making-known in an exhaustive making-known {with the obvious
exception of the death experienced within the towers by thase who disap-
peared without even leaving a body). This disappearance of the bodies, this
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death in general, with or without bodies, 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 the impossible
mourning as much of the past, the pastness of the blow struck, as of what
remains to come, and which, from bad to worse, installs the virtuality of
the worst threat at the heart of everything 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 both sides of the front, is undeniably effective, real, concrete, even
if this concrete effectivity overflows the presence of the present toward a
past or future of the trauma, which is never saturated with presence. So
that ail this knowledge, this know-how, this making-known, might well
go via fable, simulacrum, fantasy, or virtuality, might well go via the un-
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 fable—and yet terribly etfective
and efficacious in their effects), this know-how-to-make-known, this mak-
ing makes knowing, and so touches nonetheless effectively, affectively, and
concretely both beclies and souls. And that is the essence without essence of
terror, the becoming-terrorism of terror, both antistate terror and state ter-
ror, be it actual or virtual.

Wereally are dealinghere with that fear, thatterroror panic that Hobbes
in Leviathan said was the political passion par excellence, the mainspring of
politics. If we were to do a history of Terror or Terrorism, so-called na-
tional and international terrorisms (the modern name “terrorism” coming
initially, as you know, from the Terror of the French Revolution, of a Revo-
lution that was also at the origen of all the universal declarations of human
rights), if we were to proceed to a conceptual genealogy of terrorism, to
wit, of know-how (always technically equipped, sometimes poorly, some-
times highly), of this know-how that organizes the panic of 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 po-
litical theories that have made fear 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 pelitical subjec-
Fion. And there we should find, as close as can be to sovereignty—which
15, as it were, its 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 state organon, a state as prosthesis, the organ of
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a state prosthesis, what | nickname a presshstatics, which runs on fear and

reigns by fear. For example. in chapter 27 of Leviathan,* fear isdefined <as>

the "onely thing”™ (p. 150) that, 1n the humanity of man, motivates obedience

to the law, noninfraction of the law, and keeping the laws. The correlate

on the side of the passions, the essental affect of the law, is fear. And as
there is no law without sovereignty, we shall have to say that sovereignty

calls for, presupposes, provokes fear, 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 a fundamental political passion is entitled Of
Crimes, Excuses and Extenuations. Reading or rereading it, you will see that
the condition for there to be crime, 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 LLaw ceasing, Crimes
cease,” says Hobbes, or again: “when the Soveraign Power ceaseth, Crime
also ceaseth: for where there is no such Power, there is no protection to be
had from the Law; and therefore everyone may protect himself by his own
power” (p. 147). So: as long as there is not yet instituted sovereignty (sov-
ereignty, for Hobbes, is always an institution, and therefore a non-natural
prosthesis), everyone has the right to preserve his own body and does not
have to give up this self-protection. He can then kill, without crime and
without being incriminated, out of legitimate self-defense (and one should
not even call this “legitimate” or “legal,” as there is no law yet); he can kill
to protect himseif without it being a crime, since there is not yet sovereignty
and thereby law. Sovereignty is “ordained,” says Hobbes, there is * Institu-
tion of Soveraign Power™ to ensure the bodily security of the subjects. Once
this sovereignty is instituted, once it has been delegated, by contract, by con-
vention, to ensure the protection of the citizens, then there can be crime if
someone ensures his own protection without going via the state to which
he has entrusted it by contract. I will not go here into the detail of this long
chapter, which you will read for yourselves. I'll retain only this: if T kill a
man who threatens to kili me as soon as he can, when, as Hobbes says, |
have “time, and means to demand protection, from the Soveraign Power’

(p- 150), then I commit a crime. Just as if, when exposed to oftense, 1 fear

6. Thomas Bobbes, Leviuthan, ed. Flathman and Johnston, Second Part, “Of
Common-Wealth,” chap. 27: “Of Crimes, Excuses, and Extenuations.” pp. 146—55-
Jacques BWerrida recalls here in parentheses the plan of Leviathan: “(Second Part: ‘Of
Common-Wealth’ [First Part: ‘Of Man’; Third Part: ‘Of a Christian Common-Wealth’;
Fouith Parz: *Of the Kingdome of Darknesse™ |chapter 46, 'Of Darknesse from Vain
Philosophy, and Fabulous Traditions’]).”
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contempt, and then exert terror (Hobbes's word: “Terrour™) by “private re-
venge.” this terror | exert is a crime. So that everything comes down 1o fear:
Jican commit a crime and exert terror by fear, but it is the same fear that
makes me obey the law. Fear is “sometimes cause of Crime, as when the
danger is neither present, nor corporeall” (p. 150). This is an important pre-
cision: Hobbes privileges “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: whatcauses fear is never fully present
nor fully corporeal, in the sense that the purely corporeal is supposed 1o be
saturated with presence. Fear always exceeds corporeal presence, and this is
why it is also the passion correlative 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 to the limit of the threat either exerted or felt, r.e. ter-
ror, then you have to conclude that terror is both what niotivates respect for
laws and the transgression of laws. If you translate “law” by “sovereignty”
and “state,” you have to conclude that terror is equally opposed 1o the state
as a challenge as it is exerted by the state as the essential manifestation of
its sovereignty. Whence Hobbes’s measured staternents—I mean measured
into more and less, more or less. There is, at bottom, only fear, fear has no
opposite, itis coextensive with the whole field of the passions, and here with
political passion. The political subject is primarily subjected to fear, and it
is fear that is sometimes rhe most propitions, sometimes the least 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 essenually fearful, fear is the passion of life, etc. “Of all
Passions, that which enclineth men least to hreak the Lawes, is Fear.” (Note
the strange logico-grammatical turn of this definition. Hobbes does not say
that fear drives one to obey the laws, more than any other passion; he says
that among the passions that incline men to crime, felony, transgression of
the law—with the implication that they all do, fear included because he will
say at the end of this paragraph thatone can commit crime through fear—
among all the passions that incline humans to crime, felony, transgression
of the law, fear as passion, as affect, is the one that does so least. 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 less inclined, fess propitious to the infrac-
tion of the laws, then it is the most propttious, 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 laws without fear, who
can preserve the laws or not break them other than by the negative reactiv-

70

74



72

42 1 SECOND SESSION

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

What is becoming clearer here is that the fear that pushes one to respect
the laws and therefore to respect a sovereignty destined, by convention,
to ensure the protection of the citizens—that this fear is here defined as a
human thing, as proper to mankind. Hobbes twice specifies this humanity,
this properly human quality (“Of all Passions, that which enclineth mer
least to break the Liwes, is Fear. Nay |. . .| it is the onely thing (when there
is appearance of profit, or pleasure by breaking the Lawes,) that makes men
keep them”). This humanity. this proper to man here signifies that sover-
eignty, laws, law and theref ore the state are nothing natural and are posited
by contract and convention. They are prostheses. If there is a prosthetic
structure to the Leviathan as political animal or monster, this is because
of its conventional, thetic, contractual structure. The opposition between
physts and romos (nature and law), as opposition between physis and rthesis
(nature and convention, or nature and positing), is here fully and decisively
functional. It follows that law, sovereignty, the institution of the state are
historical and always provisional, let’s say deconstructible, essentially fragile
or finite or mortal, even if sovereignty is posited as immortal. It is posited as
immortal and indivisible precisely because it is mortal and divisible, con-
tract or convention being destined to ensure for it what it does not have,
or is not, naturally. So that if sovereignty is, as Hobbes says, the “Soule of
the Common-wealth,”” this soul is an artificial, institutional, prosthetic and
mortal soul: it lasts only as long as law, sovereignty, and the state are able to
protect fearful subjects against what is causing them fear. The word prorec-
tion 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
sovereign the charge of protecting them when they cannot protect them-
selves. They must then obey what protects them. For the fear that pushes
them to obey the laws, obedience to the laws, their condition as subject to
the law only lasts the time that the sovereign can ensure their protection.
This insurance policy |police d’assurance| which basically entrusts to sov-
ereignty the very police [police|, 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 body) and therefore because one needs
to be protected, and then one obeys the law one has instituted through fear

7. Chap. 21. “OF the Liberty of Subjects,” p. 121.
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of being punished if one breaks the law. Between protecting and obliging to
obey there is an essential link. “I protect you" means, for the state, | oblige
you, you are my subject, | subject you. Being the subject of one's fear and be-
ing the subject of the law or the state, being obliged to obey the state as one
obeys one’s fear. are at bottom the same thing. If you like, in the two senses
of the word “oblige.” I oblige you by forcing you to obey, by constraining
you, because I oblige you by doing you the service of protecting you. I oblige
you by forcing you to obey in the same movement by which, obliging you
by doing you the service of protecting you, I oblige you to have gratitude, |
oblige you to recognition [reconnaissance: recognition and gratitudel: 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 scnse that Schmitt, in a passage that [ shall read
in a moment, will say that “P’rorego ergo obligo is the cogito ergo sum of the
state.” In the paragraph of Leviathan that 1 am going to read, | emphasize
the lexicon of prorection, where this lexicon and its logic explain the paradox
of the mortal immortality of sovereignty. Sovereignty—the soul, and there-
fore the life of the state, the artificial respiration of the state—is posited,
instituted, promised. contracted, artificially, us immortal only because it is
natusally mortal. It is prosthetic and artificial technique that immortalizes it
or in any case guarantees it an indehnite survival: (read and comment)

The Obligation of Subjects to the Soveratgn. is understoud to last as long,
and no longer, than the power lasteth, by which he is able to prezeez them.
For the right men have hy Nature to protect themselves, when none clse
can protect them, can by no Covenant be relinquished. The Soveraignty is
the Soule of the Common-wealth: which once departed from the Body, the
members doe no more receive their motion from it. The end of Obedience
is Protection; which, wheresoever a man seeth i, either in his own, or in
anothers sword, nature applyeth his obedience to it, and his endeavour te
maintaine it. And though Soveraignty, in the intention of them that make
it, be immortall; yet is it in its own nature, not only subject to violent death,
by forreign war; but also through the ignorance and passions of men, it
hath in it, from the very institution, many seeds of a naturall mortality, by
Intestine Discord. (p. 121)

As itis for Schmitt, here a good disciple of a Hobbes he often quotes and
in whom he sees a decisionist theorist of sovereignty, evil is civil war. This
is what Schmitt says about the great law of protection, which he analyzes
in utterly historical fashion, i.e. hoth as historical in the sense of being pro-
duced by pact, contract, alliance. institution. and as a historical theory, i.e.
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produced. as political philosophy, on the basis of historical experiences such
as those that dictated to Hobbes his political theory:

Furthermore, 1t would be a mistake to believe that a nation could eluni-
nat¢ the distinction of friend and enemy by declaring its friendshp for the
entire world or by voluntarily disarming itself. The world will noz thereby
become depoliticized, and it will not be transplanted inte a condition of
pure morality, pure justice, or pure economiss. If a people is af raid of the
trials and risks implied by existing in the sphere of politics. then another
people will appear which will assume these trials by protecting it against
foreign enemies and thereby taking over political rule. The protector then
decides who the enemy is by virtue of the eternal relation of protection and
obedience.

1Schmite’s Notel

@®n this principle rests the feudal order and the relation of lord and vassal,
leader and led, patron and clients. This relation is clearly and explicitly
seen here. No form of order, no reasonahle legitimacy or legality can exist
without protection and ohedience. The pretego ergo obligo 1s the cogito ergo
sum of the state. A political theory which does not systemarically become
aware of this sentence remains an inadequate fragment. Hobbes designated
this (at the end of his English edition of 1651, p. 396} as the true purpose
of his Leviathan, to mstill in man once again “the mutual relation between
Protection and Obedience”; human nature as well as divine right demands
its inviolable observation.

Hobbes himself had experienced this truth in the terrible time of ¢ivil
war, because then all legitimate and normative illusions with whichmenlike
to deceive themselves regarding polin’cal realities in periods of untroubled
security vatish, |...] The fundameatal correctness of the protection-
obedience axiom comes to the fore even more clearly in foreign policy and
interstate relations: the simplest expression of this axiom is found 1n the
protectorate under international law, the federal state, the confederation of
states dominated hy one of them, and the various kinds of treaties offering
protection and guarantees.®

A little further on, Schmitt explains, as he often does, what he calls the

anthropological bases of political theories, namely that the only theories of

politics worthy of the name are based on a pessimistic anthropology, on a
vision of man as bad, corrupt, dangerous, fearful, or violent. @n the basis
of this criterion (a pessimisticanthropology of man as a dangerous animal),
Schmite grants the quality of political theorist worthy of the name to Ma-

8. Carl Schimitt, The Cencept of the Pelitical, pp. 51-53.

chiavelll, Bossuet. de Maistre, Donoso Cortés, Hegel. Marx, Taine—and
above all Hobbes. All of them are thinkers of evil, whatever form that evil
may take, and one has no difficulty recognizing the features generally at-

tributed to the beast (brutality, poorly controlled instincts, the irrationality
oftheliving being,etc.: these are Schmitt’s terms). And thisis when Schmutt
evokes the fables that put on stage anitnals whose behavior can be givena
political interpretation. [ quote: (read)

The problematic or unproblematic conception of man 1s decisive for the
presupposition of every further political consideration, the answer to the
question whether man is a dangerous being or not. a risky or a harmless
creature.

[Schmitt’s Note]

The numerous mocdlifications and variations of this anthropological distinc-
tion of good and evil are not reviewed here in detail. Evil may appear as
corruption, weakness, cowardice, stupidity, or also as brutality, sensuality,
vitality, irrationality, and so on. Goodness may appear in corresponding
variations as reasonableness, perfectibility, the capacity of being manipu-
lated, of being taught, peaceful, and so forth. Striking in this context s the
political signification of animal fables. Alinost all can be applied to a real
political situation: the problem of aggression in the fable of the wolf and
the lamb: the question of guilt for the plague in La Fontaine’s fable, a guile
which of course falls upon the donkey;justice between states in the fables of
animal assemblies; disarmament in Churchill’s election speech of October
1928, which depicts how every ammal believes that its teeth, claws, horns
are only wstruments for mamtaimng peace; the large fish which devour
the small ones. Etc. This curious analogy can be explained by the direct
connection of pelincal anthropology with what the political philosophers
of the seventeenth century (Hobbes, Spinoza, Puf endorf) called the state of
nature. In it, states exist among themiselves in a condition of animal danger,
and their acting subijects are evil for precisely the same reasons as animals
who are stirred by their drives (hunger, greediness, fear, jealousy).’

Human nacure, political anthropology, conventionalist theory of sovereignty,
and therefore of the state, thesis, prosthesis, prosthstazic—all of that pre-
supposes, recalls or entatls at least three assertions that we shall have cease-
lessly to take into account.

On the one hand, this conventionalist (and not naturalistic) theory makes
prosthstatic sovereignty praper to man. And this artificial prosthesis of the

9. Ibid.. pp. 58-50.

76




77

78

sovereign state is always a protection. The prosthesis protects. Protection is
its essential purpose, the essential function of the state.

On the other hand, this protectionist prosthstatic posits the absolnte indi-
visibility of sovereignty (indivisibility is an analytic part of the concept of
sovereignty: divisible or sharable sovereignty ts not sovereignty).

Third, hinally, the convention, the thesis, the prosthesis, the contract at
the origin of sovereignty excludes God just as much—andl this will be the
important point for us here—as it excludes the beast.

In order to recognize the logic of these three theses, which are, at bot-
tom, posited on the originary thesis or prosthesis, you can read, among
other things, chapter 18 of Leviathan, entitled “Of the ricii1s of Soveraignes
by Institution.” Hobbes begins by positing that a state is “instituted” (“A
Common-wealth is said to be Instituted”) when a multitude of men, as it
were, become One in their representauon, when the One emerges to rep-
resent the many. To this end, the multitude comes ta an agreement and a
convention, a Covenant (a word that is also used. as you'll remember later,
to translate the Alliance between God and the Jewish people—and “cov-
enant” is both a noun meaning centract, convention, alhance, commitment,
and a verb: “to covenant,” meaning to commit oneself, to sign a convention,
to be party to a contract or an alliance): they “Agree and Covenant,” says
Hobbes: “4 Common-wealth &5 said to be Instituted, when a Multitude of
men do Agree and Covenant, every one with every one, that to chatsoever
Man, or Assembly of Men, shall be given by the major part, the Right te Pre-
sent the Person of them all, (that is to say, to be their Representative) [. . .|"
(p. 121). According to this Covenrant, according to this convention designed
toprozect them from each other in peace—protect is the most frequent word
in these pages, along with convention—they “authorize” themselves to au-
thorize all (I repeat: all) the actions and a// (I repeat: all) the judgments of
the man or assembly of men that the majority of this multitude has given
the right to represent them. Even those who vored agarnst are obliged, they
oblige themselves to be obliged to obey unconditionally. And it is during
the exposition of everything thatis entailed by this unconditional obedience
to the convention (I leave 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 that institutes the state. For ex-
ample, a commitment with respect to God. Some people might claim that
they are disobeying the human sovereign because they ure obeying God.
whose sovereignty trumps that of statesmen. As you can imagine, this potnt
is a delicate one for those who. like me. often speak of an onto-theologico-
political structure of sovereignty (to be deconstructed). For Hobbess re-
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sponse (like Bodin’s, for that matter) seems, | say seems. to want to untie
so-called modern state sovereignty, as established by convention or institu-
tion, from divine sovereignty. But things get complicated, in Bodin as well
as in Hobbes, and we shall have more than one sign of this: in any case
in' Hobbes, as that’s where we are, it gets complicated by the fact that this
humanity, this anthropological essence of prosthstatics is produced, from
the opening pages of Leviathan, on the divine model. The artificial man,
as Hobbes says. the artificial soul, the “Artificial Animal” that the Levia-
than is, imitates the natural art of God: “~varvre (the Art whereby God hath
made and governes the World) is by the Act of man, as in many other things,
so in this also imitated, that it can make an Artificial Animal” (p. 9). These
are the opening words of Leviathan, we already read them, and the conse-
quences can be seen constantly and everywhere. And this human mimesis
produces automats, machines that mimic the natural 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 autemata (machines or engines that move by virtue of springs
and wheels, like a watch) have an artificial life? In this way, a philosophy
and even a theology of rnmesis grounds in the last analysis the most hu-
manist and anthropologist discourse of sovereignty. So that, 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-called modern political sovereignty gets its irreducible originality, i.e.
its artificial, conventional, if you will techno-prosthstatic 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; Leviathan dates from 1851), a chapter entitled “On Sovereignty” (and
which begins by defining sovereignty, “absolute and perpetual power of the
state” in more than one language—majestas, majestatem in Latin, akran ex-
ousian, kurian arkh{é|, kurion politeuma in Greek, segntoria in Italian, tismar
shabat in Hebrew).? you will see that although he posits that “sovereignty

10, Jean Bodin, LesSix Livres de la Républigue (Paris: Le Livre de Poche, 1993), book
l, chap. 8, pp. 111—37. In this edition, the Greck expressions containa number of errors.
Jacques Derridi had noticed only some of them {corrected in pencil on his printout),
and consequently s transliteration was not completely correct. [Having verified the
text in the edition of the “Corpus des ecuvres philosophiques en langue francaise” {in
Les Six Livres de lo République: Livre premier, ed. Catherine Frémont, Maric-Dominique
Couzinet. and Henri Rachais IParis: Fayard. 1986/, p. 179), we confirin that the exact
texi should read: “que les l.atins appellent majestatem, les Grecs dxpav €€ovsiav. et
kupiav dpx{ivl, etkupiors moAiveupall. . .k les Hebreux Lappellent 93 e We give
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is not limited, neither in power, norin charge, nor t a certain time,” and
although, infinite though it be, it remains human, its mode! is divine, and
the sovereign remains the /immage of God. “Model” and “image” are Bodin's
words, in the conclusion of this chapter: “For if justice is the end of law,
law the work of the prince, the prince the image of God; then by this reason-
ing, the law of the prince must be modeled on the law of God.™" Elsewhere,
in the same chapter, Bodin has remarked that “he is absolutely sovereign
who recognizes nothing, after God, that is greater than himself,” and again
that the sovereign Prince “is answerable only to God.™ These are also what
Bodin calls, as will Hohbes, the “marks of sovereignty” and the end of the
first of the Six Books of the Republic declares that he who usurps the marks
of sovereignty must be punished by death." The expression “marks of sov-
ereignty” is common to Bodin and Hobbes, and on this subject I refer you to
a fine article that Etienne Balibar published last year in a special issue of Les
Ternps Modernes devoted tosovereignty,” in which he recalls 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 sovercignty, the
first theorist of the exception that authorizes the sovereign to suspend right,
that gives him the right to suspend right and place himself above the law
that he embodies. | cannot get into this debate here. Balibar thinks that

the Greek transliteration on the basis of this edition. The expressions transliterated by
akman exousian, Rurian arch’ and Rurion politeurna can be translated, respectively, as “sv-
preme power,” “sovereign power,” and “sovereign government,” according to Georges
Leroux. For the Hebrew, Derrida here gives the transliteration t1smar shabat; further
on, in the cighth session. he writes Témear schaber. According to Jean-Jacques Lovoie,
the retranscription of these words alse involves errors, and the text cited 1s difficult
t0 read because the last Ictter is cut off. The Hebrew expression corresponding to the
Greek text is the following: tswmk shb: {pronounced tomek shever). The expression lit-
erally signifies *holding a scepter.” and is rare. appearing only m Amos 1:5 and ©:8.
{Translator's note: A selection from Bodin's book is available as On Sovercignty, ed. and
trans. Julian H. Franklin (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992). The open-
ing of book 1, chapter 8, is there translated as follows: “Sovereignty is the absolute and
perpetual power of a commonwealth, which the Latins call marestas; the Greeks akra
exousia, kurion urche, md kurion politeuma; and the Italians segnieriu |. . .| while the He-
brews call it tomech shéver—that is, the highest power of command.”|

11. On Socereignty, p. 45.

12, Ibid,, p. 4.

13. Ibid., p. 87.

14. Eticnne Balibar, “Prolégoménes 2 la souveraineté: la frontiére, I'Etat. le peuple.”
Les Temps Modernes, “La souveraincté,” no. 610, September—November 2000, pp. 47-75-
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Bodin’s whote doctrine belics this * [Schinittian| primacy of the exception.”
And in support of his thesis, Balibar affirms thar Schmitt’s interpretation
amounts to “distorting the sense of Bodin's construction, which considers
the state of exception precisely as an exception. the status and treatment of
which depend on the constituted norm.™

No doubt. But does Schmitt say anything different? The exception is the
exception, it must remain the exception, it is not the norm even if it appears
as exception only with respect to the norm. Schmitt has not said that the
exception is normal, which would he absurd, any more than sovereignty s
normal, even if he has 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 a theory of the exception (and of the sovereign
decision). A theory of the exception, especially a juridical or political theory
of the exception, is impossible qua philosophical theory, even if the theught
of exception is necessary. This is perhaps the site of a difference between,
on the one hand, the theoretical, science, philosophy, even the concept, and,
on ‘the other hand, what one cun call, for want of a better term, thought.
But it goes without saymg that at the very place at which he attempts to
think the exception, Schmitt, for his part, would not accept the distinction
1 have just proposed and would claim to remain 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 indeed the question. But precisely, sovereignty,
like the exception, like the decision, makes the law in excepting itself frem the
law, by suspending the norm and the right that it imposes, by itsown force,
at the very moment that it marks that suspense in the act of positing law or
right. The positing or establishing of law or right are exceptional and are in
themselves neither legal 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 | 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 the sovereign God, both excluded from the contract,
convention or covenant—this symmetry is all the more thought-provoking
for the fact thatone of the two poles, God, s also the model of sovereignty,

15. Ibid., p. 58.

81



82

SO ¥ SECOND SESSION

but of a sovereignty, an absolute pewer, that would here be outside ali con-
tract and institution. God is beyond the sovereign but as the sovereign’s
sovereign. Which is as much as to say that this theological model of the
Leviathan, work of human art or artifice imitating the art of God, this theo-
logical model of the political, excludes from the political everything that is
not proper to man, God as much as the beast, God /ike the beast. If God is
the model of sovereignty, saying “God /ike the beast" puts us again on the
same track, sniffing out everything that might attract the one to the other,
via this /ike, the sovereign and the animul, the hypersovereign that God is,
and the beast. God e(s)¢ |1s/and| with or without “s,” and so with or without
being, the beast. The beast e(s)t God, with or without being (one). The beast
is God without being (one), a God without being, according to the equivocal
syntagma | ventured a very long time ago, | no longer know where.'¢

Let’s look first at the rather awkward exclusion of the convention with
God. Hobbes strongly condemns—in a rather symptomatic, scathing tone,
I think—those who invoke such a convention with God. He does so in
chapter 18 of the Leviathan. This is the moment when he recalls that some
people, in order to disobey their human sovereign, and therefore the con-
vention that commits them with respect to the sovereign, have claimed to
refer to another convention, toa "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: Nos it 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 to say and have ac-
cepted in this form, Hobbes has to complic ate things a little by distinguish-
ing the mediate from the immediate. He basically specifies that there is no
immediate convenant with God, but only “by mediation of some bedy 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 evident a lye, even in the pretenders own consciences, that is not
onely an act of an unjust, but also a vile, and unmanly disposition.””

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

16. Sec facques Derrida. “Comment ne pas parler: [Dénégations,” in Psyché: Inven-
tions de {'aretre, 2 vols. (Paris: Galilée, 2003). 2:150. note 1; trans. Ken Frieden as “How
to Avoid Speaking: Denials.” in Jacques Derrida. Psyche: fnventiens of the Other, 2 vols..
ed. Peggy Kamufand Elizabeth Rortenberg (Stanford: Stanford Unversity Press, 208).
2:147 and note 3.

17. Hobbes, Leviathan, chap. 18, p. 97.
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analysis. Clearly, Hohbes is very angry, very aggressive, cannot find words
hard enough to describe those who in his eyes are guilty of vile lies: they are
liars who know that they are lying, they are unjust, cowardly, vile, and un-
wholesome. Of what are they guilty in their very lie? Before coming back
to this, we have to imagine that in order to be effectively and affectively so
motivated, so dogged, so violent and passionate, Hobbes must have had in
view risks close at hand, enemies even in the politics of his country, where
he was subject and actor, as you know. What is always remarkable with
the great philosophers of politics, with all philosophers when they deal
with politics, is that, more than ever, their philosophemes are also, in a very
marked way, those of citizens and politicians of their own time, implicated
and exposed in the national political field of their time. Of course thisis 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 style of com-
mitment, that of statutory players in politics, as it were, office-holders, poli-
ticians, it is more true still, true in another sense, of philosophers who were
essentially thinkers of the 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 to be attentive, especially where it is difficult to
do so, to separate out the threads that tie them to the political web of their
time and their nation even as they remain for us, beyond that initial web,
guiding threads for a vaster problematic that, while always remaining his-
torical and periodized, epochal, nonethelesssstill adapts to broader historical
sequences, sometimes up to our own time. For example, why and how is it
that what Bodin and Hobbes say about sovereignty, which is so essentially
and internally markec] by the political turbulences of their time and coun-
tries, retains nonetheless such a strong and durable conceptual relevance
for the fundamental problems, the basic problems of sovereignty sull today,
even where the basis of sovereignty and the rigor of a logic of nation-state
sovereignty are traversing a zone which is more than critical?

Back to Hobbes's anger. Where is the guilt of the “unjust,” the “cow-
ards,” those who lie and know that they are lying when they claim to have a
covenant with God himself, immediately? They are guilty of at least three
things.

L First, of lying to men. What they claim is not true and they cannot
testify o it or bring human proof of it, by definition. Or at least immediately
perceptible proof or signs of an #mmediate convention with God. Whence
Hobbes's concession, we'll be coming back to it. as to a pessible mediation
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and a possible human “lieutenant” of God. What Hobbes refuses is the “im-
mediate™ alliance or covenant with God. So the lie is m the allegation of
immediacy.

2. These cowardly unjust liars are guilty of placing a law above the laws,
of authorizing themselves to disobey right and political law in the name of
atranscendent law and a superhuman and metapolitical duty. They are dis-
obedient citizens, and this can goas f ar as treason. They are 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 objectors, partisans of civil disobedience," etc., who place a law above
the laws or above the constitution of the country. ®r agam. today, in a way
that is at least analogous, those people who place the rights of man above the
rights of the citizen or nation-state politics. They are, basically, agents of de-
politicization (in Schmitt’s sense), people who threaten politics as grounded
in territory, nation-state, the nation-state figure of sovereignty, etc.

3. These terrible people who claim to have an immediate convention or
covenant with God are like Jews, and this resemblance is accredited by the
word “covenant,” the term most often used to translate into English the alli-
anceof lahve 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 part
a reference to the “covenant” of the “chosen people,” there is little 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 |tenant lieu de] God,
representing God on earth among men, God made man, as it were, articu-
laung a human politics, a human sovereignty, a human state in accord with
God but without an immediate convention with God—there is little doubt,
then, that this concept of standing in, of liex-tenance. of the substitute rep-
resentative of God in the earthly city of human politics and state, is there
to justi'fy or in any case leave open the possibility of a Christian foundation
of politics, but a mediate, mediated foundation, not breaching, threatening,
or reducing the human specificity and autonomy of the political, and there-
fore the human face of sovereignty and of the convention that founds it.
must insist on this point, for what is at stake is decisive. It is about nothing
less than the foundation—theological or not, religious or not, Christian or

18.| Translator’s notc:] “Civil disobedience™ is in Enghsh in the text.
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not—of the concept of political sovereignty, in 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 Bodin, believe it necessary
toinsist on the modernity of their concept of sovereignty, insof ar as itis sup-
posed to be, precisely, emancipated from theology iind religion and would
supposedly have tinally landed on purely human soil, as a political and not
a theological concept, as a non-theologico-political concept. But things seem
much more complex to me. as do the logic and rhetoric of these theorists of
the political. Even though it is indeed scarcely to be contested that Hobbes,
for example, does 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
among men and not with God), the fact remains that this anthropologiza-
tion, modernization, this secularization, if you will, remains essentially at-
tached by the skein of a double umbilical cord.

On the ene hand, there is this imitutien we were talking about just now,
which, from the opening of the Leviathan, describes and analyzes the human
institution of the state (artificial man, artificial soul, Leviathan, etc.) as cop-
ies of the work of God.

On the other hand, <there is> this logic (Christian or not) of leutenance
(I"* 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, seems indeed to refer to some one who is also a body, an incar-
nation of God on earth, to a son of man as son of God, or to some 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 Leviathan, on the concept
of person and personification, a chapter that puts forward three examples
of the personal “representation” of a “personated” God, all three of whom
speak therefore for God, i the place of God, in the name of God: Moses, Je-
sus Christ, and the Holy Spirit. In any case, this logic, be it Jewish, literally
Christian or not, of the lieu-tenance of God, of the lieutenant as sovereign
after God, clearly marks the fact that the proper place of the sovereign, the
appropriate zopos of the topolitics of this human sovereignty, is indeed that of
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 instituted as sovereigns. their place always

19. The parenthesisopened here decs not close in the typescript.
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stands for the place of God |rients lieu de Dieu]. The (human) sovereign takes
place as place-taking [lieu-tenant|, he takes place, the place standing in for
the absvlute sovereign: God. The absoluteness of the human sovereign, his
required and declared immortality, remains essentially divine, whatever
the substitution, representation or /ieutenance 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 sovereignty
and the state retains a profound and fundamental theological and religious
basis, if the apparent exclusion of all convention with God does not con-
travene, to the contrary, this theologico-politics, then we could try, with-
out any further transition, by a sudden movement, the better to attempt to
understand further the architecture, the essential architectonic of this so-
called modern, humanistic, and secular construction, we could try to move
all in one go to the place of another exclusion. An exclusion that would not
be the entirely apparent exclusion of a covenant or convention with God.
What exclusion? Well, precisely. the exclusion {entirely symmetrical in its
apparent asymmetry), of a convention with the beast. Earlier in Leviathan,®
the two exclusions (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.?’ What remains on the table 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, berween the beast and God, the beast
and God becoming in all senses of this word the sub jects of the sovereign.
the sovereign subject 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 other, standing in for each other, the
one keeping watch as lieutenant or stand-in lsuppléan| for the other along
this metonymic chain. Double exclusion, then, of the convention with God
and the convention with the beast, but this time—and this is the point |

20. Hobbes. Levrathan, chap. 16, “Of the first and second Natuwrall Lawes, and of
Contracts.”

21. {Translator’s note:] Playing on the French word “relief.” which means relief in
the sense of a relief tnap (whence the reference to “stcreoscopic vision®), but also “re-
mains” in the sense of leftovers.

think it important to note—the exclusion, the justification of the exclusion
of the cevenant with God as with the Beast invokes language, a question of
language and more especially of response. If ene cannot make a convention
with the beast, any 1nore than with God. it is for a reason of language. The
beast does not understand our language, and God cannot respond to us,
that is, cannot make known to us, and so we could not know in return if our
convention is or is not accepted by him. In both cases, there could not be an
exchange, shared specch, question and response, proposition and response,
as any contract, convention, or covenant seems to demand. [ shall say in
a moment why it is important to me to insist not only on language as ex-
change but on this dimension and this moment of response or respornsibility.
Before I do that, | quote these two paragraphs from chapter 16. The second
concerns the exclusion of the covenant with God, but if it is not redundant
with respectto the one I have already quoted, this is precisely because of the
argument he puts forward this time, that of the acceprarice of the contract in
a response. Here is the quotation:

To make covenant with Gad. is impossible. but by Mediation of such as
Gued speaketh to [argument of the lieutenant again, thenl, either by Revela-
ton supernaturall. or by his Lieutenants that gevern under him, and in his
Name: For etherwise we know not whether our Covenants be accepted or
not. (p. 77)

Just before, in the preceding paragraph, Hobbes had posited (and [ mean
posited, for there is something profoundly thetical and dogmatic in this ges-
ture) that a covenant with beasts, brute 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 impossible™) and here for
the beast: “To make Covenant 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 accepr or make known to us, any
more than God could, that they accepr a convention or enter into that mu-
tual acceptance that a convention is. Here:

To make Covenant with bruit Beasts, is impessible; because not under-
standing our speech, they understand not, ner «ccepr of any translation of
Right; nor can transtate any Right to another: and without mutual! accepta-
tren, there is no Covenant. (Ibid.. my emphasis)

I shall not hasten to say brurally, as T 1n fact think, that all that is brutally
false, thar it is false to say that beasts in general (supposing any such thing
to exist) or so-called bruze beasts (what does “brute” mean?) do not under-
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stand our language. do not respond or do not enter into any convention. |

shall not hasten to recall the often refined understanding that many of said

beasts have of our language; nor even to recall that even if they probably

don’t make literal, discursive conventions with men, in our languages and

with a notary public present, ¢ the one hand, there are nevertheless all sorts
of conventions, i.e. agreements or disagreements acquired by learning and

experience {and so not innate or natural), between what one calls animals
and what one calls humans (and [ am not just thinking of all the relations
that are organized in domestication, training (in horse riding, for example),
and then taming, and then organization of tesritory, marking of frontiers
and interdictions—we shall speak at length, later, of the political history of
menageries and zoos, but there is, beyond these forms of violence, which,
moreover, have their human equivalents, I mean all sorts of human zoos
and menageries of which we shall speak too);*end en the other hand, con-
versely, no one can 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, discursive 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
an'umal” (as though any such thing could exist in the general singular), one
must not be content to mark the fact that what 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 does not belong to him
in all purity and all rigor; and that one must therefore restructure the whole
problematic.

So I shall not hasten to recall or announce all that today. [ shall insist only
on the motif of the “response” which one finds at work in the double exclu-
sion from convention—in the case of God as well as in that of the beast. From
Descartes to Lacan inclusive, from Kant to Hegel to Heidegger inclusive.
thus passing through Hobbes, the most powerful, impassive. and dogmau'c
prejudice about the animal did not consist in saying that it does not commu-
nicate, that it does not signify, and that it has no sign at its disposal, but that 1t
does not respond. I have tried elsewhere. in published and unpublished texts,
to show in detail how this distinction between reaction and response remains
dogmatic and thereby problematc.? In all those I have just named. I will not

22. [Translator’s note:] The syntax of this parenthesis appears to be incomplete in
the French text.

23. Sce, among other places. |. Derrida, L'animal que donc je sws, pp. 54, 79-8e.
115—19. 125, 154: trans. Wills, pp. 32, 52—33, 81-84, 89. 112.
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go back over that here, I simply remark that Hobbes is Cartesian from that
point of view, that his discourse on the beast belongs to that tradition. Later,
we shall read a chapter from De Cize 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 are talking about, in
associating in nonconvention beast and God, but also in nonresponse, gives us
to think that the sovereign’s sovereign, God himself,, like the beast, does not
respond, that in any case we cannot be assured of his acceptance, we cannot
count on his response. And that is indeed the most profound definiton of
absolute sovereignty, of the absolute of sovereignty, of that absoluteness that
absolves it, unbinds it from all duty of reciprocity. The sovereign does not
respond, he is the one who does not have to, who always has the right not
to, respond [répondre|, in particular not to be responsible for [répondrede]his
acts. He is above the law |e droit] and has the right |e doit| to suspend the
law, he does 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 irresponsibility. Whence our obscure but | believe
fucid affect, whence the double sentiment that assails us faced with the abso-
lute sovereign: like God, the sovereign is above the law and above humanity,
above everything, and he looks a bit stupid [6éze|. he looks like the beast, and

even like the death he carries within him, like that death that Lévinas says is
not nothingness, nonbeing, but nonresponse. The sovereign /ike a God, /ike a

beast, or like death, those are the remains of a “like” thatare still on our table.
If sovereignty were (but I don't believe it) proper te 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 point, and to conclude today by recalling what we have not

 ceased to follow, stealthy as wolves, the trace of the wolf that we shall be

seeingagain in January when we read La Fontaine's The Wolf and the Lamb
after September 11, [ shall be content to reconnoiter very rapidly a sort of
strange genealogy of the wolf (/#kes), a genelycological filiation, a strange
genelchlogy, the path of a track that, from one cave to another, leads to
the alliance (from north, south, east or west) between all these claimants to
sovereignty who thus assemble and so resemble each other: the wolf, man,

God. The one for the other.

24. Hobbes, De Cive, section 2, chap. 5; On the Citizen, ed. Tuck and Silverchorne,
PP. 69—74.
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I believe that we shall be better placed now to hear not only the Aomo
homini lupus but better to understand the passage of God in this landscape.
On the track of this common genelycology, the sovereign, the wolf, man,
God, the wolf-man, God-man, God-wolf, God-the-father-the-wolf or
grandmother-wolf,, etc., I shall leave, as markers for next year, three quo-
tations to be put on the stand, retracking the thread of the story of omo
homin: lupus, a syntagma that has never ceased bemg transferred or onto
which one has never ceased transferring, with God always on the path of
this transference. Three quotations only for the moment.

1. Hobbes, first. at the beginning of the De Cive’s Dedicatory Epistle to
the Right Honorable Earl of Devonshire. After having invoked (in a dem-
onstration ] 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 Africanus, Asi-
aticus, Macedonicus, Achaicus and so on from the nations they had robbed.
that people plundered nearly all the world,” so that Pontius Telesinus in
his combar against Sylla decided that Rome had to be demolished because,
he said, “there would never be an end to Wolves 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 continues: “There are
two maxims which are surely both true: Man is @ God to man, and Man 15 a
wolf to Man."*

2. From Hobhes we move back in time to Montaigne (Fssays, 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 see the homo homini lupus go past. And the fact that
the occasion, the very theme here, is a certain folly of marriage is far from
secondary, contingent, or accidental. We would need to follow this long
paragraph as closely as possible, to the letter and the comma. Where does
Montaigne situate the “good marriage,” if there is such a thing, “if there be
any such,” as he says himself? On what side? He situates it not on the side of
love but on the side of friendship. | quote: A good marriage, if there be any
such, rejects the company and conditions of love, and tries to represent those
of friendship.” Admire the prudence of the formulations. Everything here is
in the conditional and under the sign of a tendency or a task which is assured
of nothing: a good marriage, if there be any such ... tries to represent the

25. Hobbes, De Cive, p. 3; On the Citizen. ed. Tuck and Silverthorne. p. 3.
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conditions of friendship. It is not certain that it succeeds, or even that there
is any marriage, but if there is, this will only be by merely representing the
conditions of friendship, noteven being in friendship, being mistress or female
friend, but representing the conditions of friendship. And Montaigne adds:
“No woman who savors it [this social life representing friendship] [quotation
from Catullus here}** would wish to stand as beloved mistress and friend
to her husband. If she is lodged in his affection asa 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 marriage,” a precious and rare thing
that we cannot do without and that we constantly decry, 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 (and this is one of the examples of
what thus lets itself be tamed—trained. broken, domesticated—here an ex-
ample of that domestication we were talking about just now, domestication
in the proper sense of the term, one of those conventions, both human and
animal, tha1 bend a living being to the law of the household or the family, to
the oikos and the domies, 1o domestic economy). Conjugality, then, explains
Montaigne, is like a cage from which one would like 1o 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 getting in,
and those inside despair of getting out.” Then he quotes Socrates, who says
that, in any case, whether one takes a wif e or not [and 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 zake 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 the cage, who wants both
to get in and to get out, whatever you do, you will regret it: “Whichever one
does,” he says. “one will repent.” Which means that the man (zi7 aner), the
husband or the father, virtual head of family, the patriarch. the domestic
sovereign, feels like a bird trapped in advance by the double bind of domes-
tication: whether he enter or leave the house-cage, not only will he regret i,
but he will be accused, he will accuse himself, of a capinal fault, rather than
an accident: all that will remain is to repent: “Whichever one does,” he says,
“one will repent” Now immediately afterward, with no further transition,

26. Jacques Werrida skips the quotation from Catullus that is in Montaigne's text.

27. Mentaigne, “Sur des vers de Virgile,” in Essass (Paris: Gallimard, 1950), ook 3,
chap. 5, p. 952. [Translator’s note: My translations of Montaigne.]

28. [Translator’s note:| Here and elsewhere, “double bind” is in English in the text.
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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 bind of the domes-
tic cage (and, in spite of appearances, the cage itself, the apparatus called
“cage" is not the trap, the trap is not the cage: the trap 1s the double bind,
this double link. this double obligaton, this double injunction: enter/leave,
inside/outside} |so, immediately afterward, as 1 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 sheepfold.?” But the wolf in the company
of man and God. And you will admire the either/or [ou . . . ou] that follows
the homo homini: “either ‘God' or ‘lupus’™ (eizher/or;, be 1t this, be it that: an
“or” than is undecidably either the “or” of an equivalence or else the “or” of
alternative, vel or aur). And it is not insignificant that the word “contract”
lconvention) appears in the same sentence: “1t marriage] is a convention to
which fits perfectly the saying ‘Homo homini, either “deus,” or “lupus.”* ™™
And since, in Montaigne's homo homini lupus, the question is marriage, love
or friendship, and therefore sexual differences, this is perhaps the right or
appropriate moment to recall, in this genelycology, some wolves from Plato.
Not merely the tyrant-wolf or wolf -tyrant from the Republic (8.566a), where,
if you look it up, you will sec the alternative between “be either slain by his
enemies or become a tyrant and be transformed from a man into a wolf™ (¢
tyrannein kai [ykd ex anthrgpou genesthar). But also, even more relevantly for
us, the wolf and the lamb of the Phaedras (241¢~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.”® Read everything that precedes this passage as well:
“These things, dear boy [my little one,é pai], you must bear in mind, and you
must know that the fondness of the lover (tén erstou philia) is not a matter of
goodwill, but of appetite which he wishes to satisfy: ‘Just as the wolf loves

29. [Translator’s note:] @n the annotated printout of this seminar he used in the
USA., Derrida has a margmal note: “Le loup dans la bergerie: to set the fox to mind the
geese"

30. [Translator's note:] An allusion te Derrida's interview with Jean-Luc Nancy, “il
faut bien manger. ou le calcol du sujet,” in Points de suspension (Paris: Galilée, 1992),
trans. Peter Connor and Avital Ronell as ““Eating Well, or the Calculation of the Sub-
ject,” in Points . . ; Interviews 1974-1994 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1995)
pp- 255-87. “Ii faut bien manger” means literally both “It is necessary to eat well” and
“It really is necessary to eat,” or “You really do have to eat.”
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the lamb, so the lover adores his beloved' 05 lykor arnas agaposin, &s paida
philousin erastar’l”

3. Finally, the "common saying,” referring to the at least supposed origin
of this saying, i.e. Plautus, who was horn in Sarsina, in northern Umbria—
basically in a colony of Rome—and who learned Latin and came to the
capital very young. I will content myself with reading and translating the
two lines from the comedy Asinaria (we’ll come back to all this next time),
two lines that propose, or dare 1 say prosopose, the figure of the wolf, the
face of the wolf, the mask of the wolf, onto what is most unknown in man.
The wolf s, for man, man himself, but for as long as one does not know
him, inasmuich as one does not know him |ranz giu'on ne le connait pas, en
tant gu’on ne le connait pas). The wolf is man rant que and en tant que, during
the time and to the extent that he remains unknown and therefore does not
make himself knotwn. The wolfis man for man to the extent that |(en) tant
que) he exceeds all knowledge and making-known: “Lupusest homo homini,
non homo, quom qualis sit non novit.” Literally: “Wolf [the wolf] is man for
man, and not a man, when }like or asj one does not know which he is.”* In
other words, wherever man does not make known to man who or which
he is, he becomes a wolf. Who or which [gui ou quel] (qualis) can also mean
who or what [qu: eu guorl.

Just as Montaigne’s sentence was inscribed in a marriage-contract scene,
here we must not neglect the fact that this sentence from Plautus is placed
in the mouth of a merchant (mercator) and that we are dealing with a capi-
talistic market scene, a scene of lending or credit [de ¢réance ou de crédit).
The merchantdoes not want to give credit, entrust or lend money to, some-
one he does not know, and who could, then, behave like a wolf. Who—or
what—is the wolf? And is not the substitution of wolf for man, the substi-
tution, for man. of the wolf man for man, the substitution of what for who?

Go figure [Allez saveir). That’s what the mercator is implying. He wants
to know and he asks “go figure,” because “Lupus est homo homini, non homo,
quom gqualis sit non novit,” which can be translated, as in the [French] trans-
lation ] have to hand (Alfred Ernout) as “When one does not know him.
man s not aman, buta wolf for man,” but perhaps too, in a lessconvincing
but grammatically possible way: “Wolf |the wolf] is a man for man, which

'1s not a man, when one does not know him."

This grammar, the same and different, shakes up the decidable authority
of the “who™ and the “what™ and the order of substitution. The beast—is it

31. Plautus. dstnaria, line 495.
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“who™ or “what”? When there is substitution, there can always be qu: pre
que,: twhe for a whe but also a whe for a what or a what for a whe.

Go figure. Will we be able te show it in a moment? Or make 1t known
next year? [n any case, we shall return teall this by dif ferent paths. of which
at least one will paass via the fable, i.e. orality, an oral speech about a possible
devourment, as in The Welf and the Lamb by La Fontaine, which, you see,
comes on the scene quite late.

There, it is quite late.

Happy New Year.

THIRD SESSION

January 16, 2002

@

The [feminine] beast and the Imasculine] sovereign. Lu . . . le.

She and he. The she-wolf and the wolf. Beware of the wolf [gare au
loup|!

“[...Jand | lived likea real werewolf|loup-gareu]”: that’s a confession by
Rousseau, at the end of the first book of his Confessions.' There ace others,
jﬁ_onf'cssional phrases that present him, Jean-Jacques, as a wolf, as a wolfin
‘his own eyes, as a wolf in the eyes of others, in other contexts, with other
‘rhetorics and meanings.

But here, Rousseau describes himself asa werewolf, he represents himself
presents himself as a werewolf, that is, a wolf -man, and he does so—one
ight find this surprising—because of an immoderate, compulsive, raging
aste for reading, for bookish culture, and for buying books. The question
remains of the difference between reading and not reading, neglecting the
book or not, neglecting (negiego, neglegere) to read. Neglect—is that not
always a way of not reading or not electing |élire| or gathering (legere), the
not” (ne, nec, neg) carrying the whole burden of the question on negation,

as he approaches the age of sixteen, in order to devote himself to reading
d what he calls his “love of imaginary objects.” And this love of reading
(legere), the love of the book, paradoxically, this love of imaginary objects,
_'Brfrom turning him toward culture and cultivated 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 Rousseau, Lescen fessions, vol. v of Ocuvres complétes, 5 vols., ed. Ber-
- nard Gagnebin and Marcel Raymond (Paris: Gallimard, 1959-95), p. 40. [ Translator’s
‘note:] Unless otherwise mdicated, transiations from Rousseau are my own.
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(I felt the desire to consult an English translation of this passage.> And,
marvelously for us, “loup-garou® {werewolf] is translated as “outlaw.” A
little like rogue, isn’t it: royou, unsociable, outside the law. I lived like an
outlaw .. .” for “je vivais en vrai loup-garou.” So the werewolf, the “true”
werewolf, is indeed the one who, like the beast or the sovereign, places him-
self or finds himself placed “outside the law,” out{aww [Eng.|, above or at a
distance from the normal regime of law and right.)

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: Does that mean do not hunt
them? Or not suppress them? Or not repress them? Or not neglect them?
And if to forget, suppress, repress, neglect. with or without negation, dis-
avowal or denial, is in a certain way to chase (away), is chasing to expel.
exclude, flee. neglect, or else, 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
the wolf, our book of wolves, our genelycology. A genelycology that must
inscribe in its tree, its genealogical tree, what is called 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 Wolf Marm who recounts how he saw, in
a dream, sitting 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 waiting for us today—or sheepdogs, because they had big tails /ike
({rke, always the analogy!) foxes, and ears 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. Other animals
will come up in the analysis, for example, the wasp and the butterily. And
the Wolf Man immediately admits his fear of being devoured by the wolf:
it is this terror, this terrorism of wolves, that wakes him up by making hun
cry out. He refers himself, to account for his associations, to a book, pre-
cisely, a book that Freud does not neglect in his interpretation, namely the
illustration of a fable or a narrative, “Little Red Riding Hood.” To explain
the figure of six or seven wolves, Freud has him be more specific with refer-

2. Jean-Jacques Rousseau. The Confessions, trans. J. M. Coben (London: Penguin
Classics. 1953), p. 47-

3- Sigmund Freud, “From the History of an fatantile Neurosis,” in The Standard
Edition, 17:7-122.
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ence toanother book not to be neglected, another fairy tale. “The Wolf and
the Seven Little Kids.” Freud sees in the wolf, without hesitation, as you
know, a substitute for the castrating 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 the ancestors of the Wolf Man are, then, present in the
genealogical tree, in the femiaine and in the masculine, in the positions of
‘beast and sovereign, beast 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. But | leave you to reread the Wolf Man, which I abandon here, for in
this genelycological tree, in this library of wolves, what we shall in the end
‘be interested in today is not so much the “Wolf Man" as the wolf -man, the
Jlycanthrope, the becoming-man of the wolf and the becoming-wolf of the
“man. For example, the werewolf.

It is this metaphor or rather this analogical metamorphosis, this fan-
tastical production, that 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 zooanthropological, rather than the bio-
‘political, is our problematic horizon.

i

‘The [feminine| beast and the [masculine| sovereign. L . . . fe.

¥

In previous sessions, we paid some attenson to a double oscillation. A
ouble vacillation too seemed to give its rhythm to something like the pen-
dulum of this title, of the simple statement or rather the oral saying of this
‘text. In French. in the French tongue, and 1 insist on the tongue and the
‘genders itimposeson us. La béte et le souverain. La . . . le. And as for orality,
i)etwcen mouth and maw, we have already seen its double carry {porzée], the
louble tongue, the carry of the tongue that speaks, carry as the carry of the
oice that ____ (ro voci-ferate is to carry the vorce) and the other carry,
he other devouring one, the voracious carry of the maw and the teeth that
lacerate and cut to pieces. Vociferation and devourment, we were saying,
but let us not hasten to attribute speech to the mouth of man supposed to
speak and voracity or even the vociferation of the cry to the animal’s maw.
Itis precisely this simple and dogmatie opposition, the abuses 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: L2 béte et le souverain. La . .. le. This
oscillating or vacillating rhythm is imprinted on each of its words, the ar-
ticles (/a, le), the nouns or substantives (béze, souverain), the verb, the copula
or the conjunction ez, e/s/t). And as 1 have just noted, the suspension of this
pendulum is double.

@ the one hand, first oscillation, the sexual difference murked at least
by French grammar {{a ... le), which seemed by chance (as we illustrated
with more than one fact and more than one text) 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 subject, on the subject of the
right over beasts, in the De Cive. And the sexual difference that seemed
also to confirm (as we illustrated with more than one fact and more than
one text) that the sovereign appeared mostoften in the masculine figure of
the king, the master, the chief, the paterfamilias, or the husband—of the
ipseity of the 7pse, 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 himself, ipse. The sovereign,
in the broadest sense of the term, is he who has the right and the strength
to be and be recognized as himself, the same, properly the same as himself.
Benveniste, to whom [ refer you, goes on to wonder about the filiation of
poti, Sanskrit patyate, ILatin potior (to have power over something, to have at
one’s disposal, to possess, pozsedere). “The netion of ‘power’[. . ] is then con-
sututed and it receives its verbal form from the predicative expression pore
est contracted into pozest which engenders the conjugation possum, potest, '
am capable, [ can.’"* Now, and [ insiston this point, for we will not cease to
measure its consequences, Benveniste had inscribed the value of ipseity, the
ipse, the “oneself,” the “him(one)self”” in the same filiation, as though power
were first of all recognized in the one who could be designated or who
could be the first to designate himself as the same, a himself, a oneself. We
commented a few years back on these lines of Benveniste, whois surprised
that a word meaning “master” (as he had shown a page earlier: potis, in San-
skrit pazisi (master and husband), in Greek posis (husband), in composition
despotés) 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 Benweniste, article “Hospitalité,” in Le vecabulaive des instiiutions europé-
ennes, 2 vels. (Paris: Editions de Minuiz. 1969), 1:88 .
5. Ibd.. p. 91.
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derstands better that a word signifying “himself” could have taken on the
proper sense <of > “master.” In spoken Latin, Plautus, as Benveniste recalls
{(and let us not forget, let us never forget the wolves in our genelycology,
let us not forget that, be this a coincidence or not, Plautus is the author of
Asinaria concerning which [ recalled last time, during our wolf-hunt, that
it contained the frst occurrence of Lupus est homo homini, non homo, guom
walis sit non novit) — Plautus, then, uses the word ipsissimus (the absolaely
himself) to designate the master, the boss, the most important personage,
in short the first, the prawceps or the prince. In short, the sovereign. In Rus-
sian, sam (himself) names the lord. Among the Pythagoreans, the master
Pythagoras was designated as autos, autos epha: he said it himself, i.e. the
master said. “In Danish han sjolv, ‘er selbst,” has the same 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 (self -)same, “myself.”

The concept of sovereignty will always imply the possibility of this po-
sitionality, this thesis, this self -thesis, this autoposition of him who posits or
posits himself as ipse, the (self-)same, oneself. And that will be just as much
the caseforall the “firsts,” for the sovereign as princely person, the 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 sovereign liberty (for example,
when he votes or places his secret ballot in the box, sovereignly). In sum,
wherever there is a decision worthy of the name, in the classical sense of the
term. Dictatorship (and in a minimal and strict sense sovereignty is always
- 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, order or diktat. From the Ro-
man dictatura, where the dictator is the supreme and extraordinary magis-
trate, sometimes the first magistrate, and so the master of certain cities, to
modern forms of dictatorship such as Fihrer or Duce or the Little Father
of the People or some other “papadoc,”® but also in the figure of the dicta-
torship of the proletartat, in dictatorship in general as power that exercises
itself unconditionally in the form of the Dikzat, of the ultimate saying or the
- performative verdict that gives orders and has no account to render other
than to itself (ipse), and not to any superior agency, especially not a par-
tiament——well, that dictatorship, that dictatorial agency, is at work every-
where, wherever there is sovereignty.

6. i Translator’s note:| Derrida is here referring to Frangois “Papa Dec” Duvalier
- (190 4—71), the notenieus dictatorial president of Haiti from 1957 until his death.
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Benveniste continues, defining without using the word soverergnty itseif,
precisely as authority of the ipse, of the same, of the properly oneself —and
this 1s why [ am insisting on it here and will often use the value and word
ipseity in this sense, with all its implications |Benveniste continues then. and
every word counts]:

For an adjective that means “oneself™ to become amplified to the sense of
“master,” one condition is necessary: a ciesed circle of people, subordinated
to a central personage who takes on the personality and complete identity
of the group to the point of summing itup himself; by himself, he embod-
1es it.

This is exactly what happens in the compound dem-pet(i}- [skr.], “mas-
ter of the house.” The role of the personage thus named is not to exercise
command, but to take on a representation that gives him authority over the
family group, with which he is identified

Apart from sexual dif ference, the article, /a, le, la béte, le souverain, clearly
marks that we are dealing with common nouns, substantives, and not ad-
jectives or attributes. The distinction is the more critical in that it recalls
two obvious things, linked to the idiomatic use of the French language. It is
never said of the beast thatit is 6éte [stupid]| or bestial. The adjective, epithert,
attribute éte, or "bestial” are never appropriate for animal or beast. Bétise
is proper o man (or even to the sovereign qua man). Later we shall look
closely at a text of Deleuze from Difference and Repetition, on this subject
(bétise as proper to man).

We shall look at this text of Deleuze, as well as the fine, great book that
Avital Ronell has just devoted to bézise, i.e. Stupidity.f For Deleuze, natu-
rally you should also read the very rich chapter in Mille plateatx® entitled
*1730— Becoming-Intense, Becoming- Animal, Becoming-Imperceptible. . .”
You will find there not only references to the wolf -man, the Wolf Man that
the wolves look at, the werewolf (pp. 303 and 323 [249 and 264]) and the
phenomenon of wolf-children {p. 335 [273]), the becoming-whale of Ahab
in Moby Dick (p. 374 |306]). Yeu will also find, among a thousand plateaus

7. Benveniste, “Hospitalité,” p.er.

8. Awital Ronell, Srupidity (Urbana: University of lllinois Press, 2002).

9. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Mifle plateaux (Paris: Minuit, 1980), chap. 10;
trans. Brian Massumi as A Thousand Plateaus (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 1987).1 Translator’s note:| Thave benehted from consulting Massumi’s translanon,
but have retranslated the passages from Mille plateanx in the interests of literality and
consistency with Derrida’s commentary.
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and a thousand other things, the question of taxonomy that will interest us

here, the question of the classification of animal figures. In passing. Deleuze

makes fun of psychoanalysis when it talks about animals, makes fun as he
of ten does, sometimes a little hastily, and not only does he make fun of it but
he says, which is even funnier, that the animals themselves make fun of it.
This is on pages 294-95 |240-41) of Mille plateaux:

We would even have to distinguish three sorts of animals: individuated
animals, familiar and familial, sentimental, ®@edipal animals, part of our
fiecle story, “my” cat, “my” dog; they invite us to regress, they draw us into
narcissistic contemplation, and psychoanalysis understands only these ani-
mals, the better to discover underneath the image of a Daddy, a Mommy, a
little brother (when psychoanalysis talks about animals, the animals learn
to laugh): al/ the people who love cats and degs are idiots des cons]. And then
there would be a second sort, animals with character or attribute, animals of
genus, classification, or state, the way the great divine myths treat them, to
extract from them series or structures, archetypes or models (Jung is more
profound than Freud, though). Finally, there would be more demoniacal
animals, with packs and affects, and who produce multiplicity, becoming,
population, fairy tale . .. Or else, once more, is it not all animals that can
be treated these three ways? There will always be the possibility that any
amimal, louse, cheetah. or elephant, be treated asa familiar animal, my little
animal. And, at the other extreme, any animal can also be treated af'ter the
manner of pack and swarming, which suits us sorcerers better. Even the
cat,even the dog . . . And if the shepherd or the leader of the pack, the devil
have his favorite animal in the pack, this is certainly not in the same way as
just now. Yes, any animal is or can be a pack, but with varying degrees of
vocation for it, which makes it more or less easy to discover the multiplicity,
the tenor in multiplicity, that it contains actually or virtually in each case.
Banks, bands, flocks, populations are not inferior social forms, they are af-
fects and potentials, involutions, which catch up all animals in a becoming
thatis no less powerful than that of man with animal.

d of course the question that will traverse this whole seminar, whether it
e itself present and pressing, itself, explicitly, in person, or indirectly, will
lways be that of the “proper to man.” And, moreover, bestiality, character-
ed cither as perversion or sexual deviancy, zoophilia that pushes people to
ake love with beasts or to make love to beasts, 07 as cruelty — this bestial-
, this double bestiality (zoophilic or cruel) would also be proper to man.
nd later we shall look closely at a text of Lacan’s on this subject (bestial
ruelty as proper to man).
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On the other hand, second oscillation, between conjunction and copula,
theer which can just as well, in two letters, ¢, 4, juxtapose, compare, or even
oppose beast and sovereign, but which can just as well, in three letters,e, 5 ¢,
couplein athousand different waysthe being-beastand the being-sovereign.
couple them across a copula, zs, which describes an affinity through an anal-
ogy of proportion, attraction or reciprocal fascination. Or even, as we shall
come to confirm today, a predisposition to grafting, composition of mix-
tures, figures participating in both at once, beast and (sovereign) man, beast
and man coupling in the sovereign. For the prosthesis. as graft, is not only
what gives rise to the figure of the sovereign state as Leviathan, i.e. says
Hobbes, an artificial animal, an animal-machine, what last time 1 was call-
ing prosthstatics. Prosthests as graft: that can be a composition or mix of
the human 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 2 moment, let us never forget the wolves and the werewolf. Not the Wolf
Man, but the wolf-man, as werewolf. The beast is the sovereign who is the
heast, both sharing (we paid some attention to this} a being outside-the-law,
above or at a distance from the laws.

One of the many nodal tensions that we shall have, if not te 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 sense of artifice, law,
conventionality, contract, as we had recognized them in Bodin and Hobbes,
and even if a theological grounding—we also took this complication into
account—coutinued deep down to legitimate this humanity, this anthro-
pological and supposedly secular dimension of sovereignty), [if sovereignty
is, indeed, defined as the proper of man] it is nonetheless also in the name of
man, the humanity of man, the dignity of man, theref ore a certain proper of
man, that a certain modernity has begun to question, to undermine,to put
into crisis nation-state sovereignty. Every time one refers to the universal-
ity of human rights (beyond the rights of man and citizen), every time one
invokes the recent concept (1945) of crime against humanity or genocide.
in order to implement an international right or even an international penal
tribunal, or even humanitarian actions the initiative for which is taken by
NGOs (nongovernmental organizations), every time one militates for the
universal abolition of the death penalty, etc,, then one is calling into ques-
tion the principle and the authority of the sovereignty of the nation-state,
and doing so in the name of man, the right of man, the proper of man, It
is in the name of a certain proper of man, which sometimes remains, so
| believe, completely to he thought, merely promised to a thought which
does not yet think what it thinks it thinks and that the doxa accredits with
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a firmness matched only by its naiveté, it is in the name of a certain sup-
posed proper of man, of the humanity of man. that one limits, delimits, and
circumscribes, even heats back, combats, and denounces the sovereignty
of the nation-state. I'm careful to say the sovereignty of the state and the
nation-state, for the humanity of man or of the human person invoked by
human rights or the concept of crime against humanity, by international
right or the iuternational penal agencies——all these agencies might well be
invoking another sovereignty, the sovereignty of man himself, of the very
being of man himself (pse, tpsissimus) above and beyond and before state or
nation-state sovereignty.

Itis, moreover, let it be said in passing, this invocation of the human, the
humanitarian, or even of human rights—above the state—that Schmitt
holds to be de-politicizing, to be responsible for the modern neutralization
of the political or for depoliticization (Entpolitisierung). In truth, and this is
why 1 say “invocation” of the human or the humanitarian above the interest
of the state, Schmitt believes he con always discern in this humanistic and
humanitarian discourse a ruse of war, a strategic ruse put to work by a state
struggling for hegemony, the ruse of a wolf, a werewolf, if not of a fox (let us
never forget the wolves and the foxes). Depoliticization, 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 yet speaking of “globalization |mondialisation: worldwidiza-
tion],” but this is clearly what he has in view in his critique of the premises
of a new international right, a Society of nations, etc. The world of glebal-
1zation would then be a stratagem, a false concept or a concept forged in or-
der to pass of f some particular interest as a worldwide or universal interest,
pass off the interest of one nation-state or a restricted group of nation-states
as the world, as the untversal interest of humanity in general, as the interest
of the proper of man in general. After having asserted that “humanity as
such [Die Menschheit als solche] cannot wage war because it has no enemy,
atleast on this planet [comment on this last detail]. The concept of human-
ity excludes the concept of the enemy, because the enemy does not cease
to be human heing—and hence there is no specific differentiation in that
concept”'®—after having asserted 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 in facz, wherever this concept is put forward in the pursuit of
war (and there would he so many examples today), it is a lying rhetoric, an
ideological disguise tending to mask and smuggle in nation-state interests,

10. Carl Schmitt, The Concepr of the Pelitical (see session 1 above. n. 40), p. 54-
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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
particular states are being served:

That wars are waged 1n the name of humanity [fm Namen der Menschheu,
Schmitt continues] is not a contradiction [Wideslegung} of this simple truth;
quite the contrary, it has an especially intensive political meaning [a more
intense political meaning, an intensification of the political meaning, efnen
besonders intensiven politischen Sinn: in other words, today, all the combats
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
state-political 1n the service of determinate interests|. When a state fights
its political enemy in the name of humanity, it is not war for the sake of
humanity, but a war wherein a particular state |a determinate state, emn
bestimmter Staat| seeks to usurp a universal concept [einen universalen Beg-
riff zu okkupreren sucht] against its military opponent. At the expense of its
opponent, it 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 the same 1o the enemy.

The “concept of humanity” is an especially useful ideological instru-
ment of imperialist expansion | “Menschheir” —in quotes—ist efn besonders
bravuchbares ideologisches Instrument imperialistischer Expansionen|, and in its
ethical-humanitarian form |und 7 jhrer ethisch-humanitiren Form] it is a
specific vehicle of economic imperialism. Here one is reminded of a some-
what modified expression of Proudhon’s: whoever invokes humanity wants
to cheat. To confiscate the word humanity, to invoke and monopolize such
a term [solche erhabenen Namen: such a sublime term; the “sublime" goes
missing in the English translation (tr.)] probably has certain incalculable ef -
fects lnur den schrecklichen Anspruch manifestieren: fiterally, “can only be the
sign of the terrif ying demand”]. such as denying the enemy the quality of
being human |die Qualitit des Menschen] and declaring him to be an outlaw
of humanity |kors la le: and hors ['humanité appear in French in Schmitt's
text]; and a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhumanity
|zeer dussersten Unmenschlichkeit]. But besides this highly political utiliza-
tion of the nonpolitical term humanity [ Aber abgesehen, ven dieser hochpoli-
tischen Verwertbarkeit des unpolitischen N amens der Menschheit, ] repeat and
retranslate: with the exception of the highly political instrumentalization,
utilization of the apolitical or nonpolitical name humanity], there ar¢ no
wars of humanity as such. Humanity s not a political concept |Mensch-
heit ist ke politischer Begriff|, and no political entity nor society and no
status [Srazus: status and state? ] corresponds to it. The eighteenth-century
humanitarian cencept of humanity [der humanitire Menschheitbegriff| was
a polemical denial [one ought tosay a polemical denegation, eme polenusche
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Verneinung) of the then existing aristocratic-feudal system and the privi-
leges accompanying ir.!!

Read what follows, on this supposed natural and universal right that is in
fact an “ideal social construction” (soziale ldealkonswktion) . . .

What must 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:

1. 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. Schmitt announces or denounces, under this apparent nonpoliticality, a
self -interested hyperpoliticity, a disguised intensification of political in-
terests of an imperialist and especially economical form.

3. (and this is what will matter most to us), Schmitt announces and de-
nounces what is terrif ying (schrecklich) und even terrorizing in this pre-
tension, in this hyperstrategic, hyperpolitical hypocrisy, in this cunning
intensification of the political. What is terrifying, according to him. wwhat
is to be feared or dreaded, what is schrecklich, scary, what inspires terror,
because it acts through fear and terror, is that this humanitarian preten-
sion, when it goes off to war, treats its enemies as “hors la loi {outside the
law]” and “hors 'humanité [outside humanity]” (in French in Schmitt’s
text), i.e. like beasts: in the 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
[6éze], bestial and cruel, fearsome, doing everything to inspire fear, one
begins to take on the features of the most fearsome werewolf (let’s not
forget the wolves), because one is claiming to be human and worthy of
the dignity |di gne de la dignité] of man. Nothing, on this view, would be
less human than this imperialism which, acting in the name of human
rights and the humanity 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 say hypo-
critical— way, a Schmittian discourse which plays on two registers. On zhe

' one hand, Schmitt does not hesitate to take on a concept of the pelitical that

must be dissociated from every other dimension, not only economic but
ethical: the political presupposes the enemy, the possibility of war, the evil

11 Ibid.. pp. 54-5s.
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nature of man {remember, the only great theorists of the political are for
him theorists who are pessimistic absut mankind), and in the tradition of
Hobbes, this theory of politics implies the evil tendencies of a man who is
essentially afraid and who asks the state to protect him (remember: protego
ergo obligo), but on the other hand, as if there were a good fear and a bad
fear, just as he is admitting that fear or terror are the normal and essential
mainsprings of politics, of a politics that cannot be reduced to ethics and
does net obey ethics, o the other hand, then,] Schimitt does not hesitate to
denounce as fearsome or terrible {(schreckiich) 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. Werewolves
against werewolves. What is fearsome is net only treating men as beasts,
but the hypocrisy of an imperialism that gives itself the alibi of universal
humanitarianism (therefore beyond the sovereignty of a nation-state) in or-
der in fact to protect or extend the powers of a particular nation-state. Two
things areschrecklich: on the one hand, treating men as non-men, and on the
other, 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 Schmitt’s
equivocal discourse on the political—this moral and juridical position is
indeed ruled by an imperative: even in 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 hosulity is not hatred as a psychological passion, war must be dec/ared
from state to state, sincerely declared, the rights of war must be loyally re-
spected, and must oppose armies and not terrorist partisans attacking 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 itself behaving like a werewolf. We shall see later whether and to what
extent Schmitr is still Machiavellian, as he of ten seems to claim, or whether
he is not betraying a certain Machiavelli. (It will again be a question, let’s
not forger, of wolves and a few other beasts.)

Sol recommend that you read, then, at least the whole of chapter 6 of the
Concept of the Political, on the Entpolitisterung (the depoliticization), on the
“dishonest fction” {enehrliche Fiktion) of a universal peace without states,
on universality as total depoliticization and renunciation of the state. It goes
without saying that, while taking this argumentation of Schmitt's seriously,
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but without 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 (Entpolitisieriung), but with another politici-
zation, a repoliticization that does not fall into the same 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
have here a reference to a dishonest and dishonorable fiction {unehrliche
Fiktion) that it is diffcult 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 does not speak its name.
Schmitt’s implicit but unavowed axiomatic is that 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 (K4re, glory, good repu-
tation founded on loyalty, as opposed to an wunehrliche Fiktion, the lie of a
disloyal fiction), that this honor remains a secure value: having said that, 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 political, are still doing politics
in the service of their state interests, and as that confirms Schmitt's thesis,
well, it's fair enough |de bonne guerre], etc. |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 [ have just given and others that [ have given
elsewhere, in Politics of Friendship 2 what T am looking for would be, then,
aslow and differentiated deconstruction of this logic and the dominant, clas-
sic concept of nation-state sovereignty (which is a reference for Schmitt),
without ending up with a de-politicization, but an other politicization, a re-
politicization that does net fall into the same ruts of the “dishonest fiction,”
without ending up, then, in a de-politicization but another politicization, a
re-politicization and theref ore another concept of the political. It is all too

12. fJacques Derrida, Politiques de I'amiié (Panis: Galilée. 1994), p. 102, note 1 and
passim; trans. George Collins as Polizics of Friendship (London: Verso Books, 1997),
PP. 107-8.
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obvious that thisis more than difficult, and that's why we are working, why
we are working at it and allowing ourselves to be worked on by it.

When [ say “slow and dif ferentiated deconstruction,” what do | 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 chythm
of what is happening 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 national and international terrorism,
massacres that are declared or not, the transformation of the global market
and of international law—what is happening is so many events that are
alfecting the classical concept of sovereignty and making trouble for it. In
this seminar, we are only beginning to reflect on,and take into account, as
consequentially as we can, what is happening. On the other hand, as we are
already realizing—and this is why I say “slow” but especially “differenti-
ated,” it cannot he a matter, under the pretext of deconstruction, of purely
and simply, frontally, opposing sovereignty. There is not sOvVEREIGNTY or
THE sovereign. There is not Ti4E beast and T4 sovereign. There are differ-
ent and sometimes antagonistic forms of sovereignty, and it is always in the
name of one that one attacks another: for example (we were alluding to this
earlier), it is in the name of a sovereignty of man, or even of the personul
subject, of his autonomy (for autonomy and liberty are also sovcreignty, and
one cannot without warning and without threatening by the same token
all liberty, purely and simply attack the motifs or the rallying cries of in-
dependence, autonomy, and even nation-state sovereignty, in the name of
which some weak peoples are struggling against the colonial and imperial
hegemony of more powerful states).”®

In a certain sense, there is no contrary of sovereignty, even if there
are things other than sovereignty. Even in politics (and the question re-
mains of knowing if the concept of sovereignty is political through and
through)—even in politics, the choice is not between sovereignty and
nonsovereignty, 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, awkwardness.
apona even, and the slowness, the always unequal development of such a
deconstruction. This is less than ever the equivalent of a destruction. But
recognizing that sovereignty is divisible, that it divides and partitions, even
where there is any sovereignty left, is already to begin to deconstruct a pure
concept of sovereignty that presupposes indivisibility. A divisible sover-

13. [Translator's note:| This sentence is possibly incomplete in the French text.
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eignty is no longer a sovereignty, a sovereignty worthy of the name, i.e.
pure and unconditional.

Whether or not one agrees with these propositions of Schmitt’s, one
can understand why, even though they come from a right-wing Catholic
who was more than cempromised a few years later with Nazism and anti-
Semitism, they should have seduced, and still today retain their power of
seduction on the Left for all those who are ready at least to share this vigi-
lance with respect to “humanistic” and "humanitarian” ruses and allega-
tions, which constitute the rhetorical 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 all 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 unique form
of that sovereignty is the state, state sovereignty, and that such a political
sowereignty in the form of the state presupposes the determination of an
enemy; and this determination of the enemy can in no case 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 not
necessarily linked or {imited to such or such a state structure (monarchi-
cal, oligarchical, democratic, or republican). Even when the sovereign is the
people or the 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: the right to exception; the right to suspend
right; the right to be outside the law).

This is why Schmitt will have quoted, before the passage I just read, an
eloguent declaration in this respect by the Committee for Public Safety, in
1793. This declaration, quoted by Schmitt, is first quoted by Ernst Friesen-
hahn <in> Der politische Eid (The Political Oath). (I recall this title to re-
inscribe this statement in a logic of the oath that makes of the affirmation
of sovereignty a performative, a commitment, an act of sworn faith, of war
declared against a sworn enemy: sovereignty is a posited law, a thesis or
a prosthesis. and not a natural given, it is the sworn institution—a faith
sworn, and therefore structurally fictional, figural, invented, conventional,
as Hobbes clearly shows, moreover —the institution of a law that was never
found in nature; but precisely the question then returns of the link between
this right, the force of law and force out court, the disposition of force touz
caurt, of a force that makes right, of a reason of the strongest which is or
15 not the best; but | emphasize this reference to oath and fidelity to sworn
faith to announce a detour that we shall need to make in a moment, toward
Machiavelli's Prince and his wolf —that we must not forget). Now this Dec-
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laration of the Committee on Public Safety, twice quoted by Friesenhahn
and by Schmuitt, says:

Since the French people manifested its will {so, by this manifestation of a
will, the French people posited itself as the French people and as its own sov-
ereign|, everything that is oppesed toit is outside the sovereign; everything
that is outside the sovereign is an enemy. ... Between the people and its
enemues there is nothing left in common but the sword."

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

Pack |meute] of wolves. For a first reconnaissance of these territories, you
remember, we had begun to ameuwter (to whip up, literally to raise, to put in
motion, motus), 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
have understood that all of that was, among other things, a way of prepar-
ing us, of advancing us, stealthy as wolves, toward this fable of La Fontaine,
The Wolf and the Lamb, which begins, as we ourselves began, with

The reason of the strongest is always the best
As we shall shortly show.

We began thus, saying also that no seminar should begin that way, like a
fable, nor should it recommend or command that one begin that way, by
“we shall shortly show.”

Show—whart? Well, that “the reason of the strongest is always the best.”
A violently tautological proposition, then, pragmatically tautological (in L.a
Fontaine and here 100, as though this stll remained, as a seminar, a fable
or an affabulation) since I am here using, by force of law, taking 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 of law to the force of
law), a violently tautological proposition, then, pragmatically tautological,
for if “we shall shortly show,” what are we going to show, with La 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 here, by situation, by hetero- and autoposition) to defer
the moment at which I shall show or demonstrate that the reason of the

14. [Translator’s note:| This passage is omitted from the English translation of
Schmitt’s book: 1 have translated from the text as given by Berrida.
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‘strongest is always the best; but in fact, I've already shown it, already shown
“it 10 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 lettre, as wt were, and pragmatic before being juridical
and ratonal and philosophical. I show by the very movement. by deing it,
“as I goalong, by producing the event of which I speak and that I announce
I shall speak of .1 demonstrate that force wins out over right and determines
right, and I do so without waiting. Because it is already demonstrated at the
moment ] announce that you'll have to waita little. A violently tautological
propesition, then, since 1 am here using, taking account of . my accredited
position as a profeessor authorized to speak, ex cathedra, of the reason of the
strongest, | am using my power, which consists in beginning this way not
that way, beginning by having you wai, by deferring, warning you not to
forget the wolf, or the werewolf or the outlaw, making you wait for the mo-
ment when I'll show you what I promise [ will show and demonstrate. The
reason of the strongest is at work right here, at the very moment at which 1
claim tointerrogate it, or even to place it in question or even merely to def'er
the demonstration. The demonstration has already taken place, in the very
promise and in the différance, the act of deferring the demonstration. Unless
one proves the stronger and belies what [ say, but in making me a liar, in
contradicting me, you will merely displace the site ot the greatest force, and
the reason of the strongest will (still and) always be the best.

As if [ were myself, let’s never forget it, a wolf, or even the werewolf.
Thatcould be, we’re coming to it and we're going to show it in a moment. a
quotation. more than a quotation, from Rousseau, who, several times, com-
paredhimself toa werewolf. Let’s never forget the he-wolfand the she-wolf,
‘we were saying. One always forgets a wolf along the way. For example, in
the last session, even as I was pointing out that homo homini lupus was tobe
found. literally, long before Montaigne and Hobbes, in Plautus, I neglected
or pretended to neglect, I had omitted if not forgotten, a wolfin Machiavelli
(another great pesitive hero, for Schmitt, of the theory of the political). a
Machiavelli that Hobbes must have read and a Machiavelli whose Prince,
precisely, also names the wolf loud and clear. But if I pretended 1o forget
 this wolf, to suppress or repress i, to chase it away like another one I'll come
o in a moment (Machiavelli will tell us how to beat back, chase away, or
hunt this wolf), it was intentionally, for reasons I’'m going to show you in a
moment, with the intention of drawing your attention today to composite
figures. fabulous grafts of man-beasts or human animals, mixes—that we
haven’t yet talked about. Now, of course Leviathan is a marine monster,
a monstrous animal which, like the whale in Moby-Dick, belongs to the
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aquatic elementin which it intends toreign,but the Leviathan isnota com-
posite of man and beast. If there is something prosthstatic in it this is not by
reason of a composition, of a synthesis, of a com posite essence of man and
beast, like those we are getting ready to encounter. The Leviathan, a mon-
strous animal. is not monstrous after the fashion of Khimaira, the chimera,
a monster from Lycia, born of Typhon and Echidna, with three heads, lion,
goat, dragon spitting flames, kilted by Bellerophon, and which, having de-
scended to a common noun, has given its name te all sorts of fabulations,
fantasies, mythical productions, or hallucinations (even in Descartes) which
are precisely the element of what is of interest to us here, the element of
fabulation in which the analogies between beast and sovereign find their
resources and their schemata. I'm using the word schema by analogy, but
primarily to signal toward analogy, precisely, i.e. toward the mediating ele-
ment 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 at once, so we are 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 organizations
of the living creature, what is still called the animal and what is still called
man, or again what is called beast and what is called sovereign. But if it is
indeed this fantastic and synthetic and prosthetic composition that matters
to us here. today it is neither on the side of the Leviathan 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 biosynthetic alloy.
(On the horizon of this encounter is a double question, which I leave
open: in the first place, why, in the great corpus of animal figures that people
the fable of the political, do we find this or that animal and not others? We
can make the most open and liberal list, from the wolf to the fox, from the
lion to the lamb, from the serpent te the eagle, to ants or frogs, but we’ll
have to concede that not all the animals of earth and sky are represented.
do not seem to be as prone, as equally appropriate, to political figuration.
Why? s it because of the regions of the world, with their specific fauna,
because of the geographical and ethological areas in which this fabulous
discourse on the political was born and developed its history: the Middle
East, Greece, the Mediterranean, Europe? Perhaps. Is it because of the
proper nature, the form, and the psychology sxpposed {1 stress “supposed”)
by fiction, anthropomorphized in advance to pertain to such animals (the
supposed cunning of the fox, the tranquil strength of the lion, the voracious
violence of the wolf,, who can also turn protective, paternal, and maternal)?
Perhaps. In any case the necessity for a typology and a taxonomy is already

looming, in this rhetoric that runs the risk of looking, if not like the order
of Noah’s Ark (which certainly did not house all the animals on earth), at
least like the order of menageries, zoological parks, or circuses, which |
mean to talk to you about quite soon and at some length).” That is the first
question of this couple of questions I am leaving open. The second. 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-
flections of political philosophy, how to give due consideration on the one
hand to this profound necessity that we are precisely in the process of inter-
rogating and trying to interpret in this seminar, but also, on the other hand,
to the compulsion (let’s call it psychic and libidinal) that seems to push the
philosephers of the political, all of those who are passionately interested
in holding a discourse on power, on political power, and who would sup-
posedly represent for their part a certain type of man or woman (usually
a man, at least until now), the irresistible compulsion which seems either
to push them or to attract them toward zoomorphic visions or hallucina-
tions, push or attract them toward a ficld where there is a greater chance of
fantastic animal apparitions (I say “apparitions” in the sense of phenomena,
but also of visionary epiphanies, be they chimerical or not)? How to give
due consideration to this element of inventive and passionate hallucination,
which is interested, compulsive, which is itself possible only if an intrin-
sic necessity, which we are analyzing here, indeed increases the chances of
fantastic and fabulous apparitions in the field of power and therefore of
political sovereignty? How to give due consideration to that element and
distinguish it from the other element, thatof a rhetorical codification, a law
of genre which has long meant that one uses metaphors and 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
rhetoric and the law of genre, there seally must be involved whar at the be-
ginning would belong to a nature or an essential structure of the field of the
political as such, of political power and political sovereignty: it would prop-
erly belong to it to produce in particularly fertile and irresistible fashion
such a proliferation of fantastic beasts and zoopoctic visions. So I'll leave
this double question open and suspended above our whole seminar. Let’s
not forget it. And let’s not forget the wolves. | insist on the forgetting as
much as on the wolves and the genelycology because what we should not

15. @ne would have expected this parenthesis to closeac the end ot this long para-
graph. on p. 82.
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stint on here |fuire {'éconemie de] is the economy of forgetting as repres-
sion, and some logic of the political unconscious which busies itself around
all these proliferating productions and all these chasings after, panting af-
ter so many animal monsters, fantastic beasts, chimeras, and centaurs that
the point, in chasing them, is to cause them to flee, 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 ani-
malizing man and letting so many symptoms show up on the surface of
political and politelogical discourse. All of which follows in the wake that
we had situated the last times in looking again at Totem and Taboo.

The forgotten wolfin Machiavelli, then. The Prince" (dedicated to Lorenzo
de Medicis—who could have been a prince but did not care to become
one— The Prince,then, dedicated to a virtual prince, as La Fontaine’s Fubles
would be dedicated and thus submitted o Monseigneur le Dauphin, 7/e
Prince, which was published in 1532, five years af ter Machiavelli’s death but
written almost a century and a half before the Leviathan (1651), The Prince,
which you will read or reread, includes a chapter 18, entitled “In What
Mode Faith Should Be Kept by Princes™’ {or, in the old French translation
by a certain Guiraudet undertaken on the pressing demand or the advice of
General Bonaparte, “Whether Princes Should Be Faithful to Their Com-
mitments” {S7 les princes doivent ére fidéles d lenrs engagements| |repeat both
titles]), on a question that could net be more current (not only the respeci of
armistices, of cease-fires, of peace treaties, but also, and basically the way 1t
always was, since this is the very structure of any contract and any oath. the
respect of sovereigns’ commitments before an institution or a qualified and
authorized third party: 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-calted international
terrorism (a concept judged to be problematic by the UN itself, we talked
about it) and the consequences that itdrew from the current situation, with

16. This sentence is unfinished in the typescrpt.

17, | Translator's note:| Niccold Muchiavelli, T'he Prince, trans. Harvey C. Mansfield,
Jr. {Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985). { have occasionally modified the trans-
lation for thesake of consistency with the versions Dernda is using. Derrida refers to the
French version by Péries which translates the title of chapter 18 as “Comment les princes
doivent tenir leur parole [How Princes Must (or Qughe to) Keep Their Word|.”
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the authorization given to the USA to ensure its legiimate defense 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 in-
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 see the wolf go by, but also more composite ani-
mals. The question of the proper of man is indeed placed at the center of a
debate about the force of law, between force and law. In this chapter, which
passes for one of the most Machiavellian in Machiavelli, he begins by admit-
ting a fact (I stress the word fac?): 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,
i's a recognized fact that, in principle, by rights, a prince ought to keep his
word), Machiavelli comes back to the fact, which in fact he has never left.
[t is a fact that everyone regards the tidelity of the prince to his given word
as laudable, but, in fact, few princes are faithful, few princes respect their
commitments, and most of them 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 | wouldtalk about the
oath).

Machiavelli's rhetoric is remarkable, as is hislogic. For af ter having noted

this fact (the nonrespect of the oath that wins in fact, perjury that wins de
faczo, cunning that in reality beats fidelity), he concludes from this fact, al-
ways in the constative and realistic regime, that political reason must zz&e
account and render account of this fact. Political reason must count and cal-
culate with the fact that, in fact, thereare two ways to fight. Following para-
graph, then: “There are two kinds of combat: one with laws, the other with
force” (p. 69). The old Giraudet translation [as is the case in the English
one by Mansfield] 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-to-know: “You should then know [Ma-
chiavelli is addressing Lorenzo de Medicis as much as the reader] that there
are two ways of combating, one with laws, the other with force.”

So sometimes with right, justice, fidelity, respect for the laws, contracts,
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commitments, conventions, institutions, with sworn faith, and <some-
times>"* with betrayal of commitments, lies, perjury, lack of respect for
promises, plain brutal use of force (“the reason of the strongest”).
Fromthere, from thisattested fact that one can cembat in two ways, with
laws or with force (and Machiavelli starts from a situation of war and not
peaceful management of the city; he does not speak of the ordinary exercise
of power by the prince but of a situation ef war, which seems to him to be
more revealing, exemplary, more paradigmatic of the essence of the voca-
tion 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
one’s commitments, as a sincere prince respectful of the laws) is, he says,
proper to man. These are his words ("proper to man™), a Kantian argument
in its principle, as it were: not to lie, to have the duty notto 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 speakingas a man, not as a man worthy of
human dignity [dignede ladignité humainel; in fact, 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 |son semblable] (hold on to this value of seznblable 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 possibility of the political, the law of
the political against the test of war—what comes next in Machiavelli’s dis-
course is, as we might expect, less Kantian. The second way to combat,
he says (combat with force} is that of beasts. No longer man 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 tocombat (with the law) is insufficient,
and remains, in fact, impotent. So one must, in fact, resort to the other.
Thus the prince must combat with both weapons, both law and force. He
must then behave borh as man and as beast. “Therefore it is necessary for a
prince to know how to use as appropriate the beast and the mar” (p. 69; trans-
lation modified; Derrida’s emphasis). This “it is necessary," specified by the
“as appropriate” (according to the circumstances, fitting in an appropriate
manner his response to the urgency of a situation or a singular injunction,
etc., toa polemology, a war or a singular machology, a singular conjuncture
of combat), this "it is necessary” makes one move from the constative or de-
scriptive regime to the prescriptive regime. When action by the law (Adelity

18. The typescript has “the other.”
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to one’s oath, etc.) is impotent. does not work, is weak. too weak, then 7 7s
necesvary to behave as a beast. The human prince must behave as though he
were a beast. Machiavelli does not say that the prince is man and beast at the
same time, that he has a double nature, but he is not far 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 time, if in his very essence he
does not unite these two cssential attributes, he must nonetheless behave
as if it were the case—and Machiavelli recognizes in this “as if ” what [
would here call two imports |porzées], a pedagogical import and a rhetori-
cal import. The pedagogical import is itself double and touches doubly on
this quasi-double nature of the prince, who must act as if he were at once
man and beast. Pedagogy 1n the first place because that is, Machiavelli tells
us, what the writers of antiquity teach and have taught us. And this teach-
ing will have taken an aflegorical form (that is Machiavelli's word). It is by
allegory or “animal” fabulation, the better to be heard, 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 (Kentauros, the
noun; the Greek adjective kantoris meant worthy of a centaur, i.e. brutal,
coarse, bestial). The Kentauros was a hybrid being, born of Kentauros and
Thessalian mares: a huge history to which [ refer you. One couid devote
more than one seminar to it. There is a book by Dumézil on the problem
of centaurs (1929)."

To remain with the minimum that matters to us here, [ recall that cen-
taurs (of ten 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
bottom) also present another ambiguity, hesides that of the human and the
(equine) animal. For they are both savages, savage beasts (z4er), barbarian,
terribly natural and, on the other hand, civilizing heroes, masters, peda-
gogues, initiators into the most diverse domains, skillful with their hands
(the name Chiron allegedly comes from cheir, hand, whence surgery. and
centaurs have not only human trunk and face but also human arms and
hands), initiators, then, in the art of hunting, and hence cynegetics, music,
medicine, etc. On the one hand, they represent the most asocial savagery,
and Apollodorus will say of them that they are “savage, withoul social or-

19. Geerges Bumézil, Le ne des Centaures: Etude de mythologie comparée imdo-
européenne, Annales du Musée Gmimet (Paris: Librairic orientaliste Paul Geuthaer,
1929).
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ganization. of unpredictable behavior,”® in particular because of their un-
bridled sexuality, which makes them attack women and wine. Sexuality is
mest of ten held to be bestial in itself; sexual desire is the beast in man, the
most boisterous and most avid, the most voracious beast. But—and this is
the case of the centaur Chiron, mentioned by Machiavelli, centaurs are also
virtuous pedagogues. Chiron teaches medicine to Aesculapius. Achilles, as
alsoevoked by Machiavelli, receives a princely education in the world of the
centaurs, and Chiron teaches him to subdue boars and bears with his bare
hands: he also teaches him music and medicine. Homer says of Chiron that
he is “the most justamong centaurs,”” a model of ethics. 1f this genelycolog-
ical thing interests you, reread the story of the Argonauts and the Golden
Fleece, where you'll find an abundantpopulation of wolves and the centaur
Chiron. Among the seven sons of Aeolus, one, Athamas, king of Boetia,
went mad, because that is what the gods decided, because the gods made
him go mad and delirious to punish him for having planned to kill some
of his children. children of a first marriage. Banished, wandering, Athamas
can only setite where the wild wolves off er him hospitality, in Thessaly. He
does not meet these wolves at just any moment, and the hospitality they of -
fer him is not just any hospitality. He stumbles upon them as they are shar-
ing some lambs they have just killed. On the basis of this [ycophilanthropic
hospitality, Athamas founds a city. af ter marrying Themisto. He is sull held
by men to be a wolf. because he had planned to kill his children. But he
returns to the city of men after a detour via the city of wolves, resocialized
af ter and thanks to the scene of sacrificial sharing. Herodotus's version says
that the city of wolves, thepolis 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 hospitality of fered
to Athamas, namely a young man more wolf than they, who consequently,
by sitting at their table, takes a place from which they are expropriated. As
though (I'm taking a risk and improvising this interpretation) hospitality
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. Derridu here picks up a brief passage from Alain Schnapp’s arnicte on centaurs
in the Dictionnaire des et des religiens des seciétés traditionnelles ct du monde
antique ,ed. Yves Bonnefoy (Paris: Flammarion, 198t), 1:136; crans. as "Ceantaurs,” in
Mythologies. comp. Yves Bonnefoy, trans. under the direction of Wendy Doniger (Ch:-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), 1:451. Theauthor refers without further detail
to Apullodorus. thinking no doubt ef the passage in The Library. 2.5.4ff.

21. Schnapp, thid.; Homer, {irad, book 10, line 832.

who becomes sovereign. This is also the move from beast to what is proper
to man. For at that moment Athamas becomes a man again, stops being a
wolf by eating the wolves' leftovers. His humanity 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 descendant of Aeolus, another of his sons,
Cretheus, king of lolcos in Thessaly, you will encounter the centaur Chiron,
Cretheus's son Aeson, grandson of Aeolus, chased out by a usurper, Pelias,
wants to put his newborn son into safety. The son is Jason, who receives his
name, Jason, from the centaur Chiron, to whom his father entrusted him to
allow him to escape from Pelias, and to have him educated and brought up.
And that's where we find the Chiron mentioned by Machiavelii.

If we return to Machiavelli's text, we see that it invokes the teaching
of the ancients about these hybrid creatures, centaurs, and especially about
something the ancients teach us, namely that the centaurs themselves, and
especially Chiron, were teachers. The ancients teach us allegorically that the
centaurs taught and what the centaurs taught. A double teaching, then, an
allegorical teaching about a teaching dispensed by double beings (humans
and animals); and we are going to see that the contentof this teaching about
teaching by double masters is that it is necessary to be double, necess:ury to
know how to be double, to know how to divide or multiply oneself : animal
and man, half man halfbeast. Letme quote first:

Therefore itis necessary for a prince toknow how te use as apprepriate the
beast and the man. This was taught to us allegorically by ancient writers,
who wrote that Achilles and many other ancient heraes were entrusted to
the centaur Chiron to be fed and raised.

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

So what the ancients meant to teach us, by recounting this story about
teaching, is that one of the greats, 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, half beast, half man. [n this double nature, the beast needs
the support of the man, by the face and hands and heart of man (the frent
of the centaur), and the man needs the support of the body, the rest of the
body and the legs of the horse, which :allow him to walk and stand upright.
But this is not exactly the path followed by Machiavelli, once he has said of
the prince that he must have a double nature, half man, half beast. He is
going to pursue and appropriate for himself the allegory by having other
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ammals enter this political arena. Not overinsisting on the human part of
this centaur prince, of this sovereign pupil and disciple of a centitur, on the
human part of this prince who must be both man and beast, he prefers
to emphasize the need for this animal part to be izself 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 that the prince—or this half
prince—also is, the princely beast must itself be double: beth lion and fox.
So at one and the same time man, fox, and lion, a prince divided or mul-
tiplied by three. But as for che beast here, Machiavelli insists more on the
cunning of the fox, which clearly interests him more, than on the strength
of the lion, a strength that he does not even name, whereas he names and
renames cunning; cunning, i.e. knowing and know-how as knowing-how-
to-trick, knowing-how-to-lie, knowing-how-to-perjure or knowing-how-
to-dissimulate, the knowing-how-not-to-make-known of the fox. | quote:

Thus, since a prince is compelled of necessity to know well how to use
the beast. he should pick the fox and the lion: for if he is only lion, he will
not defend himself from snares; if he is only fox, he will not defend him-
self from wolves: so he needs tobe a fox to recognize snares and a lion to
frighten the wolves. Those who stay simply with the lion are very unskill-
ful (p. 69, translation 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.

t. 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 even more inter-
estingly and pointedly, and this | emphasize, it is important to frighten the
wolves (“. .. ifhe is only fox, he will not defend himself from wolves;so he
needs to be a fox to recognize snares and a lion to frighten the wolves”).
If the lion on its own does not suffice to frighten the wolves, one must
nonetheless, thanks to the know-how of the fox, frighten the wolves, ter-
rorize the terrorists, as Pasqua used to say in his day,” i.e. make oneself
feared as potentially more formidable, more terrif ying, more cruel, more
outlaw than the wolves, symbols of savage violence.

Without multiplying excessively the contemporary and all too obvious

22. This was a famous cxpression of Charles Pasqua, munister of the nterior in
Jacques Chirac’s government (1986-88). usecl to justify turning agamst the terrorist en-
cmy the same weapons used by that enemy.
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illustrations of these discourses, let me just recall what Chomsky notes in
his book Rogue Srates,** which 1 have already mentioned, namely that the
Stratcom (US Strategic Command), in order to respond to the threats of
what is called “international terrosism™ on the part of rogue states—and 1
recall that “rogue” |in English] can also designate animals that do not even
respect the usages of animal society and depart from the group—the Strat-
com recommends, then, frightening, scaring the enemy, not only with the
threat of nuclear war, which must always be leftin place, even beyond bio-
terrorism, but especially by giving the enemy the image of an adversary (the
USA, then) who always might do just anything, like a beast, who can go oft
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. In other words, one must show oneself to be blind, make it known
that one can be blind and stupid [bé¢e] in the choice of targets, just so as to
be frightening and have the enemy believe that one is acting at random, that
one goes crazy when vital interests are aff ected. One must pretend to be ca-
pable of going crazy, mad, 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 strategy to have
certain elements appear to be “out of control.”

2. For Machiavelli, in the passage we have just read, cunning does not
suffice, one also needs force, and theref ore extra animality: “if he [the prince]
is only fox, he will not defend himself from wolves.” Which means that, be-
ing stronger, the lion is also more béte, 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 from the more human,
the more rational and intelligent, to the more animal. even the more bes-
tial, if not te the more béze. 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 unfaith-
ful; he knows how to betray, whereas the lion does not even understand 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 alhance of
the lion and the fox against the wolves. The force of the fox, the sovereign

23. Noam Chomsky, Rogue Stures: The Rule of Force in World Affarrs (Cambridge,
MA: South End Press. 20e8), pp. 6-7.
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power of the prince, cunning f#e a fox, is that his force is more than force,
his power exceeds force qua physical force (as represented by the lion), thus
as force of nature (physis). The prince, qua fox-man, tsstronger than nature
or biology, and even than zoology, or than what one thinks is natural under
these words, stronger than physical strength: the fox is not béte or is no
longer simply or absolutely a beast. His force of law consists in exceeding
the physical manifestation of force, i.e. his weight, size, amount of energy,
everything that can constitute a weapon or even a defensive or offensive
army, an invulnerable armored army with no weakness. No, the force of
the prince qua man become fox is, beyond natural force or simple lif e force,
beyond even his visible phenomenon and what can, through the image of
natural force, strike with awe and fear, intimidate, as the simple spectacle
of a lion can strike the imagination before the lion strikes, the force of the
prince cunning like a f ox, his force beyond force, is science or consciousness,
knowledge, know-how, cunning know-how, know-how without making-
known [le savoir-faire sans fuire-savoir| 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 of things and makes of his weakness a supplementary force.
But this privilege or this dissymmetry does not merely 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, lie, 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 cruelty, proper to man, what the animal
supposedly cannot do: lie or efface its tracks. (I have explained elsewhere,™
in unpublished texts, but we will perhaps talk again about it, my reserva-
tions about this. For some people, including Lacan, then, animal cunning
cannot cross a certain threshold of dissimulation, namely the power to lie
and efface one's tracks: in this classical logic. the fox. qua prince, would
no longer be an animal but already or still a man, and the power of the
prince would be that of a man become fox again but qua man, remaining

24. Jacques Werrida. L'animal que donc ye sus. pp. 55-56 and 82 [pp. 33, 54551 See
toobelow, p.trr,n. 19.
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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 piece 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 itself as truth or veracity, to swear that one
is faithful, which will alwzys be the condition of infidelity. The prince must
be a fox notonly in order to be cunning 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 that the prince will be able to be both man and heast,
lion and fox. @nly a fox can metamorphose himself this way, and start to
resemble a lion. A lion cannot do this. The fox must be fox enough to play
the lion and to “disguise this foxy nature.” I'll read a few lines and you will
see that Machiavelli has an example in mind, that he is slyly praising a fox-
prince of his own day:

A prudent prince, theref ore, cannot observe his promise when such obser-
vance would be harmful to him, and the reasons that made him promise no
longer exist: this is the advice to give. It would not be good advice of course
if all men were good; but because they are wicked and would certainly not
keep their word with you, why should you keep yours with them? And
moreover, can a prince ever want for legitimate reasons to color his failure
to keep his word?

On this matter one can give an infinity of modern examples, and invoke
a great number of peace treaties and agreements of all sorts that have be-
come vain and useless through the infidelity of the princes who concluded
them. And one can show thar those who were best able to act like foxes
prospered the most.

But for this to work, it is absolutely necessary to know well how to dis-
guise this foxy nature.and to possess perfectly the art of simulation and dis-
simulatron. Men are so blind, so carried away by the needs of the moment,
that a deceiver will always find someone who will let himself be deceived.

(.
In our own day we have seen a prince it is not wel] to name never preach
anyrhing but peace and good faith, but who, had he always respected them,
would no doubt not have retained his states and his reputation. (pp. 69—71)

Where have the wolves gone? Let’s not forget the wolves, but this time, as
said, I'm talking about wolves that are a little bit chimera or centaur, wolves
of synthetic composition, for example, the lycanthropes that in French are
called loups-garous |werewolves], about which we opened our session by
quoting Rousseau’s Confessions. Rousseau’s werewolves have been as it were
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forgotten, precisely. in a book I warmly recommend you to read, because
you will bnd 1 1t many precious things. reflections and references on sov-
ereignty and on the questions that interest us: [ am referring to Giorgio
Agamben’s Homo Sacer, subticled Sovereign Power and Bare Life®* We shall
be speaking of it again, but for now, teconclude for today. I want to empha-
size that in the six or seven pages entitled “The Ban and the Wolf,” which
you ought to read because they give pride of place to the werewolf (wargus,
werewolf, Lav. Garul phus), there are at least two instances of wolves being
forgotten: that of Plautus and a few other precedents. since the homo homini
lupus is here, as by everyone, alas, attributed by Agamben to Hobbes, and
then Rousseau's wolf or wolves, These forgettings of wolves, and of wolves
that have as it were a priority, are the more interesting and even amusing in
that, as is regularly the case with this author, his most irrepressible gesture
consists regularly in recognizing priorities that have supposedly been over-
looked, ignored. ncglected. not known or recognized, for want of knowl-
edge, tor want of reading or lucidity or force of thought—priorities, then,
first times, inaugural initiatives, instituting events that have supposedly been
dented or neglected, and so, in truth, priorities that are primacies, princi-
pahties. principal signatures, signed by the Princes of Beginning, priorities
that everyone, except the author of course, has supposedly missed, so that
each time the author of Homo Sacer is, apparently, the first to say who will
have been first.

I point this out with a smile only to recall that this is the very definition,
vocation, or essential claim of sovereignty. He who posits himself as sover-
eign or intends to take power as sovereign always says or implies: even 1f |
am not the first to do or say so, [ am the first or only one to know and rec-
ognize who will have been the first. And | would add: the sovereign, if there
is such a thing, is the one who manages to get people to believe, at least for a
while, that he is the first to know who came first, when there is every chance
that it is almost always false, eveniif, in certain cases, no one ever suspects so-
The first then, the presmrer, as its name indicates, is the prince: man, fox, and
lion, at least when things are going well for him. For example, on page 2r,
in a chaprer entitled precisely “The Paradox of Sovereignty,” one can read,
believe it or not, and | quote:

Hegel waus the first to truly understand |of course, it remains to understind
what the author implies by this “truly,"?¢ secause if someone were to show

25. Giorgio Agamben, Hemo Sacer: Sovereigr Poewer and Bare Life, trans. Daniel
Fleller-Rouzen (Stanford: Stanferd University Press, 1498).

26. | Translator’s aote:| The Ereach translation used by Derrida has “jusqu'au bout™
here.
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that Hegel were not the first to understand this or that, the author could

pretend toconcede the point and say: yes, | agree, others understood
thisor that before Hegel, but not “truly,” the end being defined, determined
and interpreted by the author, 1.¢. by the first to discover that Hegel was the
first to understand “truly,” so that the real first one ts not, is never Hegel
or anyone else in truth, but is “gu qu’a dit” [the one who said so] as people
say, the one who, finaily arriving for the first time at the end, knows what
“at the end”™ means, at the end, nght at the end, in this case what Hegel
will have understood when, I quote Agamben:] Hegel was the first to truly

understand the presuppositional structure thanks te which language is at
once inside and outside 1tself.?

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 per-
manent exception, declaring that there 1s nothing outside language, that it
is always beyond itself,” so that “To speak is, in this sense, always to 'speak
the law,’ jus dicere” All of which seems so true 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-
ophy and not only in reflection on language) anyone who had not said itor
implemented it or implied it, the “truly” remaining to be determined and
being determined only by the latest arrival, who presents himself asthefirst
to know who will have been the first to think something zrely.

Ten pages later, we find another first that the author of Homo sacer is the

first to identify as the first: this time it’s Pindar, I quote, “first great thinker
of sovereignty™:

While in Hesiod the nomos is still the power that divides 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 Diké contains neither ambiguity nor irony
[how can one be sure, I ask you, that a text by Solon or indeed by anyone
contains no irony? @ne can never prove an absence of irony, by definition,
thar's even where the fox princes find their mvincible reseurce], in Pin-

dar—and this is the knot that makes him, in a certain sense, the first great
thinker of sovereignty.”

This “in a certain sense” plays the same role as the “truly” did just now with
Hegel. This “certain sense” is the sense determined by Giorgio Agamben,
i.e. by the first to identify in Pindar the “first great thinker of sovereignty.’
Same thing with “great”™ on the busis of what size is one “great,” a “greart™?
®n the basis of what criterion, except the size measured by the measure of

27. Agamben, Homo Sucer, 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 of sovereignty?
Of'the following paragraph, especially concerning, I quote, a “sovereign no-
mos,” which is “the principle that, joining law and violence, threatens them
with indistinction,”* | want to say that every time the word nomos appears
in Greek, whether or not it is associated, as in a fragment of Pindar, with
the word basilews, itsays just that, which is here attributed to Pindar as "first
great thinker of sovereignty,” attributed to Pindar by him who lays down
the law by saying that Pindar was the first who, “in a certain sense . .. ."
etc. Not only was Pindar certainly not the first, but in order to be ihe self-
proclaimed or so-called first, he really needed to speak Greek, and whoever
speaks Greek and uses the words nomos or basileus will have said or implied
that, and will not have completely neglected to do so.

On page 120, again, further on, in the chapter entitled “The Politiciza-
tion of Life” (which [ invite you to read closely), another first, a third first,
comes along: “Karl Léwith was the first to define the fundamental char-
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 Agamben
makes an objection to Léwith, who, on a certain point, follows “Schmitt’s
footsteps™ tooclosely, 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. “Lévinas proves himself the first .. .” This is in an astonishing pas-
sage which, before naming Lévinas and speaking in the name of the author
of Homo Sacer, claims to uncover for the first time, [ quote, the “proper
significance” of “the relation between Martin Heidegger and Nazism,”
“situated in the perspective of modern biopolitics,” which, I quote further.
“both |Heidegger’s] accusers and his defenders fail to do.” There too one
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 charged.
muluple in its dif ferent logics, necessarily obscure and dogmatic when it 1s
wielded as an accusation, unclear by definition in its uses. One is always a
priori negligent, more or less negligent, and so always too negligent, in pur-
ticular in the accusation of negligence. What is it to neglect? Starting when
does one neglect? Where does one do what one does, says what one says, in
neglected or negligent fashion? Questions that by definition have no rigor-
ously determined reply. Same question as for irony. “Neglect” is, moreover.

29, [bid.
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an abyssal word that one should not use in a neglected or negligent way or
that one should not neglect to analyze interminably, as we began to do but
must inevitably neglect to do ahsolutely adequately in this seminar. Having
thrown out this accusation around the “proper significance” of “the relation
between Martin Heidegger and Nazism |. . | situated in the perspective of
modern biopolitics (and this is the very thing that both Heidegger’s accusers
and his defenders fail to do),” the author of Homo Sacer writes: “In a text
of 1934 that may well even today still constitute the most valuable contribution
{my emphasis| to an understanding of National Socialism, Lévinas proves
himself the first to underline .. .”

After which, having, however, pointed out that “the name Heidegger
appears nowhere” in this text by Lévinas, Agamben altudes to a note added
in 199t {so long after, sixty years after, and in the second edition of the Ca-
hiers de 'Herne, in which this text from 1934 had first been reprinted}®and
which, still without naming Heidegger, can indeed be read as an unequivo-
cal allusion to Heidegger (in 1991, then); Agamben writes, in 1995: "But
the note added |[. . .| in 19g|o] [. . .| [eaves no doubt as to the thesis that fmy
emphasis here| un arzentive reader would nonetheless have had to read betivcen
the lines, Jetc|.”?!

So tn 1995 we are told that [.évinas was the first, in 1934, to say some-
thing or do something that he scarcely even made clear in 199|ol, but that
an attentive reader—thus one more attentive than Lévinas himself in
1934—ought to have, as Agamben is, then, the first to notice and point
out in rees, oughtto, I quote, “nonetheless have had to read between the
lines.”

Ifthere are “firsts,” I would be tempted to think on the contrary that they
never present themselves as such. Faced with this distribution of school
prizes, prizes for excellence and runners-up, a ceremony <at which> the
priest always begins and ends, in princely and sovereign manner, 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 Lévinas, what,
whether he was first to do so or not, what he said and thought about un-
archy, precisely, about ethical protest, not to mention taste, politeness, and
even politics, about protestation against the gesture that consists in coming

30. [Transtator's note:] The English version of Agamben’s text (p. i52) refersto an
€arlier republication, trans. Séan Hand as "Reflections on the Philosophy of Hitlerism.”
Crizical Inguiry 17 (1990): 63—71.

31. Agamben, Home Sacer p. 152.
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first, in occupying the first place among the first, en arkhé, to prefer the first
placeor nottosay “after you.™ *Afteryou,” as Lévinassays I no longer know
where, is the beginning of ethics. Not toserve onesclf first, as we all know, is
the ABC of good manners, in society, in the salons, and even when eating at
the common table in an inn.

Rousseau says so too, in passing, in another literal and forgotten reference
to the werewolf, in the sixth book of the Confessions, on which 1 conclude.
Whereas in the first book, Rousseau had said, as I recalled this forgotten
reference, “and [ lived like a real werewolf.,” here he writes:

With my weil-known timidity you imagine that I did 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 pain of passing for a werewolf
forced to present myself at the same table, we were bound to get to know
each other.¥

So as not to be unsociable, again, and outside-the-law, so as not to pass for a
werewolf, he approaches these women and sits down at the table. | recom-
mend that you read more closely all these texts. In other parts of the Confes-
sions, which 1 owe to the helpfulness of @ivia Custer not to have 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. It
is always a matter 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 lyconomy.
o genelycology or anthropolycology without lyconomy.

32. Rousseau. Les confessions. pp. 248—49.
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<] would not want to start without expressing> my sadness and paying
tribute to the memory of my friend Jean-Toussaint Desanti. He died a few
days ago and was, as you know, a great witness to and actor in our times, a
lucid and vigilant philosopher, and, [ say this with many others, a faithful
friend.

This very cruelty implies humanity. It is directed at a fellow [wr2 semblable],
even in a being of another species.

This 1s how Lacan interprets the homo homini lupus, when he quotes it in
Ecrits.? Before coming back to it as closely as possible in a moment, [ shall
place the words as an epigraph today.

The [feminine] beast and the |masculine| sovereign: betwween the two,
between the two genders or species of living beings, between the twogenres,
in the sense of sexual gender?® or between the two genera in the sense of
generalities under which one inscribes animal species, the animal species
and the human species, or again the animal species and, as they say, the
“human race | geare humain|,” we had already recognized and formalized a
large number of possibilities and typical combinations. recurrent and regu-
lar forms of problems.

1. This passage was reconstituted on the basis of the recording of the session.

3. Jacques Lacan, Ecrits (Paris: Scuil, 1966), p. 147 ; trans. Bruce Fink as Ecrits: The
First Complete Edition in English (New Yaork: Norton, 2006), p. 120. [Translator’s note:
Unless otherwise indicated. page references to Lacan are to the French edition, usually
followed by page numbers of this English translation in brackers, [ have benefited from
consulting Fink’s translaton. but have preferred to retranslate 2:ll passages from Lacan
in the interests of literality and consistency with Derrida’s commentary.]

3. [Translator’s note:| Derrida supplies the English word “gender™ in parentheses
af ter “genre sexoel.”



132

143

98 I FOURTH sSESSION

Because 1 prefer not to use up Gme on return and recapitulation, 1 shall
merely recall on theone hand that, moving between the twogenres (the [fem-
inine] beastand the [masculine] sovereign), we saw—apart from all those
wolves and princes—a procession of Leviathans, chimeras, centaurs, lion-
men, and fox-men, and, on the other hand, we saw that the enigma of the
place of man, of what is proper to man, kept coming huck insistently: pre-
cisely between the two. We saw why, in an at least apparent contradiction,
i the sovereign. the law, the state, prosthstatics were often posited (with
or without an explicit theological grounding, with or without religion) as
what was proper to 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 sovereignty into crisis. This paradoxical question of what
is 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 passing, I announced that | would return, as to what is
proper to man, to these two features that are said paradoxically to be proper
to man and not to the beast, namely &étise [stupidity] (1 announced, and 1
will begood as my word, that we would read a text by Deleuze on this sub-
ject for guidance) and besniality, bestial cruelty (and 1 announced, and | will
be good as my word in just a moment, that we would read a text by Lacan
on this subject for guidance).

Before getting to that, [ would like to emphasize the way in which the
werewolf, the “outlaw” as the English translation of Rousseau’s Con fessions
has it (you remember), the outlaw, the wolf-man as werewolf is identified
not only asasocial, outside-the-political-law (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 faith or law” [sans for
nit lorl.

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:
that's his thing, wolves,gu le regarde |that’s his thing: literally “that looks at

him™), the wolves look at him, like the Wolf Man, and I've already counted
in Rousseau six or seven appearances of the wolf or the werewolf, like the
Wolf Man who feels he is being looked at by six or seven wolves on the
walnut-tree or his genelycological tree. The wolves, ¢u le regarde).

At least twice more, the same Confessions present the wolf, or the were-
wolf, as someone who basically does 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.” Rousseauspeaks of it as though it were an accusa-
tion made by a prosecutor in an indictment or an inquisition: confess, you
are a wolf or a werewolf, “without faith or law.” But sometimes he is the
one doing the accusing (in which case he is the Just Man accusing justly and
trying to get the others to confess, confessing them, in sum, instead of con-
fessing anything himself), sometimes it is he who is accused, and then the
accusation is unjust. [-e is wrongly presumed guilty. He does not confess.

Here, very rapidly, are these two examples.

1. The first, in book g of the Confessions, is remarkable to the extent that
all the combatantsin what is basicallya war of religion. 2nd a warof religion
that is not far from turning into a cizsl 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 bea Christian or a philosopher is to cease beinga beastand a wolf.
And in this war among fierce wolves, Rousseau, for his part, is himself the
only non-wolf. In the passage | am going to read. | shall emphasize the
words “Christian” and “philosophers,” of course, and “religious civil war,”
hut above all, by way of transition to what is to come, 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.

RBeyond this object of morality and conjugal honesty, which belongs radi-
cally to the whole social order, 1 gave myself another more secret one of
concord and public peace. a greater object and one perhaps more important
in itself, at least at the time we were in. The storm provoked by the Encyclo-
pedia, far from abating, was then at its height. The two parties, unleashed
against each other with the greatest fury, rather resembled enraged walves,
fercely trying to tear each other to pieces, than Christians and philoso phers
who wish murtually to enlighten each other, to convince each other and
bring each other back to the way of truth. Perhaps the only thing lacking
to one side or the other for it to degenerate into civil war were vigorous
leaders with credit, and God knows what would have been produced by a
religious civil war, in which the cruelest intolerance would be basically the
same on both sides. As a bornenemy of any partisan spirit, I had frankly
told some hard truths toboth sides, to which they hacl not listened. 1 got the
idea of another expedient that in my simplicity seemed to me admirable:
thatof softening their reciprocal hatred by destroying their prejudices, and
showing each party the merit and virtue of the other, worthy of public es-
teem and the respect of alt mortals. This not very sensible project. which
assumed geed farzh among men. and by which 1 fell into the failing for
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which I had reproached Abbé de St. Pierre, had the success it was bound to
have: it did not bring the two parties any closer together, and united them
only tv condemn me. Unul experience made me aware of my crazmess, |
gave myself over te it, I dare say, wich a zeal worthy of the mouve that had
inspired it in me, and [ sketched out the characters of Wolmar and Julie in
a transport that made me hopeful of making them hoth lovable and, what
is more, each through the other.!

2. In the secend place, conversely, whereas here he made an accusation
and said that he was innocent, whereas he has just claimed to denounce
the wolves, to 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—at the very
beginning of book 12, to the contrary, he explains how he was himself, so
unjustly, accused of being a wolf, and even a werewolf, still in a religious
battlefield, in a quasi-<ivil war of religion, in the war that was being waged
against kim, in a war of religion declared against him, the Antichrist and the
werewolf. This is after the publication of Ermile. The imprecation, war, and
religious persecution waged against him is also a political police operation,
a censorship, especially French but virtually European and international:
against Rousseau the werewolf. The lexicon of cruelty reappears in it. As
for the word “lycanthropy,” which appears in this passage, a note in the
Pléiade edition makes it clearer by referring to the Dictionary of the Aca-
démie [frangaise] of the time, 1762: “Lycanthropy: mental illness in which
the patient imagines he has turned into a wolf.” But the editor adds: “But
here it would rather be the mental state of a man whots full of hatred,crueel
{my emphasis, ].D.], enraged like a wolf.™

These two decrees were the signal of the cry of malediction that arose
against me throughout Europe with a fury that is unprecedented. All the
gazettes, all the newspapers, all the brochures sounded the most terrible
tocsin! Especially the French, such a gentle, polite, generous people, so
proud of their prepriety and concern for the wretched, suddenly forgetting
their favorite virtues, distinguished themselves by the number and violence
of the outrages they showered on me as of ten as they could. I was an impi-
ous man, an atheist,a crazy persen,| was enraged, a ferocious beast, a wolf.
The continuator of the Jourral de Trévoux went so far as to my supposed ly-
canthropy that he clearly showed up his own. In short, you would have said
that people in Paris were afraid of police involvement if, when publishing

4. Rousseau, Cenfessions, vol. 1 of @cuvres complétes, ed. Gagnebin and Raymeond,

pp- 435-36.
5.Ibid., p. 591, and p. 1566.n. 1.
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something on any subject at all, they failed to push in some insult against
me. Vainly seeking the cause of this unanimous animosity, I was ready to
believe that the whole world had gone mad.®

<And later:>

After that the people, openly stirred up by the ministers, made lightof the
King’s rescripts, of the orders of the Council of State, and abandoned ali
restraint. | was preached against from the pulpit, called the antichrist. and
pursued across the countryside like a werewolf. My Armenian dress gave
me away to the populace: [ cryelly fet the drawhack it represented, but
taking it off in these circumstances seemed cowardice to me. [ could not
resolve to do it, and walked calmly abroad with my kaftan and fur bon-
net surrounded by the cries of the rabble and sometimes its stones. Several
times as | walked pasta house, I heard the inhabitants saying: bring me my
gun so I can shoot him.”

Cruelty, then, criminality, being outside the (religious or civil) law, being
without faith or law, that's what characterizes, not the wolf itself, but the
werewolf, the wolf-man, the lycanthrope, the mad or sick man. This cru-
elty of the “without faith or law” would then be proper to man, that bestial-
ity that is attributed to man and causes him to be compared to a beast, and
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 violent and ignore the
law, cannot, in this classical logic, be held to be bestial. Like bétise, bestiality,
besaal cruelty would thus be proper to man. That is the question, and that
15 also the deep axiomatics the path and statements of which I announced
we would follow and problematize in Lacan.

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 whase strategies in this field, in the lyconomy, genelycanthropy,
or genclycopolitics 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 z4e beast and zhe sovereign, just as there is

‘Notone sovereignty, there is not orne psychoanalysis but a multiplicity of dis-
courses that take into account the possibility of another so-called logic of the

unconscious, a multiplicity that is heterogeneous, conflictual, historical, i.c.
perfectibie and open to a still undecided future) [a question of wondering,
then, how such and such a psychoanalytic-type discourse and not another],

6.1bid., p. 591.
7.1bid., pp. 627—28.
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such and such a discourse the force and relative representativity of which
are remarkable. can help us think, but can also fal to help us think oreven
forbid us to think in this dornain. My hypothesis is that Lacan’s discourse
plays this double role.

Before broadening and gradually diversifying our references to the La-
canian corpus, | shall take as my starting point a noteworthy article in the
Ecrits entitled “Functions of Psychoanalysis in Criminology™ (1950),* which
Tinvite you to read in its entirety.

Lacan begins by recalling semething that is very classical and tradi-
tional, however novel it may look under his pen. What? Lacan begins hy
declaring that what is proper to man, the origin of man, the place where
humanity hegins, is the Law, the relation 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 of transgressing it
in Crime. Basically, as opposed to the Beast, Man can 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 appear
before the law {(even though that has happened, and we need to remember
that fact, but let’s leave it for now). Lacan is here on the side of a certain
common sense, according to which the beast, ignorant of the Law, is not
free, neither responsible nor culpable, cannet 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 Law, would be proper to man. With Law and Crime, man begins.
I quote:

One imagines that having received in psychology such an input from the
social, Freud the doctor should have been tempted to give something back,
and that with Totem and Taboo in 1912, he should have wished to demon-
strate in the primordial crime the origin of the universal Law. However
subject to methodological criticism this work may be, the impertant thing
is that it recognized that with Law and Crime begins man, after the cli-
nician had shown that their meanings supported everything down to the
form ofthe individual notonly in his value for the other, butin his erection
for himself.
Thus the conception of the superego saw the light of day.”

8. Jacques Lacan. “Introduction théorique aux fonctions de la psychanalyse en criti-
nologie,” in Eerite, pp. 125—49 [ A Theoretical Intraduaiion to the Functions of Psycho-

»

analysis in Criminology,” pp. 102-22].

g. Ibid,, p. 13 [p. 108].
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Naturally. Lacan having recognized that Law and Crime are what is
proper to man, the beginning of man, the emergence of a superego being
recognized by the same token (the beast is a beast not only in that it cannot
say “me” |[moi| or “I,” as Descartes and so many others have thought and
as Kant hiterally wrote in the very opening lines of his Anzhropology from a
Pragmatic Point of View), but above all,as Lacan is at bottom claiming here,
what the beast lacks is not only an “ego” [moi] but a “superego.™ And if
‘Lacan juxtaposes and places into an essential contiguity Law and Crime,
by capitabzing their names ("with Law and Crime begins man™), this is
because Crime is net 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 criminal. And it is this structural possibil-
ity that we must not forget, as to what is proper to man, and this is what we
‘are going to follow in Lacan’s wake. [n any case, Lacan says quite clearly at
the bottom of the same page that the superego, which is the guardian of the
law, on the side of the law, can also be a delinquent, that there can be felony
‘and crime of the superego itself:

Thesignification of self-punishment covers allthese ills and these gestures.
Will it then be necessary to extend ir to all criminals, to the extent that, ac-
cording to the formula in which the icy humor of the legislator is expressed,
given that no-one is supposed to be ignorant of the law, everyone can fore-
see its incidence and therefore be held to he seeking out its blows?

This ironic remark ought, by obliging us to detine what psychoanalysis
recognizes as crimes or felonies issuing from the superego, te permit us to
formulate a critique of the scope of thisnotion in anthropology."

hat consequences can we draw from this? What consequences does La-
n himself begin by drawing from it for the interpretation of the homo
omin: lupus? For the moment J am limiting myselfto this question of the
0mo homini lupus, i.c. the werewolf, the man who behaves like a wolf for
man, and leaving to one side the enormous dossier of Lacan and others’ in-
erpretation of the Wolf Man, about which there would be so much to say,
ut about which [ have more or less explained myself elsewhere.?

10. This is how the sentence appears in the typescript. Perhaps it should read as l'ol-
Jows: “Naturally, given that Lacan has thus recognized thar Law and Crime are proper
man, the heginning of man. there is recognized [‘est reconnue’ rather than the ‘et
reconnue’ of the typescriptl by the same token the emergence of a superego _..”

w. Ibid. [p. 107].

12. See lacques Derrida, “Fors,” in N. Abraham and M. Torok, Ciypronymie: Le
bierde I' hemmeaux loups (Paris; Aubier-Flammarion, 1976), pp. 7-73; trans. Barbara
Johnson as “Fors,” Georgra Review 31, no. 1 (1977): 64—116.
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“The form of the adage homo homint lupus misleads as to its mean-
ing,” declares Lacan, still in the article

13

“Functions of Psychoanalysis in
in the course of a fifth section in which <he> undertakes
to oppose (and one can only follow him in this) the hypothesis that there
are such things as “criminal instincts.”

Criminology.

He wants to demonstrate that psy-
choanalysis, precisely, even if it comprises a “theory of instincts” or rather
of drives (Triebe), rejects this assigning of innate (and therefore genetically
predetermined) instincts toward criminality. What Lacan immediately im-
plies with this distinction between acquired and innate is that the animal
(a5 he says everywhere else, as we shall see) is confined to this fixity of the
Innate, innate wiring or programming, whereas man, in his relation to the
law (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 Lacan, there can be no fixed and
animal instinct in man: of course there is an animality in man, but crime,
cruelty, and ferocity do not come from instinct, they transcend animality,
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 statements also assume that clarity has been achieved with respecttoa
word that Lacan not only puts forward twice, but that here literally desig-
nates the major criterion: namely the word “fellow” [semblable].

Whatis supposed todistinguish man, as “wolf for man,” from the animal,
what is supposed to distinguish the wolf -man or the werewolf from the ani-
mal, and thus from the wolf itself, whart is supposed to distinguish human
cruelty or ferocity 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 cruel)—whart is
supposed to distinguish cruel humanity from non-cruel (and therefore in-
nocent) animality is that the cruel man attacks his fellow, which the animal
supposedly does not. So it is this notion of “fellow” which will carry the
whole burden of the demonstration (which is, moreover, as classical and

they assume not merely a “liberty” and a “responsibility,”

traditional as can be, in my view) by which Lacan intends to correct the
error he supposes has been made in the interpretation of homo homini lupus
(“the form of the adage,” he says and [ recall, “misleads as to its meaning”).
an error that supposedly would consist in believing that man is a wolf, and
thus an animal for man, which Lacan is about to contest. I'll now quote and

13. Ibid., p. 147]p. 120].
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comment on these two paragraphs. emphasizingas | go the words “fellow™
‘and “cruelty™

For ifinsunctindeed signifies the uncontestable animality of man, one can-
not see why it would be less docile for being embodied in a rational being.
The form of the adage hAomo homint lupus nusleads as to its meaning, and
Balthazar Gracidn, in one of the chapters of his Crizicén, forges a fable in
which he shows what the moralistic tradition means when it indicates that
the ferocity of man with respect to his fellow goes beyond anything that
animalscan do, and that faced with the threat that this ferocity poses to the
whole of nature, even the carnivores recoil in horror.

But this very cruelzy implies humanity. It is afellowe that it is targeting.
even in a being of another species. No experience has gone deeper than that
of analysis in probing, in lived experience, the equivalence signaled to us
by the pathetic call of Lave: it is thyself that thou strikest, and the glacial
deduction of Spirit: it 15 in the fight to the death for pure prestige that man
gets himself recognized by man."

hat can one reply to this type of discourse? Apparently it makes sense
tombe sous le sens), as they say, which implies also that not only is it full of
0od sense (and continues to hold animality to be innocent, even when it
oes harm, and man to be guilty, peccable, precisely because he is capable
f good and of perfecting himself, amending himself, capable of confessing
nd repenting, etc.), but that it is inscribed in an ethics of sense, an ethics
hat tends to save sense, as sense of the human and of human responsi-
ility.

On the other hand, it is dificultnot to subscribe to the critique of a theory
of the “criminal instincts” of certain individuals, a theory which is not only
ontestable qua theory but is one that can induce, as we know, all sarts of
jolitical, juridical, policing, pedagogical, and even eugenicist and bioethical
trategles What are we supposed to do with individuals presumed to be
crcdltarlly predisposed to crime and cruelty, genetically predisposed, and
o potential recidivists? There's no point in trottrng out current examples
serial killers,” sexual psychopaths, even pedophiles, etc. So one can only
ubscribe to the vigilance called for by Lacan with respectto a fixist geneti-
SM, and what is at stake here is nothing less than the place of psychoanaly-
15, a certain psychoanalysis in society, in law, and above all in penal lavr.
But once we have approved Lacan’s argumentation, within the limits of
certain conjuncture and a certain ethico-political motivation, things as 1

14. Ibid., Derrida’s emphasis.
15. [Transluter’s nete:] “Serial killers™ is in English in the text.
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see them cannnt and should not stop there; and itis the whole Lacanian and
even psychoanalytical axiomatic that would need to be recast.

I shall for the moment limit myself to bringing out three points from this
particular passage. But they are three points that will constantly, when we
read other texts of Lacan’s, tie in with an immense discursive woof or warp
that seems to me to be problematic through and through.

1. First, the distinction between the innate and the acquired, and thus he-
tween instinct and everything that goes with “culture,” *
“freedom,” etc., has always been fragile, <and> is more fragile than ever

LI 73

law,” “institution,”

today, exactly like the presupposition of an animality deprived of language,
history., culture, technique, relation to death as suck, and the transmission of
acquired knowledge. | am one of those—it is true that there are not many
of us—who have always smiled at this machine of presuppositions to be
deconstructed. But it happens moreover that the most positive science to-
day (see the recently published book on the origins of man (Coppens? ? ?)1¢
shows that some animals (not that hypostatic fiction labeled The Animal,
of course, but some among those that are classified as animals) have a his-
tory and techniques, and thus a culture in the most rigorous sense of the
term, i.e. precisely, the transmission and accumulation of knowledge and
acquired capacities. And where there is transgenerational transmission,
there is law, and therefore crime and peccability.

2. Saying that cruelty is essentially human because it consists in caus-
ing suffering to one’s fellow comes down to giving an exorbitaut 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, Lacan 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 [dissermblable] is immediately rendered innocent because what it
is targeting in truth and at 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 the criteria for identifying it without implyinga whole de-
terminate culture, for example European, Greco-Abrahamic culture, and
in particular Christian culture, which installs the value of “neighbor” or
“brother” in the universality of the world, as totality of all creatures? And
] point out that Lacan ends this article with a reference, in spite of every-

16. Question marksin the typescript The allusion is toArarorigines del’humanisé, ed-
Yves Coppens and Pascal Picq (Paris: Fayard, 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.” In Polizics of Friendship | tried to “deconstruct™ the bases of this
fraternalism, and | cannot go over this again here.”

~ These are the last words of Lacan’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.™"?

Now obviously, and this is the detail | promised. when Lacan talks of
this “eternal fraternity,” we must not hear in it merely the sort of edifying,
Lirenic, pacifistic, and democratic praise which often denotes and connotes so
‘many appeals to fraternity. Especially to an “eternal fraternity”—which ]
said a moment ago ran the risk of being overconfident. But Lacan, as he re-
calls earlier in the same article, does not forget the murderous violence that
ill have presided over the establishment of the law, namely the murder

hanks 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
urderous trace remains ineffaceable in any egalitarian, communitarian,
and compassional fraternity, in this primitive contract that makes of any
ompassional community a cofiaternity.
There remains the immense risk of what is still a fraternalism of the “tel-
Jow.” This risk is double (and also affects [.évinas’s discourse, let it be said
passing): on the one hand, this fraternalism frees us from all ethical obli-
gation, all duty not to be criminal and cruel, precisely, with respect to any
ving being that is not my fellow or is not recognized as my fellow, because
1s other and other than man. In this logic, one is never cruel toward what
called an animal, or a nonhuman living creature. One is already excul-
pated of any crime toward any nonhuman living being. And specifying,on
> other hand, as Lacan does: "It is a fellow that it [this cruelty] is targeting,
‘en in a being of another species,” does not change or fix anything. It is
always my fellow that ] am targeting in a being of another species. So the

17. See Derrida. Politiques de I'amitié, pp. 25399 |Politics of Friendship, pp- 227—70).
8. Lacan, Ecrits, p. 149(p. 122].
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thatl cause to suffer the worst violence, I am never cruel toward the animal
assuch. Even if ] can be accused of being criminal with respect to an animal
qua human, insof ar as | am targeting, through it or its figure, my neighbor
or my fellow. Even if it were a foreigner as my fellow. [f ] am judged, or if |
judge myself, to be cruel by killing a beast or millions of beasts, as happens
every day, directly or not, it is only insofar as [ am supposed to have killed,
by “targeting,” consciously or unconsciously, my fellows, humans, figures of
the human via these beasts —this *“via” able 1o mobilize all sorts of uncon-
scious logics or rhetorics. It is always man, my fellow, the same as [, myself
in sum, that [ am making suffer, that T kill, in a culpable, criminal. cruel,
and incriminable manner.

But does one only have duties toward man and the other man as human?
And, above all, what are we to reply to all those who do not recognize
their fellow in certain humans? This question is not an abstract one, as
you know. The worst, the cruelest, the most human violence has been un-
leashed against living beings, beasts or humans, and humans in particular,
who precisely were not accorded the dignity of being fellows (and this is
not only a question of profound racism, of social class. etc., but sometimes
of the singular individual as such). A principle of ethics or more radically
of justice, in the most difficult sense. which I have attempted to oppose to
right, to distinguish from right, is perhaps the obligation that engages my
responsibility with respect to the most dissimilar lle plus dissernblable. the
least “fellow"-like), the entirely other, precisely, the monstrously other. the
unrecognizable other. The “unrecognizable” |méconnaissablel, I shall say in
a somewhat elliptical way, is the beginning of ethics, of the Law, and not of
the human. So long as there is recognizability and fellow, ethics is dormant.
Itissleeping adogmaticslumber. Solong as it remains human,among men.
ethics remains dogmatic, narcissistic, and not yet thinking. Not even think-
ing the human that it talks so much about.

The “unrecognizable” is the awakening. It is what awakens, the very
experience of being awake.

The “unrecognizable,” and therefore the nen-fellew lle dissemblable) if
one trusts and binds oneself to a Law that refers us only to the similar, the
fellow, and defines criminal or cruel transgression only in what it is target-
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, in fact intensifies our obligations toward the most similar and
the neurest |du plus semblable et du plus proche]. Mere obligation toward
men than toward animals, more obligation toward men who are close and
similar than toward the less close and less similar (in the order of probabili-
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ties and supposed or fantasized resemblances or similarities: family, nation,
race, culture, religion). One will say that this is a facz (but can a fact ground
and justify an ethics?): it 1s a fact that [ 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. But
this fact will never have founded a right, an ethics, or a politics.

3. Finally, if we rely on Lacan’s axiomatics or good sense, once there is
cruelty only toward the fellow, well, not only can one cause hurt without

‘doing cvil (faire du mal sans faire [e mal) and without being cruel not only

toward humans not recognized as true humans 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 race. 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 inflict 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 bulliights, in dissections, experimentations, breaking and training, etc.,
in circuses, menageries, and zoos {(of which more soon). [ need not belabor
‘the point.

Here,zz0e corollaries that are alsorziwo virtual complications of this schema.

A. First complication. One might object to my objection (so this is an ob-
Jjéction 'm making to myself and that I will try my best to integrate and

take into account) that what [ am doing is simply an almost limitless broad-

ening of the notion of “fellow™ and that in talking about the dissimilar,
the non-fellow, I am surreptitiously extending the similar, the fellow, to ali
forms of life, to all species. All animals qua fiving beings are my fellows. |
accept this counterproposition, but not without twice further upping the
ante by pointing out:
1. In the ferst place, the first upping of the ante: that this broadening would
Iready,of itself, be markedly, significantly, and obviously in breach with ev-
eryvthing that everyone has in mind, and Lacan in particular, when they talk
‘about the fellow: fellow means for them, as is undeniably obvious, not “liv-
ing being in general” but “living being with a human face.” There is here an
uncrossable qualitative limit; [ mean a qualitative and essential limit. To put
this limit te the testof the worst experimentations, it is enough to imagine (I
leave you 1o do s0) a thousand situations in which one would have to decide

‘which life goes first— before the other. According to the humanistlogic 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 millions,
or aninfinite number of living animals in full health and with a full future.
Who will say that this choice really is possible or easy? Whatever reply one
really gives to this question, whatever decision one takes {and these are not
abstract and artificial examples, as one could show, decisions such as this
are raken every day), whatis certain is that in the humanist logic deployed
by Lacan, the putting te death of the newborn, abandoning the newborn
to its death, the failure to assist a person in danger that that represents, will
be judged to be criminal and cruel, whereas the killing of billions of beasts
would not be. The frontier is here 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. I the second place, the second upping of the ante: it 1s not enough to
say that this unconditi'onal 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 are not living, present living beings, living beings in the pres-
ent, contemporaries—i.e. dead living beings and living beings not yet born,
nonpresent-living-beings or living beings that are not present. @ne 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 te
which the brother-sons subject themselves to the law because, says Freud,
the shame of their crime compels them to do so, it is not certain that this
shame does not signif'y, 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
legislations proscribe some acts of violence, some forms of torture 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 declaration 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 animals in general, be it for
the production of meat for food, or for experimentation and dissection. The
struggle against certain forms of hunting and against bullfighting is under
way and has little chance of getting very far for the moment. Killing an ani-
mal, at any rate, is not held to be cruel in itself. As for the declarations of the
rights of animals called for by some people, beyond the fact that they never
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g0 50 far as to condemn all putting to death, they most often follow, very
“naively, an existing right, the rights of man adapted by analogy to animals.
Now these rights of man are in a relation of solidarity and indissociably,
systematically dependent on a philosophy of the subject of a Cartesian or
Kantian type, which is the very philosophy in the name of which the anirnal
"j-s_reduccd 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. [ prefer, since it is a
‘matter of the determination of man as person and personal subject. to look
more closely at what is 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 |. . .| to the subject” that Lacan concluded the
:prsic-le we were reading. Let me read that 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 subject to
the subject, which inscribes our duties in the order of etcrnal fraternity: its
rule 1salso the rule of every action allowed us.

‘Would it suffice for an ethics to remind the subject (as Lévinas will have
attempted) of its being-subject, its being-host or hostage, and thus its being-
subject to the other, the Wholly @ther or to any other [au Touz-Autre ou i
tout autre]?’?
I do not believe so. This docs not suffice to break the Cartesian tradition
of the animal-machine with neither language nor response.” This is not
|
~ 19. The restof this session repeats a then unpublished portion of the lecture given
to the 1997 Cerisy conference, "I animal autobiographique.” It appeared subsequently,
‘without major moditications, under the ntle “Et si I'animal répondait? ™ in the Cahiers
¢ .L"Herne, no. 83: Derrida, ¢d. Marie-Louisc Mallet and Ginette Michaud (Paris: Fdi-
tions de L'Herne, 2004), pp. 117—29. It was also reprinted in the posthumous book hy
cques Derrida, L'amimal que donc je swis. ed. Marie-Louise Mallet (Paris: Galilée,
2006), pp- 163-91; trans. Bavid Wills as *And Say the Animal Responded,” in Zeentolo-
? :"'es: The @uestion of the Animal, ed. Cary Wolfe (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
*ress, 2003), pp- 121-46. and reprinted in Jacques Werrida, The Animalthar Therefere I
m, ed. Marie-Louise Mallet (New York: Fordham University Press, 2008). [Transla-
tor’s note: In the interests of consistency of style and tone 1 have retranslated the text
ere,]
2e. [Dernida’s note:] Here we would need, as | havetriedelsewhere. in a rereading of
pescar[cs, to unfold what I shall here call thegueszion of the respanse. And to define the
Begemonic permanence of this “Cartesianism™ that deminates the discourse and prac-
tice of human and humanist modernity—as to the ammal. What the programmed ma-
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sufficient, even in a logic or an ethics of the unconscious which, without giv-
ing up on the concept of the subject, would lay claim to some “subversion
of the subject.”

With this Lacanian title, “"Subversion of the Subject,” we are, then, mov-
ing from one ethical denial to another. In “Subversion of the Subject and
Dialectic of Desire in the Freudian Unconscious” (1960),* a certain passage
names “the animal” or “an animal” —in the singular and without further
specification. It marks perhaps both a step beyond and a step backward
from Freud as to the relation between man, the unconscious, and what [
call the animoz.Z This remarkable page first gives the impression, and the
hope, that things are going to change, especially as to the concept of com-
munication or information that is assigned to what is called the animal, the
animal in general. This “animal™ is supposedly only capable, so one thinks,
of a coded message or a narrowly signaling signification, 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 subject and not the animal, but he writes this, which indeed names
the sovereign as absolute Master but which seems to announce, and even
allow one to hope for, a different note:

The Other, as prior site of the pure subjectof the signifier, holds the master-
position in it, even before coming to existence—to say it withand 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 it be

chine, like the ammal, supposedly cannot do, 1s not to emit signs but, says the Discourse
on Method {part ), to “respond.” Like animals, machines that had “the organs and the
external shape of a monkey |. . .] could not use words or other signs by composing them
as we do te declare our thoughts to ethers. For we may well conceive of a machine so
constructed that it proffers words, and even words relau’'ng to bodily actions that cause
some change in itsorgans; so that if touched in a particular place. it inight ask what one
wishes to say to it, or in another. it might cry out that one is hurting it, and other snnslar
things; but not that it could arrange them diversely te respond |my emphasis—].D.] 10
the meaning of everything said in its presence, as the dullest of inen can do.” |Transla-
tor's note: my translation of Descartes.|

21. Lican, Eerits, pp. 793-827 (pp. 8e7ff.) lpp. 683fF .

22 |Derrida’s note:| Translator-to-come’s note on the word “animor.” Quote for ex-
ample pages 298-99 of “Ianimal quc donc je suis,” on what mortivates or justifies the
Editors’ note: See L'unimal
autobiographique, pp. 298-99, and L'animal que done je suis. pp. 73-77) {Translatar’s
note: The editors of the French edition suggest that the opening of the note (“Note du

choice of this word “anime:.” more untranslatable than ever.

traductevr a venur”) should perhaps read “Note au traducteur. ..” {"note to the transta-
tor...").|
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already the code of the Other, whereas it’s a quite different matter when it
comes to the message, since it is on this basis that the subject is constituted,
so that it is from the @ther that the subject receives even the message that
he emits.”

Veshall return, after a detour, to this page of “Subversion of the Subject. . ."
peosits (and | mean posits, it emits in the form of a thesis or presupposes
thout bringing in the slightest proof) that the animal is characterized by
s inability to pretend to pretend and to efface its traces, so that it could not be
“subject.” i.e. a “subject of the signifier.”

The detour F'll sketch out now will permit us to go back through earlier

What allowed one still to hope for a decisive displacement of the tradi-
onal problematic was what, for example, in “The Mirror-Stage as Forma-
ve of the Function of the I,” as early as 1936, took into account a specular
unction in the sexualizition of the animal. This was quite rare for the time.
d that was even the case if, and it is a massive limitation, this passage

snares of the imaginary, depriving it thus of all access to the symbolic, i.e.
the Law itself (which we have just been talking about) and to everything
that is supposed to make up what is proper te man. The animal will never
e,like man, a “prey of language.” “One must posit,” we read later, in “The
rection of the Treatment,” “that, as a fact of an animal prey to language,
e desire of man is the desire of the Other.™ (This figure of the prey char-
cterizes symptomatically and recurrently Lacan's “animal” obsession at the
rery moment he is so keen to dissociate the anthropological from the zoo-
logical: man is an animal but he speaks, and he is less a beast of prey than a
east that is prey to speech.) There is desire, and theref ore unconscious, only
f man, never of the animal, unless it be as an effect of the human uncon-
scious, as though by some contagious transfer or some mute interiorization
(which would still have to be accounted for), the animal, domesticated or
amed, translated into itself the human unconscious. Careful todistinguish,
as we have just seen, the unconscious drive from instinct and the “genetic,”
N which he encloses the animal, Lacan maintains in “Position of the Un-

~ 23."Subversien of the Subjectand Dialectic of Desire in the Freudian Unconscious,”
i Ecrizs, p- 807 |p. 683

- 24. “The Direction of the Treatment and the Principles of lts Power.” in Eoits,
P-628 [p. 525)].
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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. Butit
would be ridiculous primarily for Lacan himself, perhaps, since he writes:
“At the ime of propedeutics, one can illustrate the effect of the enunciation
by asking the pupil if he can imagine the unconscious in an animal, unless
it be some effect of language: of human language.™

Each word in this sentence would merit a critical examination. The the-
sis is clear: the animal has neither the unconscious nor language, it does not
have the ether, 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 specularity of the animal
is a remarkable advance, even if it captures the animor 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 Geszulz 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 “maturation of the gonad in the female pigeon” presupposes “the sight
of a congeneric” and theref ore anoether pigeon, whatever its sex. And that 1s
true to the point that simple reflection 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 signiticant, of passage from the “soli-
tary” form to the “gregarious” forin, and not to the social and still less po-
litical form, of course, as though the difference between the gregarious and
the social were the difference between animal and man.?* This mouf and
this word “gregarious,” and even “gregarism,” reappear in force around ten
years later, around animality, in “Remarks on Psychic Causality” (1946),”” a
text at the end of which, moreover, Lacan claims that one cannat get beyond
Descartes. The analysis of the specular effect in the pigeon is more devel-
oped but goes in the same direction: the ovulation of the female pigeon,
according to then recent work by Harrison (1939),?® happens on mere sight
of a form that suggests a congeneric pigeon, a reflecting sight, basically,
even in the absence of a real male. It really has to do with specular vision,

25. “Pesition of the Unconscious,” in Fcrits, p- 834 [p. 7071

26. “The Mirror-Stage as Formative of the Function of the I.” in Eorits, p- 93
(p 771

23. “Remarkson Psychic Causality.” in Eerits, especially pp. 190-91 [pp. 155-56)-

28. See Proceedings of the Royal Society, series B (Biological Sciences), vol. 126, no.
845 (February 193g).
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ofimage or visual image, and not with identification by odor or cry. Even
if the courtship play is physically prevented by a glass plate, and even if the
couple is made 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 females. A mirror is enough to make 1t

happen-lq

@ne of the interesting things about this interpretation, is that, like Des-
cartes basically, and according to this tried-and-true biblico-Promethean
tradition to which I keep returning, it puts in relation the fixity of animal
determinism, in the order of information or communication, with a certain
originary perfection of the animal. Conversely, if “human knowledge” is
“more autonomous than that of the animal from the force-field of desire,”*"
and if “the human order is distinguished from nature,”! this is, paradoxi-
cally, because of an imperfection, an originary defect of man, who, basically,
received speech and technology only in place of something lacking. This
is what Lacan places at the center of his “Mirror-Stage . ..,” namely “the
datum of a true specific prematurity of birth in humans.”*? The defect linked
to this prematurity supposedly corresponds to “the objective notion of the
anatomical incompleteness of the pyramidal system,” what embryologists
call “fetalization,” the link of which to a certain “intraorganic mirror™ is
recalled by Lacan. An autotelic specularity 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
hasuly called a limited but incontestable advance, stll 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 “I”), but the descrip-
tion of its semiotic power remained determined, in the “Rome Discourse”

29. “"Remarks on Psychic Causality,” pp. 154-56. See also pp. 342, 3¢5-46. 452

) |pp- 284, 28687, 3771.

30. “The Mirror-Stage ...." p-96 [p. 77l
31. “Variations on the Standard Treatment,” in Ecrits, p. 354 |p. 294): “For it is ap-

propriate to meditate the fact that 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 the human
order is distinguished from nature. speech determines, from before birth, not only the
status of the subject, but the coming into the world of its biological being.”

32. “The Mirror-Stage .. .. " p. 96 [p- 78).

33-Tbid., p-97 [p. 781
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(1953)," in the most dogmatically traditional manner, fixed in Cartesian fix-
ism, in the presupposition of a code that allows only reactions t stimuli and
not responses to questions. I say “semiotic system” and not language, for it
is language that Lacan also retuses to the animal, allowing it only what he
callsa “code,” the “fixity of a coding” or a “system of signaling.” Other ways
of naming what—in a cognitivist problematic of the animal, which often
repeats, while appearing to oppose, the most tired truisms of metaphys-
ics—is called the “hardwired response” or “hardwired behavior."

Lacan is so much more precise and firm in taking up on his own account
the old, modernized ropes of the bees that he seems, as it were, to have an
uneasy conscience about it. I sense a muted worry under the authority of
this new, but so, so old discourse on bees. Lacan claims to base himself on
what he calmly calls the “animal realm” in order to criticize the current
notion of sign language, in oppesition to “human languages.” When bees
apparently “respond” to a “message,” they are not responding, they are react-

34. “Function and Ficld of Specch and Language in Psychoanalysis,” in Ferizs,
PP- 237-322|pp. 197—268].

35. | Derrida’s note:] See Joélte Proust, Cemment Uesprit vient aux bétes: Essai sur la
représentation (Paris: Gallimard, 1997), p. 150. The same author does everything to
make the word “response,” in the case of the animal, mean nothing other than a pro-
grammed reaction, deprived of all responsibility or even of all “intentional™ respon-
sivity—this word “intentional” being used with an imprudence, a confidence, not 10
say a phenomenological crudeness, that makes one smile. About the syrphid, an insect
“programmexd to seck out females by automatically applying a pursuit trajectory ac-
cording to a certain algorithm to mtercept the object pursued,” joélle Proust cites Ruth
Millikan. and comments as follows: “VVhat s interesting in this typc: of response is that
1t 15 inflenbly preduced by certain precise characterisucs of the stimulus (here, s size
and speed). The insect cannot respond to otber cbaracteristics, nor can it dismiss targets
that show characteristics incompatible with the expected function. It cannot abandon
its Aight when it *perceives’ that it is not fdlowinga female. This insect appears to have
no means of evaluating how correct its own perceptions are. It therefore seens unduly
generous to attribute te it an inzentional capacity properly se called. 1t responds 1 signs, but
these signs are not characteristics of an independent object; they are characteristics of
proximal stimulations. As Millikan says, it follows a ‘proxumnal rule.” However, the pre-
wired response hasas its aim the fecundation of a female syrphid. ie. in object existing
in the world™ {pp. 228—29). | emphasizethe words that, more than others, would call for
a vigilant reading. The critical or deconstructive reading that we are calling for would
seek less to give back to the animal or to such andl such an inscet the powers here being
denied it (even though that sometimes seems possible) <than> to wonder if the same
type of analysis could not claim just as much relevance in the case of man, for example
in the “wiring” of his sexual and repreductive behavior. Etc.
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ing: they are merely obeying the fixity of a program, whereas the human
subject responds 1o the other. to the question of the other. This is a literally

‘Cartesian discourse. Later, as we shall see. Lacan expressly opposes reaction

to response as animal reaim to human realm, just as he opposes nature to
convention:

We are going to show the inadequacy of the notion of sign language viathe
very manifestation that best illustrates it in the animal realm, and that looks
as though. if it had not recently been the object of an authentic discovery,
one would have had te invent it with this purpose in mind.

Everyone now admits that the bee. rerurned to the hive from its nectar-
gathering, transmits te its companions by two sorts of dance the indica-
tion of the existence of nectar, close or far. The second dance is the more
remarkable, becausc the plane in which it describes the figure cight which
has given it the name “wagging Jance,” and the frequency of the circuits
completed in a given time, exactly designate on the one hand the direction
determined in relation to solar inclination (whereby bees can navigatein all
weather, thanks to the sensitivity to pokirized light), and on the other the
distance. up to several kilometers, at which the nectar is ro be found. And
the other bees respond to this message by heading immediately for the place
thus designated.

Tenyearsor soof patient obscrvation sutficed for Karl von Frisch to de-
code this type of message. for it is indeed a code, or system of signalization
that only its generic character forbids us from qualifying as conventional.

Ts it a language for all that? We can say that it is distinguished from a
language precisely by the fixed my emphasis| cerrelation of its signs with
the reality that they signify. For in a language the signs take their value
from their relationship among themsclves. in the lexical division of the se-
mantemes as much as in the positional or even flexional use of the mor-
phemes, in contrast with the fixity [my emphasis again] of the coding here
put in play. And the diversity of human languages takes its full value in this
light.

What is more, i the message of the type here described determines the
action of the socius it is never retransmitted by it. And this means that it
remains fixed |still my emphasis| to its function of relay for the action, from
which no subiect detaches it as symbel of communication itself.**

ven if one subscribed provisionally to thislogic (to which, moreover, I have
0 objection, though I would like simply to reinscribe it quite differently.
yond any simple human/animal opposition), it is dif ficult to reserve, as

36. “Function and Field of Speech .. . [" pp. 207-68 |pp. 245—46].
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Lacan does explicitly, differentiality of signs to human language and not to
the animal code. What he attributes to signs, which “in a language” (under-
stand: in the human order) “take their value from their relationships among
themselves,” etc., and not only from the “fixed correlation of these signs to
reality,” can and must be granted to any code, animal or human.

As for the absence of response from the animal-machine, as for the tren-
chant distinction between reaction and response, there is nothing fortuitous
about the fact that the most Cartesian passage is to be found in what follows
this discourse on the bee, on its system of inf ormation that cannot introduce
it into the “field of speech and language.” What is at stake is indeed the
constitution of the subject as human subject, when 1t passes the mit of
information to accede to speech:

For the function of language here is not to inf orm but to evoke.

What | am seeking in speech is the respense of the other. What consti-
tutes me as a subject, is my question. In order to have myself recognized
by the other, | proffer what was, only in view of what will be. To find him,
[ call him by & name that he must assume or refuse in order to respond
tome.

|...l1f now I face the other in order to interrogate him, no cybernctic
apparatus, however rich you imagine it to be, can make a reactren of what
15 response. Its definition, as secend term in the stimulus-response circuit,
is only a metaphor sustained by the subjectivity imputed 1o the animal in
order to elide itlaterin the physical schemato which it1s reduced. This is
what we have called putting the rabbitinto the hat to pull it outlater. But ¢
reaction is 1ot a response.

[f I press an electric button and there is light, there is response only for
my desire.”

Once more, it is not a question here of erasing all the dif ference between what
we call reaction and what we commonly call response. The point is not to con-
fuse what happens when one presses a computer key and what happens when
one asks a question of one’s interlocutor; and still less to endow what Lacan
calls “the animal® with what he calls a “subjectivity” or an “unconscious” that
would allow one, for example, to put said animal in an analytic situation
(even though analogous scenurios are not necessarily excluded with cerzain
animals in cerzwin contexts—and if we had time we could imagine hypoth-
eses to refine this analogy). My reservation bears only on the punity, rigor,
and indivisibility of the frontier that separates, already among “us humans,”

37. [Dernida’s note:] Ibid.. pp. 299—3a0 |p. 247]. My emphasis. except for “my de-

sire.”
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reaction from response: and consequently the purity, rigor, especially the
indivisibility of the conceptofresponsibility—and consequently of the con-
cept of sovereignty, which depends on it. The general disquiet that [ am
formulating thus is aggravated in at least three ways:

1. when we really do have to take into account a logic of the unconscious
hatought to forbid any immediate certainty as to the consciousness of free-
“dom that all responsibility presupposes;

2. especially when, and particularly in Lacan, this logic of the uncon-
“scious is grounded on a logic of repeution that. in my view, will always in-
seribe a destiny of iterability, and therefore some reactional automaticity in
ery response, however originary, free, decisive and a-reactional it might
ppcar;

3. when (in Lacanin particular) the materiality of speech, the bodly of lan-
ruage, is recognized. Lacan recalls this <on> the following page: “Speechiis
indeed a giftof language, and language is not immaterial. It is a subtle bodly,
itis a body.” And yet in the meantime he will have grounded all “re-
ponsibility” and, first of all, all psychoanalytic responsibility, and thereby
all psychoanalytic ethics, on the distinction that I find so problematical be-
cen reaction and response. He even founds on this distinction—and this
what | really wanted to show—his concept of subject:

From that point on, there appears the decisive function of my own response
that is not only, as they say, to be received by the subject as approbation or
rejecn’on of his discourse, but truly to recognize or abolish the subject qua
subject. This s the responsibility of the analyst each ime he intervenes by
speaking.®®

Why do the stakes secem so much higher here? By problematizing, as [ am
doing, the purity and indivisibility of a line between reaction and response,
d especially the possibility of tracing this line between mankiad in gen-
{ and the animal in general. one runs the risk, as people notice and won'’t
ail to complain to me about, of throwing doubt on all responsibility, all
_iCS, all decision, etc. To which I would respond, as it really is a matter
responding, schematically, on the level of principle, with the following
hree points:

L. On the one hand, having doubts about responsibility, decision, one’s
wn being-ethical, can be, or so it seems to me, and ought perhaps to re-
ain, the indefeasible essence of ethics, of decision, and of responsibility.
Y kaowledge, certainty, and firm theoretical assurance on this subject

38.Tbid,, p. 300 [pp. 247—48l. Lacan’s emphasis.
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would suffice toconfirm, precisely, the very thing that one is trying to deny,
namely a reactionality in the response. I'm saying “deny” |[dénier, in the psy-
choanalyrtic sensel, and that’s why I always place denial a1 the heart of all
these discourses on the animal.

2. On the other hand, without erasing the difference, a nonoppositional
and infinitely differentiated, qualitative, intensive difference, between reac-
tion and response, the point is, on the contrary, to take it into account in the
whole dif ferentiated field of experience and of a world of life. And to do
so without distributing this diff erentiated and multiple difference. in such
a massive and homogenizing way, between the human subject on the one
hand and the nonsubject that is the animal in general on the other, this lat-
ter coming to be, in another sense, the nonsubject suhjected to the human
subject.

3. Finally, the point would be to elaborate another “logic” of decision,
response, event—as | 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.” Meaning that Other from
whom “the subject receives even the message he emits.”* This axiom ought
to complicate any simple distinction between responsibility and reaction, with
al! tts consequences. And so the point would be to reinscribe this drfférance
of reaction and response and thereby this historicity of ethical, juridical.
or political responsibility, into another thinking of life, living beings, into
another relation of the living to their ipseity. and thereby to their supposed
sovereignty, their autos, their own autokinesis and reactional automaticity,
to death, to technique, or to the machinic.

After this detour, if we come then to the later text entitled “Subversion
of the Subject and Dialectic of Besire in the Freudian Unconscious.” we
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 to which
it does not have access. At this juncture of the imaginary and the symbolic.
the whole question of the relation to self in general is played out, the posi-
tion of the self, the ego and sovereign ipseity of course, but also the position
of the theoretician or the institution in the history of which said theoreti-
cian articulates and signs his discourse on that juncture: here Lacan's dis-
course and its signature. (We cannot do this here, within these limits, but
we should have to place in its proper perspective, a few years after the war.
with its ideological stakes, the whole essentially anthropological aim of the

39. “Subversion ef the Subject . ...” p. 807 {p. 683].
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period, even as it claimed to go beyond any poesitive anthropology or any
metaphysico-humanistic anthropocentrism. And, above all, in an entirely
legitimate way,beyond biologism, behaviorist physicalism, genetictsm, etc.
For Heidegger as for Lacan and so many others, the point at that time was
to lay outa new fundamental anthropology and to reply 78 and for the ques-
tion “What is man2™ This moment has not at all beenleft behind, it is even
putcing forward new forms of the same dangers.)

In “Subversion of the Subject . . .,” the refinement of the analysis bears
on other conceprual distinctions. They seem equally problematic to me as
those we have just been analyzing and, moreover, remain indissociable
from them.

We are dealing apparently 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 testimony 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, “that 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 very dif ferent.”*

The figure of the animal, then, has just emerged in this difference be-
tween feint and rrickery. Recall what we were saying about Machiavell,
about the prince and the fox, and about the fox that feigns not being the
fox that it is or even that it is imitating. | am not a fox, the prince can say,
bbasically, the prince who is not really a fox but who is acting 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 basically is in what he says or does. Lacan
would say that only a prince or a man is capable of this, not a fox. A clean
distinction between what Lacan says the animal is able to do, i.e. strategic
feint (following, chasing, or persecuting, be it warlike, predatory. or seduc-
tive},and what it is unable to do ar:d testify to. namely the trickery of speech
i the order of the signifier and of Truth. The trickery of speech, as we
ishall see, is of course the lie (and the animal cannot really lie, according to
[cemmon sense, according to Lacan and niany others, even if, as we know, it
knows how to feign); but, more precisely, trickery is lying insof ar as it com-
prises, in promising the truth, the supplementary possibility of speaking the
truth in order to mislead the other, to make the other believe something
other than the truth (you know the Jewish joke told by Freud and often

40. Ibid,, p. 807 [p. 683].
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cited by Lacan: “Why tell me you are going to X, so that I'll believe you're
goingto Y, when you're going to 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 the human order, supposedly has the power
to do so and, moreover, supposedly comes into 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.”" “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 of the “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 specularity 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 te the same thing here. to the first degree of the trace: ability to trace,
track, track down |dépister], but not to throw the tracking of f track [dé-pister
le dé-pistage) and to e fface its track.

For a "But” will indeed fold this paragraphin two (“But an animal dees not
feign feigning”). An accounting separates out the columns of what must be
conceded totheanimal{feintand trace, the inscriplion of the trace) and what
must be denied it (trickery, lying, the feint of the feint, and the effacement
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.” And it is indeed the question of life 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. | Translator’s note:| Lacan’s neologism “dansité” is a homophone of “densité,
1. |T lat te:| L log d é h h f“d e
density.
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tion 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 being, as it were. Asin Heidegger (to whom Lacan is herecloser than
ever, in particular, as we shall see, u1s to what links the /ogos to the possibil-
ity of “tricking” and “making mistakes” [“zromper” et ‘se tromper™f), the
animal does not die.*? Moreover, for this same reason the animal supposedly
knows nothing of mourning, sepulcher, and corpse— which Lacan says is
a ‘signifier™

Let us ebserve in parentheses that this Other distinguished as place of
Speech, imposes itself 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 very different.
Peploying itself in imaginary caprure, the feint is part of the play of ap-
proaching and breaking away that constitutes the originary dance, in which
these two #r7al situations find their scansion, and the partners who follow
it—what we shall venture to write as their dancity. The animal. moreover,
shows itself capable of this when it is tracked: it is able to throw off track®
by feigning a departure in one direction. This can go so far as to sugges
among game animals the nobility of honoring the aspect of display that is
part of the hunt.

42. |Derrida’s note:f Allow me to refer here to Aporres (Paris: Galilée, 1996), espe-
cially around pages 7@ and 132 [trans. Thomas Dutoit as Aporas (Stanford University
Press. 1993), pp- 36 and 76].

43-|Merrida’s note:| Lacan explains in an important note tothe “Seminar on the Pur-
loined Letter” {Eerizs, p. 22) the original use he makes here of the word “dépister” not
te track, snift out, trail but, on the contrary, as it were, to cover the trail by erasing one’s
tracks, dé_pister. In this note he invokes both Freud's famous text on “The Antitheti-
cal Sense of Primal Words,” Benveniste’s “magisterial correction” of it, and a piece of
information from [the etymological dictionary of ] Bloch and Wartburg, who date from
1875 the second usage of the werd dépister. The question of the antithetical meaning of
certain words “remains entire.” says L.acan, “if one bring out in its rigor the agency of
the signifier.” [ndeed. | would be tempted to say. upping the ante, especially if , as is the
case here, we put to the test the axioms of a logic of the signifier in its double relation
tothe distinction between the animal order (imaginary capture)and the human order
(access to the symbolic and the significr), on the onehand, and a ditferenr interpretative
putting to work of undecidability, on the other. The supposedly established dif ference
between pister and dépister. or rather between dépister (1o trace or follow a trail) and dé-
pister (to erase a trail or voluntarily lead the follower astray), gathers and guarantees the
whole distinction between human and animal according to Tacan. This distinction only
has to eremble for the whole axiomatic to be ruined, in its very principle. This is what
we are going to have to clarify.
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| This, of course, is merely an anthropomorphic and figural suggestion, the
“rabbit in the hat,” for what is going to be made clear immediately, by the
“But" that follows, is that honor and nobility, linked to the given Word
as they are to the symbolic. are precisely what the animal cannot do; an
animal doesn't give its word.and one doesn’t give one’s word toan animal,
exceptby projection or anthropomorphic transference. One doesn’t lie toan
animal either, especially not by feigning to hide something one is showing
it. Is this not self-evidence itself? And even the whole organization of this
discourse? This at any rate is what we are looking at here.]

But an animal does net feign feigmng. 1t does not make tracks the trickery of
which would consist in their being taken to be false when they aretrue, ie.
tracks that would present the right path. Any mere tharm it effaces 125 tracks,
which would already be for it to make itself sub ject of the signifier.

Being a subject of the signifier, of which the animal 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 prof ound innocence of the animal,
which, incapable of the “signifier,” incapable of lie and trickery, incapable
of crime and cruelty, of feigned feint, 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 meansalso,and again,two indissociable
things that couple in the subjectity of the subject. The subject of the signi-
fier 1s subjected to the signifier. Lacan constantly insists on the “dominance”
“of the signifier over the subject,™ as on the “symbolic order which is, for
the subject, constitutive”™* The “subject” does not have imastery over it. Nor

44. IDerrida’s note:] “Suhversion of the Subject . ..." in Ecrirs, p. 807|p. 683, (my
emphasts. of course). Elsewhere 1 shall study a text that. obeying the same logic (“the
sexual instinct L. .] crystallized on a relation that is |. . .] imaginary”), especiully about
the stickleback and the “copulation dance with the female.” addresses the question
of death. of the berny already dead, and not only the being-mortal of the individual as
“typt:” of the spe:cies: not horses, but the horse. See Les écrits techniques de Freud (Paris:
Seuil. 1975), pp. 140—4t1 [trans. John Forrester as The Seminar of Jacques Lacan, Book &:
Ereud's Papers on Techmique, 195354 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1948).
pp. t22-23.

45. IDerrida’s note:| For example. in “Seminar on The Purlamed Letter,” in Ecrits,
p- 61 [p. 4s)- _

46. |Derrida’s note:] “it is the symbolic order that is cotstrutive for the subject, by
showing you in a story the major determination thesubject receives from the trajectory
of a signifier” (“Seminar on The Purloined Letter.” p. 12 [p. 7]).
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sovereignty. The real human sovereign is the signifier. The entry of the
‘subject into the human order of the law presupposes this passive finitude,
is infirmity. this defect that the animal does not suffer from. The animal
‘knows nothing of evil, lies. and trickery. What the animal lacks is precisely
the lack in virtue of which man is subject to the signifier, subject subjected
to the sovereign signifier. But being subject of the signifier is also to be a
ubjecting subject, a master subject, an active and deciding subjectof thesig-
ifier. master enough in any case, if you will, to feign feigning and thereby
be able to positone’s power of effacement of the trace. This sovereignty

, as order of the signifier from the place of the @ther, was supposedly
issed by the traditional philosophy of the subject, along with the relations
‘between man and animal. Such at least is Lacan’sallegation when he subtly

eintroduces 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 articutated only confusedly by philosophers, professionals
though they be. But it isclear 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 ®ther witness, the witness Other than
any of the partners—so that the Speech that it supports can lie, i.e. pesit
wself as Truth.

Thus it is from somewhere other than the Reality that it concerns that
Truth draws its guarantee: it is from Speech. Just as it is from Speech thatit
receives thar mark that institutes it in a structure of fiction.

" This allusion to a “structure of fiction” would send us back to the debate
around The Purleined Letzer.® Without reopening that debate at this point,
et us note here the reflexive acuity of the word “fiction.” The concept to-
ard which it leads is no longer merely that of the fagure or the simple fein,

47« “Subversion of the Subject . ..," pp- 8o7-8 |p. 684].

48. [Perrida’s note:] See* Le facteur de: la vérité,” in La carze postale: De Socvated Freud
; au-deld (Paris: Flammarion, 1980); trans. Alan Bass as “The Purveyor of Truth,” in
L'ne Posteurd: From Socra tes to Freud and Beyond (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
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bnt the reflexive and abyssal concept of a feigned feine. It is via the power
to feign the feint that one accedes 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.

(Before even specif ying once more the principle of the reading that | am
attempting, 1 should like to evoke at least one hypothesis. Although Lacan
often repeats that there is no Other of the Other,*? although for Lévinas, 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 fellow,”™ one wonders whether the denied but common im-
plication of these two discourses about the other and the third party does
not situate at least one instance of the animal, of the animal-otAer, of the
other as animal, of the other-living-mortal, of the nonfellow in any case, the
nonbrother [the divine or the animal, here inseparable], in short of the a-
human 1n which god and 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 1s more, the word “a-human” holds no fear for Lacan who,
1n a postscript to “Subversion of the 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.)

What 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”F Must not this beyond of the partners, and thus of the
specular or imaginary duel, if it is to break with the image and the fellow,
atleast be situated in a place of alterity radical enough (what I earlier called
the unrecognizable) that one must break with all identification of an im-
age of self, with any fellow living being, and therefore with all fraternity”

49. See, for example, "Subversion of the Subject...." p. 818 |p. 693].

So0. | Perrida’s note:] "Paix et proximité,” in Emmanuel Lévinas, special issue of Ca-
hiers de la nuit surceillée, 1984, p. 3¢5. Cited and comniented in Adieu —a Emmanue!
Lévinas (Paris: Galilée, 1947) [trans. Pascale-Anne Brault and Michacel Naas as Adrew 20
Fmmanuel Levmas (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1999)}. In this text, in which
[.évinas asks himself the very worried question, in the end left hanging, of what a third
party would be that was both “other than the neighbor.” * but also an other neighbor and
also a naighbor of the other and not simply the other’s fellow.” it remains clear thae the
question remains, as he himseif says on the same page. in the order of the “interhuman.’
and even of thecitizen.

51. | Derrida's note:] As to the value of “ fraternity,” as | tried to deconstruct its tradi-
tion and authoriry in Peliztigues de I'am:aé (Paris: Galilée, 1994), one ought to study also
1ts credit in Lacan, well beyond the passage we were reading earlier and the suspicion
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or human preximity, 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 the quasi-transcendental referent, the excluded, foreclosed,

‘denied, tamed. sacrificed ground of what it grounds: namely the symbolic
“order, the human order, the law, justice. Is this necessity not acting in secret

in Lévinas and Lacan, who, moreover, so of ten encounter each other’s path

“despite all the differences in the world? This is one of the reasons why it

15 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 the name of the Law. The Father, the

- Law, the 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, and it probably would
change nothing. Nietzsche and Katka understood this perhaps better than
philosophers or theorists did, at least in the tradition we are attempting to
analyze.

Of course, once again. my concern is not primarily to object frontally to
the logic of this discourse and what 1t brings with it of the Lacan from the
period of the Ecrits (1966). I must for now leave hanging the question of
'knowing whether, i1 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 this discourse on the
animal, seems to be increasingly left to one side, if not rejected, by Lacan.
As always, [ am trying to take into account the strongest systematic orga-
nization of a discourse in the form in which it gathers itself at a relatvely
‘determinable momentof its process. Spanning thirty years, the various texts
:_:gathercd in one volume, the Ecrity, strongly bound to itself, give us in this

_respect a reliable hold and path to follow. Among the published and acces-
“sible texts that follow the Ferits, one should, in particular, try to follow the

;path that leads, interestingly but [ believe without a break, to the analyses

“of animal mimeticism, for example, always from the point of view of view,
from that of the image and the “seeing oneself looked at,” even by a can of
‘sardines that can't see me (“First, if it means anything when Petit-Jean says

_brough[ to bear on the parricidal brothers according to the logic of Tozem and Taboo.
‘[ many places, Lacan certainly dreams of an ether fraternity. for example in these final

words of “Aggressivity in Psycheanalysis™: “It is to this being of nothingness that it is

‘our daily task to open anew the way ofhis meaning in a discreet fraternity to which we
‘never measure up” (Ecrits, p. 124 |p. te1]).
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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 at the level of the point of light,
which is where everything that looks at me is to be found, and that is notat
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 us 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, even
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 animal in general is incapable of feigning feint. Lacan here
invokes no ethological knowledge (the growing and spectacular refinement
of which is proportional to the refinement of the eammot), nor any expe-
rience, observation, or personal attestation worthy of belief. The status of
the assertion that denies the animal feigned feint is purely dogmatic in its
form. But there is no doubt 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
feintand a feigned feint, between the ability to feign and the ability to feign
feigning. For example, in the most elementary sexual display, how would
one distinguish between a feint and a feigned feint? If it is impossible to
provide a criterion here, one could eonclude 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 Lacan). As I shall make clearer in a
moment, a symptomatology (and of course a psychoanalysis) can and must
always conclude that it 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. |Dernida's note: | Jacques Lacan, Le séminaire livre X1 Les quatre concepts fonda-
meniauxde la psychanalyse (Paris: Seuil, 1g73), p. 89; sce especially pp. 7e—31 |trans. Alan
Sheridan as The Four Fundamental Concepts of Psycheanalysis (The Sermmnar of [acques
Lacan, Book 11) (New York: Norton. 1978), p- 95; pp- 73—74/-
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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
game. This supplementarity is at work from the first feint. Lacan, more-
over, cannot deny that the animal takes the other into account. In the ar-
ticle “®n a Question Preliminary to Any Possible Treatment of Psychosis”
(1957—58), there is a remark that goes in this direction and that [ should
have liked patiently to link to our network: simultaneously in tension, if
not in contradiction, with Lacan’s discourse on the imaginary capture of
the animal (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 are already announced in the animal:

To take up a formula that had pleased Freud when he heard Charcotsay it,
“this does not stop it from existing” —here, the Other in its place A.

Forremove it from there,and mancan no longer even maintain himself
in the position of Narcissus. The anima, as though through the effect of an
elastic band, snaps back onto the animus and the animus onto the animal,
which, between S and a, maintains with its Umewelr “toreign relations” that
are significantly narrower than ours, without however one’s being able to
say that its relations with the Other are non-existent, but only that they ap-
pear to us only in sporadic sketches of neurosis.™

In other words, the beast only resembles man and only enters into relations
with the @ther (in a weaker fashion, because of a “narrower” adaptation to
the environment) to the extent of its illness, the neurotic defect that brings
itcloser to man, to man as defect of premature 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, of fault, and of defect. Lacan, moreover,
claimed that he did not hold to a discontinuity between the two psycholo-
gies (animal and human),at least qua olo.  “May 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
and human psychology, which is very far from what we think.™

What does this mean" That the radical discontinuity between the animal
and the human, an absolute and indivisible discontinuity that he nonetheless

53 “On a Question Preliminary to Any Possible Treatment of Psychosis.” in Ecrits,
P- 551 {p.460].

54- “Situarion of Psychoanalysis and Training of the Psychoanalyst in 1936.” in
Ecrizs, p. 484 [p. 404}
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confirms and deepens, no longer has to do with the psychological as such,
anima and psyche, hut precisely with the appearance of an other order.

On the other hand. an analogous (I do nos say identical} conceptual un-
decidability comes to trouble the opposition, so decisive for Lacan. between
making and effacing tracks lor traces]. The animal can trace, inscribe, or
leave tracks, but, Lacan adds, it “does not efface its tracks, which would
already mean that it became the subject of the signitier.” Now here too,
even supposing that we rely on this distinction, l.acan justifies neither by
testimony nor by ethological knowledge the assertion whereby “the ani-
mal.” as he says, the animal in general, does not efface its tracks. Beyond
the fact that. as | had tried to show elsewhere (and this is why, so long ago,
1 had substituted the concept of trace for that of signifier), the structure of
the trace presupposes thatto trace comes down to effacing 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, morcover, and even a simple feint,
consists in rendering a sensory trace unreadable or imperceptible. How
could one deny that the simple substitution of one trace for another, the
marking of their diacriticai difference in the most elementary inscription,
the one Lacan concedes to the animal, involves effacement as much as im-
printing? 1t is just as dif fcult to assign a frontier between feintand feigned
feint, to draw an indivisible line through the middle of a feigned feint, as 1t
is to distinguish inscription from effacement of the trace.

But let us go further, and ask a type of question that [ should have liked,
given time, to generalize. It is less a matter of wondering whether one has
the right to refuse the animal such and such a power (speech, reason, experi-
ence of death, mourning, culture, institution, politics, technique, clothing,
lying, feigned feint, effacement of the trace, gift, laughrter, tears. respect,
etc.—the list is necessarily indefinite, and the most powerful philosophi-
cal tradition in which we live has refused a// of that to the “animal”). It is
more a matter of wondering whether what one calls man has the right, for
his own part, to attribute n all rigor to man, to attribute to himself, then,
what he refuses to the animal, and whether he ever has a concept of it chat
is pure, rigorous, indivisible, as such. Thus, even supposing, concesso non dato,
that the “animal” is incapable of effacing its traces, by what right should
one concede this power to man. to the “subject of the signifier”? And es-
pecially from a psychoanalytic point of view? Any man may certainly be
conscious, within a space of doxic phenomenality, of effacing his traces. But
who will ever judge the efficacy of this gesture? Do we need to recall that
any effaced trace, in consciousness, can leave a trace of its effacement the
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symptom of which (be it individual or social, historical. political. etc., and
even technical—one can never be sure of having erased something on a
jcomputer, etc.) can always guarantee its return’? Do we need, especially,
to remind a psychoanalyst of this? And to recall that any reference to the
power to eftace the trace is still speaking the language of the conscious and
even imaginary self?

All this does not come down to saying (I've explained thisat 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 able to efface itself. But
that it efface izself, that it can always efface izself, 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 to etface /zat itsdisposal. On the contrary. In this respect, man has no
more sovereign power to efface his traces than the so-called “animal.” To ef -
face his traces radically, hence just as radically to destroy, deny, put to 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 are impossible.
Tracesare effaced, like everything, but it is in the very structure of the trace
that it is not in the power of anyone to efface iz or above all ro “judge” as
to its effacement, still less an assured, constitutive power to 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 are track-
ing, beginning with the distinction between the symbolic and the imaginary
thatin the end sustains this whole anthropocentric reinstitution of the supe-

friority of the human order over the animal order, of the law over the living

being, etc., where this subtle form of phallogocentrism seems to bear wit-
ness in its way to the panic that Freud talks about: wounded reaction not to
the firsz trauma of humanity, the Copernican (the earth revolves around the
{sun), not to the third trauma, the Freudian (the decentering of consciousness
in view of the unconscious), but to the secend trauma, the Darwinian.

Before provisionally moving away from l.acan’s text, I should like to
situate a task and issue a reminder.

The task would commit us, on the basis of everything we have inscribed
here under the sign of the Cartesian cogito, to analyze closely Lacan’s ref-

~ erence ro Descartes. As with the reference to Hegel, and often associated

‘with it, the appeal to Descartes, to the Cartesian / think, was constant, de-
termining, complex, ditf erentiated. In a rich set of references and in a broad
investigation, a first marker would be imposed on us by our problematic.
It would be found in the pages that immediately follow the paragraph on
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the difference between the nonfeigned feint of the animal and the feigned
feint of man capable of effacing his traces. In it, Lacan shares out praise and
criticism.

On the one hand, the "Cartesian cogito does not fail to recognize” the es-
sential, namely that consciousness of existence, the sum, is not 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 one could formalize by saying that
the animal accedes to the ego, the “me.” only by missing the “I,” but an “I”
thatitself accedes to the signifier only on the basis of a lack: the (animal) self
lacks the lack. I.acan writes, for example:

The ego is thenceforth a function of mastery, a play at being imposing, a
constituted rivalry |so many features that are not refused to the animall. In
the capture thatit undergoes from its imaginary nature, it masks its duplic-
ity, i.e. that the censciousness in which it assures itself of an incontest:ible
existence (a naiveté to be found deployed in the meditation of a Fénelon)
is in no way immanent to it, but indeed transcendent since it sustains itself
on the basis of the unary trait of the ego-ideal {which the Cartesian cogito
does not fail to realize). Whereby the transcendental ego itself is relativ-
ized, implicated as it is in the misrecognition in which are inaugurated the
identifications of the ego.”

But, on the other hand, the ego cogito is dislodged from its position as central
subject. It loses mastery, central power, and becomes a subject subjected to
the signifier.

The imaginary process moves 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 passes via the sig-
nifier, Speech, the Truth, etc,, i.e. by losmg immediate transparency, con-
sciousness as consciousness of a self-identical 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 its defect, namely that animality s on
the side of the conscious ego, whereas the humanity of the human subject is
on the side of the unconscious, the law of the signifier, Speech, the feigned
feint, etc.:

The promotien ol consciousness as essential to the subject in the historical
aftermath of the Cartesian cogito is for us the misleading accentuation of
the transparency of the “I” in actu at the expense of the opacity of the signi-

55. “Subversion of the Subject ... .” p. 8ee [p. 885].

fier that determines that “L.” and the slippage whereby Bewusstsein serves
te cover the confusion of the Sefbst. comes precisely in the Phenomenology of
Spirit to demonstrate, with Hegel’s rigor, the reason for his error.”

So the accentuation of transparency is said to be “misleading” [zrompeuse),
This does notonly mean the “going astray" [se zromper] of error, but a “being
misled” [se romper] of trickery, lying, lying to oneself as belief, “making be-
lieve” in the transparency of the ego or of selfto self. That would be the risk
of the traditional interpretation of the Cartesian cogito, perhaps the risk of
Wescartes’ auto-interpretation, of his intellectual auto-biography. one never
knows. Whence the Lacantan promotion of the cogito and the diagnosis of
lying. trickery, 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 siruggle 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 dialectic of the Master and the Slave” ap-
pears in “Variations on the Standard Treatment” (1955): animal specularity,
with its lures und aberrations, comes to “structure durably the human sub-
ject,” by reason of the prematurity of birth, “a fact in which one apprehends
this dehiscence of natural harmony, demanded by Hegel as the fecund ill-
ness, the happy fault of lite, in which man, by distinguishing himself from
hisessence, discovers his existence.” The reinscription of the questionof the
animal, in our reinterpretation of the reinterpretation of Hegel by Lacan,
could be situated at the point at which the latter reintroduces 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 clearly, and the move to the human order of the subject, be-
yond the animal imaginary, is indeed a question of lif e and death:

The struggle that establishes hiniis indeed one of pure prestige [whereby it
is no fonger animal, according to Lacan|,and whatis at stake istodo with
life, well placed to echo that danger of the generic prematurity of birth,
unknown to Hegel, and which we have made the dynamic mainspring of
specular capture.®

How are we te understand the word "generic,” which qualifies with so
much force the insistentand determining concept of “prematurity,” namely
the absolute event without which this whole discoursc would lose its “main-

56.1bid. pp.8og—io |p. 685].
57-“Variations on the Standard Treatment,” p. 345 |p. 286].
58. “Subversien of the Subject ..., p. 810 [p. 686].
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spring,” as Lacan hisnsel( says, beginning with the relevance of the distinc-
tion between imaginary and symbolic? Is the “generic” a trait of the human
genus as animal genusor a feature of the human insofar as it escapes from
genus, from the generic, the genetic— by the defect, precisely, of a certain
de-generation |dé-génération), rather than that of merely degenerating [dé-
génerescence), a de-generation the very defect of which engenders symbolic
“generation,” the relations between generations. the law in the Name of the
Father, Speech. Truth, Trickery, the feigned feint, the power to efface the
trace, etc.”

From this question, which we shall leave in abeyance, like a task, at the
point where, nonetheless, it proceeds from this traditional logic of the origi-
nary defect, I return to what I announced as a final reminder, namely what
gathers this whole placing into perspective of the defect in the history of the
original fault, an original sin that finds its snythical relay in the Qedipus
story, and then its nonmythical relay in the “castration complex™ as formu-
lated by Freud. In the following quotation, in which I shall emphasize the
lack and the defect, we shall see again all the stages of our journey, Gen-
esis, the snake, the question of “I™ and of the *“What am I?” (“What am |
following?"),” a quotation from Valéry's Sketch af a Serpent (“the universe
is adefect in the purity of Non-Being”), etc.:

This is what is lacking for the subject to be able to think himself exhausted
by his cogito. namely what about him is unthinkable. But where does this
being come from who appears to be in some sense a? fazlt len défacet| in the
sca of proper names.

We cannot ask this of this subject as an “1.” Toknow the answer, he lucks
everything, since, if this subject “I.” 1 was dead, as we said. he would not
know 1t. Therefore that he docs not know mec to be alive. So how am I 10
prove it to Myself?

For I can, at a pinch, prove to the Other that he exists. not of course
with the proofs of the existence of God with which the centuries have
been killing Him, but by loving him. a selution provided by the Chrisvan
kerygma.

This is. morcover. a solution that is too precarious for us even to think of
grounding in it a detour for what is our problem. namely: What am I?

I'am in the place whence it is shouted: “rhe universe is a defec in the
purity of Non-Being.”

And this is not withour reason, for in being maintaitied, this place makes

59. | Translator’s nete:] Derrida’s parentbeses enclose the words “gtee et suivee”
to draw attention to the ambigutty of “je suis.” which can mean both “1 am" and "l
follow.”
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Being itself languish. This place is called Enjoyment, and it is the lack |dé-
fauet] of this place that would render the universe vain.

So I am responsible for it> Yes, no doubt. Is this enjeyment. the lack of
which renders the Other inconsistent —is ic then mine? Experience proves
that it is ordinarily forbidden to me, and this not only, as imbeciles would
believe, through a bad arrangement of society, but I would say by the fauis
of the Other if he existed: but as the Ocher does nor exist, all that remains
for me is to take the fauis on “I.” i.e. to believe the thing that experience
leads us all to, with Freud in the lead: to original sin. For even if we did not
have Freud's admission, as clear as it is full of sorrow, the fact would remain
that the myth that we owe to him. the newest-born in all history. is of no
moreuse than the myth aboutthe 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 complex.*

60. “Subversion of the Subject .. .,” pp. 819-20 |pp. 693-95]; Werrida’s emphases.
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Once more, alas, as I did last week, with a sadness that knows nothing of
repetition, | shall salute the memory of a colleague who was a friend—and
to honor Pierre Bourdieu, I neither want nor am able to give in to the genre
of encomium or funeral oration—however sincere its pathos may be—at
the time when a friend of fifty years has left me, a friend who was also au-
thor of the oeuvre you know.

Seeking the right tone and looking for strength on the side of life, or
the reafbrmation of life, here and now, and without hiding the element of
denial that I accept, I shall recall that it was in this room, in the 19gos, that,
with him and a few others, we founded the CISIA, Comité international
de soutien aux intellectuels algériens [ International Committee for the Sup-
port of Algerian Inteliectuals], also with the memory and attachment 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 we
are going to speak of Flaubert today, since we are going to bring back the
revenant Flaubert, I'll behave as though we were inviting Pierre Bourdieu
to take part in this seminar with us. [ shall quote a passage from his book
Les régles de I'art (The Rules of Art), which is to a great extent a book on
Flaubert and a book based on Flaubert. I have chosen this passage because
it deals with literature. knowledge, beasts, and monsters, as well as with
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 15 also that of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. Lamarck, Darwin, Cu-
vier, theories on the origin of specics and evelution; Flaubert who, like the
Parnassians. also intends to go beyond the traditional opposition between
art and science, borrows from the natural and historical sciences not only
erudite knowledge but also the mode of thought that charactenzes them
and the philosophy that comes from them: determinism, relativism, histori-
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cisin. He finds here among other things the legitimation of his horror for
the preachings of social art and his taste for the cold neutrality of the scien-
tic gaze: “What is beautiful about the natwral sciences: they are not trying
to prove anything. And so, what breadth of facts and what immensity for
thought! You must treat men like mastodons and crecodiles!” @r again:
“treat the human soul with the impartiality they use in the physical sci-
ences.” Whai Flanbert learned at the school of the biologists. and especially
from Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. “that great man who showed the legitimacy
of monsters,” takes him very close to Durkheim’s watchword, “social facts
must be treated like things,” which he puts to work with great rigor in
Sentimental Education.!

What, at bottom?> Who, at bottom.” At bottom whuat and at bottom wha??
The beast and the sovercign, what is it at bottom? And who? What is
there atthe bottom of the question, and first of all the question “Whatis it?”
or “Who is it?” at the bottom of the question of being, on the subject of the
‘beast and the sovereign?

What is there, at the hotiom of this couple, this strange couple, this odd
couple as they would say in English.! What at bottom? Who at bottom? And
}d‘nat if, at bottom, the distinction between what and who came to sink into
indifference, into the abyss? To die, basically, just as the common condition
fboth beast and sovereign, qua living beings. is to be exposed to death, and
to a death that always risks coming back from who to what, to reduce who
to whkat, or 1o reveal the “what” of “who." Is to die not 1o become “what”
again? A "what” that anybody will always have been.

~ Who or whatar bortom? Should we be sure we are devoting a funda-
“mental or profound seminar to this story of “the beast and the sovereign”?
@ else, should we be suspicious here more than ever, better than ever, of
the seduction of the bottom, the