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Preface: From Lew is Carro ll 

to the Stoics 

The work of Lewis Carroll has everythin g requir ed to please the 
modern reader: children's book s or , rath er, boo ks for littl e girls; splen­
clidly bizar re and esoteric words; grid s; codes and deco dings; drawi ngs 
and ph otograph s; a profound psychoanal ytic content; and an exemplary 
log ical and linguistic fo,·malism. Over and above the immediate pleasure, 
though, there is som ething else, a play of sense and nonsense, a chaos­
rns mos. But since the marria ge of language and th e uncon scious has 
already bee n con summat ed and celebrat ed in so many ways, it is 
necessary to examin e the prec ise natur e of this union in Carro ll's wo rk: 
what dse is this marria ge connected with, and what is it that , thank s to 
him, this marria ge celebrates? 

W e present here a series of par adoxes which form the theo ry of 
sens<'. It is easy to explain why this theo ry is inseparable from para ­
doxt•s: ™ l' is a nonexisting <'ntit y, and, in fact , maintain s very special 
relat ions with no nsense. The privileged place assigned to Lewis Carr oll 
is d u<' to his ha\'ing pro, ·ided the first gre at acco unt , the first great mise 

en ~ccnc o f the paradox es of sense - som etime s collecting, sometim es 
n· 1wwing, sometim es inventin g, and som etim es preparing them. Th e 
pri, ·ileged place assig ned to the Stoics is du e to th eir having been the 
init iators of a new image of th e philoso pher which broke away from the 
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pre-Soc rat ics, Socratic philosoph y, and Plato nism . This new image is 
already closely linked to th e paradoxical constitu tion of the theory of 
sense. Thu s to each series there correspond figures which arc not on ly 
historical but topologi cal and logical as wel l. As on a pure surface, 
certain point s of one figure in a series refer to th e point s of anothl·r 

figure: an entir e galaxy of prob lems with their correspondin g dicc­
throws, stori es, and places, a complex place; a " convoluted stor y." This 

book is an attempt to develop a logical and psychological novel. 
In th e appendixes we present fiw articles which have already been 

published. Whil e reprint ed here in modified form , their theme remains 
unchanged and deve lops cert ain point s whic h arc but briefly touched 
on in th e pr eced ing series (each connection being indicated by means 
of a not e). The articl es are: 1) "R eversing Plato nism," Revue de .lle wphy­

sique et de Morale, 1967; 2) "Lu cretiu s and Naturali sm," Ewdes Philoso­

phiques, 196 1; 3) "K lossows ki and Bodies-Language," Critique, 1965"; 4) "A 
Theory of the Ot her" (Michl'! Tourni cr), Critique, 1967 ; .s-) " Introdu ction 
to Zola' s La Bete humaine ," Cercle Prec icux du Livre, 1967 . We wish to 
thank the ed ito rs for having auth orized their reprodu ction. 
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First Series of Para doxes 

of Pur e Beco n1ing 

A lice and Throu9h che Lookin9-Glass involve a category of very special 
thing s: events, eur e events. Wh en I say "Alice becomes larger ," I mean 
that she becom ~ large r tha n she was. By th e same token, how eve r, she 
becomes smaller than she is now. Certain ly, she is not bigger and 
smaller at the same time. She is larger now ; she was smaller before. But 
it is at the same mo ment that one becomes larger than one was and 
smaller than on e becomes. This is the ~aE_e ity_ of a beco ming whose 
characteristic is to elude the present. Insofar as it elud es the present, 
b';;com-ing ooes not tolerate the separati on or the dist inct ion of before 
and after, or of past and futur e. It pertain s to the essence of beco ming 
to move and to pull in both direction s at 011ce: Alice does not grow 
without shrinkin g, and vice versa. Good sense affirms that in all thi ngs 
there is a det erminabl e sense or direct ion (sens): but parad ox is the 
affirmat ion o f both senses or directions at the same time-. 

Plato irwitt>s us to disti nguish bt>tween two dimensions: ( 1) that of 
limited and measured things, of fixed qualitit>s, pe rmanent or temp orary 
which always presu ppose pauses and rests, the fixing of presmt s, and 
the assignation of subjects (for example, a particular subject having a 
parti cu lar largeness or a parti cular smallne ss at a parti cular moment); 
,rnd (2) a pure becoming with out measu re, a veritable becoming-mad, 



which never rests . It moves in both d irections at once. It always eludes 
the present , causing future and past , more and less, too much and not 
m ough to coincide in the simultaneity of a rebellious matter. " 'lff )ottcr' 
ne ,·c-r stops where it is but is always go ing a point furth er, and the same 
applies to 'co lder,' whereas definite quality is something that has stop1x·d 
go ing on and is fixed ;" " ... the younger becoming older than th e older , 
the older becoming younger th an the younge r- but they can never 

finally beco me so; if they did tlK')' would no longe r be becoming, but 
would be so. " 1 

We recognize this Platonic dualism. It is not at all the dualism of the 
intelligible and th e sensible, of Idea and matt er, or of Ideas and bodies. 
It is a more profound and secret dualism hidden in sensible and mate rial 
bodies themselves. It is a subt erranean dualism betwee n th at ·which ,- . 
rece ives the action of the Idea and that which eludes this action. It is 
.riot the "ill_stinction betwe~ th_eMo dcl and the~ey , but rath er -be­
_!ween coe ie~ nd simulacra. Pure becoming, the unlimit ed,)s th e m~ r 
of the simu lacrum insofar as.it..eludes the actiq_n of the Idea and insolar 

as it contests both model and copy at once. ~ec_!_!_ hin~ li; beneaiJi 
th e Ideas; but even beneath things, is there not still this mad element 
which subsists and occur s on the oth er side of the order that Ideas 
impo se and thin gs rece ive? _Sometimes Plato wond ers wheth er this pur e 
becoming might not have a very pecu liar relation to language. This 
seems to be one of th e prin cipal meanings of th e Crary/us. Could this 
relation be, perhap s, essential to language, as in the case of a "flow" of 
speech, or a wild discourse which would incessantly slide over its 
referent, with out ever stoppin g? ~ ig!:tt _!here not be_ t"''..Q. Ian~ 
~nd two sort s of "names,~_on e. designatin g the pa~ and rests whi h 
rece ive the action of the 1dea, the oth er expr essing the movement · _Qr 
rebel becomings? 2 Q r furth er still, is it not possible that there are two 
d ist inct dim ensions internal to language in general -o ne always con­
cea led by the oth er, yet continuou sly coming to the aid of, or subsisting 
unde r, the oth er? 

The paradox of this pur e becoming, with its capacity to elude th e 
present , is the-paradox of infinite identit y (th e inlinite identit y of both 
dir ections o r senses at th e same t ime -o f futur e and past, of the <lay 
before and th e day after , o f more and less, of two mu ch and not 
enough, of active and passive, and of cause and effect ). It is language 
which fixes the limits (the moment , for exampl e, at which th e excess 
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begins), but it is language as wel l which tran scends the limits and 
restores th em to th e infinite eciui\'alcnce of an unlimit ed becoming ("A 
red-hot poker will burn you if you hold it too long; and ... if you cut 
your finge r ve,y deeply wit h a knik, it usually bleeds") . Hence th e 
reversals which const itute Alice's ad\'entur cs: th e reversal of becoming 
larger and becoming smaller-"w hich way, which way?" asks Alice, 
sensing that ~s always in both directions at the same t ime, so that for 
once she stays th e same, throug h an optical illusion; th e reversal of the 
day before and the day afte r, the present always being eluded-"ja m 
tomorrow and jam yeste rday- bu t never jam 10-day": the reversal of 
more and less: five night s arc five times hott er th an a single one, "but 
th ey mu st be five times as co ld for the same reason"; th e reversal of 
active and passive: "do cats cat bats?" is as good as "do bat s eat cats?"; 
the reversal of cause and effect: to be punished before having commi tted 
a fault, to cry before having pricked oneself, to serve before ha,·ing 
d ivided up the servings. 

_All th ese reversals as they appear in infinite identity have one 
consequence : the cont esting of Alice's pe rsonal identit y and the loss of 
her proper name. The loss of the proper name is the adventur e which 
is repeated throu ghout all Alice's adventur es. For the pr oper or singular 
name is g uaranteed by the pennan ence of savoir. The latt er is embodied 
in general names designating pauses and rests, in substanti ves and 
adject ives, with which th e prop er name maintains a constant conn ec­
tion. Thus the personal self requir es God and the world in general. But 
when substanti ves and adjectives begin to d issolve, when the names of 
pause and rest are carri ed away by the verbs of pur e becoming and slide 
into the language of events, all identit y disappears from the self, the 
wo rld, and God. This is the tes t of samir and recitation which strip s 
Alice of her identit y. In it words may go awry, being ob liquely swep t 
away by th e verbs. It is as if events enjoyed an irreality which is 
communi cated th ro ugh language to the savoir and to pe rsons. For 
personal uncertainty is not a doubt foreign to what is happ ening, but 
rat her an objective stru ctur e of the event itself, insofar as it moves in 
t\\"o dir ections at once, and insofar as it fragme nts the subject follow ing 
this double direction. Paradox is initially that ,vhich des troys goo d sense 
as the only direc tion, but it is also that which destro ys common sense 
as the assignation of fixed identi t ies. 
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Second Series of Paradoxe s 

of Surface Effects 

The Sto ics also pistingui sh betw een two kind s of things. First , there ..!!:e 
bodies wit h their tensions, physical qualiti es, actions and passions, and 
the corr esponding ''stat es of affairs." The se stat es of affairs, actions and. 
pa ssions, are determin ed by the mixtur es of bodies. At the limit, then ' 
is a unit y of all bodi es in virtu e of a primordial !~ire into which the y 
become absorbed and from which they den -lop acco rding to their 
respective tension s. }"he _on ly tim e of bodies and stat es of affairs is the 
pre~ for the living present is the temp oral exten sion whi ch acco m­
panies the act, exp resses and measures the actio n of the agent and the 
passion of the patient. But to the degree that th ere is a unit y of bodies 
amo ng themselves, to the degree that there is a unit y of active and 
passive princip les, a cosmic present embra ces the entir e univer se: only 
bodies exist in space, and only th e present exists in time. Ther e are no 
causes and effects among bodi es. Rathe r, all bodie s are causes - caus~ 
in relation to each ot her and for each othe r . In th e scope of the cosmic 

prest ' nt , the unit y is called Destiny. 
Second, all bodies are causes in relatio n to each ot her, and causesJ9 r 

C'ach other - but causes of what? The y arc causes of certain th ings of 
an mtirdy different natur e. Thes e ~JJects arc not bodies, but, prop erly 
s1waking, "im :orpon-al" entities. Th ey arc not physical qualiti es and 
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prope rties, but ratht ' r logical o r dialectical attributes . ~J'he~, arc not 
thin gs or facts, but event~. W e can not say that they t'x ist, but rath<'r 
that thc-v subsist or inlwr e (having thi s minimum o f being which is 
ap propr(at e to that which is not a thin g, a noncx isting entity ). They are 
not substantives or adjectiv<'s hut 1·<'rbs. The) ' arc neither age nts nor 
pati ent s, but results of actions an<l passions. Th ey arc· "im passive" 
entiti es- impass ive result s. T he)· arc not living presents, hut infinitiw s: 
th e unl imited Aion, thc- becomin g whic h divides itself inlinitely in past 

and futur e and always elude s the pr('sent . Thu s ~ must be grasped 
twic;!, in two compl emt·ntar; ' though mutu ally exclusive fashions. ri rst , 
it mu st be ras ed en tirel y as the livin pr esmt in bodies which actari"c1"' 
are acte · upo n. S~!!,_, it mu st )e ras C'< cntircl as an entit y 

inhniteJf.l\v 1s1g!'c in.J.9 f?;,St and futur e, an into t e inconorea c ec s 

whi ch result from bodi es, their actio ns anclt11cir passions. ~w I 
present ex ists in time and gathers toge ther or abso rbs the past and 
futu re . But only the past and futu re inhere in tim e and divide each 
present infinitel y. Th ese are not thr el' success ive dimen sions. but tw o 

simultaneou s readings of tim e. 
In his fine reco nstru ction of Stoic thought, Emile Brr hicr says: 

when the scalpel cuts through the flesh, the first body produces upon the 
second not a new property but a new attribute, that of being cut. The a11ribure 

docs not designate any real quality .... it is, to the contrar y, always expressed 
h)' the ,·crb, which means that it is not a hcing, hut a way of being .... This 
way of being finds itself somehow at the limit, at the surface of being, th<> 
nature of which it is not able to change: it is, in fact, neither actin · nor 
passi1·c•, for passivity would presuppose a corporeal nature which undergoes 
,rn action. It is purd y and simply a result, or an cfTect which is not to be 
classified among beings .... [Th<· Stoics distinguished] radically two planes of 
IX'ing, something that no one had done bcfor<> th~-m: on the one hand, real 
and profound bd ng, forcl'; on the other, the plane of facts, which frolic: on 
tlw surface of being, and constitut_e an cndlc-ss multiplicity of incorporeal 
lwings.1 

Yet, what is mor e intim ate or essential to bodies than ev('nt s such as 

groll'ing, becomin g smaller , or being cut ? W hat do the Stoics mean 
ll'lwn they contrast the thi ckness of bodit ·s with these incorp oreal 
l'V\'nts ll'hi ch would play only on the surfa ce, likC' a mist over the prairi e 
(t·n· n kss than a mist, since a mist is afrt-r all a body)? Mixtur<'s arc in 
hodies, and in tlw depth of bodiC's: a body penetrat es anoth C'r and 
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coexists with it in all of its parts, like a drop of wine in tht· ocean, or 
fire in iron. One body withdraws from anoth er, like li9uid from a vase. 
Mixtures in general determine the 9uantit ative and 9ualitati, ·c states of 
affairs: the dimensions of an ensemble-t he red of iron, the green of a 
tret'. But what we mean by "to grow," "to diminish," "t o become red," 
" to become green," " to cut," and "to be cut, " etc., is something 
entird y different. These are no longer states of affairs- mixtu res deep 
inside bodies- but incorpor eal events at th e surface which arc the 
results of th ese mixtur es. The tree "g reens." ... 2 The genius of a 
philosophy must first be measured by the new distr ibution which it 
imposes on beings and concepts. The Stoics are in the process of tracing 
out and of forming a front ier where there had not been one before. In 
this sense they displace all reflection. 

Th e are in the process of bringing about , first , an entir ely new 
cleavag of the causal relati9 n. They dismember this relation, even at 
the risk o f recreating a unit y on each side. They refer causes to causes 
and place a bond of causes between them (destiny). They refer effects 
to effects and pose certa in bond s of effects betwee n them . But these 
two operation s are not accomplished in the same manner. Incorporeal 
effects are never them selves causes in relation to each other· rather ~ , , 
they are only "quas i-causes" following la\.vs which perhaps express in 
each case the relative unity or mixture of bodies on which th ey depend 
for their real causes. Thu s freedom is preserved in two comp lementary 
manners: once in th e intcriority of destiny as a connection between 
causes, and once more in the exteriority of event s as a bond o f effects. 
for this reason th e Stoics can oppose dest iny and necessity. 3 The 
Epicureans formulat ed anot her cleavage of causality, which also grounds 
freedom. They conserve the homogeneity of cause and effect , but cut 
up causality according to atomic series whose respective independence 
is guarant eed by the~ n-no longer destiny without necessity, but 
causality without destiny.4 In either case, one begins by splitting the 
causal relation , instead of distinguishing types of causality as Aristotle 
had done and Kant wou ld do. And this split always refers us back to 
language, either to the existence of a declension of causes or , as we shall 
sec-, to the existence of a conju9a1ion of effects. 

l his new dualism of bodies or states of affairs and effec ts or incor­
poreal <·vent s entails an upheaval in philosophy. In Aristotle, for ex-
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ample , all categories arc said of Being; an<l difference is pre-sent in 
Being, between substan ce as the primar y sense and the other categories 
which are related to it as accidents. For the Stoics, on the other hand , 
~ tes o f affairs, quantiti es, and 9ualitics are no less beings (or bodies) 
than substance is; they arc a part of substance, and in this sense they 
arc contra sted with an ex1ra-Bem9 which constitut es the incorporeal as 
a nonexisting entit y. The highest term therefore is not Being, but 
Some1hin9 (aliquid), insofar as it subsumes being and non-being, existence 
and inherence. 5 Moreover , the Stoics are the hrst to reverse Platonism 
and to bring about a radical inversion. for if bodies with their stat es, } 
qua lities, and quantiti es, assunw all the characterist ics of substance and 
cause, conversely, the characteristics of the Idea are relegated to the 
other side , that is to th is impassive extra-B eing which is sterile, ineffi- X 
cacious, and on the sur face of things: ihe idearianal or the incorporeal can no 

lon9er be anyihin9 other rhan an "efface." 
These consequences arc extr emely important. In Plato, an obscure 

debate was raging in the depth of things, in the depth of the earth, 
between that ·which und ergoes the action of the lpea and that which 
eludes thi~ action (copfes and simulacra). An echo of this d~bate 
resonates "vhen Socrates asks: is there an Idea of everything, even of 
hair, dirt , and mud-or rath er is there something which always and 
obstinatel y escapes the Idea? In Plato, however, this something is never 
sufficiently hidden, dri ven back, pushed deeply into the depth of the 
body, or d rown ed in the ocean. frerphin9 now rewrns to the suifoce. This 
is the result of the Stoic operation: the unlimit ed return s. Becoming­
mad , becoming unlimited is no longer a ground which rumbles. It 
climbs to the surface of things and becomes impassive. It is no longer a 
9uestion o f simulacra which elude the ground and insinuate themselves 
everywhere, but rather a 9uestion of effects which manifest themselves 
and act in their place. These are effects in th e causal sense, but also 
sonorou s, optical, or linguistic "cffccts"-a nd e,·cn less, or much more, 
since they are no longer corporeal entities, but rathe r forn1 the enti re 
Ide-a. What was eluding the Idea climbed up to the-surface, that is, the 
incorporea l limit , and represents now all possible ideality, the latter 
being stripp ed of its causal and spiritual efficacy. The Stoics discovered 
surface effects. Simulacra cease to be subt erranean rebels and make the 
most of their effects (t hat is, what might be called "phantasms," 
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independm tly of th<' Stoic terminol ogy). The most concc-alcd hecomt·s 
the most manifest. All the old paradoxes of becoming must again take 
shape in a new youthfulness- transmutati on. 

Be-coming unlimited comes to be th e ideational and incor poreal 
event, \\'ith all of its characteristic reversals between futun · and past , 
actin : and passive, cause and effect, more and less, too much and not 
c-nough, already and not yet. The infinitely divisible event is al\\'ays both 

I 
1
at once. It is eternally that which has just happ ened and that which is 
about to happen, but never that whit·h is happening (to cut too deep ly 
and not enough). Th e C'vent , being itself impassive, allows the active 
and th e passive to be interchanged moH' easily, since it is neither the one 
nor the other, but rath er th eir common result (to cut - to be cut ). 
Concerning the cause and the effect , events, bei119 always only ~ffects, are 
bet ter able to fonn among themsel\'eS functions of quasi-causes or 
relations of quasi-causality which are always reversible (the wound and 
the scar). 

The Stoics are amat eurs and im·ento rs of paradoxes. It is necessary 
to ren•ad the astonishing portr ait of Chrysippus given in several pages 
written by Diogenes Laertius. Perhaps the Stoics used the paradox in a 
completely new mann er-both as an instrum ent for the analysis o f 
language and as a means of synth esizing events. Dialectics is precisely tnis 
science of incorporeal event s as they arc expressed in propo sitions, and 
of the connection s between events as they arc expressed in relations 
between propositions. Oiak ctics is, indeed , the art of conju9ation (see 
the corifatalia or series of events which depend on one another). But it 
is th e task of language both to establish limits and to go beyond them. 
Therefore language includes tem,s which do not cease to displace th eir 
extension and which make possible a rc\'e rsal of the connec tion in a 
given series (thu s too much and not ('nough, few and many). The e\'ent 

_.. is coextensive with becoming, and becoming is itself cocx kn sivc with 
/ language; the paradox is thus essentially a ''so rites," that is a series of 

interrogative prop ositions which, following becoming, pro ceed throu gh 
successive add itions and retrenchments. Everything happe ns at th C' 
bound ary between things and propositions. Chrysippus taught : " If you 
say somet hing, it passes thr ough your lips; so, if you say "c hariot ," a 
t·hariot passes through your lips." Herc is a use of paradox the only 
cc1ui,·alcnts of which ar<' to be found in Zen Buddhism on one hand and 
in English or American nonsense on the other. In one case, that which is 
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most profound is the immed iate, in tlw other, the immediate is found 
in language. ~ rad~x app(·ars as a dismissal of depth , a display of events 

1 

at th e surface, and a "deployment of language along this limit. Humor is 1 

the art of the surface, which is opposed to the old irony, the art of 
depth s and heights. The Sophists and Cynics had already made humor \ 
a philosoph ical weapon against Socratic irony; but with the Stoics, 
humor found its dialectics, its dialect ical prin ciple or its natu ral place 
and its pure philosophical conn· pt . 

Lewis Carroll carr ies out this operation, inaugurated by the Stoics, 
or rath er, he takes it up again. In all his ..,,·orks , Carroll examines the 
difference between events, things, and states of affair .. But the entir e 
first half of A/ice still seeks the secret of event s and of the becoming 
unlimited which they imply, in the depth s of the earth , in dug out 
shafts and holes which plunge beneath, and in the mixtu re of bod ies 
which interpenetrate and coexist. As one advances in the story, how­
ever, the digging and hiding gives way to a lateral sliding from right to 
left and left to right. The animals below ground become secondary, 
giving way to card .fisu res which have no thickness. On e could say that 
the old depth having been spread out became width. The becoming 
unlimit ed is maint ained entirely within this inverted widt h. " Depth " is 
no longer a complement . Only anima ls arc deep, and they are not the 
noblest for that; the noblest are the flat animals. Events are like crystals, 
they beco me and grow only out of the edges, or on the ~dge. This is, 
indeed , the first secret of the stammerer or of the left-handed person: 
no longer to sink, but to slide the whole length in such a way that the 
old depth no longer exists at all, having been reduced to the oppos ite 
side of th e surface. By sliding, one passes to the other side, since the 
ot her side is nothing but the opposite direct ion. If there is nothing to 
sec behind the curt ain, it is because everything is visible, or rather all 
possible science is along the length of the curtain . It suffices to follow it 
far enough, precisely enough, and superficially enough, in order to 
re\'ersc sides and to make the right side become the left or vice versa. 
It is not th erefore a 9ucstion o f the advenrures of Alice, but of Alice's 
odl'enwre: her climb to the surface, her disavowal of false depth and her 
discow ry that e,·erything happens at the border. This is why Carro ll 
abandon s the-o riginal title of the book: Alice's Ad,·enwres Under9ro1md. 

This is the cast' - cven mor(' so-in Throu9h the Lookin9-Glass. Here 
<·vents, difli:-ring radically from things, ar<' no longer sought in the 
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depth s, but at the sur face, in the faint incorporeal mist which escapes 
from bodies, a film with out volume which envelops them, a mirror 
which reflects them, a chessboard on which they are organized accord-

/ ing to plan. Alice is no longer able to make her way throu gh to th e -f/l depth s. Instead , she releases her incorporeal double. ft is_ by jo llowin9 the 
border, by skirtin9 the suiface, thar one passes.from bodies LO the incorporeal. Paul 

· Valery had a profound i<lca: what is most dee p is the skin. This is a 
Sto ic discovery, which presupposes a great deal of wisdom and entails 
an entir e ethi c. It is the d iscovery of the little girl, who grows and 
diminishes only from the edges-a sur face which reddens and becomes 
green. She knows that the more the events traverse the entir e, depthless 
extension, th e more th ey affect bodies which they cut and bruise. Later , 
the adu lts are snapp ed up by th e ground, fall again, and , being too 
deep, th ey no longer understand. Why do the same Sto ic examples 
continu e to inspire Lewis Carroll?-th e tree greens, the scalpel cuts, 
the battl e will or will not take place .. .. It is in front of the trees that 
Alice loses her name. It is a tr ee which Humpt y Dump ty addr esses 
without looking at AJice. Recitations announce battl es, and everywhere 
there are injuries and cuts. But are these examples? Or rather, is it the 
case that every event is of th is type-fo rest , battl e and wound- all 
the more profound since it occurs at the surface? The more it skirts 
bodies, the more incorp oreal it is. History teaches us that sound roads 
have no foundat ion, and geography that only a thin layer of the earth is 

fertile. · 
This rediscovery of th e Stoic sage is not reserved to the little girl. 

Indeed, it is tru e th at Lewis Carro ll detes ts boys in general. They ha\·e 
too much depth , and false depth at that, false wisdom, and animality. 
The male baby in Alice is t ransformed into a pig. As a general rule, only 
little girls understand Stoicism; they have the sense of the event and 
release an incorporeal double. But it happens sometimes th at a little 
boy is a stutt erer and left-handed, and thus conquers sense as the 
double sense or dir ect ion of the surface. Carroll' s hatred of boys is not 
attribut able to a deep ambivalence, but rather to a superficial inversion, 
a properly Carrollian concept. In Sylvie and Bruno, it is the little boy who 
has th e inventi ve role, learning his lessons in all manners, inside-o'ut , 
outside- in, above and bclo ... v, but never " in depth ." This important 
novd pushes to the ext remt' the evolution which had begun in ,Hice, 
and which continu ed in Thro119h the lookin9-Glass. The admirable conclu-
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sion o f the first part is to the glor~· of the East , from which comes all 
that is good, " the substance of things hoped for, and the existence of 
things not seen." Here e\'en the barometer neither rises nor falls, but 
goes lengthwise, sideways, and gi\'CS a horizontal weather. A stretching 
machine even lengthens songs. And f o rtunatus' purse, present ed as a 
Mobius st rip, is made of hand kerchiefs sewn in the wrong way, in such a 
manner that its outer sur face is cont inuous with its inner surface: it 
envelops the entir e world, and makes that which is inside be on the 
out side and vice versa.6 In \l'/n e and Bruno, the technique of passing from 
reality to dream, and from bod ies to the incorporeal, is multiplied , 
completely renewed, and carried out to perfec tion. It is, however, sti ll 
by skirtin g the surface, or the border, that one passes to the other side, 
by virtue of the st rip. The cont inuity between reverse and right side 
replaces all the levels of depth ; and the surface effects in one and the 
same Event , which would hold for all events, br ing to language becom­

ing and its paradoxes.7 As Carroll says in an article entitled The Dynamics 1• 1 

c?{ a Parti-cle: "Plain Superficiality is the character of a speech .... " X. 
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Third Series of th e 

Propos ition 

B et\\'een these events-effects and language, or even the possibility of 
language, there is an essentia l relation. It is th e characterist ic of events 
so be expressed o r expr essible, utte red or utt erable, in propositions 
which are at lc;_ast possible. There arc many relat ions inside a prop osi­
tion. Whi ch is the best suited to surface effects or events? 

Many aut hors agree in recognizing thre e distinct relati ons within the 
proposition. Th e first is called denotat ion or indication: it is the relation 
of the proposition to an ex ternal stat e of affairs (datum) . The state of 
affairs is individuated; it includ es parti cular bod ies, mixtur es of bod iC:'s, 
qual ities, quantiti es, and relations. Denotation functions throug h th c 
associa tion of the words themselves wit h par1icular images which ouahc co 

"represen t" the state of affairs. From all the images associated with a 
word -w ith a particular word in the propo sition-we mu st choose 
or select those which co rrespond to the given whole. Th e denotating 
intuiti on is then expressed by the form : " it is that," or " it is not that ." 
Thc ques tion of knowin g whethe r th e associa tion of words and images 
is primitive or dC'rived, necessary or arbit rary, can not yet be formu ­
lated. What mattC'rs for th e moment is that certain words in the 

proposition, or certain linguistic particl es, function in all cases as empt y 
forms for th e sek ction of images, and hence for the deno tati on of each 

12 

,2.li:tc~a irs. It wou ld be wrong to treat them as universa l concc·pts, 
For they are formal particulars (sin.quliers) which function as pure ''des­
ignators" or, as Benveniste savs, indcxicals (indicaceurs). Th ese form al 
i;1dcxicals are: this, that , it, h.crc, there, yesterday, now, etc. Prope r 
names arc also indexicals or designators, but they ha\"e spec ial impor­
tance since th ey alone form properly material singulariti es. Logically, 
ck-notatio n has as its eleme nts and its cr iterion the true and the false. 
"T rue" signifies that a denotat ion is dTecti\"ely filled by th e stat e of 
affairs or that the indcxica ls arc "rTalizcd" or that the correct image 
has been selected. "T rue in all cases" signifies that the infinity of 
particula r images associable to words is filled, without any select ion 
being necessary. " False" signifies that the deno tati on is not filled, either 
as a result of a defect in the selected images or as a result o f the radical 

" impossibility of producing an image wh ich can be associated wit h 
\\'Ords. 

A second relation of th e prop osition is often called "ma nifestati on." 
It concerns the relation of the proposi tion to the person who speaks 
and expresses him self. Manifestation therefo re is presen ted as a stat e­
ment of des ires and beliefs which correspo nd to th e prop osition . Desires 
and beliefs are causal inferences, not associat ions. Desire is the internal 
causa lity of an image with respect to the ex istence of th e object or th e 
cor responding state of affairs. Co rrelatively, belief is the anticipation of 
this object or state of affairs insofar as its existence must 1:-? pr oduced 
Ii~· an extt· rnal causality. We should not conclude from this that mani ­
fo·station is secondary in relat ion to denota tion. Rath er, it makes deno­
tatio n possible, and inferences form a systemat ic unit y from which the 
associations deriv e. Hume had seen th.is dea rlv: in the assoc iation of 
cause and dfec t , it is " inference according to the relation" which 
precedes the relation itself The primacy of manifestat ion is confi rmed 
hy linguistic analysis, which reveals that the re arc in th e proposition 
"manifosters" like the specia l particles I, you, tomorrow, alwavs, else­
wlwrt ' , t·\·eryw hcre, etc. In the same way that th e proper n;me is a 

privikge cl indicato r, " I" is the hasic manifcstcr . But it is not onh- the 
oth<'r rnanif<·stcrs whic h depend on the "I": all indicators are relat~d to 
it a:, wdl.' Indication, o r denotation, subsumes the indi\ ·idua l stat es of 
affairs, the particular images and the singular designators; but manifes­
tvrs, heginni ng with thc- '' I," constitut e th e domain of the personal. 

which functions as tlw principle of all possible denotation. fin ally, from 
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denotati on to manifestation, a displacement of logical value's occurs 
which is represented by tlw Cogito : no longer th e tru e and the false, 
but verad ty and illusion. In his celebrat ed analysis of th e piece of wax, 
for exampl e, Descartes is not at all looking for that \-vhich was dw elling 
in th e wax-t his problem is not even formula ted in this text; rath er , 
he sho\\'s ho\\' the I, man ifest in the Cog ito, gro und s the judgment of 

dt'not ation by which the \.vax is identified. 
We ought to reserve th e term ') ignification" for a thir d dim ension 

of the propo sition. Here it is a questio n of the relat ion of the \\'Ord to 
unii'ersal or 9ene ral concepts, and of syntactic conn ections to the impli­
cations of the concept . From th e standpo int of signification, we always 
consider th e elements of the proposition as "s ignifying" conceptual 
implication s capable of referring to ot her propo sitions, which serve as 
premises of the first. Signification is defined by this ord er of conceptual 
implication where th e proposition und er considerat ion intervenes only 
as an element of a "demo nstration ," in the most general sense of the 
word, that is, either as premise or as conclusion. Thu s, " implies" and 
"t herefore" are essentially linguistic signifiers. "Implication " is the sign 
which defines th e relat ion betwee n premises and conclusion; "t herefore" 

is the sign of assertion, which defines the possibility of affirming the 
conclusion itself as th e outco me of implications. Wh en we speak of 
demonstrati on in the most general sense, we mean that the signification 
of th e propo sition is always found in th e indirect process which com :-­
spond s to it, that is, in its relation to ot her proposit ions from which it 
is inferred, or conversely, whose conclusion it renders possible. Deno­
tati on, on th e other hand , refers to a dir ect pro cess. Demo nstrati on 
mu st not be und erstood in a rest ricted, syllogistic or math emati cal 
sense, bu t also in the physical sense of probabilities or in the moral 
sense of promi ses and commitm ents. In this last case, the asserti on of 
the conclus ion is represent ed by the moment th e promi se is effectively 
kept . 2 Th~ logical value of significat ion or demonstrati on thu s und er­

stood is no longe r th e truth , as is shown by th e hypoth etical mode of 
implications, but rather the condition ef truth , the aggrega te of conditi ons 
under wh ich th e propo sition "wo uld be" tru e. The conditi oned or 

concluded propo sition may be false, insofar as it actua lly denot es a 
nonexist ing state of affairs or is not dire ctly verified . Signification docs 
not establish th e truth without also estab lishing the possibility of orro r. 
for this reason, the condition of truth is not oppost'd to the false, but 
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to thl' absurd: that which is witho ut signification or that which may be 
nc-ithl'r tru e nor false. 

The quest ion of whether signification is in turn primar y in relation 
w manifestatio n and denotatio n requir t's a compl ex respon se. For if 
manifestation itself is primary in relation to denotat ion, iJ it is the 
foundat ion, it is so only from a very specific poin t of view. To borrow 
a classic distinction, we say that it is from the standp oin t of speech 
(parole). be it a speec h that is sill'nt. In the order of speech, it is th e I 
\\'hich begins, and begins absolutely. In this order, th erefore, the I is 
prima ry, not only in relation to all possible denotati ons which are 
founded upon it, but also in rdati on to the sign ifications which it 
cn\'C·lops. But pr ecisely from this standpoint , conceptual significations 
are neither valid nor deplo yed for th emselves: they are on ly implied 

(th~ug~ ,~ot ex~ressed) by the I, pres enting itself as having signification 
which is 1mmed1ately und erstood and identical to its ow n manifestati on. 
This is why Descartes could cont rast the definition of man as a rational 
animal with his determ ination as Cog ito: for the former demands an 
explicit development of the signified concept s (what is animal? what is 
rational?), whereas the latte r is supposed to be understood as soon as it 
is said. 1 

This prima cy of manife station , not only in relat ion to denotati on bu t 
also in relatio n to signification, m ust be understood withi n the domain 
of "s peech" in which significations remain natur ally implicit. It is only 
here that the I is prim ary in relation to concep ts- in relation to the 

world ~nd to God. But if anot her domain exists in which significations 
~re. valid and develo ped for themselves, signification s wou ld be primar y 
111 1t and wou ld prov ide the basis of manifestation. This domain is 
precisely that of lan9ua9e (/an9ue). In it, a propo sition is able to appear 
on ly as a premise or a conclusion, signifying concepts before manifesting 
a ~U~Ject, or even before denoting a state of affairs. It is from this po int 
ol _ ,·,ew that signified concepts, such as God or the world, are always 

pn~ary in relatio n to th e self as manifested person and to things ~s 
dl'signatecl objects. More generally, Bcnveniste has shown that the 
n ·lation b('t\\'ecn the word (or rathe r its ow n acoust ic image) and the 

concept \\'as alone necessary , and not arbitrary. Only the relation 
hetween the • J I I · . \\ ore anc t 1e concept en Joys a necess ity which th e othe r 
r(•latmns do not ha,·e. The lat ter remain arbit rary insofar as we consider 
tlwm d irectl)' and cs · , h L · I · c • cape t e an JJtrary on y 111s01ar as we connect th em 
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to this primary relatio n. Thus, the possihility of causing particu lar 

imagl' s assoc iat(·<l w ith the won! to vary, of substitutin g one image for 
ano;hn in the form "this is not that, it' s that," can bl· explained only 

bv the constan cy of the signific<l con cept. Similarl y, dC'sin .'s \\'ould not 
f~rm an order of dema nds or cvc-n of duties, distin ct from a simpl <' 

u_rgc ncy of needs, and beliefs \vou ld not form an ord er of infcrC'nccs 

dis tin ct from simple opinions, if the word s in which they \HT C ma ni-
1<..-sted did not refe r first to concep ts and conceptua l impl ications rm­

dering the se des ires and belie fs significati n •. 
Th e presupposed prim acy of signification over denota tion, ho\\'CV('r, 

sti ll raises a delicate probl em. Wh en we say "th erefort'," when " ·e 

conside r a propo sition as co ndud ed, we make it th e obje c t of an 

assertio n. We set aside the premises and affirm it for itse lf, indepen­

dentl y. W e relate it to the state of affairs which it denot es, indepen­

dentl y of the impli cat ions which constitut e its signification. To do so, 

howev er, tw o conditi ons have to be filled. It is first necessa ry th at the 

premises be posit ed as effectively tru e , which already forces us to depart 

from the pur e order o f implication in ord er to relat e th e premises to a 

denoted stat e of affairs which we pre supp ose. But then, e ,·en if we 

suppo se that the premises A and B ar e true, we can only conclud e from 

thi s the propositi on in qu estion (let us call it Z) -w e can only detach 

it from its premises and affirm it for itself independentl y of the impli­

cation-b y admitting that Z is, in tu rn , tru e if A and B are tru e . This 

amounts to a propo sition, C, which remain s wit hin th e ord er of imp li­

cation, and is unabl e to escape it, since it refe rs to a prop os ition , D, 

which state s that "Z is t rue if A, 8, and C are tru e . . . ," and so on to 

infinit y. This paradox, which lies at the heart of logic, and which had 

dec isive importan ce for the entir e th eory of symbolic implication and 

significa tion , is Lewis Carroll' s paradox in t he ce leb rat ed text , "What 

the Tortoi se Said to Achilles ." 4 In short , the cond usion can be detach ed 

from the premises, but only on the condition that one always adds 
ot her premises from which alone the conclu sion is no t detachable. T his 

amou nt s to saying that signification is never homo geneous; or that th e 

tw o signs "implies" and "th erefo re" arc completel y heterogeneous; or 

that impli cation never succee ds in groundin g denotation excep t by 

giving itself a ready-mad e denotation, once in the premise s and again in 

the conclu sion. . 
From de-not ation to manifes tation, then to signification, but also from 
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significa tion to manif estati on and to denotation, we arc ca rri t'd alon g a 
c:i;ck , which is the circle· of the prop os itio n. W hether we ought to be 

co ntent with these three dim ensions of the prop osition, or \Yhether we 
should add a fo urth-whi ch ll'ot1ld be sense- is an eco nomi c or strate gic 

question. It is not that .. ,·c must constru c t an a poste riori model 

rn rr esponding to previous <linwnsions, but rath er the-model itself must 

ha\'<' the ap titud e to function a priori from within, Wl'rc it forced to 

introdu n ' a supp lementarv dimension which, bt'cause of its evanesce nce, 

cou ld not have been recogn ized in expe rience from out side. It is thu s a 

qu estion Je jure, and not simply a question of fac t. e ,·erthcl ess, th ere 

is also a question of fact, and it is necess ary to bt·gin by asking wh et her 
sense is capable of be ing loca lized in one of these thr l'l' dim cnsions­

dcnotatio n, manif estation, or significa tion. We could answe r first th at 

sud, a localizat ion seems impossible within denotati on. Ful filled deno­

tation mak es t he proposition tru e; unfulfill ed denotation make s the 

proposition false. Sense, t',·i<lcntly, can not co nsist of that which rend ers 

the propo sition tru e or false, nor of the dim ension in whi ch these \'alues 

are rt'alizt'd. More over, denotation would be able to supp ort th e weight 

of the- proposi t ion only to the ext ent that one wo uld be able to show a 

corr esponde nce betw een words and denoted thin gs or stat es of affair s. 

Bric<' Parain has discussed t he paradox es that such a hypothes is causes 

to arise in Greek philo sophy. 5 How are we to am id parad oxes, like a 

chariot passing through on e 's lips? More di rec tly still, Ca rro ll asks: how 
could nam es have a "respondent"? W hat do es it mean for somet hing to 

respond to its nam e? And if thing s do not respo nd to their name, what 

is it that pre ,·ent s thl'm from losing it? What is it then that would 

rema in, save arbitrarin ess of denotati ons to w hich not hing responds, 

and the emptin ess of indcxicals or formal des ignator s of the "that" t ype 

- both being stripped of sense? It is undeniabl e that all denotation 

pre sup poses sense, and that ·we pos ition ourselves s1rai9h1 a 11·~1• within 

sense \\'hcnever we dcnot l'. 
To id<'ntifv sense ,vith manife stati on has a bett e r chance of success, 

since the designato rs th emseh·es have sense only in virtu e of an I which 

man ifrs ts itself in the proposition. This I is indeed primar y, since it 

allows spt·l-ch to h<.'gin; as Alice says, "if you only spoke when you \.\·e re 

spo ken to, and tlw othl'r person always wait ed for you to be-gin, yo u see 
nohocly \\'Ould ('\T r say anyt hing .... " It shall be condud t'd from thi s 

that sense resides in tlw beliefs (o r desin ·s) of th(· pr rson who exp resses 

T II I R D S E R 11: S O f' T II I- l' RO PO S IT I 0 



hcr~df." "'\, \ 'hl·n / use a word,' said I Iumpty Dumpt )·, 'it rm·ans just 
,, h;it I d100:-t· it to mcan - m·ither mon · nor less .... The qut·i.tion i~ 
... "lii ch is to b(• master - tha t 's all.' " We have, howe\'e r, Sl'l'n th;it 
tlw ordl'r of bdkf.~ and cll·sirl's wai. founded on th l' ordt·r of tlw 
com:l'p tual implica t ions of significat ion. and that ewn the icknti t\' of 
the sl'lf whic h speaks, or sa~,; " I," was gu aranteed only b~· tlw 1w; ma­
n<·m-e of certain sig nifieds (the concc·pts of God, tlw world . .. ). The I 
is primar ~· and sufficient in the ordl·r of speec h onl\' in~ofar a.-, it 
en\'do p!> significat ions which must be de"d oped for th~mi.dH•:- in the 

order of language- (/an9ue). If these signification s co llapse-, or an· not 
t·stablishcd in tlwm sdve s, pt•rsonal identit y is lost, as Alice painfully 
cxpcrit•ntTs, in co ndition s ,, here God, the world, and the sdf lx·co me 
th e blurred charac ters o f the dr eam of someone who is poo rl)' dt,>tcr­

mincd . T his is why the last n•c:otirsc sl'cms to he ident ifying sense with 
signification. 

W(• arc thm sen t hack to the circk and led back to Carroll\ paradox, 
in which signification can never cxe rcisl' its rok · of last foundation 

~ ' 
sintT it prcsupp ost·s an irredu cible denotati on. Hut perhaps t lwrc is a 
,·ery general reaso n wh)· signification fails and why there is a circ:ularit) · 
betwe en grou nd and gro unded. When we define signification as the 
co ndit ion of trut h, Wl' gi"<' it a characteristic which it shares with sense, 
and which is already a characterist ic of M'nst•. But how do es signilicati on 
assunw this characterist ic? I low does it makt' use-of it? In discussi ng the­
co nditi ons of trut h, we rais(' ou rsd\' e~ abo\'c' the tru( ' and thl · false, 
sinn · a false propo sition also has a S('l1S<' or signification. But at thc.­
saml· time, ,,·e define thi s su pcrior conditi on solely a!> the· possibility for 
the propas ition to Ix- tru e.7 Thi s possihility is rf ithing oth er than the 

.form ?f' possib,luy of the prop osition itsl'lf. Th en · an • man y forms of 
possibility for propo sitions: logica l, geonwtricaJ, alg1•hraic, physical, syn­
tacti c ... ; Aristotll' defined the fonn of logical possibilit) · by tnl'ans of 
th <' relation bet" <'<'n th l' terms of tlw pro position and the loC'I of thC' 
accident, propn11m, g<'nu s, or definiti on; Kant l'\'<' 11 in\'(·nted tw o m·w 
forms of possibilitv, the tran s(.'{·ncknt al and the· moral. Hut lw "h aten-r 
manrwr one defin;.1, fonn, it is an odd pnx-ed urc sinn· it in,.;,ln'/, rising 

from th<· rn nd itiont·d to the· co nditi on, in order to think of the condi ­
tion a~ the simpl1· possibility of the co nditi oned. I lerl' one· rises to a 
foundation, hut that which i1, founded n·mains ,, hat it was, indl'IJl'n­
dl'!ltl~· of th1.• opc·ration ,, hit h foumh l it and una ffrcte d h~- it. Thu~ 
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d,•not,llion rl·mains c·xtc·mal to tlw onkr "hich co nd ition!> it, and the 
t nw .111d tlw false n•main indiffrrenl to tlw principle.· "hich detl'rmine s 
till' pm,sihility of tlw one·, by allo" ing it only to suh/,ist in it1, formc-r 
rl'l,1tion to the ot her. One i~ perpl'tually relt ·rrt ·d from the co nditi oned 
to tlw conditio n, and al~o from thl' condition to the· conditioned. t-:or 
dw co ndition of truth to arnid thb ddi.-ct, it ouo ht to ha, c an dement .::, 

of it:. O \\ n, distinct from the liwm of tlw rn nditi onecl. It ought to have 
"m1t·1hm.9 1111condi11oned capabl<· of ai.suring a n·al gcrwsb o f\ lt·nota tion 
,111d of tlw other dim t·nsioni. of the propoi.ition. Thus tlw conditi on of 
truth "oulcl be defined no longer a!> th<' form of co nn· ptual possibility, 
hut rather as idcational mat l'rial or "stra tum, " that is to say, no longe r 
.1., !>ignification, but ratlwr as ~t·nsl'. 

Sl'nSl' is the fourt h dimension of the propm,ition. The Stoics disco ,·­

erTd it along wit h the l'H·nt : st·nst·, the expressed <!I ,he propasition, is an 
incorpo n ·al, complex , and irredudble entity, at the i.urfac:e of thin gs a 
pure- c, cnt ,, hich inhl·m, or ~uhsists in thZ· propasition . Tht· disco~·c:n. 
,,as macll' a seco nd tinw in thl· fourteenth ('l'ntur y, in Ockham's schoo l, 

by Gregory of Rimini and icholas d'Autr ern urt. It was made a third 
time at tlw rnd of th e· nineteenth n' ntur y, by the-grea t philosop her and 
logician Mc·inong.8 Und oub t<'dly there arc rc•a~ons for th ese moments: 
,, <' ha I c st·cn that tlw Stoic: disc:owry pr esupp osed a reve rsal of Platon­
b,m; similarly Ock ham's logic rt·acted against the probl <·m of Universals, 

~nd Meinong against I Icgelian logic and its lineage. T lw quest ion is as 
follm, 1,: i1, there somet hing, altqwd, which merges m•ither with the 

proposition or with the· tl' ml s of the prop osition, nor wit h the object 
or with tlw sta te of affairs which the prop osition denotes, neither ,, ith 
the-"lin·d," or rep resentati on or the mental acti, ·ity of the person ,, ho 
l'XpresM·~ lwrsdf in the proposition, nor with co ncept!> or ('\·en signific-d 
t·s~l·nces ? If there is, st·nse, or that which is exp ressed by the p;opo si­
lion, ,, ou ld be irr<·duciblc to incli\'idual Matl'S o f affairs, particular 

irnag<'s, pt·ri.onal beliefs, and unin ·rsal or gem•ral conc{'pts. Tht· Stoics 
,aid it all: rwit hcr word nor body, neitlw r st·nsiblc· rep resenta tion nor 
r<1r wnal r,·prt!se111a11on. '

1 Ht·tt er yc·t, perhaps st·nsc would be "rwutral," 
,lltogl·tlwr indi ffr rc·nt to both partinrlar and grnc ral, singular and uni­
ll 'r,al. pl'r1,onal and impersonal. It ,,ou ld Ix· of an l'ntird, · different 
ll,Hun •. Hut b it m·n ·ssarv to recog nize such a sup fJknw ntar~· instan ce? 
( ) ' . , , 

1 mu~t "l ' rnclecd manage· to gl·t alono \\ ith ,, hat ,, ·t· al read\' haw: 
I ~ .::- -

< •·notatio n, manili.·st,llion, and i.ignification? In l'ac h pt.·riOll the contro-
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vcrsy is taken up . anew (And re de Neufd~ateau and Pierre d'Ailly against 
Rimini, Brentano and Russd l against Memong). In truth, the att t'mpt to 
make this fourth dimen sion e,·ident is a little like Carr oll's Snark hun t. 

Perhaps the dim ension is the hunt itself, and sense is the Snark . It is 
difficult to respond to those who wish to be satisfied -.vith wor_Js, 

things, images, and ideas. r or "''"' may not ~ven say t~1at sense exists 
either in things or in the mind ; it has •~either physical nor mental 
existence. Shall we at least say that it is useful, and th at it is necessary 
to admit it for its utilit y? ot c,·en this, since it is endowed with an 
inefficacious, impassive, and sterile splendor. This is why we said tha t in 

.facL we can only infer it indirect ly, on the basis of t~e circle where ~he 
ordjnar y dim ensions of the prop osition lead us. It 1s only by breaking 
open the circle, as in the case of the Mobius str ip, by unfoldin~ a~d 

untwisti ng it, th at the dimension of sense appea r~ for itself, 111. it~ 
irreducibility, and also in its genetic power as it ammat es an a pn on 
internal model of the prop osition.10 Tht• logic of sense is inspired in its 
entir ety by empiricism. Only empiricism knows how to tran scend the 
experiential rumensions of the ,·isible without falling into Ideas, and 
how to tr ack down , invoke, and perhaps produ ce a phant om at the 

limit of a lengt hened or unfolded experi ence. 
Husserl calls "expression" this ultim a!e dim_cnsion , and he distinguishes 

it ho m denotati on, m-;mifestat ion, and demonstration. 11 Sense is !_hat 
which is exp ressed. Husserl, no less than Mcinong, rediscovered the 

living sources of th e Stoic inspiration. fo r exampl e, w~en Husserl 
reflects on the "per ceptuaJ noema," or th e "senst' of percept ion," he at 

once distinguishes it from the physical object, from the psychological or 
"lived," from menta l repr esentations and from logical concep ts. He 
presents it as an impassive and incorporeal entit y, without physical or 
mental exjstcnce, neither acting nor being acted upon -a pure resu lt 
or pure "appea rance." The real tr ee (the denocawm ) can burn , be the 

subj<·ct and object of actions, and enter into mixtur es. This is not th e 
case, hO\-vc,·er , for the noema " tr ee." There are many nocmata or 
senses for the same denotarum: evening star and morning star arc two 
noemata that is t"vo wavs in which the same denoca111m may be 
prt"sente<l in exp: essions. When therefore Husserl says that the noema 
is the percch·ed such as it appea rs in a presentati on, " the percei,·ed as 
such" or the appea rance, we ought not under stand that the. noema 
involves a st'nsihle giv<·n or quality; it rather involvc-s an ideat ional 
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object ive unit y as the int entiona l co rrelate of the act of perception. The 
nol'ma is not given in a percep tion (nor in a reco llection o r an image). 
It has an ent irely different sta tus which consists in not existing out side 
the proposit ion which expressl's it- whe ther the pro position is per­
ceptua l, or whether it is imaginath·e, reco llective, or representative. We 
distinguish betwee n gree n as a sensible co lor or qualit y and " to green" 
as a noema tic colo r or att ribute . "'/11e tree 9reens"- is this not finally the 
sense of the co lor of the tn •e; and is not "che Lree weens" its globa l 
meaning? Is th e noema anything mo re than a pur e e\'e nt -t he tre e 
occurr ence (although Husserl does not speak of it in this mann er for 
term inological reasons)? And is that which he calls "ap pearance" any­
thing mor e than a surface effect? Between the noemata of the same 
objec t, or even of different objects, complex ties are developed, analo­
gous to tho se which the Stoic dialectic established between events. 
Could phenomenology be this rigorous science of surface effects? 

Let us consider the comp lex statu s of sense or of that which is 
expressed. On one hand, it does not exist outside the propositio n which 

expresses it; what is expressed does not exist outside its expression. 
This is why we cannot sav that sense ex ists, but rather that it inheres or 

, J 

subs ists. On the oth er hand, it docs not merge at all wit h th e propos i-
tion, for it has an objective (objecti ie) which is quite distinct . \\'.hat is 
exp ressed has no resemblance whatsoeve r to the expression. Sense is 
indeed at tribut ed, but it is not at all the att ribute of the propositio n­
it is rather the att ribute of the thing or state of affairs. Th e at tri but e of 
the propo sition is the pred icate -a qualitativ e predicate like green, for 
examp le. It is attributed to the subject of the proposition. But the:' 
attr ibute of the thing is the verb: to green, for examp le, o r rather the 
event c-xprcssed by this ,·erb. It is attribut ed to the thin g denoted by 
the subject, or to the sta te of affairs denoted by the entir e propo sit ion. 
Convc rsdy, thi s log ical att ribut e docs not merge at all with the physical 
state or affairs, nor wit h a qualit y or relation o f this stat e. The att ribute 
is not a being and docs not quali(y a bt'ing; it is an extra-being. "Gree n" 
designates a c1uality, a mixture:' of things, a mixtur e of tree and air 
where ch loro phyll coexists wit h all th e part s of th e leaf. "To green," on 
tl:c cont rary, is not a qua lity in the thing, but an attribut e which is said 
of the thing. This attribut e does not exist outsid e of th e prop osition 
whic h expresses it in denoting the thin g. Herc we return to ou r point 
of depa rtun ' : sense doc s not exist outsi de of the prop osition . .. , etc. 
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Hut th is i~ no t J ci rdl·- It is rath l·r tht~ coe xist1.·nn· of t\\ o sick ~ 

"ith mll thick111.·~~. sud, that \\ l' pass from om· to the otlwr hy follo" ing 
thei r k•ngth . . \cm,: ,, ht.11h the e.\presstble or the e.\pressed '!f the propolttWn, cmJ 

the uctrthrw: of the sturc <!l'!fforrs. It turn s one side toward thing~ and 0 1w 

sidl' tel\\ ard pro position~. Rut it ocs not m('rgc \\'it h the proposition 
\\ hit'h ('xprc~M·~ it any more than "ith the ~tat(' of affair!> or th<· c1ualit)· 
"hid 1 th \' propo sition <lc·not<'S. It is t·xactly the houn<lary lwt\H 'l'n 

Y I propo~itiom, and thin gs. It i~ this ahquid at onn · c·xtra-l k ii1g and 
linhcr enn·, that is, thi s minimum o f lwing \\hid, befits inher ('nn-s. 11 It 
b in th b sense· that it is an "t 'H'nt" : on the co11cl11ion that the rrcm 1s nor 
w ,!Ji"':d ,nth 1/J spo110-tcmporal rculua11011 111 a state '!f '!ffarrs. W t• ,, ill not 
ask tlwrcfor e what is the sense of th<· event : the event is sens<· itsdC 
Th <.· c·,·<.·nt belongs ess(·ntiall y to language; it has an essential relati onship 
to language. But lang uage is what is sa id of thin gs. Jean Gatt<•gno ha~ 
inch ·cl noted th<· diffcrl'nce bc·tw<.·cn Carroll 's storie s and classical fairv 
tales: in Car ro ll\ work , c ,·cr )·thin g that tak<·s place occ urs in and h)· 
means of language; " it is not a story "hi ch he tells us, it is a disco urse 
which he addr esses to us, a discourse in sc·,T ral pieces .. .. " 11 It is 

indeed into thi s Hat wo rld of the sensc-en· nt , or of the cxpr essible­
attributc , that Carroll situat es his entire work . I lenc:e the conne ction 
betw een the fantastic work signed "C arr oll" and the matlwm atico­
logical work !.igned "D odgson." It sc<·ms dilli c:ult...,to say, as has been 
done, that th e fanta stic work presents simply the trap s and dillintlti< ·:. 
into \\ hich we• fall wlwn we do not ohM·rw the rul es and la\\ s fom,u ­
latcd hy the log ical wo rk. ot only becausl' many of tlw trap s :.uhsist in 
the logical work itself, but also becaus<· the distri buti on seems to be of 
an entird) · dilTt·rent sort . It is surpri i,ing to fin<l that Carroll \ entir e 

log ical work is dire ctly about ii.911jfica11011. implications, and c:ondu sions, 
and onl)· indin ·ctl)· about scnsc -pr ccisd~·. throu gh the paradoxc·s 
"'hi ch signification does not rcsol\'e, or indeed "'hi ch it creat es. On tlw 
(·ontr ary, the fanta stic wo rk is immediatel y concerned with ,cnsc and 
atta ch<·~ th t· p<l\\ er of parad ox dir ectly to it . Thi s c:orrc:.pond !. \\ e ll to 
tlw two stat es of sense, de facto and d\· jurc, a post<·riori and a priori, 

one b)· which the circle of the pro position is indir ect!)' infc.·rn·d , the 
otlwr h)· "hi ch it is made to app ear for itsdf, hy unfoldin g th<· ci rcle· 
along th t· length of tlw border lw tw c<.·n prop os itions and thin gs. 
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rou rt h cries of 

Dua lit ies 

Tt,c fir:.t important dualit y \\'as that of causes and C'fTC'c:t~, of corporeal 
thin gs and incorporeal l'H·nt s. But insofar as cvents-effocts do not exist 
outside the proposition s which l'xp ress them , this dualit y is pr olonged 
in the dual it)· o f thin gs and prop osition :,, of bodic~ and language. T his is 
the source of tlw alternati\ ·c which run s throu gh all the work s of 
Carro ll: to cat or to speak. In ~1 /nc and Bruno, tlw alternative is lx·twee n 
"h its of thin gs" and "bit~ o f Shakc•speare." At Alice's coronation dinn er , 
~·ou eitlwr eat \\'hat is present ed to you , or you arc present ed to what 

~-ou_ cat. To cat and to lw catt·n - thi ~ is th (• operati onal modd of (\.. 
hod1c~, the typ<· of their mixtur e in dept h, their action and passion, and ., 

th1.· \\a y in \\'h ich they <:oc·xis t \\'ithin om· another. To spl·ak, thoug h, is 
tlw moH·mc·nt of the :.urface , and of i<lcational attri bute!> or incorpo real 
\'\'rnt s. What is more sc•rious: to speak o f food or to t·at "'ord s? In her 
alinwntar~- oh~e~sions, Alin· is 0\ t·n, hdnwd by nightm an•~ of ah!>orh ing 

Jnd bl'ing ah~orlwd. Slw finds that the poe m~ ~he hear~ n·l' itt'd arc 
:•ho_ut ('dihlt· ti~h. If \H ' th en s1wak of food, ho \\ can \\ (' J\' Oid ~r><·aking 
Ill front of th<' om• \\ ho i:. lo lw :.t'rH·d a~ food ? Co nsidt·r, for exampll~ 
:\11tl•\ hlund ·r · 1· 1· I M 11 · , 

l :. Ill ront o l w oust·. ow l'an \\ T a\'01d eatin g the 
puddir10tow h·11 • I I d I • "' t, l 1 \H l,1\l' 1t•,·11 pre~rmc ! 1-urt w r still , spoken \\ Ords 
Illa~ - go ,l\\ ~, ,,~ ii tlw) \HTl' attr ,Ktt·d hy th<· dt·pth of hodi t•s; tht ')' ma~· 
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be accompanied by ,-crbal hallucinations, as in the case of maladies 
where languagt' disord ers arc accompa nied by unr estricted oral behavior 
(c, ·ervthing brought to the mouth , eating any object at all, grittin g one's 
tl'cth ,). "I'm sure those arc not the right word s," says Alice, summari z­
ing the fate of the person "vho speaks of food. To eat word s, however , 
is : xactlv the opposite: in this case, we raise th e operatio n of bodies up 
to th e ~urfacc of language. We bring bodies to th e surface, as ,,T 
depri\' e them of th eir former dept h, even if we place the entire language 
throu gh this challenge in a situatio n of risk. Thi s t ime th e disord ers arc 
of the surface ; they are lateral and spread out from right to left. + S11111eri119 has rep laced the 9ciffe; the phantasm s of the sur face have 
replaced th e hallucinatio n of depth; d reams of accelerated gliding re­
place th e painful nightmar e of burial and absorpti on. Th e ideal littl e 
girl, incorp oreal and ano rexic, and th e ideal little boy, stutt ering and 
left -handed, must disengage th emsdv cs from their real, voracious, glut­

tonous, or blundering images. 
But thi s second dualit y-body / language, to eat/ to speak - is not 

sufficient. We have seen tha t although sense does not exist outside of 
the proposition which expresses it, it is neverth eless the att ribu te of 
stat es of affairs and not the attribut e of the propos ition. The event 

subsists in language, but it happens to things. Thin~ s and propo sitions 
are less in a situation of radical dua lity and mor e on the two sides of a 
fronti er represented by sense. This fron tier does not mingle or reunit e 
th em (for there is no more moni sm here than dua lism); it is rath er 
something along th e line of an arti culation of their difference: body/ 
language. Compa ring the event to a mist rising O\'er the prairie, we 
cou ld say that this mist rises precisely at th e fronti er, at the jun ctur e 
of things and propo sitions. As a result, the dua lity is reflected from 
both sides and in each of the two terms. On the side of th e thing, th ere 
arc physical qualiti es and real relation s which constitut e the stat e of 
affairs· ther e arc also ideat ional looical attr ibut es which indicate incor-, b 

poreal e\'ents. And on the side of the propo sition, there arc names and 
adjecti ves which denote th e state of affairs; and also th ere are verbs 
wh ich express events o r logical att ribut es. On one hand, there are 
singular prop er names, substantives, and genera l adjectives which indi­
cate limit s, pauses, rests , and presences ; on th e other , there are verbs 
car rying off with them becomin g and its tr ain of reversible events and 
infinitely dividing th eir pr esent into past and futu re. Humpt y qumpt y 
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forcefully distinguished betwl'cn two sorts o f words: "T hey' ve a temper, 
some o f them - particularly w rbs: they 're thl' proud est - adjectives 
,·ou can do anything with, but not ,·c·rhs- however, I can manage the 
~d1ok lot o f them! Imp enetrabilit:·! That' s what / say." And wh en 
( lumpt y Dumpt y explains tht' use of the odd word "im penetrabilit y," 
ht· pro vides a mu ch too modest explanation (" I meant ... that we'n : 
had enough of that subject" ). In fact, impenetrabilit y does mean some­
thing else. Humpt y Dumpt y opposes the impassibility o f events to the 
actions and passions of bodies, the non-consumable natur e of sense to 
the edible natur e of things, the imp-:netrabilit y of incorp oreal entitie s 
without thickness to the mixtur es and rec iproca l penetrati ons of sub­
stances, and th e resistan ce of the surface to the softn ess of depth s- in 
short, the " prid e" of verbs to th e compl acency of substantives and 
adjecti, ·es. Impenetrabili ty also means the frontier betwee n the two­
and th at the person situat ed on tlw frontier, precisely as Humpt y 

~ umpt y is seated on his narrow wall, has both at his disposal, being the 
impenetrabl e master of th e arti culat ion of th eir difference (" ... how­
ever, / can manage the whole lot of them "). 

But this is not yet sufficient. Dualit y's last word is not to be found 

in this return to the hypothesis of Crmylus. Th e dualit y in the prop osi-
tion is not betwee n two sort s of names, names of stasis and names of 
becoming, names of substan ces or qualitie s and names of events; rat her, 
it is bet,vecn two dim ensions of th e proposition, that is, between 
denotation and expression, or between the denotati on of things and the 
expression of sense. It is like the two sides of a mirror, only what is on 
one side has no resemblance to what is on the oth er (" . . . all the rest 
was as different as possible" ). To pass to the oth er side o f the mirror is 
to pass from the relation o f denotation to the relation of expression ­

without pausing at the intermedi aries, namely, at manifestation and \_,(_ 
signification. It is to reach a region where language no longc·r has any 
rd ation to that which it denotes, but only to that which it expn ·ssc·s, 
that is, to sense. This is the final displact'mt'nt of the dualit y: it has now 
mm·c·d inside the prop osition . 

The Mouse· recount s that when th e lords pro posed to offer the 
crown to William th e Con9ucror, 

"tlw archbishop of Cante rbur v found ir advisahk•- ," - "found n-hot ?" ask rd 
thv lhK k.- ' 'Found 11." th ~ Mouse rep lied rath er crossly: "of course vou 

, , 
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know what 'it ' mC'ans."- "I know what ' it' nwans well enough, whC'n / find 
a thing," said tlw Duck: "it' s gC'nerally a frog, or a wom1. The question is, 

what di<l the archbishop rind?" 

It is dear that the Duck em ploys and und ersta nds "it" as a denotin g 

t<'m, for all things, state of affairs and poss ibk· qualiti es (an ind icator). 
It spccilit·s t'H' n that the denoted thing is essentiall y somethi ng whi ch 

is (or ma)· he) eaten. Evc-rythin g den oted or capable of denota tion is, in 

prin ciple. co nsumabl e and penetrable; Alic<' remarks dsev, •her<' that she 

is o nly able to "imagine" food. But the Mouse mad e use of "i t" in an 

en tirel y diffe rent mann er: as the sc-nsc of an earlie r prop os ition, as th<' 

event cxp ress<'d by t he propositi on (to go and offer the crow n to 

William). Th e equi voca tion of " it" is therefo re distribut ed in acco r­
dance w ith the dua lity of denotation and expr ession . Th e tw o dim en­

sions of the proposi tion are organized in tw o series which converge 

asvm1)tot icallv, in a term as ambiguous as "it," since they mee t one , , . 
ano ther only at the fronti er which th ey continu ous ly str etch. One- series 

resumes " eat ing" in its own way, while the other extra cts the csse nc<' 

1 
of "speak ing." !-=or this reason, in many of Carro ll's poe ms, on e wit -

.1 nesses the autonomous den.·lopm ent of two simultan eous dim ensions, 

one referrin g to de noted objects wh ich ar e always consumable o r 
_.recipient s of co nsu mpti on, t he oth C'r refr·rrin g to always expr essible 

1 meanin gs or at least to objects which are the bearers of language and 
sense. Th ese two dim<'nsions com·erge only in an eso1'eric word, in a 

non-id entifiabk aliquid. Take, for exa mp le, tlw rc-frain of the Snark : 

"Tlw y sought it with thimbl es, they sought it wit h ca re ; / Th ey pursued 

it wit h forks and hop e"-w herc the " th imb le" and "fo rk " refer to 

des ignat ed instrum ent s, but "hope" and "ca re" to co nsiderati ons of 

sense and event s (sense , in Car roll's work s, is ofte n pres entC'd as that 

whi ch one mu st "take ca r(' of," tlw objec t o f a fundanwn tal "ca re"). 

T he str ange wo rd "Snark" is the- frontie r which is str etched as it is 

dr aw n by both s<·ries. b ·cn more typica l is the wonde rful Garde ner 's 

song in -~r/n e and Bruno. En ' ry stanza put s into play two terms of very 
di(Tc-rcnt kinds, whi ch offc-r tw o dist inct read ings: " He thought he saw 

... He loo ked again and saw it was ... " ·nrns, the ensemble of stan zas 

dcvdo ps two het erogc·nc·ous series. One is composed of anim als, of 
bcinos o r obi·ects whi ch eit her consume or arc consum<'d; thcv arc 

~ , 

dcscribt •d by physica l qua litic_s, citlwr sensib le o r sonorous; th e oth er is 
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composed of objec ts or of emincntlv symbolic characters , defined bv 

logical alt ribut es, or sometimes h/ p; rcnta l namt·s, and bear<·rs ; f 

1·H·nts, new s, messages, or st•nse. In the conclu sion of c·ach HTse, the 

Cardnw r draw s a mclam ·ho lic: path, borde red on both sidc·s by both 

~vrics; for this song, \\'(' k·arn, is its own sto ry. 
~ , 

I k thought he saw an l:ll'ph.1nt, 
That practicc'd on a tifr•: 

I k lookC'd again, and found it was 
A letter from his wifo. 

"'At length I realize," he-said, 
"The bittern ess of lilt•.'' 

I ll' thought he saw an Albatross 
That fluttered round the lamp: 

I k looked again, and found it was 
A Pt•nny-Postage-Stamp. 

"You'd lx·st be getting homC'," lw said: 
"Tlw nights arc ,-er) ' damp!" 

I k thought he saw an Argument 
That proved he was the Pope: 

I k looked again, and found it was 
A Bar of Mottled Soap. 

" A fact so drear!," he faintly said , , 
"l:xting uishcs all hope!" 1 
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Fifth Ser ies of 

Sense 

S ense is ne,-cr only one of the two terms of the dualit y which contra sts 
thin gs and propo sitions, substanti\' eS and verbs, denotation s and expr es­
sions; it is also the fronti er, the cuttin g edge, or the arti culat ion of the 

difference betwee n th e two terms, since it has at its disposal an 
impen etra bility which is its ow n and wit hin which it is reflected . for 
these reasons, sense must be devclopt'd for its ow n sake in a new series 

of paradoxes, which are now internal. 

The paradox <?f re9ress, or <:f indefinite prol!feration. When I designate some­
thing, I always suppo se that the sense is und erstood , _!hat it is already 
there. As Bergson said, one docs not proceed from sounds to images 
and from images to sense; rath er, one is established " from the outset" 
within sense. Sense is like the sphere in which I am already established 
in ord er to enact possible denotati ons, and even to think their condi ­
tions. Sense is always presupposed as soon as / begin to speak; I wou ld 
not be able to begin without this presupp osition . In other word s, I 
never stat e the sense of what I am saying. But on the oth er hand, I can 
always take the sense of what I say as the objec t of anothe r prop osition 
,,h ose sense, in turn , I cannot state. I thu s ent er into the infinite regress 
of that which is presuppo sed. Th is regress testifies both to th e great 
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impotence of the speaker and to the highest powe r of language: my 
impotence to stat~ the sense of what I say, to say at the same time 
somet hing and its meaning; but also the infinite power of lang uage to 
spt·ak about word s. In short, giYen a prop osition '"'·hich denotes a state 
of affairs, one may always take its sm se as that which anoth er propo si­
tion denotes. If we agree to think of a proposition as a name, it wou ld 
then appear that every name ""hich denot es an object may itself become 
tlw object of a new name which denot es its sense: n 1 refers to n2, which 
denotes th<' sense of n 1; n2 refers to n3 ; etc. For each one of its names, 
language must contain a name for the sense of this name. This infinite 
pro life,·ation of verba l entiti es is know n as Frege'& paradox . ' But it is 
also Carroll 's paradox. It appea rs in rigorous form on the ot her side of 
th e looking-g lass, in the meeting of Alice and the Knight. The Knight 
announces the title of the song he is go ing to s ing: 

"The name of the song is called 'Haddock ·s f.Jes · •· - "Oh, that' s the name of 
the song, is it?" Alice said, trying to feel interested. - "No, you don't 
understand," the Knight said, looking a little vexed. "That 's what the name of 
the song is called. The name really is 'The A9ed A9ed Man.· " - "Thl'n I ought to 
have said 'That's what the song is called'?" Alice corrected herself. - " o vou 
oughtn't: that' s quite anotlw~ thing! The song is called Ways and .1/ean/ ·but 
that's only " ·hat it's called. you know!"-"We ll, what is the song then?" said 
Alice, who was by this time completely bewildered.-" ( was coming to that ," 
the Knight said. "The song really is 'A-si11i119 011 a Gaw'! . .. " 

This passage 2 distinguishes a series of nominal entiti es. It does not 
generate an infinite regn•ss but , prec isely in order to limit itself, pro­
ceeds according to a conventionally finite progression. We must there­
fore start at the end in orde r to resto re th e natura l regress. 1) Carro ll 
says: the song really is "A-sitting on a Gate." Th e song itself is a 
proposition, a name (n 1). "A-sitting on a Gate" is thi s name, the name 
which is the song and which appea rs as far back as the first stanza. 2) 

But it is not the name <:f the song. Being itself a name, the song is 
dl'signated by another name. The second name (n2) is "Ways and 
Means," which forms the th eme of the second, third , fourth, and fifth 
stanzas. "Ways and Means" is thu s the name which des ignates the song, 
or 11·ha1 the son[/ is called. 3) But the real name, Carroll adds, is "The Aged 
~ged Man ," who in fact appea rs in the entir e song. The denot ing na--me 
itself has a mC'aning which forms a ne\\" name (n l)- 4) Th is third name 
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in its turn , hO\H'Vl'r, must be dt'signat<>d by a fourth. Th at is to say, th<> 
meaning of n!, namely n 1• must bl· designated by n4 • Th e fourth name 
is ll'hac the name '!r chc sons IS called, namely, " Haddoc k's Eyes," which 

appl·ars in the sixth stanza. 
Ther e arc imk n l in Carro ll's classification four names: ther e is the 

name of wha t the song really is; th e nam e denoting thi s n-ality, which 
thu s deno tes the song or represent s wha t the song is calk·d; th l· sense 
of this naml', which fonns a ne\\" name or a new reality; and tlw name­
wh ich deno tes this reality, which thu s denotes the sc-nst' of the nam e of 

the song, or represen ts ·what the name of the song is called . At this 
point , seve ral remarks arc necessary. Hrst, Carro ll has volunta r ily lim­
ited himself, since he do es not take into account each parti cular stanza, 

and since his progressive pre sentatio n of the series permit s him to giH· 
himsel f an arbitra ry point of depar tur e: "Haddoc k's Eyes." But it goes 
with out saying that tlw sl·ries, taken in its regressive- sense. may be 
ex tended to infinit y in the alternation of a real name and a nam e which 
designat es this reality. It will be noted, howeve r , that Carroll's series is 
mu ch more compl ex than what we have just indicated. Hith erto, in 

fact , the gues t ion ,Nas only about a nam e which, in denotin g something, 
sends us o\'e r to anoth er name which denotes the previo us nam e's 
sense, and on to infinity. In Carroll' s classification, this precise situation 
is represen ted only by 11z and n4 : n4 is the name which denot es the 
sense of nz. But Carroll added tw o ot her names: a first nam e, because 

it tr eats the originally den oted thin g as being itself a name (the song); 
and a third name, because it tr eats th e st·nse of the denot ing name itself 

as a nam e, independ ently of th e name which is going to denote it in 
turn. Carro ll form s therefore th e regress with four nom inal entiti es 

which arc displaced ad infinitum. That is to say, he decomp oses eac h 
cou plet and freeLes it, in order to draw from it a sup pleme nt ary 
rn upk ·t . We shall see why. But we can lx- satisfied with a regress of 
two alternat ing terms: the name which denotes sonwthin g and th e.· 
name- which clt'notes the sense of this name. Thi s tw o- tcm1 1'1t-gress is 

the minim al conditi on of indefinit e pro liferat ion. 
This simplc-r l'xpress ion appears in a passage from Alice in which the 

Duchess is always discon· ring the moral or the morality which must be 
draw n from l'\'e rything-a t least from everyt hing on the co nditi on that 
it he a proposi tion. ror when Alice clof'S not speak, th <' Duchess is 
disarmed: "You're thinkin g about somet hing, m:· dea r, and that .make s 
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:·ou forge t to talk . I can't tell vou just what th<.· moral o f that is, but I 
shall remember in a bit. " But ;s soon as Alice does speak, the Dudwss 
is busy finding morals: 

"Th r game's going on rathl'r hcttl'r now," sht• (Alice) said, hy way of keeping 
up the conversation a littk•. - " Ti s so," said thl' Duchess: "and thl• moral of 
that i~, 'O h, ' tis love, 'tis love that 111akt"s tht• world go round !' " - "Somebody 

.,aid," Alice whispere d, "that it\ done hv evcrvhody minding their ow;1 . ; , 

husincss!" - "A h well! It means much the- same th ing,'' said th (' Duch('ss, ... 
'".rnd thl' moral of chat is, 'Takt · l",HT of the s<·nsl', and th(' sounds will take-can• 
of tht·msc-h-cs.' " 

In thi s passage, it is not a qu<'stion of assoc iat ion of ideas, from one 
sentence to another; rath er, tlw moral of each propositio n co nsists of 
ano ther propos ition which denotes the sense of the first. Makino sense 
the object of the new propo sition amount s to " taking care of the ~ense, " 
in such co nditi ons th at propositio ns proliferate and "the sound s take 
care of themselves." Th us, th e possibility of a profo und link betwe en 
the logic of sense and ethi cs, morals or morality, is co nfirm ed . 

/"he paradox c!f sterile dirision. or ,!f d,y reiteration. There is indee d a wav of 
arnid ing thi s infinite rcgr<>ss. It is to fix the propo sition, to imm obilize 
it, just long enough to extra ct from it its sense- the thin film at the 
limit of things and words . (Hence the doublin g up which we just 
olm-r ,·cd in Carroll's wo rk at each stage of the regress.) But is it the 
destiny o f sense that thi s dim ension be indispensable, or that we do not 
know what to do with it as soo n as we attain it? What have we clone, 
indcl'd, aside from d isengag ing a neut ralized doub le of the prop osition, 
a phantom, and a phanta sm with out thickness? Is it because the sense is 
~'xl_m·sscd by a ,·erb in the prop osition that til l' verb is exp ressed in its 
mfiniti\'c, participial , or interrogat i\'C fonn : God-to be; or thc- ht·ing­

blut· of_ ~he sky, o r is the sky blue? Sense brings about the suspe nsion ~f 
~'.o~h a_ffii·mation and negation. Is this the meaning of the propos itions 

l,o d 1s," " tlw sky is blue"? As an at tribut e-of sta tes of affairs, sense is 
<'Xtr a-bcing . It is not of being ; it is an aliquid which is approp riate to 
non-lwmg. As that which is exp ressed by the proposi tion, sense docs 
not (·xist I) t · h , I · · h · · · • , u Ill l res or su Js1sts 111 t c propos1t1on. One of the most 
n·m~rkabi<- points of Stoic logic is the st<'rility of scnsc-ewnt : only 
hod1('s act ancl ·L1t·1· • t ti · I · · I · I h · • s ct , no 1(' 111co rport·a (•nt1tws, ,, . 11c 1 an' I' l' mere 
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result s of actioni. and pa:,,sions. This paradox may be called th<· Stoid' 
paradox. All the way down to I lusserl, there resounds th e ckd aration 
of a splendid stl'ri lity of the <·xprt·ssed, comi ng to confirm tlw status of 
the nocma: "Thl' stratum of expressio n - and this constitutc-s its pcnt ­
liarity- apart from tlw fact that it lends expression to all ot hc-r inten ­
tionalitie s, is not prod ucth ·c. Or if one prefe rs: its produ ctivit~·• its 
nocmatic sc-n ict•, c-xhausts itself in expressin9." J 

Extracted from the propo sition , senst· is independ ent of it, sine<' it 
suspmds its affirmation and negation, and is nt·vcrthel css on ly its 
c, ·a1wscent doub le: Carro ll's smile \\'ithout the cat or Aamc "ithout a 
candle-. The two paradoxes, that of infinite regress and that of sterile 
di,·ision, form th e two term s o f an alternat ive: one or the other. If th e 
first forces us to combine the greatest po\\'e r wit h the greatest impo­
tence, the second imp oses upon us a similar task, which we must later 
on fulfill: th e task is to combine the sterilit y of sense in relat ion to the 
prop osit ion from \\'hich it \\'as extra cted with its po\\'er of genesis in 
relatio n to the dimen sions of the propo sition. In any case, it seems that 
Carro ll had been acutely awa re of the fact that the two paradoxes form 
an alternative. In Alice, the characters have only two possible means of 
dr ying th emselves after falling into the pool of tears: either to listen to 
the Mouse's sto ry, th e "dryest" story one could be acquainted with, 
since it isolates the sense of a propositio n in a ghostly " it"; or to be 
launched into a Caucus Race, runnin g aro und from one propositio n to 
anot her, stoppi ng when one wishes, without \.vinners or losers, in th e 
circu it of infinite proliferation. At any rate, dryness is what shall later 
on be named impenetrabilit y. And the t\\'O parad oxes repr esent th e 
essential forn1s of stutte ring, the choreic or clonic form of a convulsive 
circular pro liferation, and the tctanic or tonic form of a fitful immobi li­
zation . As is said in '"Poeta Fit, non Nascitur, ·• spasm or whiz - thes e arc 
the two rules of the poem . 

The paradox ,![ neu1ral11y, or c!f essence's third estate. The second ~ aradox 
m·n·ss ariJy catapu lts us into a th ird. for if sense as the double of th e 
proposition is indifferen t to affirmation and negation, if it is no mon.· 
passive than active, then no mode of the proposition is able to affect it. 
Senst· is strictly th e same for propos itions which are opposed from the: 
point of d ew of qualit y, quan t ity, relation, or modalit y. for all of these 
points of view affect denotati on and th e di\'erse aspects of its actl!a liza-
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tion or fulfillment in a stall• of alTairs. Hut thc·y do not affect l'ither 
sm se or express ion. Let us take fir~t quality, aflirmat ion and negatio n: 
"God is" and "God is not" must han · the sanw sense, hy ,·irtu c of the 
autonomy of sense in relation to tlw existen ce of th e denotatum. This 
was, in fac:t , in th e fourte enth ce ntur y, the fantastic paradox of icolas 
d'Autrc cou rt, the object of reprobation: contradictoria ad im1icem ,dem 
s19n!ficant. -1 

Let us take quantit y: all ml·n arc whit e, no man is white, some men 
arc not white .. . ; or relation: sense mu st be the saml' in th e case of 
in\'ersc relat ions, since the rdation wit h regard to sense is always 
l'Stablishc·d in bot h direct ions at once, insofar as it causes all the 
paradoxe s of becoming-mad to appear yet again. Sense is always a 
double sense and excl udes the possibility that there may be a "good 
sense" in the relat ion . E\'ents arc never causes of one anoth er , but 

rath er enter the relations of quas i-ca usality, an unreal and ghostly 
causality, end lessly reappearing in the t\\'O senses. It is neither at the 
same time, nor in relat ion to the same thing, that I am younge r and 
older , but it is at the same time and by the same relation that I become 
so. Hence the innum erable example s dott ing Carroll' s wo rk, where one 
finds that "cats cat bats" and "bats cat cats," " I say \\'hat I mean" and 
" I mean what I say," " I like what I get" and " I get what I like," and " I 
breath e when I sleep" an<l " I sleep when I breathe," have one and the 
same sense. This include s the final example of Syli-ie and Bruno, in wh ich 
the red jewel car rying th e prop osition "All will love Sylvie" and the 
hluc jc\\'cl carry ing th e propo sition "Sylvie will love all" are two sides 
of one and the same jewel, so that one can never be preferred except to 

itscJ(. follow ing th e law of becoming (to choose a thing from itself). 
Let us finally examine modality: how would the possibility, the 

rl·ality, or the necess ity of the denoted object affect sense? The C\'ent, 
for its part , must have one and the same modality, in bo th futur e and 
past, in line with which it divides its prese nce ad infinitum . If the c,·ent 
i:. possib le in th e futu re and real in the past, it is necessary that it be 
hot h at once, s ince it is divided in them at the same timL'. Is this to say 
tha t it is necessary? One is here reminded of tlw paradox of contingent 

futures and its importan ce in Sto ic thought . Th e h)·pot hesis of necessity, 
however, n·s ts on the applicatio n of the prin ciple of contra dic tion to 
tlw proposition which announces a futur e. In th is perspective, th e Stoics 
I\ l' nt to a~tonishing length:. in order to escape necessity an<l to affirm 
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tlw "fated" ,dthout atl1m1ing th e neccssary. s We mu st rather l<·a,·l· this 

Pl' rspt·ctin·, l' ' en if it nw~ns _rediscover ing t_lw_ Stoic th esis from _anoth~ r 
point or vie·" . For the pn .nnpk of contrad1ct1on conce rns the 1mposs1-
bilit v or the realizatio n o f denotati on and, also, the minim al conditi on 
o f ~ignitication. But perhap s it dm·s not concern sense: ncitlwr po~~ihk, 
nor ;-eal, nor nl'cessary, yet fate<l .... The cw nt subsists in the prop o­
~ition \\'hich l'xp rcssc-s it and also happ ens to things at thl' surfan· and 
ou t~idc of hl'ing; thi~ is, as W<' shall see, the " fated ." It bchoon ·s 
tlwr efore the event to be cite<l by the prop osition as futur t', but it 
lwhooH·s thl· proposition no less to cite the· C\'Cnt as past . Om· of 
Carroll's general tt·chniques consists of pn ·scnting the t'\'l'nt lll'I Ce. 

precisely bt•causc e,-erything occu rs by way of, and within , language. It 
is presentt·d once in th e prop osition in which it subsists, and again in 
th e state of affairs where it crops up at the surface. It is pn.•sented onn· 
in the vcrSl.' of a song which relates it to the proposi tion, and again in 
th e surface t·IT<·ct which rd atcs it to beings, to things, and statt'S of 
affairs. (Thu s the battl e between Twcecll<·dum and Tweed ledee, or that 
lwtween the lion and the unicorn . The samt• occurs in Sy/.-ie and Bruno. 

whe re Carroll asks th t' reader to guc·ss whether he composc·d the ,·erses 
of the ga rdcn<'r 's song in accordance with th<' e\'cnts, or the events in 
accordan ce with th e verses.) But is it necessary to relate tlw event tll'ice. 

since bo th an· always ar the same time. sinn· thcv arc t\\ O simult aneous 
faces of one and (he same surfan-, whost· in~ide and outside, their 
"insisten ce" and "ex tra - lw ing," past and futur l', are in an always re,·crs­

ihle continuit y? 
How cou ld we summ arize t lmw paradoxl'S of neutr ality, all of which 

displa)· smsc as unaflt·ctcd by the modes of the proposition? Th e 
philosoplwr Avicenna distinguished thr ee stall's of ess<·nce: univer sal in 
relation to the intdll' ct which think s it in gc1w ral; and singu lar in 
rdati on to the particu lar things in " hich it is <'tnbodicd. But neither of 
thl'Sl' two states is ('SM'nce itself. An animal is nothin g ot ht'r tha, • an 
animal ("animal non esr nis, animal tanrum ' ') ht·ing indifferent to the 
universal and to tlw singular, to the particu lar and to tlw general.6 Th<· 
first stat<· of c·sst•nn· b essence as signified hy the proposition, in tht· 
orde r of tlw cone<'pt and of conn• ptual implications. Tlw second statt ' 
of cssc1Kt' is <"sscncc as desig natt·d hy tlw prop osition in tlw particular 
thing s in which it is involwd. But the thir d statt' of c·s~<·nce is cssc·nn• 
as s~nst', t'M,t'lllT a~ t·xpn•sscd -a lwa)'S in this cli:·m•~s (ammo/ 1anru~1) 

.rnd this splendid sterility or ncutra lit)·· It i~ indiffr rent to the unin •rsal 
,111cl to the singular, to the gt•ncral and to the parli cufar , to the per sonal 
and to th e co llCTt'ive; it is also incliffl'rrnt lo affinnati on and negation, 
l'tl". In short , it is indilli:n:nt to all opposite·~. This is so lx·cause all of 
tlwsc opposites arc but modl' s of tlw propo sition con~ider c·d in it!'. 
n·lations of ck-notation and sig nific,11 ion, and not the tr aits o f tlw st·nsc· 
"hi ch it exprt·sscs. ls it, then, thl' ~tat us of tlw pun · c·, ·t•nt , or of thl• 
/urum which accompanit·s it, to surmount all the oppo~itions in th is 
"a~ ·? Neith t'r pr i\'atc nor public, ndther rn lk·ctht · nor incli\'idual ... , 
it is more tc' rr iblc and po\\'crful in this neutr ality, to till' 1.·xtent that it 

i, .111 o f thl'sc things at once? 

I he paradox c!f the absurd. or c!f the 1mpo~ible ob1ec11. f rom this parad ox is 
de ri\'ed yet anoth er : tht· propo sitions \\'hk h desiunat<· contradictory 
objec ts themselves han· a sense. Thl'ir ~enotatio n,J ho" ·c·,·<·r, cannot at 
all be fulfilled; nor do tht·:· han· a ~ignification, which " mild dcfinl' thl' 
t;-pc of possibility for such a fulfillrnm t. T l1C'y arc \\'ithout signification, 
that is, they are absurd. NeH·rthdes s, thcv have a senst·, and the two 
notions of ·absurdit y and nonscru.c mu st ;1ot be confusc·d. lmpossiblt· 
ohjcc ts-s quan · circlt•~, mattc·r "ith out ex tension, perpe11111m mob,le. 

mountain wit hout valley, ctc.- arc objects "wit hout a home, " outside 
of lwing, but they ha\'t' a prcciSl.' and distinct position wit hin this 
ou t~ide: thc·y arc of "ex tra b<'ing"- pure, iclc•ation al t•,·c·nts, unable to 
l)(' realized in a state· of affairs. We• arc ob liged to call this parad ox 
"Meinong's parad ox," for Meinong knew how to draw from it th e most 
lwaut iful and brilliant dft· cts. If " c clbtinguish two sort s of beings, the 
hl·ing of th e real as tht · matt er of deno tatio ns and tlw being of the 
possib le as the form of significations, we must yet add this l'Xtra-bl'ing 
"hi ch dcf-int·s a minimum common to the real, the possible and the 

m1po,,1hle. fo r the principle of contradi ction i~ applied to tht' po:,:,ihle 
,111d to the rea l, but nor to the impo:,:,ible: impossible <'ntitil'~ are "cxlra ­
l'Xi!'.trn ts," reduced to this minimum. and insisting as such in tlw 

propos ition . 



Sixth Series on 

Seri a I iza tion 

The parad ox of indefinite regn·ss is the one from whic h all th e ot her 
parad oxes arc derived. Now, regn.·ss has, nccessaril)', a serial form : each 
denoting name has a sense which must be denoted bv anoth er name: 

n ,- n2 - n3 - n4 ..• If we consider only the succcss i~n of names, the 
series brings about a synth esis of the homogeneous, whcreby eac:h name 
is dist inguished from the one preceding it only b)' its rank, degree, or 
type. In fact, in compliance with the theor y of "types," each name 
denoting the sense of the one pr eceding it is superior in degree· to that 
name and to th at which it denotes. But if, instead of considering the 

simple success ion of names, we consid(•r that ""hich alternates in this 
succession, we see that each name is taken first in the d<·nota tion which 
it brings about, and then in the sense which it cxprcssl'S, because it is 
this sense which serves as th e denotollon of the ot her name-. Tlw 
ach-antage of Carroll's procedure lies prec isely in making apparent this 
differenn · in nature. Th is time Wl' arc confronted with a synth esis of 
the heterogeneous; the seriol fo rm 1s necessaritr realized in the simultaneity ef 
cit least 111·0 series. En ·ry uni9u e series, whose homogeneous terms an · 
clistinguisl,cd onl~, according to type or degree, necessarily subsumes 
unde r it two hl·terogeneo us ser il·s, each one of whic h is constitu ted hv 
terms of the same type or dcgn·c·, although thesl' tt'rms differ in .natur ~· 

from those of th e other St'ries (thl' \' can of course d iffer also in degr ee). 
Th(' s<"rial form is thus essen tiallv r~ulti -!>l"rial. This is indeed tht· c:sc in 
math ema tics, where a series c<:nstru cted in th e vicinity of a point is 
~ignilicant only in relation to another s(·ries, constructed around another 
point, and converging with, or cli,·erging from, the first . Alice is the 
:-tor~· of an ora l re9ress, but " rt·gress" must Ix· und erstood first in a 
logical s(·nse, as the synth esis of names. Th e homogt'neous form of this 
~ynthe sis subsumes umkr it t\\ O heterogeneous series of oralit y: to 
l'allto speak, consumable thing: (·xprcssible senses. The- scriaJ form itself 
tlwreforl ' refers us to the al; eady dc•scribed paradoxes of dualit y and 
forces us to addr ess them again from this new point of ,·iew. 

These two hct erogen(·ous scrk-s can, in fact, be determin ed in \'arious 
wa)·s. We can consider a series of events and a ser ies of thin gs in which 
thcsC' C\'ents arc or arc not realized; or we can consider a series of 

denoting propo sitions and a series of denot ed things; or a series of verbs 
and a series of adjectives and substanti\' es; or a series of ('xpressions and 
~l·nses and a series of denotations and denotara. Th ese \'ariations arc 
unimp ortant , since th ey rcpre srnt solely degre es of freedom in the 
organizatio n of heterogeneous series. Th e same dualitv we have seen 
Ol~Urs outside, bctween C\'Cnts and states of affairs; ac ch; ~uiface. bctwce ~ 

propositio ns and denoted objects; and /nside the prop osition betwe en 
l'xprcssions and denotations. What is mor e important is that we can 

constru ct the two series under an apparentl y homogeneo us form: in 
this case, we can consider two series of thing s or state s of affairs two 
Sl"ries of event s, two series of propositions " or denotations, and

1 

two 
seri(·s of senses or expre ssions. Is this to say that the constitution of 
))Cries is surr cndcn•d to the arbitrarv ? 

The law governing two simult a~cous series is that th ey arc never 
l'9ua l. One represents the si9nffier, the other the s19n!fied. But thanks to 
our t(·rn,in ology, the se t\\ 0 terms ac9ui rc a parti cular meaning . We call 
"s ignifier" any sign which prc smts in itsdf an aspect of sen:C.; we• call 
'\ignifi<·d, " on the contrar y, that which sen ·es as the co rrclati \'C' to this 
a:-,pl'Cl of sm se, that is, that which is defined in a dualit y rclati\'C to thi s 
aspl·ct. What is signified therefore is nc·,·l·r sense itscl( In a rest rained 

~\' 11S\', ~ignificd is th e conce pt ; in an t·xtended sense, signified is anv 
thing "'hi ch may be defined on th e basis o f the distinction that a certai;, 
a~pect of ~m sc· establis hes with this thing. Thu s, the signifier is prim arily 
the e,·l·nt a!\ tlw ideal logical att ribute of a state of affairs, and th e 
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si iificd is thl· state of affairs together with its qua lities and real 
n~tions. Th e signifier is also the entire proposition, insofar as it 
indudcs dimensio ns of denota tion, manifestation , and signif-icat ion in 
the st rict Sl'nse. And the signified is tlw indep endent term "hi ch 
co rrc~ponds to th ese dim ensions, that is, the concept, and also the 
dl'notcd thing or manifested subject. Hnally, the signifier is the sole 
dinw nsion of expr ession, which in fact has the privilege of not hcing 
rd,1tiw to an indq lC·nd cnt term , since sense as expresscd docs not t'Xist 
outsidl· of the exprt 'Ssion; and th l' signihed , in thi s case, is the denota­
tion, the manifesta tion, or even th e signification in the stri ct sens('. In 

ot her words, the signihed is the pr opos ition insofar as sense, o r that 
\\'hich is c·xpres sed, is distingui shed from it. Howeve r , when we cxtl·nd 

the serial method-i n order to consider t\\'O series of cw nt s, tw o 
series of thin gs, tw o sc-ries of propositions, or two series of ex pressions 
- homoge neity is only apparent: it is al·ways the case that one series 
has th t· role of the signifier, and the oth er the role of the s ignified , even 
if these ro les are interchanged as \\"l' change points of view . 

Jacg u(•s Lacan has brought to light the existence of tw o series in one 
of Edgar Allan Poe's stori es. fir st sl'ries: the king who does not sec the 
compromi sing letter rece ived by his wife; th e qu een \\'ho is relieved to 
have hidde n it so clever ly by kaving it out in the open; th e mini ster 
who sces everything and takcs possession of th e lett er. Second series: 
the polict' who hnd not hing at the minister's hotel ; the minister who 
thoug ht of leaving the lett er in thC' open in order bet ter to hide' it; 
Dupin who sees c,·erything and takl's back possession of the lett cr.1 It 
is obvious that differences betwe en scrit·s may be more or less great ­

wry grea t with certain auth ors, or ,·cry small \\'ith tho se ot hers \\'ho 
introdu ce on lv infinitesimal, and vet eguallv (·fficac-ious, variations. It is , , , 
also olwious that series relat ions- that which relates the sign if)1ing 
series to the signified and th e signified to the signifying- may be 
assured in the s implest fashion by th e co ntinuation of a story, the 
resemblan ce of situati ons, or the identit y of tht· characte rs. But nothing 
in all th is is essmtial. On the contrar y, the essent ial appea rs when small 
or great dilTerenc(·s predo minat( ' over resemblances and lx·co mt· pri­
mary; in ot her word s, when two c1uitc distinct storie s arc dcn· loped 
simultan eously, or when the characte rs have a vacillating and ill-de ter ­
mined identity . , 

It is easy to cite various auth ors, who have kno\\' n how to c-rcatl' 
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sl·rial techniques of an exe mplary formalism . Joyce, for exa mple, se­
cured the relation betw een the sivnifving series "B loo m" and the 

b . \.. 

sivnificcl series " Ulysses " thank s to multiple forms which includ ed an 
a1~·lwolo,~y of narrativ e ' mode s a svstem of co rrespond enu: bct'vveen t,.., , ., 

numbers, a prodigious l'mplo )·nw nt of ('Soteric words, a method of 
gul'st ion and answer and the establishme nt of cu1i-ents of thou ght or 
multiple train s of thou ght (Ca rroll's dou ble thinkin g?). Raymond Rous­
sl'I hascd th e communi cation of SlTies on a phoncma tic relat ion ( '·Jes 

hanclcs du vieux pi/lard." "/es hancles du l'ieux bi/lard''= b/ p), and filled up 
the di fft'rence with a man ·dous sto ry in which the signifying ser ies p 
links up with the signified series b: the enigmatic natu re of th e story is 
l'm phasized in thi s ge neral pro ced ure, to the extent that the signified 
series ma~• remain hidden. z Robbe-Grill et establi shed his series of de­

scription s of stat es of affairs and rigorous designations with small 
differe nces. He did it by having them revo lve around theme s which, 
although lixed, are neverth eless suit ed to almost imperceptible mod ifi­
cation and disp lacement in eac h series. Pierre Klossows ki relies on the 
proper name " Robert e," certain ly not in ord er to de signate a chara cter 
and manifest its ide ntit y, but on the co ntr ary, in order to expr ess a 
"prima ry intensity," to distribut e difference and to obtain the doub ling 
up o f two series: the first, signifying, which refers to "th e husband 
being unable to imagine his wife otherwise than as surpri sing herself as 
she would allow herself to be surpri sed "; the seco nd , signified, which 
rdc.'rs to the wife "rushin g into initiat ives which oug ht to convin ce her 
of lwr freedom, when these initiative s confirm onlv the vision of her 
spous('." J W itold Gombrowi c:1: established a s ignifyi~g series of hanged 
anima ls (what do the y signify?), and a signified ser ies of feminine mouth s 
(what is signifying them?); each series develops a system of signs, 
sonwtim('s by excess, sometimes bv default , and communi cates with - ; 

anotlwr by means of stran ge interfering objt·cts and by means of th e 
esote ric \\'Ords pronounc ed by Lcon. 4 

Th ree characte ristics, therefore, pem1it the specification of the rela­
tion and distrihutio n of series in ge neral. hr st, the terms of each series 
,\n• in p('rpt' tual rd ative displacement in relat ion to tho se of the other 
( thus, for (·xampl c, th(' position occupied by th e mini ster in Poe's two 
~lTies ). Th(' rt' is an essentia l lack of co rrespondence. Thi s shift or 
di~placmw nt is not a disguise covering up or hiding thc rcsemblan ct's 
of ~erit·s through th e intr oduc-tion of secon dar v rnr iations in th <.'m. Th is 

~ . 
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rd atin' displacc nwnt i~, on th l' n >11trary, th(• primar y variat ion ,, ithout 
l\'hich ncitlwr scril' s l\'ould open up ont o the oth er. With out it, the 
:wries \\'ould not constitute thc·rnsdv es throug h this doublin g up , nor 
l\'ou ld th e~· refer to one another throu gh thi!-. variati on alone. T lwrc is 
th us a douhk· sliding of one SC'ries o,·er or und er th l· other , ,, hich 

rn nstitul l'l- both , in a perpetual dise9uilihrium vis-a-vis each ot her. 
Sern n<l, this <lise9uilih rium must itsdf be-oriented: one of t lw t\\'0 series 
- th e mw dct em1ined as signifying, to be precise, pr esl'nts an l'xn-ss 
ovl·r tlw other. for there is always a blurred excess of signifier. Hnally, 
,,.l. reach the most important point , a ,·cry ~pccial and parado xical case, 
\\'hich ensure s the relati ve displace ment of the two seric·s, the-l'Xn'ss of 
the on<.' o,·er the other, with out being redu cible to any of the te rms of 
the s<·ries or to any rdation bctl\' een th cst' terms. Th e le11er in Lacan 's 
comm <'ntar y on Edgar Allan Pot·'s story, for example, is one such case. 
Another exa mp le is g iH·n by Lacan in his comm entary on the rr eudi an 
ca.w stud y of the Wo lf Man in l\'hich the ex istence o f series in the 
unconscious is mad e evident. Herc Lacan dcs(-ribes the signified pat<·rn al 
st·ries and th e signifying filial sl'ri(·s, an<l shows in both th e parti cular 
role of a special element : the deht. s In Finne9ans Wake, once again a ll'tt er 
causes an ('ntir e world of series to communi cate in a chaos-cos mo~. In 
KobbC'-(;rill et 's writing, the series of tlC'signat ions, the more rigoro us or 

rigo rously desc ripti ve th ey beco me', the mort· the)' co m-crge on the 
expn 'ssion of indctcrmin ed or on ·rdc-t<'rmin ed objt·cts suc h as the 
eraser, the fine cord , or th e insc·ct bite. According to Klossowski, the 
name " Robert c" c-xprl ·sses an "int ensity," that is, a difft·rcncc of int en­
s ity, before designating or manifesting any person. 

W hat arc the characterist ics o f this paradoxical rntit y? It circu lates 
without end in both series and, for this reaso n, assures their co mmu ­

nicati on. It is a tw o-s ided entit y, e9ua lly pn ·scnt in the signifying and 
th<· signified seri es. It is the mir ror . Thu s, it is at once \\'Ord and thing, 
name and object, sc·ns1.· and denotatum, cx prc-ssion and designation, etc 
It guarant t·cs, thc·n ·forl', thc conver gence of the tw o s(·rics which it 
tr a\'erscs, but pn ·cisely on th<' conditi on that it mah ·s them endle ssly 
din· rgc. It has the: prop er t)· of being ah, ays d isplaced in relation to 
itsel f. If th e terms of each series an · rclati n· ly displaced , 111 relation to one 

another, it is primaril y because they have in themselves an absolute pla<.:c; 
hu t th is abso'l\ite place is alway!-. d(·termin cd by the terms' distan ce from 
th i~ d t·m(•nt which i!, alwa)'S displaced, in th(· tl\' 0 !ool'ri<'s, m rela11~n to 
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1hc!{ W<' must say th at the paradoxica l l' ntit y is nc,·cr where l\'C loo k 
for it , and corwerscly that we ne\'e r find it ,, ht·rc it is. As Lacan savs, 11 

/;11/.1 to ohscn·e its place (elle manquc a sa place). 6 It also fails to obscn '.e its 
own identi ty, resemb lance, c9u ilibrium, and origin. We \\'ill not sav, 
tlwrcforl', of the tw o series it animat es. that th e one is o riginary a~d 
th t· other derived , though thcv cc rtainh· may be originarv or derived in 
relation to one another . The / can also , be s~rcccssivc in ;elat ion to on e 

another. But they arc stri ctl; simult aneou s in relation to th e ent ity b)· 
mt·ar1s of which they co mmun icate. They arc simultan1.•ous without C\'er 
hcing c9ual , since the entit y has two sides, one of which is all\'ays 
absent from th~ ot her. It behoon•s it, the refore, to be in excess in the 
one series which it const itut es as sign i~·ing, and lacking in the other 
,, hich it con st itutes as sign ified: split apart, inco mplete by natur e or in 
rdat ion to itself. Its excess always refers to its own lack, and conversely, 
its lack always refers to its excess. But e\'en these determination s arc 
!,till rclati\' C. For that which is in <'xccss in one case is nothing bu t an 
extr emely mobile emp')' place; and that which is lacking in anoth er case 
is a rapid ly mov ing object, an occupant without a place, always supernu ­
me rary and displaced. 

. In fact, there is no stran ger clement than this double- headed thing 
,,·1th two unc9u al or uneven " halves." As in a game, we part icipate in 
the combi nat ion of the empt y place and the perpetual displacement of 
a piece. Or rath er, it is as in the Sheep's shop, \\'here Alice discovers 

the complementarit y of "th e empt y shelf" and of the " bright thin g 
always in the shelf next above," that is, of th e place wit hout an 
oc:cu pant and of the occ upant wit hout a place. 'T he most provokin g of 
all" (odd est : the most incomplete, the most disjoined) was that " whcn­
t'\'t•r Alice looked hard at any shelf , to mak e out exactly what it had on 
it, that particular she![ was always q1111e empty, though the ot hers round it 
\H•rc crowd ed as full as they cou ld hold. " How things disappear here, 
~a~·s she finally in a plain t i\'e ton e, after having spent about a minute in 

a \'ain pur suit of a " large bright thing that loo ked sometimes like a doll 
and somctim (·s like a work -box, and ll'as alll'ays in the shejf next abo,·c the 

one }he 11·as lookm9 at . .. I'll follow it up to the \'Cry top shelf of all. It 'll 
!~U✓.,dc it to go throu gh the ce iling, I expect !" But e,·en thi s plan failed: 

tl~c thin,q ,, ·t·nt thro ugh the ce iling as quietly as possible, as if it were 
c1u1tc used to it ." 
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Sevent h Ser ies of 

Esote ric Wo rd s 

L ewis Carroll explored and established a serial meth od in literature. 
W e find in his work se,·eral method s for developing series. We fi nd fi rs1 

111'0 series ?[ ernnrs ll'ilh sli9hr inrem al djfferences bein9 regulared by a srran9e 
object. In Syfrie and Bruno, for exampl e, the accident of a young cyclist is 
displaced from one series to the other (chapt er 23). Und oubt edl~•• the st' 
two series arc successive in relation to each other , )'ct simult aneous in 
relati on to the stran ge object - in thi s case, an c-ight -hand ed watch 
with re\'ersing pin which never follows time. On the contr ary, tim e 
follo"' s it. It makes events return in tw o ways, cithc-r in a becoming­
mad wh ich re\'erses their sequential order , or wit h slight \'ariations 
acco rdin g to the Stoic fatum. Th e voung cyclist, \\'ho falls on ·r a box in 
tlw first ;e ric•s of e ,·cnt s, now pro : ce<ls uni njured. Hut wlwn the hand s 
of th t· watch return to their or iginal position , the cyclist lies once again 
\\'Ound ed on the \\'agon which takes him to th e hospital. It is as if the 
\\'atch knew how t~ conjure up the acc ident , that is, thC' temp oral 
occ u1-rcm·(· of the e\'ent , hut not the E\'cnt itself, the result , the wound 
as an ct<'rnal , ruth . . .. The same thing again happen s in th e seco nd 

par t of .~r/rie and Bruno (chapter 2). We find in . it a ~cenc which 
reprodu ces, albeit with slight differences, a sccne of the first part (the 
\'ariahk- position of th1..· old man which is detcm1ine<l by the "p~irsc." 

The lat ter is a strange object, displ,1n·d in relation to itself, sint·(· dw 
heroin e is forced to run with a foir\''s S\\'iftness in orde r to return it to 
him). -

Sl'C<md, we fin<l also in Carro ll\ \\'Ork rwo senes <!/' e1·enrs wi1h 9rea1 

1nremol and accelerared d!fferenccI hem.'/ ri:,qulated ~1• proposirions. or ar lease ~1· 

sound~ and onomaropoew;;. This is the law of the mirror as Carroll descr ibes 
it: " . .. what cou ld bl' st·(·n from the· old roo m \\'as qui te unin te resting, 
hut ... all the rest was as different as possible." The clream-realitv 
s(·rics of Sylvie and Bruno are rn nstru ctcd in acco rdance with thi s law ;f 
di\(· rgencc , with th e split t ing of characters from one series to another 
and their fur ther splittin g in l'ach om· of th em. In the preface to th e 
st·cond part , Carro ll pr esents a dctailcd table of s1a1es, ho th hum an and 
foiry, which guarant ees the correspondence of th e tw o series in each 
passage o f the book. Thc transitions from onc scrics to another, and the 
rn mmuni cation betw een series, arc generally secured throu gh a propo­
sition which begins in one scrit·s and ends in another, or throu gh 
ono mat opoe ia, that is, a sound which part akcs of both. (W c do not 
unde rstand why the best of Carroll's commentator s, above all th c 

French, have so many rcscr\' ations and trifling criticisms wit h respect 
to Sylrie and Bruno. a masterpiece \\'hich, in co mparison with Alice and 
/11rou9h rhe looki119-Glass. displays a set of entirel y new tec hniqu es.) 

Third, we.find lll' O series ?f propositions (or rath er, on e series of prop osi­
tions and one series of "c on sumpti ons," or one serics of pur e cxp res­
siom and one series of denotations). Th ese series are characterized by 
.<fri:01 d1spariry. and are re,qulated by means ef an esorcric ll'ord. W e mu st first , 
hmw ,·cr, acknowl edge that Carr oll's esoteric words belong to very 
differen t typc·s. Onc-type is formed by contra cting the syllabic element s 
of 01w pr oposition, or of many pro positions which folhw om' another . 
l·or l'xamp le, in Sy/l'ie and Bruno (chapter 1 ), ·y reince" tak(·s the place of 
"four royal Hi9hness. •· Thi s co ntr action aims at th e ext raction of th e 

gloha l senst· o f th e cntir c-prop osition in orclC'r to name it with a single 
~~·llahle- or an "Unpr onoun ceab le Monosvllahlt-," as Carroll savs. We 
kno \\' o f diffcn· nt proce dur es in Rabelais ~nd Swift: for c-xam plc, th e 
\yllab ic elongation with an ove rload of consonants; or the simple dcvo ­
t·alizat ion, \\'here• onl)' consonants are prcsern·d (as if th ey \\ ' C IT suit c-d 
to l'xp rt·ss tlw s(·nst· and as if voll'd s \\ ' ( T (· merc·lv d cmcnts o f dcnota­
tion).1 In any case, esoter ic words o f thi s first t)'l~C' fom, a co nnection, 
a ~rnthcsis of Slll'<'\'ss ion wh k h lwa rs upon a single series. 



The esoteric words which art· charac:tt'ristic of Carro ll, ho" ever, 
belong to anoth er type. They lwlong to a synthesis of rnexist(· ncc 

\. intended to guaran tee the conjunctio n of two series of hetero geneo us 
propositions, or of dimensions of propositions. (This of course amounts 
to the same thing, since it is always possible to constru ct the proposi­
tions of one series by mdking them embody a particu lar dimen~ion. ) 
We have seen that the best exampk of this was the word "Sna rk": it 
circulates throu gho ut the t\\'o series of alimentar y and scmiologica l 
orality, or thr oughout the two dimensions of the proposition - the 
denota tive and the expr cssi,·c. Syfrie and Bruno offers other cxamplt·s as 
well: the Phlizz, a fruit without taste, or the Azzigoom Pudding. This 
variety of names can easily be explained: not one of them is the word 
which circu lates; rathe r, thev arc names which dmotc this \\'Ord ("w hat 
the \\'Ord is called "). The ; ircu lating word is of a different natur c: in 
principle, it is the empt y square, the empty shelf, the blank word (Lew is 
Carro ll occas ionally advised timid pcoplt· to lea\'C' certain word s blank 
in the ir lett ers). This wo rd therefore is "ca lled" by names which 
indicate evanescences and displacem ents: the Snark is invisible, and th e 
Phlizz is almost an onomat opoeia for something \'anishing. O r again, the 
word is called by names which arc quite indet erminat e: aliquid, it, that, 

thing, gadge t , or "w hachamacallit." (See, for example, the it in th e 
Mouse's sto ry or the rhin9 in the Sheep's shop.) Hnally, the word has no 
name at all; it is rath er named by the entir e n·frain of a song, which 
circulate s throug hout the stanzas and causes them to communicate. Or, 
as it is the case with the Gardener's song, the word is named by the 
conclusion of each stanza which brings about thl• communi catio n be­
twee n premises of two different genres. 

Fourth, we .find 9rea1ly ram!fted series bcin9 re911/a1ed by portmameau 11-ords 
and commuted !f necessary 1hrou9h esoteric ll'ords ,![ 1hc prel'ious kind. In fact, 
these portm anteau words are th emselves esoter ic words of a new kind. 

Tht·y are defined by their functio n of cont racting seYeral words and of 
em ·doping several senses ("fr umious" =fuming+ furiou s). The prob­
l~·m, howcvc ,~ is to know when portmantc ·au wo rds bccomt' necessary; 
for one can always find portmantc·au words, and, gi\'en good will or 
arbitrarirwss, almost all C'soteric words may be thu s interpreted. Rut, in 
fact, tht· portmantt·au word is grou nded or fonn cd only if it co incides 
,, ith a particu lar function of an esoteric word whic h it supposed!) ' 
denotes. For exam ple, an eso teric: word wit h tht• simple functi<)n of 
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co~traction wit hin a single seril'/> (r' re111ce) is not a portmanteau word. 
A furt her exam ple may be found in the famous " Jabberwoc ky," whe re 
a g rt·at _number of wo rds sketch out a fantastic zoology but do not 
ncce~sanly form portmanteau words: thu~. for example, " to\'es" (badg­
t·rs-lrzards-co rkscrcws), "borogon·s" (birds-buoys), "rat hs" (gree n pigs) 
and the ,·crb "ou tgribc" (bcllo,, ing-whistling-sncezi ng). z In one final 
example, we mu st point out that an esote ric word subsumin g two 
het erogeneous ser ies is not m.·ccssar il)' a portma nteau word. We ha\'e 
just seen th at this dual function o f' subsumption was adequately fulfilled 
by words like " Phlizz," " th ing," and " it." 

e,·erthd ess, portmantt·au " words may appear even on these le\'els. 

'.'Snar~" is a portmanteau word which designates a fantast ic or com pos­
ite anrmal, shark + snake. But it is a secondary or accessory portman­
teau word, since its conte nt (1eneur) docs not coincide as such with its 
fur~ction as an esote ric word. By its content, it r<'fcrs to a composi te 
arnmal , \\'hereas, by its function, it connotes two heteroge neous ser ies, 
only one of wh ich is abou t an animal, albeit composite; the oth er is 
about an incorpo real sense. It is not tht' rcforc in its "po rtmanteau" 
~spect that the word fulfills its function. On th e ot her hand, Jabberwock 
1s undoubtcd ly a fantast ic animal; but it is also a portmanteau word, 
whose content , this time, coincicles \\'ith its funct ion. In fact, Car roll 
~uggests that it is fom1ccl from "\\'oce r" or "woco r," which means 
ofT.~pring or fruit, and "jab ber," which expresses a voluble, anima ted, or 
chattering discussion. It is thus as a portmanteau wo rd that "Jabbc r­
,,oc k" connotes two seril'S ana logous to those of "Snark." It con notes 

a Sl'rics of the anima l or vcgetab ll' pro,·enance of eclible and denotable 
objec ts and a series of \'Crbal proliferation of expressible senses. It is of 
course the case that these two sc-rics may be connoted otherwise, and 
that the port manteau word docs not find in th em the foundation of its 
llt'c<·ssity. The definition of the portmanteau word, as contrac ting !>C\'­

('ral \\'Ords and enco mp assing scw ral senses, is therefore a nominal 
ddinition only. 

.. commm ting on the first stanza of '' Jabberwocky," Humpt y Dump tv 

'.:"\:r!, a~, por~antC'au words the words "s lithy" ( = lithc-slimy-act iv;) 
mimsy ( = fl1msy-miscrable), etc. 1 lcrc ou r discomfort increases. We 

~('(' dearl y in l'ach case that ther e arc sc,·eral contra cted words and 
~(·n~l·s; but these dcmcn ts are easily organized into a single series in 
ordt·r to compose a globa l sense. We do not therefo re sec how the 



portm an u·au \\onl l,ln lw di~t ingub hcd from a :,,implt· co ntr actio n or 
from a :-.,·ntlw:-.is of ton 1wctiH' :-.ut-ccssion. W(• can, of co urse-, intr odu ce­
a st-co111j :-l'rii·s; Ca rr o ll himsdf t·xplain s that the inh·rp retiH· po:-:-iliili­
ti(·:-an· inlmitt·. h ,r t·xampll ·, we ma~· bring "Jabbt•n, oc:k)·" h.wk into 
the :-.cht•lllJ of th(· Gardem·r' s song, with the two st·ric•:,, of dt"notahle 
oh jct·t:- (l'dih lc animals), and o f objects !waring scn M' (symholit or 
funct ional beings of the "hank c-mployt'l'." ·'stamp," or "diligt·nce" 
t,·pcs. or eH·n th e "action of th t· railway" type, as in th e Snark). Thu s, 
<;n 01w hand , it is po:-.sible to interpr et tlw t·n<I of tlw first sta111a in th e 

m.mm·r of Humpt y Dumpt )': green pigs (ra,hs). far from home 
(mome = from home ), bdl owing- whistling-s necq.ing (ow9ribin9): hut it is 
also prn,sible to interpr et as follows: taxes, pr eferenti al rates 
(rorh = ra1e + ra1her). far from tlw ir point of departur e, were prohi bitiw 

(outw abe). But, along thi s rout t', any st·rial interpretation may be ac­
ce pted, and it is not therefore· d ear how the portm anteau word is 
distinguished from a co njun cti\'e s)·nth <::,,i!, of cocxis trn ce, or from an)' 
esoteric· word what soe ,·er assuring th t· coo rdinati on of tw o or more 

het erogeneous ser ies. 
Th t·" solution to this probkm is gi,·en hy Carroll in the prd acc to The 

f-funtm9 <?f the Snark: 

Supposing that , wht·n Pistol 11tt1·n •cl tlw wdl -known words-" Undt·r which 
king, Bt'/ Onian? Spt•ak or die!' ' Ju~tice Shallo" had fdt n• rtain that it was 

either W illiam or Richard, but had not lwm ,,hk• to ~('ttl !' which, ~o that he 
could not possihlv sav dth cr nanw helorc the other, can it I)(' doul,tt•d that, 
ratlwr than die, h:, w~uld hav,• gasp!'d out " Rikhiam !" 

It scl·ms then that the partm anteau word is gro und ed upon a stri ct 
disjun cth T synthl ·sis. !-=ar from being co nfronted "ith a parti cular l'JSl', 
we discover the law of the portmant eau word in gcnt·ral, provi<k·d that 
we dis(•ngage each time th e disjun ct ion which ma)' have bet·n hiddrn . 
Thu s, for " frumi ou:-." (fuming+ furious): " If your thoughts indin c e,·cr 
so littk · towanl s ' fuming,' you will say ' fuming- furious'; if tlwy turn, 
v,·cn by a hair's hr<'adth, towards 'furi ous,' you will say ' furious- fuming '; 
but if ~-ou haH· that rarest of gifts, a pt·rft:ctl)· balann· d mind , )'O U ,, ill 
sav •fr~mi ous.' " Thu s, the m'n·ssa ry disjunct ion is not betwt•t·n fuming 
a1~d furiou s, for ont· mav indcnl Ix: both at once; ratlwr, it is ht' t Wf'<'n 
fumin g-and -furiow, on ~m· hand and furiou s-and -fuming on tlw other. 
In thi: M'nse, th e function o f th<' po rtm anteau word alwa)·s con:-.i_:-.t~ in 

th!' rami hcation o f the series into ,, hich it i~ irn,l'rt ed. Thi s is the n ·ason 
,, lw it 11,·H·r t·xists alonl'. It ht·ckon~ to otlwr portmantt ·au word s ,, hich 
pn :n· d(· or follow it, and which show that e,·er~· Sl' ries is already 
,·.unified in prin ciple and still furtlwr ramiliablc. Michd Huto r said it 
H'rY ,, d i: "each o f tlwst• word~ ta n an a~ a :-.\\ itch, and we can mm-e 

from onl' to anotht •r by nwans of many passagt·s; lwnct· the idc-a of a 
book which does not simply narrate 01w story, but a whole oct·an of 
, tor ic!,.'' 1 Thu s we ma)' no,, an~,H·r tlw 9u l·stion posed at the outset . 
\ \ ' hl'n th t' esoteric: \\ Ord funct ions not onlv to connote or coo rdinat e 
t,, o lwll'roge ncous series but to introdu tT disjun ctions in the· ser ies, 
then thl' portmant eau wo rd i:- m·cessar~• or rwn·ss arily founded . In this 
ca~c. the esoteric word itsel f is " named" or denoted by a portm anteau 
,, orcl. Th e esoteric word in genl'ral rcfl·rs at once to the empty square 

and to tlw occupant without place. But, in Carro ll's work, we must 
dis tinguish thr ee sort s of esoh·ric: words: conrrac1in9 ll"OrdJ, which per­
form a S)'nt hcsis of succession ow r a single series and bear up on the 
s~·llabic d c-mcnts of a prop osition or a succession of prop ositions in 
order to (•xtract from them tlwir compo site sense (" conn ection"); 
crrculatm9 nwclJ, which pcrfon n a synth esis of coc xistc·nce and coo rdi na­
tion hctwt·c·n two hctl·roge neo us series and "hi ch dirt 'c:tlv and at once 
lwar upon the respcctiv~ senses of the st· series ("conju~ ction ") ; and 
J1111111rn1·e or portmant eau words, which pt·rform an infinite ramification 
of nwx isting series and bear at onc1..' upan " ords and :,c•nses, or syllabic 
,rnd Sl'miological dl'llwnt s (" disjunction "). Th e ramif ying function or 
tlw disjun ctive synth(' sis o lTers th1• real ddiniti on of ~he portma nteau 
,, o rd. 
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Eighth Series of 

Structu re 

L c\'i-Strauss has indicat<'d a paradox in the form of an antin omy, 
which is similar to Lacan's paradox: two serif:'s being gi\'en, onf:' signi­
fying and the other signified, the first presents an excess and the latte r 
a lack. By means of this excess and this lack, th f:' series ref er to eac h 
oth cr in 'ete rnal disequilibrium and in perpetual displacement. As the _ 

hero of Cosmos says, there arc always too man y signifying signs. The 
prim ordial sign ifier is of the orde r of language . In whatever mann er 
language is acq uired, the clements of language must have bren given all 
togrt her , all at once, since th ey do not ex ist indepc nckntl y of their 
possible differenti al relat ions. But th e signified in gf:'nera l is of the order 
of the kno wn, tho ugh thf:' know n is suhjc-ct to the law of a pro gressive 
movt'ment which proceeds from one part to anoth t'r-parres extra 

parres. And whatc ,·er tota lizations knowledge may perfom1, they remain 
asymptoti c to the ,·irtu al total ity of langm· or language. The signifying 
series organizes a prelimi nary totality, whereas th f:' signified series ar­
ranges the pr oduced tota lities. "Th c Universe signified long befo re we 
began to know what it was signifrin g ... Man , since his origin, has had 
at l 1is disposal a comp leteness of sigr1ifier which he is obst ructed from 
alloca ting to a signifcd, given as suc h with ou t being any better know n. 
Th ere is always an inadequacy between the two." 1 

• 

-

Thi s paradox might be named Rob inson's paradox . It is obv ious that 
Robi nson,. o_n his desert island , cou ld rC'constru ct an ana logue of society 
only by g1vmg himself, all at one<', all the rules and laws whic h are 
recip rocally implicated, en-:n " ·hen they still have no objects. The 
conqu est of natu re is, on the co ntrar y, progressi\'e, partial , and advances 
step by step. Any society what soc,·cr has all of its rules at once­
juridical, religious, political, econom ic; laws oovcrning love and labor 
kinship and marria ge, serdtucl e and frcedo n; life and death. But th: 
con~u est of natur e, without which it would no longe r be a socie ty, is 
achieved progressively, from one sou rce of energy to ano ther , from one 

~bjec t_ to a~ot her . This is why law weighs with all its might, e\'en before 
its obiect '.s k~ow n, and without en .-r its objec t becoming exact ly 
know n. It 1s this d isequilibrium that makes revo lutio ns possible. It is 
not at all the case that revo lutions are dete rminC'd by techn ical progress. 
Rather, they are made possible by this gap betwee n the two ser ies, 
whic_h solicits realignm ent s of the eco nomic and political tota lity in 
relation to the part s of the t echnical prog ress. There are therefore two 
error s which in truth arc one and the same: the erro r of refo rmism o r 

tcchn~c racy, ~vhich aspi res to pro mote o r impose partial arrangements 
of soc ial relati ons according to the rhyt hm o f technical achievemen ts; 
and the er ror of totalit arianism, which asp ires to const itut e a tota liza­
t ion of the signifiable and the know n, accordi ng to the rh vthm of the 
social tota lity ex isting at a g iven moment. The techn ocrat i; the natu ral 
friend of the dic tato r -co mput ers and dictat orship; but th e revo lutio n­
ary lives in the gap which separat es tec hnical prog ress from socia l 
to tality, and inscribes there his dream of permanent revo lution. Thi s 
dream, therefore, is itself actio n, reality, and an effec tive menace to all 
establi shed order; it rende rs poss ible what it drea ms abou t. 

. L_et. us retu~n _t? Levi-Strauss' paradox: two series being given, 
s1g111fymg and s1gnificd, there is a natura l excess of the signify ing sc-ries 
and a natu ral lack of the signified series. There is, necrssa ril\' , a "floatin 

I19n!fter, which is the servitude-of all finite though t, but also ,th<' 1;romis~ 
of all art, all poetry, all mythic and aesth<'tic invC'ntion." WC' wou ld like 

to add tha t it is the promise of all revo lut ions. And thm there is on the 
ot her side a kind of~ si911ified, gi ,-en by the signifier "wit hout being 
t_hereby kno\\'n ," withou t Dc1ng thereby assignc-d or realized. L6·i­
:-;trauss proposes to interpr et in thi s way the words "gadget" or "what-
n t " " h. " " / d " b I " o , sonw t mg, a iqui . ut a so the famous '·mana" (or, yet again, 
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"u" l <,;a]). This is a \'aluc ''in itsd f voiJ of sense and thu s suscq>tib lc of 
taki ng on aiw ~<'nst·, \\'hose uni9uc function wou ld be- to fill the gap 
lwt\\' ~·cn signifier and signified." " It is a symbolic value zero, that is, a 
sign marki~g tht· necessity o_f a. sym holic cont ent supplcmcntar:, to that 
which alrcad) · charges the s1g111ficd, but able to take any value \\'hatso­
cn-r, on the condition that it belong to the available reserve ... " It is 
,wccssa r\' to unde rstand that thr t\\'O scrit·s are mark ed , one hy excess, 
the ot ht:r by lack, and that the t\\'O determin ations arc int ercha nged 
\\'ithout nw reaching ec1uilibrium. What is in excess in thl' signi f)·ing 
series is literally an empty sguarc and an always displaced place wit hout 
an occupa nt . What is lacking in the signified sni es is a supernum era ry 
and non-situated gi ,·en -a n unkno\\'n, an occupa nt without a place, or 
some thing always disp laced . The se an• two sides of the same thing­
t ... vo unev t?n sides- by means of "'hi ch th ~ ser ies communi cate "ith out 
losing th eir difTerr nce. It is the ad"e nture in the Sheep's shop or the 

sto ry that the esoteric word nar rates. 
We may, perhaps, determi ne cl' rtain minimal conditions for a struc­

ture in gem· ral: 1) There must be at least two heterogeneo us series. one 
of which shall be determin ed as "signi~ •ing" and the ot her as "sig nified" 
(a single series never suffices to fom1 a st ructu re). 2) Each of these 
series is constitut ed by te ,m s which ex ist only thr ough the relations 
the y maintain with one ano ther . To these relation s, or rath er to thc­
,·alucs of these relat ions, ther e co rrc-spond very particula r even ts, that 
is, sinoularitie s which arc assignable with in the-stru ctur e. The situation is 
\'crv similar to that of differential calculu s, where the distributions of 
singular point s co rrespond to the values of diffe rential relations.

2 
for 

exam ple, the differenti al relation s among phonl'mes assign singulariti es 
within languaa e in the ""icin ity" of which the sonorities and significa-

b ' • 
tions characteristic of the language arl' constituted. Mor eove r, it se<·nis 
that the singu lariti es attac h~<l ~o a series dl;'tt·rmi ne in a comp lex 
mann er the te1ms of the ot her series . In any case, a st ru ctur e includes 
two distrihutions of singu lar points co rrespond ing to the base series. 
And for this reason, it is imprecise to oppose stru ctun· an<l event: the 
stru ctu re includes a register of ideal erent s, that is, an en tir e history 
interna l to it (for examp lt·, if the series include "c hara cte rs," it is a 
histo n • which co nnects all the singular points corrC'spondi ng to the 
positi~ns of the characte rs relative' t~ one another in the t\\'O sl·rics). 3) 

The two hetero geneo us st-ril's con,-erge to\\'ard a paradoxi cal ele!11e11t, 

~o ll (;l l lll'-IRll'>OI STRUCTl lllL 

\\'hich is tlwir "di fferentiator." This i~ tlw principle of the t·mission of 
,,i11gularitics. Th is element hdongs to no series; or rather, it belon gs to 

lioth series at once and nC\'l'r t:'ase" to circu late thr oughou t tht'~. It 
lia,, tlwr t·fore the pro1Jertv of al\\'avs lwino displaced in rt~lation to itself 

,, . b ' 

of "being absent from its own plan·," its ow n ident ity, its own rcscm-
1,bnce, and its ow n cguilibriurn. It appea rs in one of the series as an 
exc ess, bu t only on the condition that it wou ld appea r at tlw same time 
in the otht·r as a lack. But if it is in excess in the one, it is so on lv as an 
empty sgua re; and if it is lacking in the ot her, it is so on l~ as a 
~upernumcrar y pa\\'n or an occupant \\'ithout a compartm ent. It ls both 
mird and object at once: esote ric \\'Ord and exott· ric objec t . 

It has the function of articulating the tw o sc-rics to one anoth er, of 
rdlt-cti ng them in one another, of makin g them communicate , coexis t, 
and Ix· ramified . Again, it has tht· functio n of joining the singulariti es 
\\'hich correspond to the t\\'O series in a "ta ngled ta lc," of assuring the 
passage from one dist ribution of singularities to the next. In short, it 
has the funct ion of bringing about the dist ribution of singu lar points; of 
dete rmining as signifying tlw series in whic h it appears in excess, am!, 
as signified, the series in which it appea rs correlativel y as lacking an<l, 

abo, ·~ all, of assuring the bestowa l of sense in bot h signifying and 
signified series. For sense is no t to be confused \,; t11 signification; it is 
rathe r what is attr ibuted in such a way that it detc~1incs both the 
"ignificr and the signifit·d as such. We ca~ conclude from this that th ere 
is no stru cture \\'ith out series, with out relations betw een th e terms of 
t·ach series, or without singular point s correspondi ng to these relati ons. 
But abo,·e all, we can conclude that ther e is no st ructur e wit hou t the 
1·mpty sgu arc, which make s eve rything funct ion. 
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Ninth Series of th e 

Problematic 

W hat is an ideal event ? It is a singulari ty- or rath er a set of singular­

ities or of singular points characte r izing a math emati cal curve, a ph ysical 
stat e of affairs, a psychological and moral person. Singularities are 

turnin g points and p~ints of inllect_ion; bottle~~cks, k~ots, foyers, and / 
cent ers; point s of fusion, cond ensation, an<l bmlmg; pomts of tears anf 
joy, sickness and healt h, hope and anxiety, ' 'sensitive" point s. Such 
singularities, howeve r , should not be confused either with the person­
ality of the on e expr essing herself in discourse, or with the individual ity 

of a stat e of affairs designated by a prop osition, or even "'"ith the 
generality or uni versality of a co ncept signified by a figure or a cu rve. 
Th e singularit y belongs to ano ther dimen sion than that of denotatio n, 
manifestation, or signification. It is essent ially pre- indi\"idual, non-per­
sonal, and a-co nceptual. It is quite indifferent to the individual and the 
co llecti, -c, the personal and the impersonal, the part icular and the 
gener al- and to their oppositions. Singularit y is neutral. On the other 

hand , it is not "o rdinar y": the singular point is opp osed to th e or ­

dina rv.1 w:, sai<l that a set of singularities correspond s to each one of the 
SlTil'S of a stru ctur e. Conversely, eac h singularit y is the source o f a 

-

series ex tend ing in a determin ed direct ion right up to the vicinity of 
ano ther singular it)'· In thi s sense, not on lv are th ere seve ral diverae nt , b 

series in a stru ctur e, but eac h series is itsel f co nstitut ed bv severa l 
com·crge nt sub- series . If we examine the singu lar it ies corresp~nding to 
the two important basic ser ies, w<· sec th at they are distinguished, in 
both cases, by their distributi on. f rom one to th e ot her, cert ain singular 
points disappear or arc divided, or under go a change of natu re and 
function. The mome nt that the two series resonate and co mmuni cate, 
we pass from one distributi on to anoth er. The moment that the series 
arc tra, ·ersed by the parad ox ical agent , singulariti es are d isplaced, redis­
tribut ed, tran sformed into one anoth er, and change sets. If the singular­
ities are ,·eritab le eve nts, they communi cate in one and th e same Event 

which endless ly redist r ibute; them, whi le their transfo rm ations form a 
history. Peguy clearly saw that histo ry and event were inseparable from 
those singular points: "Eve nts have critical point s just as temperatur e 
has critical po ints- points of fusion, co ngclation , boiling, co ndensation, 
coagulat ion, and crystallization. And even within the event there are 
states of sur feit which are precipitat ed, crystallized, and determin ed 
on ly by the intr oduction of a fragment of th e futur e event." 2 Peguy 
was able, as well, to invent an entir e language, among the most 
patholog ical and aest hetic tha t one might dr eam of, in orde r to ex pJajn 
how a singularity is prolonged in a line of ordinary point s, but also how 
it begins again in anot her singularit y, how it red istribut es itself in 
anot her set (tw o repetition s, a bad one and a good one, one that 
enchains and the other that saves). 

t\'c nts are ideal. Nova lis sometim es says that th ere are tw o cour ses 
of events, one of them idea l, the other 'real and imperfect - for ex ­

amp le, ideal Protestani sm and real Lutheran ism. 3 Th e dis tinction how­
ever is not betwee n two sorts of events; rather , it is betw een the event 
which is ideal by natur e, and its spatio-te mporal realization in a state of 
affairs. The distinction is betwee n e1'en1 and accident. Events arc idca­

tional singulariti es which communi cate in one and the same Event . 
Th:'Y han:: therefore an eternal truth, and thei r tim e is ne\'er the present 
wh1t·h realizes them and makes them ex ist. Rather, it is the unlimit ed 

:l\ion, the Infinitive in which they subsist an<l insist. Events arc th e only 
idcaliti(•s. To rc\'crse Platonism is first and foremost to remove essences 

and to subst itut e e ,-cnts in thei r place, as jets of singularities. A doub le 
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hattle has the ohjl'cti n _' to tl1" art all dogmatic confusion between l' vcnt 
and l'SSl'nce, and also l' \ 't •r y l'mpiri('ist co nfusion betw ec·n e ,-cnt and 

acc ident. 
Th e mod e o f the c·n-nt is the problematic. On e mu st not sa~· that 

tht'IT are probkm atic c·,-ents, but th at event s bear cxcl usi"d )' upon 
problems and define th eir co nd itions. In the beau tiful pages in whi ch 
he opposes the th t·on ·matic rn nu 'ption of gcomc·tr y to the proble matic, 
the Ncoplato nic philoso plwr Produs defines th e probl em by means of 
the vents which come to affect a logical subject matt er (sections, 
ablat ions , adjun ctions, e tc.), \\'lw rcas the theo rem deals with the prop­
erti es whi ch are dedu ced from an t•ssencc.

4 
Th e e\'ent by itself is 

problem atic and probl ematizing. A problem is determin ed only b)· the 
singular points whi ch expr ess its conditi ons. We do not say that the 
probl em is thereby reso lved; on the· contr ary, it is detcnnin ed as a 
probl em. for exam ple, in the theory of diffc-rential equ ations, th<' 
existence and distributi on of singulariti c·s arc relati ve to a probl emati c 
field defined by the equation as such. As for th e soluti on, it app ears 
only with the integral cur ves and the form they tak<> in the d cinity of 

singulariti es insi<le the field of w ctors. It seems, therefore, that a 
probl em always finds the· solution it m<-rits, acco rdin g to the conditi ons 
·which dcten,-;'inc it as a probl l"m. In fact , the singul; riti es pre side o,·cr 
the ge nesis of the soluti ons of the c._·9uation. Noncthd ess , it is still the 
case , as Lautm an said, that th e._• instancc- probkm and the instann '- / 
solution differ in natur e 5- as they represmt respectiH·ly the idcat/ 
evmt and its spati o- temporal realization. W e must th t·n break \\'ith the 

long habit of th ought whi ch forces us to consider the prob lematic as a 
suhjcctin ' category of our knowledge or as an empiri cal mom<--'nt "'hi ch 
would indicate only the imp erlec tion of our method and th e unh appy 
necess ity for us not to kno\\' ahead of tinw -a necess ity \\'hich \\'ould 

disapp ear as \\ ' C acquir e knowl edge. 1-:n ·n if tlw probl em is co nc:calcd 
hv its solution, it subsists nonetlwl ess in tht· ldt·a \\'hich relates it to its 
c;mditi ons and o rganizes tlw genes is of the solutions. With out this Idea, 
the solutions \\'ould haw no sense. Tht · probkmatk is both an objective 
catq~or y of knowkd vc and a pcrlcc:tly objecti ve kind of bdn g. " Prob­
lem~tic;, qualilies p~ ·cisd y th e idcai' objecti, ·itic·s. Kant \\'a; \\'ith out 

doubt the first to accc-pt th<' prohlemati c not as a fleeting un certaint y 
hut as the ver~• object of the l<ll'a, and thcn·by as an indis1Knsabk 

horizon of all that occurs o r appears. 
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Th e relation betw een mathematics and man mav thu s be conce ived 
in a Ill ' \\' way: th e qu est ion is not that of 9uantif) 1ing or measuring 
hum an properties, but rath er, on the one· hand , that of problemati zing 
hum an ewnt s, and , on the other, that of developing as variou s human 
\•,-ents the conditi ons o f a prohkm . Th <' recreational math emati cs of 
"hi ch Carroll dreamt offrr s thi s double aspect . Th e first app ears pre ­
cisely in a text entitl ed " A Tangled Tale." Thi s story is compo sed o f 
knots whi ch, in each case, surround th e singulariti es corr espondin g to a 
problem ; characters incarn ate thcs<· singulariti es and arc displaced o r 
rearran ged from one problem to another, until they find eac h other 
again in the tenth knot, caught in the netw ork of their kinship relation s. 
The Mouse's i1. which used to n-fcr eith er to consumabl e objects or to 
<'Xprcssible senses, is now replaced by data, whi ch refer sometim es to 
alimenta ry gifts, and sometimes to givens or problem conditi ons. Th e 
seco nd, and more profound , att empt appear s in The Dy namics c!f' a Par-
1 i-clc: 

... t \\' O lines might have bl'en obsen ·ed wending their way across a plane 
~upcrlicics. Th<> elder of the two had by long practice acquired thl' art, so 
p,1inful to young and impulsiH' loci, of lying evenly between his extn ·mc 
points; hut the younger, in hc·r girlish impetuosity, was ever longing to diverge 
and lwcome a hyperbola or somr such romantk and boundless curve .. . . fat e 
and tlw intervening supcrficies had hitherto kept them asunder, but this was 
no long\·r to he: a line had intersected tlwm, making tht' two intl'rior angles 
t<>g<' thc•r k ss than two right angl<•s. 

W(' should not sec in thi s passage a simple allego ry or a mann er of 
an thropomorphizin g math ematics. Nor should we sec th<>se tc·nd cncics 
in thl' cd c·brat ed passage from Sylrie and Bruno. "On ce a co incidcnct' 
\\'as taking a wa lk with a littl e accident, and they met an explanation . 
• • . " W hen Carroll speaks of a parallelogram whi ch longs for ex terior 
,111gll's and complain s at not being able to be inscrilx·d in a ci rd e, or of 
.l ni rn· which suffers from " sC'c:tions and ablation s" that it has been 
li>rn•d to und ergo , o ne must remember rathC'r that ps)Tholog ical and 
•noral charac:ter s arc also made o f pre- personal singularit ies, and that 
tlwir It-clings or their path os arc constitut ed in th: · ,·icinit v of th ese 
~ingu!ariti<'s: sc·nsitin · crisis points, turnin g po ints, boiling poi~1ts, knots, 

'''.'d loyn s (what Ca rroll calls plain anger or ri9h1 anger, for exa mp le). 
<.. .irro ll's two lines l'\'Oke two reso natin g series; and th eir l01w inus evoke 

~ b b 
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distributi ons of singularity, merging and being redistribut ed in the 
curr ent of a tangled talc. As Carroll said, "(p) lain superfici ality is th e 
characte r o f a sp~ech, in which any two point s being taken, the speaker 
is found to lie wholly with regard to those two points." 6 In The Dynamics 
af O Paru-cle Carroll outlin es a theor y of series and of degrees or powe rs 
~f particl es arranged in these series (" LSD, a J11nc1ian ef 9recu ralue ... "). 

We can speak of event s on ly in th e cont ext of the problem whose 

condit ions they determin e. We can speak of events onl y as singulariti es 
ck ploycd in a probl ematic field, in th e vicinity of \>vhich the solution s 
arc organized. Thi s is why an entire method of probl ems and solutions 
trav erses Carroll' s work, co nstituting the scientific language of events 
and th eir realization s. No-..v, if the distributions of singu larities corre­
sponding to each series form fields of problems, how are we to charac­
terize th e paradoxi cal element which run s through th e series, makes 
them reso nate, communi cate, and bran ch out, and which exercises 
command over all the repetitions, tran sfom1ation s, and red istributions? 
Thi s element must itself be defined as the locus of a qu estion. The 
problem is determin ed by sin9ular points cor responding to th e series, but 
the question is determin ed by an aleato1y paint cor responding to th e 
empt y squar e or mobile element. The metamo rp hoses or redistributions 
of singu larities form a h_istory; each combinati on and each distribut ion 
is an event. But the paradoxical instance is the Event in which all event s 
communi cate and are dist r ibuted. It is the Uniqu e eve nt, and all ot her. 
events are its bits and pieces . Later on, James Joyce will be able to give 
sense to a method of qu estions and answers ... vhich doubles that of 
problem s- th e lnqui sitor y wh_ich gro und s tile Prob lematic. The ques­
tion is developed in probl ems, and the probl ems are enveloped in a 
fundam enta l question. And just as solution s do not suppre ss probl ems, 
but on the contrar y d iscove r in them the subsis ting conditions with out 
which th ey would have no sense, answers do not at all suppr ess, nor do 
they satur ate, the qu estion, which persists in all of the answer s. There 
is th erefore an aspect in which probl ems remain 'vvithout a solution, and 
the qu estion without an answer. It is in thi s sense that probl e:-m and 
question designate ideational objectivities and have their ow n being, a 

minimum ef bei119 (see the "an swerless ridclles" of Alice). W c have already 
seen how esoteric words were essentially tied to them. On one hand , 
th e po rtm anteau words are inseparable from a problem which is de­
ployed in the ramified series. This probl em does not at all exp~css a 
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subjective- un certain ty, bu t, on the contrary, it ex presses the objective 
equi librium of a mind situated in front of the horizon of what happ ens 
or appea rs: ls it Richard or William? Is it fuming-furious or furious­
fuming? In each case, there is a distributio n of singularities. On the 
other hand, blank words, or, rather, words de noting the blank \\'Ord arc 
inst·parablc from a qu estion which is enveloped and displaced through­
out the series . It belongs to this c-lcmcnt which is alwavs absent from 
its proper place, prop; r rcsembla ncc, and proper ider~tity to be thc 
ohjct ·t of a fundamental question \\'hich is displaced along with it: what 
is the Snark ? what is the Phlizz? what is It (r;a)? Being the refrain of a 

song, whose verses form the many series throug h which thc element 
circu lates, being the magic word, in whosc casc all the names by which 
it is '' called" do not fill in thc "blank," the paradoxical instance has 
prccisdy this s ingu lar being, this "object ive," which correspo nds to the 
ques tion as such, and correspo nds without e ,·er answcring it. 
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Tenth Series of th e 

Ideal Game 

Not onl y docs Lewis Carr oll invent games, or tran sform the rules of 
known games (tenni s, cro9u et ), but he invo kes a s01·t of ideal game 
whos e meanin g an<l function arc at first glance difficult to assess: for 
examp le, th e cau cus-rac e in ti/ice. in \\'hich on e begins \\'hen on e wisht~ 
and stop s at will; and th e croqut ·t match in which the balls ale 
hedge hogs, the mallets pink Hamingos , an<l the loops soldie rs who 
md lessly displace them sel\'es from one end of th e game to the oth er. 
Th ese games havt' the follow ing in co mm on: they have a great deal of 
mo vement, th ey seem to have no prec ise rules, and they permit neither 
winn er nor lose r. W e are not "acc1uaintcd" with such games which 

see m to contradict themselves. 
The games ,vith ,-vhich ,w arc acquaint ed respond to a n' rtain 

number of prin ciples, which may make the object of a theory. This 
th<"ory appli es equall y to games of skill and to games o f chance; only 
the natur e of the rules diffr·rs. 1) It is necc·ssary that in eve ry case a set 
of rules pr ct>xists tlw playing of the game, and , when one plays, thi s set 
takes on a categori cal value; 2) the se rules determin e hypo theses which 
di-.·ide and appo rtion chance, that is, hypoth eses of loss or gain (what 
happen s if . .. ); 3) th ese hvpothcst's o roanizc tlw pla..-ing of tlw game 
acco rding to a pluralit y of thro \\'s, wl~c h are rt·ally. a,~d numl:rirn lly 

dist inct. 1-:ach one of them brings abo ut a fixed distribut ion corrcspond ­
i1w to rnw case or another. ( l:~Tn when the game is based on a sinole t-- ._ b 

throw, this throw is good only bt-caus(· o f th e fixed distributi on which 
it brings about and bt:cause of its numt·rical particularit) ·); 4) the 
l·on.,t·q u<·nces of the throws ranoc O\'l'r th e altcrnati\'e "victon · or 
de feat ." The characteristics of no1~1al games are therefore the prc·; xist ­
ing rn tl·gorical rul<;>s, th t• distr ibuting hypotheses, the fixed and num eri­
cal!~· distinct distributi ons, and tlw L·nsuing results. Th ese games are 
p,1rtial in two ways: first, they t·haractcrize only one part of human 
act ivit~·. and seco nd , t' ,·<·n if tlwy an • pushed to the absolut e, thev retain 

chance only at cercain point s. lc-a,·ing the remaind er to the mechani cal 
dcn ·lopment of conscqu encl'S or to skill, understood as the art of 
causa lity. It is ine ... itablc therefore that , being th t>msclvcs mixed , th ey 
rdc r to another type of acti\'it y, labor, or moral it)', who se caricatur e or 
coun terpart they are, and whose elPments they int egrate in a new 
order. Wh<.'ther it be Pascal's gambling man or Leibniz 's chess- playing 
God , th e game is explicitly taken as a model on ly becaust> it has implicit 
modds which are not games: th e moral modd of tlw Goo d or the Best , 
the eco nomi c model of causes and effects, or of means and ends. 

It is not enough to oppose' a "maj or" game to the minor game of 
man, no r a divin <' game to the hum an game ; it is necessary to imagine 
ot her prin ciples , eve n th ose which app ear inappli cable, by means o f 
which the game wou ld become pure . , ) Then · are no pre existing rules, 
t·ad1 mon ' in\'ents its own rules; it bears upon its own rult' . 2) rar from 
di,·iding an<l apportionin g chance in a really distinct numbe r of throws, 
all throw s affirm chance and endlessly rami fy it wit h each throw. 3) 
The throw s therefore- arc not really or num erically distin ct . They arc 
9ualitati\'e ly distinct, but arc the qualit ative forms of a single cast which 
is ontolog ically one. Each throw is itself a series, but in a rime much 

m,allcr than the minimum of continu ous, think able tim e; and , to thi s serial 
minimum, a distribution of singularities corresponds. 1 Each throw emits 
singular points- the po ints on the dice, for example . But the set of 
thn)\\ s is includ ed in the aleatory point, a uni9ue cast which is en<lkssly 
displan' d througho ut all series, in a lime wearer than ,he maximum ~f 
cont inuous . thinkabl e tim e. The se throw s arc success ive in rd ation to 
one ano tht·r, )'('t simult anc'OUS in relation to thi s po int which always 
di.1ng1·., tlw rule. or coordinat es and ramifies the corresponding ser ies 
a~ it insinuat es chance O\'er th t' t'ntir c-length of each sc·ries. Th e ~un ique 
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cast is a chaos, each throw of wh ich is a fragment . Each throw ope rates 
a distribution of singularities , a co nstel lat ion. But instead of divid ing a 
closed space be-tw ee~ fixed results which co rrespo nd to hypot heses, th e 
mobile? result s are distributed in the ope n space of th e unique and 
undividl'd cast. Thi s is a nomadic and non -sedentar y distribution, wher ein 
each system of singularities communi cates and resonates wit h the oth­
ers, being at once implicat ed by th e ot hers and implicating them in the 
most important cast. It is the gamt' of probl ems and of th e que st ion, no 

longer the game of the categorical and the hypot hetical. 
4) Such a game-w ithout rules, with neither winner nor loser, 

without responsibility, a game of innoce nce, a caucus-ra ce, in which 
skill and chance are no longer dist inguishable-see ms to have no 
reality. Besides, it would amuse no one. Cert ainly, it is not the game 
played by Pascal's gamb ler , nor by Leibniz' s God. What cheating is 
there in Pascal's moralizi ng wager! W hat a bad move is there in 
Leibniz 's eco nomic combinatio n! Th is is not at all the world as a work 
of art. The ideal game of which we speak cannot be played by either 
man or God. It can only be thoug ht as nonsense. But precisely for thi s 
reason, it is the reality of th ought itself and th e unconscious of pur e 
thought. Each th ought forms a series in a time which is smaller than 
the minimum of consciously thinkabl e co ntinuou s tim e. Each thoug ht 
emit s a distribution of singular ities. All of these thoughts communi cate 
in one long thought, causing all the forms or figures of the nomadi c 

. distribution to corre spo nd to its 0\.\111 disp laceme nt , eve rywhere insin-

/ 

uating chance and ramifying each thou ght , linking the "o nce and for all" 
to "eac h time" for the sake of "all tim e." For only thought finds it 
possible ro (![firm all chance and LO make chance into an objea..ef.!1.firmacion. If 
one t ries to play thi s game ot her than in thought, nothin g happens; and 
if one t ries to produ ce a result ot her th an the work of art, nothing is 
produ ced. Thi s game is reserved then for thought and art. In it there is 
nothing but victories for those who know how to play, that is, how to 
affirm and ramify chance, instead of d ividing it in order 10 do minat e it, 
in order to wager, in order to win. Thi s game , which can only exist in 
thought and which has no other result th an the wo rk of ar t, is also that 
by which thoug ht and art an' real and disturbing reality, mo rality, and 

the cco nomv of the wor ld. 
In game: wit h which we arc familiar, chance is fixed at certain 

poin ts. Thcse arc the point s at which indepe ndent causa l series en_co un -
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tcr one ano ther (for cxampk , the rotation of the roulet te and th e 
rolling ball). Once the enco unt er is made, th e mixed series follow a 
singk t rack, prot ected from any new interfe rence. If a player sudd enly 
bent oH'r and blew wit h all his might in order to speed up o r to thwart 
the rolling ball, he would be stoppe d, thrown ou t, and the move would 
lie annu lled. What would han· been acco mplished, howev er, othe r than 
lircathc a littl e mon• chance into the game? Thi s is how J. L. Borges 

descri bes the Babylonian lot ter y: 

if the lotte ry is an intensification of chance, a periodic infusion of chaos into 
thl· cosmos, would it not be d<'sirablc for chance to intervene at all stages of 
the lott<'ry and not merely in tlw drawing? Is it not ridiculous for cha~ce to 
dictate the death of someone "'hilc the circum stances of his deat h -i ts silent 
rcsen ·e or publicity, the tim<' limit of one hour or ont' century-s hould 
remai n immu ne to hazard? . . . In reality, the number <?f drall'm9s 1s 1'!fin11e. No 

decision is final, all di11er9e inro others. The i911oram suppose that an irif/nite number <?f 
drall'in.qs requires an irifinite amounr c!f time; in reality, it s11fices that time be infinitely 

subdirisiblc. as is the case in the famous parable of the Tortoise and Hare. z 

The funda mental qu estion with which this text leaves us is this: what is 
this time whic h need not be infinite bu t onlv " infinitelv subdivisible"? , ) 

It is the Aion. We have seen that past, present, and futu re we re not a 
all th ree part s o f a s ingle tem porality, but that they rath er formed two 
readings of tim e, each one of which is co mplete and excludes th e ot her: 
on one hand, the always limited present, which measures the act ion of 
bodies as causes and the state of th eir mixtures in dept h (Chronos); on 
the ot her , th e essentially un limited past and futu re, \\'hich gather 
incorporeal events, at the surface, as effects (Aion). 

Th<' greatn ess of Stoic th ought is to show at once the necessity of 
these tw o readin gs and their recipro cal exclusio n. Sometimes it will be 
said that only the present ex ists; that it abso rbs or contracts in itself th e 
past and the future, and that , from con tractio n to contra ction, wit h 
ncr grt'atc-r dept h, it reac hes the limits of the entir e Universe and 
hernmcs a living cosmic present . It suffices in this case to proceed 
accord ing to th e order of the deco ntractions, in order that the Universe 
lwgin again and that all its presen ts be re-stored. Thus the time of the j 
present is always a limited but infinit e tim e· infinite because cyclical 

ani~at ing a ph~sical eternal return as the r; turn of the Same, and ~ t 
mo, al eternal wisdom as the wisdom of the Cause. Sometimes, on the other 
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hand. it will he said that uni:· the past and futu re subsist , that they 
subdi\'id c ('ad1 pr l·scnt, ad intinitum, how e\'er small it may be, str etch­
ing it out 0\'l'r tlwir l'mpt y line. Tlw co mplementarit y of past and future 
app t·ars thrn dea rly: each prcst·nt is divided into past and futur e , ad 
infinitu m. Or rather, such tim e is not infinit l', since it rww r comvs back 
up on itse lf ; it is unlimit ed, a pur e straight line the tw o l'xtrcmitil' S of 
wh ich rndl cssly di stance.· themselvl'S from each other and lwrn nw dc­
l<·rr l'd int o the past and the futur e. ls there not in the Aion a lab:-·rinth 
,Tr;· diffcrmt from tha t of Chron os- a labyrinth mon· tt•rrih k still, 
\\'hi ch comm ands another eternal return and anoth er ethi c (an ethic of 
H kc ts)? Let us think again of Horgc's words: "I kno\\' of a Gn ·ck 
laby rinth which is a single straight line . .. . T he next tim (' I kill :'OU ... 

I promi se you the labyrinth made of the single straight lir:ie "hich is 
im·isiblc and c•verlasting. " 3 

In the one cast\ the present is c,·erythin g; the past and futur e indicatc 
only the relative difference betwee n tw o present s. O ne of thl·se has a 
smaller extension, while the ot her has a contra ction bt>aring upon a 
gr eater ext ension. In the other case, the pre sent is nothin g; it is a pur(' 
math ematical instant , a being of reason whi ch expresses the past and 

/ 

the futur e into which it is di\'i dC'd. Bri<'Hy, there are 1wo iimes. one <?f which 

is composed only c!f in1erlocki11.9 presents; the other is consLant~' decomposed inw 

elon9ated pasts and.f utures. Th ere arC' tw o tim es, one of \\'hich is always 
cldinit(' , active or passive; the oth er is l'ternall y Infiniti ve and eternall y 
neutral. One is cyclical, measures the movement of bodies and depends 
on the matt er which limits and fills it out; the oth er is a pur e straight 
line at the surface, inco rporeal, unl imit ed, an empt y form of tim e, 
independent of all matt er. On e of the l'SOteric \\'Ords found in "Jabb cr­
wocky" cont amin ates both time s: "wab e." f or, acco rdin g to one sC'nsc, 

"•Nabe" must be und erstood as having been deri\'ecl from " swab" or 
' 'soak." In this case, it wo,uld designate the rain-dr enched lawn sur­
roundin g a sundi al; it is the physical and cyclical Chr~ f the variable 
li,·ing fJrcsent. Hut in anoth er sense, it is the lane ext endin g far ahead 

~ ~ 

and far behind , " way-be," "a long way before , a long \\'ay behind ." It is 
the inco rporeal Aion \\'hich has been unfolded. It has become aut ono­
mous in the act of disinvesting itself from its matt er and !lees in both 
dir ections at once·, toward th e futur e and toward the past. In it, e,-en 
rain falls horizontally following the hypoth es is of Syll'ie and Bruno. Thi s 
Aion, being str aight line and empt y form, is the time of cvcnt s-dTects. 

Just as the prc.'st'nt measun ·s the tem poral realization of the event - / 
that is, its incarnati on in thc J c-pth of actin g bodies and its incorporati on 1 
in ,1 state of affairs- the e ,·cnt in turn , in its impa ssibility and imp e­
net rabilit y, has no pr esent. It rath er rdr cats and advances in tw o 
di rect ions at on ce, being the perpetual object of a double que stion: 
W hat is going to happen? Wh at has just happened? Th e ago nizing ' 
,1sp('Ct of the pur e eve nt is that it is always and at th e same tim ef 
something which has just happ ened and somC'thing about to happ en; 
m·,·er somethi ng ""hich is happening. T he x, with respect to whi ch one 
fl'cls that it just happ ened, is th e object of the "n ovella" ; and the x 

which is always about to happen, is the object of the "tal c" ( "conte "). 
The pur e event is both tale and nO\'ella, never an actua lity. It is in th is 
sense that event s are si9ns. , 

Sometimcs the Stoics say that signs are ahvays pr esent, that they are 
signs of pr esent th ings . One cannot say of someon e morta lly wound ed 
that he has been wound ed and that he wi ll <lie, but that he is having 
been woundC'd (ii es1 ayant blesse). and that he is du e to die (ii est devant 

maum ). Th.is present does not co ntradi ct the Aion; on the contrar y, it is 
the present as being of reason which is subdi vided ad infinitum int o 

somethin g that has just happ ened and somet hing that is go ing to 
happen , always flying in both dir ections at on ce. Th e oth er pr esent, the 
living present, happ ens and bri ngs about the event. But the C'vent 
noncthek ss re tains an eternal truth upon the line of the Aion , whi ch 

chi cles it eternally into a pro ximat e past and an immin ent futur e. Th e 
Aion endlt ·ssly subdivid es the t·n ·nt and pushC's away past as well as 
futur l', with out eve r rendc-ring them less urge nt. T he event is that no 
Onl' e,Tr dies, but has always just died or is always go ing to d ie, in the 
empty pr<·sent of the Aion, that is, in cU.' rnit y. As he was describin g a 
mu rde r such that it had to be mim ed - pur e idcality- Mallann c said: 

" I lcn• adrnncing, there remembe ring, to the futur e, to th e past , under 
the false appearance of the present - in such a mann er the Mim e pro ­
c·e1·ds, whose game is limit l·d to a pc·rpetual allusion, with out break­
ing the mirror ." 4 fa ch C'\'('llt is the smallest tinw , smaller than th e 
minimum o f co ntinuou s th inkable time, because it is divided into 
proxima tl' past and imm inent futur e. But it is also the longest tim e, 
long<'r than tlw max imum of c·ontinu ous think abk· tim e, be~aus<' it is 
rnd ll'ssl_v sub di \'idcd by th e Aion \\'hich render s it egu al to its own 
unlimi ted lin1·. I.c t us und erstand that l'ac h l'Vrnt in the Aion is smaller 
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than tht• smallest subdi\"ision of Chron os; but it is also greater than the 
grcatt·st <li\'isor of Chronos, namely, the ent ire cycle. Throu gh its 
unl imitt•d .~uh<livision in both <lirect ions at once, each event runs along 
the t•ntir<.' Aion and becomes coextensi\'e to its straight line in both 
dir ection:-.. Do \\C then sense the approach of an eternal rt•turn no 
longt·r ha\"ing anything to do with the cycle, or indeed of the t•ntran ce 
to a labyrinth , all the more terrible since it is the labyrinth of the 
unique line, straight and without thickness? The Aion is the straight line 
traced by the aleatory point. The singular points of each c,·t·nt arc 
distributed over this line, always in relation to the aleatory point which 
suhdi\'ides them ad infinitum , and it causes them to communi cate with 
cach other , as it exte nds and stretches them out over the entir e line. 
Each c,·cnt is adequate to the entire Aion; each event communi cates 
with all other s, and they all form one and the same Event , an event of 
th e Aion where they have an eternal t ruth . This is the secret of the 
e,·ent : it exists on the line of the Aion, and yet it does not fill it . I-low 
could an incorpon ·al fill up the incorpo real or the impenetra ble fill up 
th e impenetrab le? Only bodies penetrate each other, only Chronos is 
filled up with states of affairs and the mo, ·ements of the objects that it 
measures. But being an empt y and unfo lded form of time, the Aion 
subdivides ad infinitum that which haunts it without ever inhabiti ng it 
-t he Event for all e,·ent s. This is why the unit y of event s or effects 
amo ng themselves is very different from the unity of corpor eal causes 
among th emselves. ' 

The A ion is th e ideal player of th e game; it is an inf used and ramified 
chance. It is the unique cast from which all throws are qualitativ ely 
distinguished. It plays or is played on at least two tables, or at the 
border of two tables. Th ere, it t races its straight and bisecting line. It 
gath ers together and distribut es O\'er its entire length the singularities 
corresponding to both . The two tables or series arc like the sky and the 
eart h, prop ositions and things, exp ressions and consumpti ons. Carroll 
would say that they are th e multiplication table and the dinner table. 
Th e Aion is precisely the border of the two, the straight line which 
separates them; but it is also the plain surface which co~ts them, an 
impenetra ble window or glass. It circulates cher~fore throu ghout the 
series and never ceases to rcfk•c;t and to ramify them . It makes one and 
the same event the expressed of propo sitions and the attribut e o f things. 
It is Mallarn,e' s game, that is, "t he book .' ' This book has its tw? tab les 
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(the first and last pages on a :-.ingk folded sheet); its multip le intc_•rnal 
series endowed with singu laritit·s (mobile', interc hangeable pages, con­
!>td lations-problems); its two-sicl<'d straight line which reflects and 
ramifies tl1(' series ("ce ntr al purit) ·," "an t'quation under god Janus"), 
and 0\'Cr this line the aleator)' point end lessly displaced , appearing as an 
cmpty square on one side and as a supernumerary object on the other 
(hymn and dram a, or "a bit pri(·st , a bit dancer"; or again, a lacquered 
piecc of furnitur e made of pigeonholes and the hat without a shelf, as 
the architecton ic clements of the hook). ow, inside the four, a little 
too elaborate, fragnwnt s of the Book of Mallarmc, something in his 
thoug ht resonates which vagu<'ly conforms to Carroll's series. One 
fragment develops the doubl e series: things or propositions, to cat or to 
speak, to feed or to be present ed, to eat the indtin g lady or to answer 
the invitation. A second fragment releases the "firm and bene\'olent 
neutralit y" of the word , a neutr ality of sense in relation to the proposi­
tion and also of the order expressed in relation to the perso n who hears 
it. Another fragment displays in two intertwined female figures the 
unique line of the Event which, being always in d isequi librium, presents 
one of its sides as the sense of propo sitions and the other as the 
attribut e of states of affairs. And finally, another fragment shows the 
aleatory point which is displaced over the line, the point of l9i1ur, or of 
the dice-throw, dou bly ind icated by an old man who has died of hunger 
and by an infant born of speech-" for dying of hunger gives him the 
right to begin anew .... " 5 
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Eleve nth Series of 

Nonsense 

Let us summariz e the characteristics of this parad oxical element or 
perpewum mobile. Its function is to traver se the heterogeneou s series, to 
coo rdinat e th em , to make them resonat e and converge, but also to 
ramify them and to introdu ce into each one of them multipl e disjunc­
tion s. It is both word = x and thing= x. Since it belongs simu ltaneou sly 
to both ser ies, it has two sides. But the sides an• n,·,·er balanced, joined 
toge ther, or paired off, because the paradoxical clement is always in 
disequilibrium in relation to itself. To account for this rn rrelati on and 
this dissymm etry we made use of a number of dualiti es: it is at once 

excess and lack, empt y squar e and supernum erary object, a place 
without an occu pant and an occupant wit hout a place, "floating signi­
fier" and floated signified, esotL·ric word and exot eric thing, \\'hite wo rd 
and black object. This is why it is constan tly denoted in two ways: "For 
the Snark was a Boojum, you see." We should not imagim· that the , '-

Booj um is a particularly frightening specie s of Snark; the relat ion of 
genus and spec ies is hen · inappropriate. Rather, we are faced \\'ith the 
t\\'o dissymm etrical hah ·es of an ultimate instance . Lik~ , from 
Scxtus Empiricus we learn that the Stoics had at their disposal a word 
st ripp<'d of meaning, "Bliwri." and that they emp loyed it in a doublet 
\\'ith the co rn.·latt' "Skmdapsos." 1 "r or Blituri was a Skindap sos, you 
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sn•." Word = x in a series, but ,lt thl' sanw t imt', thing= x in anoth er 
series; perhap s ("ve shall sec this laH•r) it is neccssarv to add to the Aion 
:,·(•t a third aspect, action= x, insofar as the scrie; resonat e an<l com­
municate and form a "t angk·d tale." "Snark" is an unheard-of name, 
hut it is also an invisible monster. It refers to a formidable act ion, the 
hunt, at the end of which the hunt er is dissipated and loses his idl·ntit y. 
"Jabberwo ck" is an unht ·arcl-of name, a fantastic beast, but also the 
object of a fom1idablc action or of a great murd er. 

Thl' blank word is designated by esott·ric words in gml'ral (it, thing, 
Snark, et c.). Th e function of the blank word, or of the csotC'ric words 
of the first order, is to coordinate the two heterogeneous series. Esoteric 
words, in turn, may also bt· designated by portmant eau words, wo rds 
of the second orde r , "'h ost· function is to ramify the series. Two 
<liffercnt figures corr espond to these t\\' O powt·rs. First _fi9ure: the para­
doxical clem ent is at once word and thin g. In other words both the 
blank word denoting it and the esoteric w~rd denoti ng the biank word 
have the function to expr ess the thing. It is a word that denotes exact ly 
"hat it expresses and expresses what it denot es. It expresses its denota-

111m and designates its own sense. It says somethin g, but at the same 
t ime it says the sense of what it says: it says its own sense. It is therefor e 
comp letely abnormal. We know that th e normal law governin g aJI 
names endowed with sense is pre cisely that their sense may be denoted 
only by another name (n 1~ n2~ n3 ••• ). I_he name saying its ow n 
sense can on ly be nonsense (N,,). onscnse is of a piece wit h th e word 
" nonsense," and th e word "n onsense" is of a piece with word s which 
have no sense, that is, with the con\'entiona l word s that '"'e use to 
dmotc it. Second ft9ure: the portmant eau word is itself the prin ciple of 
an altt·rnat ivc th e two terms of which it forms (frumious = fuming-a nd­
furious or fur ious-and- fuming). Each virtua l part of such a word clc­
not\'s the sense of the ot her or expresses the other part which in turn 
dt·notes it. Un<l<'r the same form, the <'ntir <' word says its 0\\'n sense 
and is, for this reason, nonsense. Indeed, thl' second normal la\\' 
gon• rning names endow<'d \\'ith S<'llSt' is that th,·ir sense can not 
d1·termine an alternative into which th ev themselves ent er. onscnse 

thu s has two sides, one co rrespondin g t~ the· regressi\'e svnth~·sis, the 
oth<'r to the disjuncti, -c synth esis. " " · 

One rn uld object that all of this means nothin g. It is a had pla:,' on 
"ords to su ppose that nonsl'n sc expresses its ow n sense since, bv 
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definition, it has nonc. But this objection is unfound ed. The play on 
words would he to say that nonsense has a sense, th e scnse being 
prccisely that it hasn't any. This is not our hypoth esis at all. Wh en \.VC 

assume that nonsense says its own sense, we wish to indicate, on the 
contrar v, that sense and nonsense have a spec ific relation which can not 
copy tl;at of the true and faJse, that is, which can not be conceived 
simply on the basis of a relation of -exclusion. This is indeed thc most 
gcnera l problem of th e logic of sense: what would be the purpose of 
rising from the domain of truth to the doma in of sense, if it were only 
to lin<l between sense and nonsense a relation analogous to that of the 
tru e and the false? We have already seen that it is futiJe to go from the 
conditioned to the condition in order to think of the conditi on in th e 
image of th e conditioned as the simple form of possibility. The condi­
tion cannot have with its negati, ·e the same kind of relation that the 
condition ed has with its negative. The logic of sense is necessarily 
determin ed to posit bet\-veen sense and nonsense an original type of 
intrin sic relation, a mode of co-pr esence. f or the time being, we may 
only hint at this mode by dealing with nonsense as a word which says 

its own sense. 
Th e paradoxical element, under the two preced ing figures, is non­

sense. But the norm al laws are not exactly opposed to the two figures. 
These figures, on the contrar y, subsume nom1al words endowed with 
sense under these laws which do not apply to them. Any normal name 
has a sense which must be denoted by another name and which must 
determine th e disjunctions filled by other names. Insofar as these names, 
which are endow ed with sense, arc subject to these laws, they receive 
determinarions c?f si9n!ficalion. The determinati on of signification and the 
law arc not the same thing; the former derives from the latter and 
relates names, that is, words and prop ositions, to concepts, properties, 
or classes. Thu s, when th e regressive law states that th e sense of a name 
must be denoted by anot her name, these names of different ck·grees 
re-fer, from the point of view of signification, to classes or prop erties of 
different "types." Every prop erty must belong to a type higher than the 
prop erties o r individuals over which it presides, and c~ class must 
belong to a type higher th an the objects which it contain s'. It follows 
that a class cannot be a member of itself, nor may it contain members 
of different types. Likewise, according to the disjunct ive law, a deter­
mination of signification stat es that the property or the term in rclat_ion 
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to which a classificat ion is made cannot belong to any of the gro ups of 
the same type which are classified in relation to it. An element cannot 
be part of the sub-sets which it detc 1111incs, nor a part of th e set whose 
existence it presuppo ses. Thu s, two forms of the absurd correspond to 
lhe two figures of nonsense, and these forms are defined as "s tripp ed of 
signification" and as constituting paradoxes: a set which is included in 
itself as a memb er; the member di\'iding th e set which it presupposes 
- the set of all sets, and the "barbe r of the regiment ." The absurd then 
is sometimes a confusion of formal levels in the regressive synthesis, 
sometimes a vicious circle in th e disjunctive synth esis.1 The interest of 
the determ inations of signification lies in the fact that they engender 
the principles of non-contradi ction and the excluded midclJe, instead of 
these principles being given ready-made. The paradoxes themselves 
enact the genesis of contradi ction and inclusion in the propositions 
stripped of signification . Perhaps we should envisage from this point of 
view certain Stoic conceptions concerning the connection of prop osi­
tions. For when the Stoics display so much interest in hypoth etical 
propositions of the sort "if it is day, it is light, " or "if this woman has 
milk, she has given birth, " commentator s are certainly right to recall 
that the question here is not about a relation of physical consequence 
or of causality in the modern sense of the word. But they are perhaps 
wrong to see in them a simple logical consequence in the form of 
identity. The Stoics used to number the mt'mbers of the hypothetical 
proposition: we can consider "be ing day" or "havin g given birth " as 
signifying prop erties of a higher type than those over which they preside 
("being light ," "ha ving milk") . The link between propositions cannot 
b(' reduced either to an analytic identity or to an empirical synthesis; 
rat her it belongs to the doma in of signification-s o that contradi ction 
may be engendered, not in the relation of a tem1 to its opposite, but in 
the relation of a term to the other term. Given the tran sformation of the 
hypothetical to the conjunctive, "if it is <lay, it is light' ' implies that it 
is not possible that it be <lay and not light . Perhaps this is the case, 
because "being day" wou ld have to be an element of a set which it 
\\'ould presuppose and would have to belong to one o f th e groups 
classified in relation to it. 

No less than tht' dcte1mination o f signification, nonsense enacts a 
donmion c!f sense. But it does so in an entir ely different manner. h orn the 
point of view of sense, the regressiYC law no longer relates the names 

~ ~ 
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of cliffl'n·nt dl·gn'l'), to dassl 'S or propc rtil')., but ratht ·r di:.tribull ':. them 
in a lwtl'rogc~wow, M·rks of l'\ 'l•nts. Thl'Sl' SC'ries aH· undoul>tl'dly 
<ktl-rmincd om· a:; ),il!nifring, th<' ot h<'r as signific<l. Rut tlw distributio n 
of scnsl' in• t',Kh on~ of tl;c·m is l'nt ird~· ~1dependen t of tlw pn-cist· 
rd ation o f ),ignificat ion. Thi s is ,, h~', as we· ha\'e seen, a tl·m1 de, oid of 
sil!ni~icalion has norw thd ess a SC'nsc, and the sense or the <'H'nl is 
in:lcpcnd rnt of all tlw modalitiC's alfoct ing classes and prop<.>rtil'S, !wing 
nl'utral in rdation to all of tlwM' characte ristics. Th e c,·t·nt d iffl·rs in 
natur e from propcrtil' s and clas~c·~. That "hi ch has a sense ha:. al),o a 
signification, but for rc•asons which arc diffc·n.'nt from its ha\'ing a Sl'ns<'. 
~ ~ 

Sense is thu s insepa rable from a rww kind of paradoxes which mark thl· 
presence of nonsense· within Sl'nse, just as the prec<.>ding parad oxes 
markc<l the• presence of nonsense with in signification. Th is t inw, ,, ·t· arc 
confronted with paradoxes of subdid sion ad infinitum and also ,vith 
paradoxe•s of the distribution of singu larities. Inside the series, each 
term has S<'nse only by \'irtue of its positio n relati ve· to c, ·ery other 
te rm . But thi s relati ve position itsdf depends on the absolute position 
of each tc·rm relat ive to th e instance= x. The lat ter is dct cm1incd as 
nonsense and circulates l'ndless ly th roug hou t the-series. Sense is actua lly 
produced by thi circulation as sense which affects both the signifie r and 
the signified. In short, sense is always an ~fleer. It is not an effec t merd y 
in th e causal sens('; it is also an dT1:c t in th<' sense of an "op tical effect" 
or a "so und effect ," o r, e, ·en bett <:'r, a surface effect, a Position effect, 
and a language eff<'ct. Such an effect is not at all an appearan ce or an 
illusion . It is .a produ ct which spn.:ads ou t ov(·r, or l'Xtends itsdf the 
k-ngth o f, the sur fan·; it is stri ctly c:o-pre·sc·nt to, and coex tensive with, 
its ow n cause, and determ ines this cause a!. an immin<'nt cause, insepa­
rable from its effct·ts, pur e nihil or x. out side of the c·ff ects themsdvcs . 
Such e·ffccts, or such a produ ct, han · usually bC'e·n d<:'signated by a 
proper or a singular name. A prope r name can he co nsidered fully as a 
sign onl~• to the extl·nt that it refers to an effec t of this kind. Thus, 
ph)'Sics s1waks of the " Kd vin c-ffect," of tlw "Sedwc k effect ," of the 
"Z<'cman dTcct," etc. Medicine designate s d is(·ases by the name's of the 
docto rs ,, ho were able· to elahoratc· the· lists of their sympt oms. fo llow­
ing this pat h, the discm·ery of sense as an incorporeal effec , hl'ing 
always produ ced by tlw circulation of the ckm ent = x in th e "er il's of 
tcm1s ,, hich it tr an· rsl·s, mm t lw nam<'d tlw "Ch~ •ssipus effect" or the· 
"Carro ll dll ·t·t." 
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Authors refer red to as "s tructuralists" hy recent prae·t ice ma~• haw 
no l'ssc·ntial point in common ot hl'r than thi~: sense, regarded not at all 
J S appca rann· but as sur face cfflTl and position l'ffcct , and produ ce·d by 
the cirnr latio n of tlw empt~· ~quan· in the stru ctu ral seril-s (the place of 
the dummy, the place of the· king, the hlind spot, the float ing s ignifier, 
dw ,·alul' ck grce zero, the off-:>t,lgl' or abs(·nt cause, etc.). Stru ctur alism, 
whet her co ~sciouslv or not e·l~cbratl'S Ill'\\ find ings o f a Stoic and 
l'a rroll ian inspira tio'n. Struct~m· i:,, i11 fact a machine for the prodt Ktion 
of inl·orporea l sensl' (,kmdapso,). But ,, h<'n stru ctura lism shows in this 

manrwr that sense is produ n· d h:· nons<'nsc· and its p<'rpt·tual clisplacc­
ml·nt, and that it is horn of thl' rcspec ti\'l' position of dcm ents which 

arl' not hy themsd\'e s "s igni(ving," '''l' shou ld not at all com pare it wit h 
,, hat was called th e philosophy of the absu rd : Carroll, )'l'S; Camus, no. 
This is so becau se, for th(' philoso phy of the absurd, nonsense is what is 
op posed to sense in a simple relatio n with it, so that the absu rd is 
alwa, ·s dd1ned bv a dcficienc, · of Sl'nsc and a lack (t here is not enough 
of it ' ... ). h orn ;he po int of ;.il'\\ of st ructur e, on tlw cont rary, th l•rc,'\s 

.-ilways too much sense: an c·xccss produ ced and O\'Cr-pro.du ccd by 
nonsense as a lack of itself. Jakobson defines a phonemt· zero , having no 
pho netically dete rmin ed \'aluc, by its oppos ition to the absence of the 

phoneme ra ther th an to the phoncnw itsl' lf. Likewise. nonse nse dol 'S not 
ha,'<' any particular sc·nse, but is opposed to th l· abscnn· of scnsl' rath er 
tha n to th t· sense that it produn ::. in exces~- with out l'\ er maintaining 
,, ith its prod uct the ~imp le n •lation of exd usion to which some people 
,, ould lik<' to redu cl' them. l Nonsen se is that which has no sense, and 

that which, as such and as it <'nat·ts th l' donation of sense•, is oppo sed to 
thl· absl·nn· of sense·. Thi s is ,, hat we must under stand bv .. noruensc. " 

In the· final analysis, the importan ce of stru ctura lism ' in philosoph) ', 
and for all thought , is that it displaces frontiers. W lwn the empha sis 
,hi ftcd from failing 1-:sscnces 10 tlw not ion o f sense, tlw phi losop hical 
di, iding line seeml·d to bc c•stablh.lwcl be·t ,H•c:n th osc ,, ho linkc·d :.c'nSl' 
lo a n( ' \\ t ranscenclcnn·, a nc,, · a1·atar of God and a tr ansformt·d hl•a,·en, 

.111d tho~l' who found ~t·nse in man and his abyss, a rn·wlY exca, ·atl'd 
dl·pth ,rnd undc rground. Ne" tlwologian), of a· mistv ~h ·(the :.kv of 

Kol'llig:.hl·rg), ancl 1w1, humanbt:, of tl~e ca, l"rns, spra~1g t;pon the: ~·tag<· 
111 tlw nanw of tlw ( ;od- man or thl' Man -god as th e- s(•cret of sc·nse. 
\o ml'tinw:,, it ,,a s diflinr lt to diMinguish lwt,H 'l'l1 tlwm . But what toda: · 
n·ndc r~ tlw di:.tinttion impo-;~ihle i:., nr!.I and forcmo:.t, ou r cu rn ·nt 
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fatigue with this intcrminabk discourse, in whi ch one wonder s whet her 
it is the- ass whi t·h loads man or man who loads the ass and himself. 
Mor e-over, we· have th e impr ession o f a pur e count er-se nse imposed on 
sense; for, in any case, heavenly or subt erran ean, sense is presented as 
Prin ciple, Rcscn oir, Reserve, Origin. As heavenly Principl e, it is said to 
be fundamenta lly forgo tt en and ,·eiled or, as subterran ean prin ciple, it 
is said to be deeply erased , diverted, and alienated. But beneat h the 
erasure and the veil, we are summoned to rediscove r and to restore 
meaning, in either a God which was not well enough unde rstood, or in 
a man not fully fathom ed. It is thu s pleasing that there resou nds today 
the ncvvs that sense is never a prin ciple or an origin, but that it t~ 
produ ced. It is not something to discove r, to restore, and to re-e mplo y; 
it is something to produ ce by a new machinery. It belongs to no height 
or depth , but rath er to a surface effect, being inseparabl e from th e 
surface which is its prop er dimension. It is not that sense lacks depth 

or height , but rath er that height and depth lack surface, that they lack 
sense, or have it only by virtue of an "effect" which presu pposes sense. 
We no longer ask ourselves whether the "o riginary meaning" of religion 
is to be found in a God betraved bv men or in a man alienated in the J • , 

image of God. We do not , for exampl e, seek in Nietzsche a proph et of 
re ,·ersal or tran scendence. If there is an author for whom th e death of 
God or th e free fall of the ascetic ideal has no importan ce so long as it 

is co mpensated by th e false depth of the hum an, by bad faith and 
ressemimenr. it is indeed Nietzsc he. He pur sues his discove ries elsewhere, 
in the aphorism and th e poem (where neither God nor man speak), in 
machines for the produ ction of sense and for th e sun ·ey of the surface. 

Nietzsc he estab lishes th e effective ideal game. We do not seek in Freud 
an explo rer of human depth and originary sense, but rath er the prodi­
gious discovere r of the machinerv of the unconscious bv means of 
:, -hich sense is produ ced always a~ a function of nonsens/ 4 And ho""· 
could \\'e not feel that ou r freedom and str ength reside, not in th e 
divine uni, ·crsal nor in th e human per sonality, but in these singulariti es 

whic h a_rc more us than Yve ourselves arc, mor e di, ·ine tha 9' thc gods ., as 
tlwy animate co ncn't ely poem and aphorism, pcm1anent ,fe voluti on and 
partial actio n? What is bur eaucratic in these fantastic machines whic h 
arc peoples and poems? It suffices that we dissipate ourselves a littl e, 
that we IX' able to be at the surface, that we str etch our skin like a 
drum , in order that the "g reat politics" begin. An t'mpt y squar e .for 
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neither man nor God; singu larit il·s \\'hich are neither ge neral no r indi­
,·idual, neith er personal nor unin •rsal. All of this is tr aversed by circu­
lations, cd1ocs, and event s which producc mor e sense, mor e freedom, 
and mor e str ength than man has ncr dr eamed of, or God ever con­
ce ived. Toda y's task is to make the empt y squar e circulate and to mak e 
pre-ind ividual and nonper sonal singularities speak - in short , to pro­

duce sense. 
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Twelfth Series of 

the Paradox 

We cannot ge t rid of paradoxes by saying that the y arc mor e worth y 
of Carroll' s work than the y are of the Principia .11athemati ca. What is good 

for Carroll is good for logic. We cannot get rid of paradoxe s by saying 
that the barber of the regiment does not exist, any more than th e 
abnorma l S<'t ex ists. for paradox es, on th e contrar y, inhere in language, 
and the \\'hole problem is to know wheth er language would be ablt· to 
function with out br ing ing about the insistcnn · of such entitie s. or 
cou ld we say that parado xes give a false image of thought, improbable 
and useless(v compl icated. Orw would ha,-~ to be t~o ''sim ple " to 
bclit·ve that thou ght is a simple act, dear unto itsdf, and not puttin g 
into play all the po\\'cr s of the unconscious, or all the powers of 
nonsense in tht· unconscious. Paradox es arc recrl·ational onlv when thcv 
an· considered as initiati, ·c·s of though t . Thev are not rctn ·; tional whe;1 

'- . 
the y arc considt· rcd as " the Passion of thou ght," or as dist·o,·cring what 
can only be thought , \\'hat can only be spoken, despite th e fact that it 
is hoth ineffable and unthinkable -a mental Void, ti~ Aion. Hnallv, we 
cannot invoke the contradi ctor y characte r of the insin~ated entities, nor 
can \\'t' say that the barber cannot belong to the n ·giment. T lw force o f 
par adoxes is that they are not contr adicto ry; tlwy rather allo\\' us to be 
pn ·st·nt at the genesis of the nmtradiction. The princ:ipk· of contr~dic-
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tion is applicab le to tlw real and the possihlc, hut not to tht' impossib le 
from \\'hich it derives, that i.~. to paradoxt·s or rathC'r to what paradox es 
rqircse nt . The parad oxes of significat ion an· essentially that of the 
ub11ornwl set (which is included as a mt·mhcr or \\'hich includes member s 

of difli:rcnt types) and that o f the rcbd clement (w hich forms part of a 
~l'l \\'hose ex iste nce it prcsupp osl's and belongs to t-..,·o suh-sets which 
it dl'termines). The paradox es of st·nsc are l'Sscntially that or the 
w/xlin sion ad ir?flnitum (always past-future and never present ), and that 
of the nomadic distribution (distributing in an open space insH.·ad o f 
dist ributin g a closc·d space). They al\\'ays have the characteristic of go ing 
in both directions at once, and of n:ndcring identification impossible, as 
tlwv l'mphasizc sometimes the first, sometimes tht · second, of thc Sl' 
dr~cts. This is th e case with Alice's double adventure - the becoming­

mad and the lost name. 
Paradox is oppose d to dow. in both aspects of doxa, namely, good 

sc'nse and comm on sense. Now, good sense is said of one dir('ction only: 
it is the uni9uc sense and expresses the demand of an order accordin g 
to which it is necessary to choose one direction and to hold onto it. 

This directio n is easily detcm1incd as that which goes from the most 
diffe rentiated to the least differentiat ed, from things to th e primordial 
lire. The arrow of time gets its orientation from th is direct ion, since th e 
most differentiated necessarily appears as past, insofar as it defines the 
origin of an individual system, whereas th e least ditTere ntiat ed appears 
Js future and end. This ordc.>r of t ime, from the past to the futu re, is 
thu s estab lished in relation to th e present, that is, in relation to a 
d(·tcrmined phase o f time chosen wit hin the parti cular system und er 
considerati on. Good sense ther efore is given the condit ion und er ,vhich 
it fullills its function, which is essentially to foresee. It is clear that 
foresight would be impossible in th e other direction , that is, if one \\'ent 
from the k-ast differentiated to the most diffen ·ntiat ed - for exampl e, 
if tempera tur es which were at first indisce rnible were to go on differ­
t·ntiating themselves. This is whv goo d sense rediscow rcd itsd f in tlw 
t·ontex t'" or thermody namics. At its point of origin, thou gh, good sense 
daims kinship with the highest models. (.;ood sense is essent ial(~, distrib ­

utin·; "o n one hand and on the other hand" is its fom1ula. 
But thl' distri buti on which it puts into motion is accomplished in 

rnn ditions which plan ' difference· at the beginnin g and inrnlv c 1t m a 
controlled mmTment \\'hich is supposed to saturate , c9ua lize, annu l, 
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and co mpen sah · it. Th is b in<ll'c·d the meaning of such phr ase'~ a~ " from 
thin gs to the primordial lire," or " from worlds (individual svstt·ms) to 

Goi" Such a distributi on, implic<l by goo d sense, is dcfinl'(I precisely 
as a fixt·cl or ~cdrnt ary distributi on. Th e C'sscnse of good sm se is to gin· 
itself a singularit) ', in order to stn ·tch it out ove r thr whole line of 
ordi nary and n ·gular point s which depend on it, but which also aH·rt 
and dilutt· it. Good St'nse is altogt.'ther co mhu stin· and digesti H'. It is 
agricultural, inseparab le from the agrarian probl em, the establishm ent 
of cndosures, and the dealings of middl e da sscs the part s of" hich arc 
suppost·d to balance and to regulate· one another . The steam mgine and 
th e lin ·stock, but also propertie s and classes, arc the living so~irces of 
good sense, not only as facts which sprin g up in a particular period, but 
as ete rnal archetypes. This is not a mere metaph or; it ties toget her all 
the senses of the term s "properties" and " classes." Th e systemati c 
chara cteri stics of good sense arc thu s the following: it affirm~ a single 
dire ction; it det ermine s thi s dire ction to go from th e most to the least 
difTerentiated, from the singular to the regular, and from the remarkable 
to the ordinar y; it orient s the arrow of time from past to futur e, 

acco rding to this detem1i nation; it assigns to the present a dir ecting 
role in thi orientation; it renders possible th ereby the function of 
pre vision; and it selects the sedentar y type of distributi on in which all 
of the prece ding characteristics arc broug ht toge ther . 

Goo d sense plays a capital ro le in the determinati on of signification, 
but plays no role in the dona tion of sense. Th is is bc·causc good sense 
always comes second, and because the scdc ntarv distribut ion which it , , 

ena cts pr('suppo ses anoth er distrib ution, just as the probl em of enclo­
sures presupp oses first a free, opened, and unlimit ed space- the sick· 
of a hill or knoll. Is it then enough to say that the paradox follows a 
direction ot her than that of good sense, and that it goc·s from the least 

to the most diff crentiated, throu gh a whim that might on ly be a mental 
diversion? To repea t some famous examples, it is certai n that if temp er­
ature goes on differentiatin g itself, o r if viscosity goes on accd c-rating 
itself, one could no longer "fo resee ." But why not? It is not because 
things would be happ ening in the other sense or direc tion. Th e other 
dire ction would still enco mpass a uniqu t• sense. Goo\i sense is not 
co ntent with dNcrminin g the particular dire ction of th~ uniqu e sensl'. 
It first detem,in es the principle o f a uniqu e sense or direc tion in 
gene ral, ready to show that thi s prin ciple, once given, forces u~ to 
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choose one direction O\"cr the ot her . The powc·r of the paradox there­
fore.· is not all in following the othrr dire ction, but rath er in show ing 
that sense· always take s on both senses at once, or follows two dire ctions 
at the same time. The oppositt· of good sense is not th e oth er direc·tion 
r~cn~), for thi s di rection is only a rec reation for th e mind, its amusi ng 
initiati\"e. But th e parad ox as passion reveals that one cannot separat e 
t\\ O di rec tions, that a uniqu e· sense cannot be established-neithe r a 
unique sense for serious thought and work, nor an ill\·erse sense for 
recreation s and minor games. If '"iscosity went on accele ratin g itsclf, it 
wou ld elimi nate the reasons behind rest in an unpredictab le sense. 
"W hich way, which way?" asks Alice. Th e qu estion has no answer, 
since it is the characte ristic of sense not to have any direction or "good 
~ense." Rathe r, sense always goe to both di rections at once in the 
infinitely subdivid ed and elo'ng; tcd past- future. Th e physic ist Boit✓.mann 
explained that the arrow of tim e, moving from past to futur e, function s 
only in individual worlds or system s, and in relation to a pr esent 
clctcnnin ed within such systems: "Fo r the entir e univer se, the two 
direction s of time arc thu s impossible to distinguis h, and the same holds 
for space; there is neither above nor below" (that is, there is neither 

height nor depth) . 1 Here we redisco'"er the op position betw een Aion 
and Chrono s. Chronos is the present which alone exists. It makes of 
tht· past and futur e its tw o or iented dim ensions, so that one goes always 
from the past to the futur e-b ut only to the degree that presents 
follow onC' another inside partial world s or part ial systems. Aion is the 
past -futu re, which in an infinite subdivi sion of the abstract mom ent 
endlessly decomp oses itself in bot h direction s at once and forever 
sidl ·stcps the prese nt. for no present can be fixed in a Universe which 
i~ taken to be the system of all systems, or th e abnonnal set . To the 
orimted line of the pre sent , which " regularizes" in an individua l system 
<•ach singular point which it takes in, the line of Aion is op posed . Thi s 
lirw leaps from one pre- individual singularit y to another and recove rs 
th t·m all, each on e of them within the others. It recove rs all the svstcm s 
a~ it follows th e figures of the nomadi c distribution wher ein each ew nt 

i~ alread) ' past and yet in the futur e, at onc·e more and k ss, alwavs the 
da)· hcfore and the day afte r , inside the subdivision which makes· th em 
l"<>mmu nicatl' with one anoth er. 

In common scnsc, "se nse" is no lo nge r said of a direc tion, but of an 
organ. It i~ called "co mmon," bccausl' it is an organ, a function, a 
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faculty of ickntific,1tio11 that bring:. dive rsit~· in gC'm'ral to hc,,r upon tlw 
form of the Sanw. Common SC'l1Sl' i<lc-ntif il'S and rccog niZl'S, no less th an 
good sense- fon•M'l'S. Subjn:ti\'c- ly, common St'nsc subsu nws undl' r its<'lf 

thl' ,ariom farnltics of thl ' sou l, or t he dilTcrcnt iatc-d organ:. of th<· 

bod~·. and lirings thl·m to bea r upon a unity wh ich is capa l~lc of saying 
" I." ( )rw and the sam<' self perceives, imagines, remembe rs, knm, ·s, e tc.; 

one and tlw same sd f brcat hC's, sk•eps, walks, and cats . ... I anguag( • 

dol' ., no t s<'cm poss ible wit hou t th is subjec t which <'xprcsses and ma ni­

li:sts itsdf in it, and which says what it <locs. Objt'c t i\'d\', rnmmon 

Sl'nM' subsumes unde r itself the given dh crsi tv and rela t~s it to thl' 
uni ty or a parti cu lar form of object or an individ~ralizcd fonn of a wo rld. 

It is tlw sam(· object which I Sl'l', sme ll, taste, or to uch; it is t he same 

objl'Cl which I perceiv<', imagine, and remembe r ... ; and, it ii, thl· sam e 

wo rld that I brt·a th e, walk, am awa ke or aslee p in, as I mon· from om· 

objl'Ct to anot her follow ing t he laws of a de te rmined svsll'm. H<·n • 
again, languag(· <locs no t seem possible ou tside of th l·se ide~ titics which 

it desig nates. Th e comp ll·mcnta rity or th e two forces of good sense and 

commo n sens(· arc clea rly seen. Good sC'ns<· could not lix anv bt·ginni ng 

end, or di rectio n , it co~rld not distr ibute arw di\'<.'rsit\', if it ~lid n~; 

tra nsce nd itself towa rd an insta nce capab le· of ;d at ing t he d i\'<.'rst· to the 

form of a subjt·ct's idt' nt ity, or to the form of an ohjt•ct's or a wo rld 's 

pcm,anl'nce, which one:-assume:, to bc pr<'scnt from begin ning to en d. 
Conn -rsdy, th is fonn of identi ty wi th in t·om mon smsc wou ld re main 

emp ty if it di d not tr ansce nd itself towa rd an instance capab le of 

ck tl·nn ining it by means of a part icu lar din ·rsity, which \\Otrld begin 

hc:-rc:-, m d tlwn·, and which one would suppose to last as long as it is 

nect'ssa ry to assur C' t lw c·qualization of its part s. It is m·n·ssa rv t hat 
qua lit)' bc at onlT stopped and ml'asu red, at tr ibuted and ident ifi.cd. In 

this co mplem(·ntarity of good senst· and co mmon Sl'nsc, the allianct• 
betw1·c·n th e sl·lf, th e wo rld, and (;o d is s<·alcd-God being the fina l 

outco mt' of d in·c tions and thl' sup reml' princi pll· of iclcntitil-s. T he 
paradox th en·fo rc is tlw sim ultaneous re\'ersa l of good sens<· anc.l co m­

mon s<·nse: on one hand, it appl'ars in th e· gu ise of th e t wo simulta neous 
sense!> or dirt ·ctio ns of t lw becomi ng-mad and t he unforeseeahl1·; on the 

o t lw r hand , it appea rs as the nonsenSl' Ofthl.· lost identit, · and tht· 

un1Tl 'ogn izable. Alicl· is th e one who alwavs goes in two di ;l'l't ions at 

onn·: Wond<-rland exists in an alwavs subdi~ iclecl doub le direc tion. Alice 
is also th e one \\ ho lost•s t he idl' nt it y, wht·th t•r her m, n or tlw ide,) tit y 
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of thing:. .md t he \\oriel. In \r/i1c ancl Bruno. l·airy land i:- opposed to the 
Common - Place. Alice sub mit:- lO (and fails at ) a ll t he tt·~ts of rnmmo n 

,l'n:,c: tlw tt·st of sl'lf-co nsdousnes!, ,ls an orga n- "W ho are you?" said 

tlw caterpi llar ; tlw test of the per cq>tio n of an obj<·t·t as a test of 

n·cognitio n - th c woods "hid, is strip 1Kd off all identif ication; tlw test 
of memo rv as recitat ion -" It is \\ro ng from beg inning to end ''; the . ~ ~ 

tc:.t of the <lream as un it ,. of tlw ,, orld-\\ he rein eac h individ ual 

:,\'stl'm comes undo ne to ihe lwndit of a universe in whi ch Ol1l' is 

a·l"a~ ·s an d cment in soml'0lll' ds( •'s dr t•am - " .. . you' re only orw of 

tlw thing:, in his drl·am. You kno\\ H'': ' wd l you'rt· not real." I low 

n>uld Alice have anv common Sl'nse It.ft, since she no longlT had good 
, ' ~ 

Sl'nsc? Language, in any case-, Sl't•ms imposs ibk , having no subj ec t which 

('Xpre ss<·s or manifes ts itsd f in it, no obj<.>ct to ck·note, no classes and no 

properties to signify acco rding to a fixt·d ordl'r. 
It is he-re, hO\wvc r, th at th l· gift o f meaning occu rs, in thi s reg ion 

"hic h pm :edes all good sC'l1Sl' a~d all co mmo~ sense. fo r here, ~-ith 

thl · passio n of the pa radox, language atta ins its highest powe r. Bc~•ond 

goo d se nse, Carro ll's do ubles rep resen t the t wo senses or t wo dir ec t ions 

of the h<'coming-mad. Let us look tirst at th e doub let or t he Hatt er and 

the March Hare in Alice: each one o f them lives in onl' di rec tion, but 

tlw two dirl 'ct ions are insc·parable; eac h dir ec tion subdfr ides itst'lf into 

tlw othl ·r, to th e point t hat bo th arc· found in l'it hc r. T wo are nec·essary 

for bl'ing mad; one is always mad III tcmdem. Th<· Hatter and th e Hare 

w1:nt mad tog eth er the day tlwy " m urd cn·d ti rm'," th at is, t he day they 

de~trO)Td the measu re, supp ressed th e pauses and th e rests which relate 

c1ualit~· to !>Omcthing tixcd. T he Hattl ' r and the Hare killl·d t he pre sent 

which no longe r sur vives hNwee n thC'm except in t he slc:l'PY image of 

tlw Dormou se, th eir tortur (•d t·ompanion. But a lso thi:, present no 

longl'r :.uh:,ists exn ·pt in th l· abstra ct momen t , at tl·a time, lwing 
inddinitcly subdivisi ble int o past and futun-. The result is t hat t hey 

no" changl · places endkss l~·• they arc· a lwa)'S latl' and l·arl~-. in hoth 

drn·niorn. at once, hut m·,·l·r on tinw. On th e o thl·r sidt· of the loo king­

gl,1:,:,, tlw I lare and the Hatte r arc takt·n up again in thl · t" o mcssengc ,\ 

0 111• going and the othe r coming, om· Sl'ar ching and the other bri ngirw .... ~ ~ \., ...: e-
h.11 k, on tlw ha:,i., of th e t\\ o simultarwou:. di rections of the Aior,. 

r,, t·l·dbke and Tweed ledum tc·stifv to tlw indisn ·rn ibilitv of the two 
d1n ·ttion:,, and to thl · infinill' subc-lh ision of th1• t\\ o st,-nses in l'ach 

d1rn ·tio11, 1l\ l'r th <· hifurcating routl ' pointing to their hoW,l'. But, just 
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as the double s render impos sible any limit of beco ming, any fixing o f 
qualit y, and thu s an_y exercise of goo d sense , Humpt y Dum pty is royal 
simplicit y, the MasH·r of words, the Giver of sense .. He destroy s the 
exe rcise of common sense, as he distributes differences in such a 
mann er that no fixed qualit y and no measured tim e arc brought to bear 
upon an identifiab le or recognizable object. Humpt y Dum,~ty (w hose 
waist and neck, tie and belt, are indiscernibl e) lacks comm on sense as 
much as he lacks differ entiat ed organs; he is uniqu ely made of shifting 
and "d isconcertin g" singu larities . Humpt y Dump ty will not n;cognize 
Alice, for each of Alice 's singu lariti es seems to him assimilat ed in the 
ordin ary arrang ement of an organ (eye , nose, mouth ) and to belo ng to 
the Co mm onplace of an all too regular face, arr anged just like everyone 
else's. In the singularit y of paradox es, nothi ng begins or ends, every­
thin g pr ocee ds at once in the direction of both past and futur e. As 
Humpt y Dumpt y says, it is always possible to prevent that \.Ve grow in 

tandem. One do es not grow without the other shrinkin g. Th ere is 
nothin g asto nishing in the fact that the paradox is th e force of th e 
un conscious: it occu rs always in th e space bC>twee n (/'enrre-deux) con­
sc iousnesses, contrar y to goo d sense or, behi nd the back of co nscious­

ness, contr ary to comm on sense . To the question as to when one 
becomes bald, or when there is a pile, Chrysippu s' answer used to be 
that we would be bett er off to stop countin g, that we could even go to 
sleep, we could think later on. Carn eadcs do es not seem to und erstand 
thi s response very we ll and he objects that , at Chrysippu s' reawak ening, 
eve rything will begin anew and the same question will be raised. 
Ch rysippus answers more explic itly: one can al·ways manage in tandem. 

slow ing the horst>S when the slope becomes stee per, or decreasing with 
one hand while increasing with the othcr. 2 for if it is a qu t>stion of 
kno,,.,·ing "w hy at this mom ent rather than at another ," "w hy wate r 

changes its state of qualit~· at o
0 

centi grade," the qu estion is poo rly 
stated insofar as o O is considered as an ordina ry point on the thermom­
eter. But if it is conside red, on th e co ntr ary, as a singu lar point, it is 
inseparabl e from the event occ urring at that point, always being zero in 
rdation to its realization on th e line of ordinar y point s, always forth-

co ming and already passed. / 
We may th('r cforc propo se a table of the developm ent of lang uage at 

th (' surface and of th e donation of sense at the fronti er, betw een 
propo sitions and thin gs. Such a table rt' pr esents an organization _which 
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is s,1id to he seco ndar y and prop er to language . It is animatt ·d by the 
paradoxical clem ent or alC'ator y po int to whi ch we haw given \'arious 
douhk names . To intr oduc e this cknwnt as runnin g throu gh the two 
series at the surface, or as tr acing between the two series the straight 
line of the Aion, amount s to the same th ing. It is nonse nse, and it 
ddincs the two verbal ligurc s of non sense. But, preci sely because 
nonsense has an interna l and oricsinal relatio n to Sl' ll St', this parad oxical 
cleme nt bestow s sense upon rt-terms of each series. The rclath·e 
posi tions of these terms in relation to one anot her depend on their 
",1bsolut e" position in relation to it. Senst· is always an dTc-ct produ ced 
in tht· s<'rics by the inst ance " ·hid1 traverse s th<'m. Thi s is why sense, 
such as it is gat hered ove r the line of the Aion, has tw o sides whi ch 

cor respond to the dissymmctri cal si<lcs of the paradoxica l elemrnt: one 
tendin g toward the series detennincd as signifying, t he ot her tending 
to\\'ard the series determin ed as signilied. Sense insists in one of the 
SC'ries ( proposi tions): it is that whic h can bl' expressed by propositions, 
but docs not merge with th e proposit ions which expre ss it. Sens<' cro ps 
up sud denly in the other series (states of affairs): it is the attribut e of 
states of affairs, but doe s not mergt' with the statt · of affairs to which it 
is attributed, or with the thin gs and qualiti es \\'hich realize it. What 
perm its therefore the determin ation of one of tho se series as signifying 
and of tlw ot her as signified are precisely these tw o aspects of sense 
(insistC'nce and extra-b eing) and the t,vo aspects of nonsense or of the 

paradoxica l clement from \\'hich they derive (empt y squar e and super ­
numl·ra ry object; place without occ upa nt in one series and occup ant 
\\ ithout place in the ot her). Thi s is \\'hy sense is the object of funda­
mc-ntal parad oxes which repeat the figures of non sense. But the gift of 
scnsl' occ urs only when the conditi ons of signification arc also being 
dett-rmincd. T he terms o f the series, once pro\ ·ided wit h scnst>, will 
suhscq uentlv be submitted to these condition s, in a tcrtiar v organ ization 
\\ hich "'ill ~elate them to the laws o f possible indi cations' ancl manif<·s­

tations (goo d sense, comm on sense). This presentatio n of a total dcp loy­
nwnt at the sur face-is ncct'ssarily affected, at each of these points, by an 
1'xtn·nw and persistent fragility. 
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Thirt eent h Series of th e Schizophrenic 

and the Littl e Girl 

N othin_g is more fragile than th e surface. Is not this seconda ry organ i­
zation .• thr eatened by a mon ster e ,·en mor e awesome than th e Jabb er­

wocky-b y a forml ess, fathomless nonsense, very difft' rent from what 
we pr<'viously encount ered in th e two figur es still inherent in sense? At 
first, th e thr eat is imperceptibl e, but a few steps suffice to make us 
aware of an enlarged crevice; th e whole organization o f th e surface has 
alrt'ady disappeared, overturn ed in a terrible prim ordial order. Nonsense 
no longe r gives sense, for it has consumed everythi ng. We might ha, ·e 
thought at first that we were inside the same elemt'nt, or in a neighbor­
ing d ement. But we sec now that we ha,·c changed elements, th at we 

have entered a stonn. We might have thought to be still among little 
girls and childr en, but we are already in an irreversible madn c-ss. We 
might have believed to be at the latest edge of litc-rary research, at th e 
point of th e highest invention of languages and words; we are already 
fan· d by the agitations of a co m·ulsive life, in the night of a pathol og ical 
lTl'ation affecting bodies. It is for thi s reason that the observer mu st be 
att rn tivc: it is hardly acce ptable, un der the pretext of portm anteau 
wo rds, for example, to run together a child' s nu ~ , rhymes, poet ic 
l'Xpl-rimcnt ations, and l'Xpc-ricnccs o f madness. A great poet may writ e 
in a d irn :t relation to the child th at shl' was and th e child rl' n she lo~Ts; 

a madman may carry along with him an imm ense poetical work, in a 
direct relat ion to the poet that he was and which he does not cease to 
lw. But thi s does not at all justi(v tlw grot esqu e tri nity of child, poet , 
and madman. Wit h all th e force of admir ation and venerati on, we mu st 
Ix· att entive to the sliding which rcvc-als a profound differen ce und erly­
ing th ese crud e similarit ies. W e must he att enti ve to th e verv different 
fun ctions and abysses of nonsense, and to the heterogeneity of portman­
teau words , which do not auth orize the groupin g toge ther of those who 
il1\'ent or c ,·en those who use thl'm . A little girl may sing "Pimpanicaille "; 

an arti st may writ e " frumi ous" ; and a schizophrenic may utt er " per­
spenclicace ." 1 But we have no reason to believe that the probl em is the 
same in all of these cases and the results roughly analogous. On e could 
not ser iously confu se Babar' s song with Artaud 's howl s-breath s (cris­

sol1f/es), "Ratara ratara ratara Atara tatara rana Otara otara katara .... " 

We may add that the mistake mad e by log icians, when they speak of 
nonsense, is that they offer laboriously co nstru cted, emaciated exampl es 
fitting the needs of their demonstrati on, as if th ey had neve r heard a 
little girl sing, a great poet recite, or a schizophr enic speak. There is a 
p0\'Crty of so-called log ical exampl es (e·xcept in Russell, who was always 
inspired by Lewis Carro ll). But here st ill th e weakness of the logician 
docs no t autho rize us to reco nstru ct a t rinity against him. On the 
contra ry, the probl em is a clinical problem, that is, a probl em o f sliding 
from on e organization to another, or a probl em of the fonnation of a 
progressive and creative disorgani zati on. It is also a probl em o f criti cism, 
that is, of the detem1ination of differential levels at ,,vhich nonsense 

changes shape, the portmant eau word undergoes a change of natur e, 
and the ent ire language changes dimension. 

Crud e similariti es set their trap. We would like to consider two texts 
in which these trap s of similarit y can be found. Occasionally Antonin 
Artaud co nfronts Lewis Carroll: first in a tran scripti on of the Humpt y 

Dumpt y episode; and again in a letter , writt en from the asvlum at 
Rodcz, in which he passes judgment on Carro ll. As we read ~he first 
stan,-a o f "Jabb f'rwoc kv," such as Art au<l renders it we ha\'c th<' im-

, ' 
prc~sion that the t\\"O opening verses still co rrespond to Carr oll's crit eria 

and co nform to the rules of tr anslation gen erally hdd by Carro ll's other 
l·n· nch tran slators, Parisot and Brun ius. But beginnin g with the last 
word of the sc-cond line, from the third lme '"onwa~d, a sliding is 
produ c<'d, and eve n a creative-, central collapse, causing us to be in 
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anot her worl d and in an 1·ntir <'l:· d iffer<'nt languagc .2 W ith ho rror, we 

n 'e<wnizc it casih-: it is th l· language of schizophrmi a. t l'C'n the port­

man~·a u words ~,·cm to function differentl y, be ing caught up in s:·n­

COfKS and lwi ng cff<·rloa<led with guttur als. W e measure at the same 
moment the d istance separatin g Carroll 's language and Art aud 's lan­
guage - the form er emitt ed at the surfa ce , the latt er can Td into the 

; kp ~h of bodies. We measur e the difference betw een th eir rcspcc tiH· 

problems . We are thu s able to acknowl edge th e full imp act of the 

clC'darations mad e hy Artaud in his letter from Rodcvz.: 

I have not produced a translation of "jahbcrwocky." I tri t'd to translate a 
fragmrnt of it, hut it bored me. I never liked this poem, which always stru ck 
me• as an affected infantilism .... / Jo nor like poems or lan911a9es cf 1hc s111fuce 
which smdl of happy leisures and of intellectual sue<:css-as if the intellect 
relit-cl on the anus, but without any heart or soul in it. The anus is always 
terror, and I will not admit that one loses an excrement without being torn 
from, thereby losing one's soul as well, and there is no soul in "jabherwocky." 
... Om· may in,·ent on<''s language, and make purl' languagt> speak with an 
extra-grammatical or a-grammatical meaning, but this meaning must ha,·e 
value in it~clf, that is, it must issue from torment . ... "Jahberwocky" is th<' 
work of a profiteer who, sat iatn l aft(·r· a fine meal, seeks to indulge himself in 
the pain of others. . . . When one digs through the shit of being and its 
language, the poem necessarily ~mclls badly, and "j ahbcrwocky" b a poem 
whose author took stC'ps to kt'<'P himself from the ut<'rinc bdn g of suffr ring 
into whid1 CV<'':' great poct has plunged, and having bC'rn born from it, smells 
hadly. Th<'rc arc in "jabherwol'ky" passagL's of fccality, hut it is the lc.·cality of 
an English snob, who ni rls th1• obscrne within hims<'lf like ringl<•ts of hair 
around a curling iron ... . It is tlw work of a man who atl' \\Tll- and this 
mak('s itsc·lf fl'lt in his writing .... 1 

Summin g thi s up, \\ 'C' co uld say that Art aud co nsiders Lewis Carroll a 

pervert, a littl e per vert, wh o holds onto the establishm ent of a surface 

language , and wh o has not felt the rea l problem of a language in depth 
- namely, the schizop hrenic probl em of suffering, of df'ath , and of life. 

To Artaucl, Carroll' s games seem puerile, his food too worldl y, and e ,·en 

his feca lity h)l )OCriti ca l and too wdl- hred. 
Lea \'ing Artaucl's oenius behind , let us co nsider anoth er text wh ose 

" t, 
heaut, · and ckn sitv remain c linical.1 In Louis Wolfson 's book , th e person 

who ;.<,fers to hir~self as th <' patient or the schizophreh i!::._ "s tud <·nt of 

languages" exp<'riences the existence and disjun ction of tw o seri<'s o f 
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oralit)·: the du ality of thin gs/\\O rds, consumpti onskx pressions, or con­

sumable objec ts/ex press ible propos itions. Thi s duality betwe en to eat 

Jn d 10 speak may be even morl' viok ntl y expr <'sscd in the duality 

bl'lwt't' n to pay/10 ear and to sh11/w speak. But in parti cular , thi s du ality is 
tr·an.~port cd to, and is n ·con· rcd in, a du ality of tw o sort s of words, 

pro positions, or tw o kinds of language: namel y, the mother tongue, 

1-:nvlish. whi ch is essc ntia llv alimenta ry and exc rC'menta l; and fordg n 
~ ~ ~ 

languages , whi ch ar<' ess<·nt iallv l'XJ)rcssive , and whi ch th e l)ati ent striv es 
~ " . 

to acquir e. Th e moth er thr ea trns him in tw o equival ent ways and keeps 

him from making progress in thcsl' languages. Sonw tim es sh<' brandi shes 

hdo rc him temptin g but indiges tible food , scaled in cans ; sometim es 
slw poun ces on him in order to speak ab ruptl y in English befo re he has 

had t ime to cove r his ear s. He ward s off thi s tl1rcat with a number of 

C\'er more refined proce dur es. hr st, he eats like a glutton , cram s himself 

full of food, and stomp s on the cann isters while repeatin g endJC'ssly 

some fore ign word s. At a d<'eper level, he ensures a resonance betw een 

the two series and a co nversion from one to th e oth er, as he tran slat es 

Engli~h words int o fore ign words acco rd ing to the ir ph onetic element s 

(<.:onsonant s being th e most import ant ). "Tr ee," for exampl e, is co n­

\'ert l·d as a result of th e R whi ch recu rs in th e French word "arbre." 

and again as a result of the T which recur s in the Hebrew term ; and 

sinn· the Russians say "dere,,o" for tr ee, one can equ ally well tran sfonn 

"t ree" into " ten ·," w ith T beco ming D. Thi s already co mp lex proce dur e 

is replaced by a more generalized on e, as soo n as the patient has the 
idea of e,·oking a numb er of assoc iations: "ea rly," wh ose consonant s 

R and L pose parti cularl y delicate problem s, is tran sfo rmed int o vari­
ous associated French loc utions: "surR-Le-champ." "de bonne hcuRe." 

"mar inal emenr," "a la pa Role." "devoRer L 'espace," or even int o an eso teric 

and f-iction al word of Ge rm an co nsonance, "urlich." (O ne recalls that 

Raymo nd Roussel, in the techniqu es he in\'ent ed in orckr to const itut e 

and to co nvert series within the French language, distinguishes a pri ­

ma r)·, res tricted proce dur e and a sc-condary, ge neralized proce dur e 

ba:-.ccl on assoc iations.) It is often the case that some rebellious words 

rvsist all o f these' proce dur es, g iving rise lo insufferable parado xes. Thu s, 

" ladit·s," for exampl e, whi ch appli es to only half of the hum an popula ­

tion, can lw tr ansc ribed only by the German "/e111re" or th<· Russian 

"/ouJ,." \\'hi ch, on the co ntrar y, designat e th e totalit y of hum ankind. 

l ler<' aga in, one's first impr ession is that there is a ce rtain resem-
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blancc bct\\ 'C'C'n all of thi s and the Carr ollian series. In Carro ll's works 
as wdl, the basic oral dualit y (to eat/ to speak) is som etim es displaced 
and passes betwe en two kind~~ or two dimensions of prop ositions. Some 
other times it harden s and hcco nws "t o pay/ to speak," or " excrement/ 
language" (Alice has to buy an l'gg in th e Sheep's shop, and Humpt y 
Dumpt y pays his word s; as for fccality, as Art aud says, it und c-rlies 
Carroll's wo rk e, ·erywhcrc). Likewise, when Artaud develops his own 
antinomi c series- "to be and to obey, to live and to exist, to act and 
to think, matter and soul , bodv and mind "- he himself has the 
impr ession of an ext raordinar y rc-~emblan ce with Carroll. He tran slates 
thi s impr ession by saying that Carroll had reached out across tim e to 
pillage and plagiarize him, Antonin Artaud, both with respect to Humpt y 
Dumpt y's poem about th e little fishes and with respect to "Jabber­
woc ky." And yet, why did Artaud add that his writing has nothin g to 
do with Carro ll's? Why is thi s extra ordinar y familiarit y also a radical 
and definite strang eness? It suffices to ask once mor e how and where 
Carroll' s series are organized. The tw o series are arti culated at the 
surfa ce. On thi s surface, a line is like the fronti er betwe en two series, 

propositions and thing s, or betw een dimen sion s of the same propo si­
tion. Along thi s line, sense is elaborat ed , both as what is exp ressed by 
th e propo sition and as the attribut e of things- th e "expr essible" of 
exp ressions and the "a tt ributabl e" of denotati ons. Th e two series are 
therefore arti culat ed bv their difference, and sense tra verses the entir e , 
surfa ce, althou gh it remain s on its own line. Undoubtedl y, this imma­
teria l sen se is the result of corporeal things, of th eir mixtur es , and of 
their action s and passions. But the result has a very different nature 
than the corpor eal cause. It is for this reason that sense, as an effect, 
being always at the surface, refers to a quasi-cause which is itself 
incorp oreal. Thi s is the always mobile nonsense, which is expr essed in 

esoteric and in portmant eau word s, and which distribut es sense on bot h 
sides simultaneou sly. All of thi s forms the surface organization upon 

which Carroll 's work plays a mirr or- like effect. 
Artaud said that this is only surface. The revelati on which enli\'ened 

Artaud 's genius is known to any schizophr enic, who lives it as well in 
his or her own mann er. For him , there is 110 1, there is no lon9er. any surface. 

How could Carroll not strik e him as an affected littl e girl, prot ected 
from all deep probl ems? The• first schizophr enic evidence is that the 
surface has split open. Thin gs and proposition s ha\'e no longe,r any 
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front ier betw een them, prec:isdy because bodies haH' no surface . Th e 
pr imary aspect o f the schizophr enic bod)' is that it is a sort of body­
sicn·. Freud empha sized this apti tuck of the schizophr enic to grasp the 
sur face and the skin as if they were pun ctur ed by an infinite number of 
little holes. 5 Th e consequenc~' of this is that th e ; ntir e body is no longer 
anything but depth - it carrie s along and snaps up e,Tr)•thin g into thi s 
gaping depth which repr esents a fundament al involution. Everythin g is • 
body and corpor eal. Everything i~ a mixtur e of bodies, and inside the 
body, int t"rlocking and penetrati on. Artau d said that everything is phys­
ic-al: "W e ha, ·e in our back full ,·ert cbrae, tr ansfixed by the nail of pain , 
which throu gh walking, the effort of lifting weights, and the resistan ce 
to lettin g go , becom e canni sters by Lwing nested in one another." 6 A 
tr ee, a column, a flower, or a cane-grow inside the body; oth er bodies 
always penet rate our body and coe xist wit h its part s . fa erything is 
re-ally a can- cann ed food and exc rement . As there is no surfac e, the 
inside-and the outsid e, the contain er and th e co ntain ed, no longe r have 
a precise limit; the y plun ge into a universal depth or turn in the circle 
of a present which gets to be more contra cted as it is filled. Hence the 
schizophr enic manner of living the contradi ction: either in the deep 

fissure \\'hich traYerses the body, or in th t· fragmented part s which 
encase one anoth er and spin about. Rody-sieve, fragmented body, and 
dissociated body- these are the thn ·e primar y dim ensions of the 
s, hizophreni c body. 

In thi s co llapse of th e surface, the entir e world loses its meaning. It 
maintains perhap s a certain pow er of denotation , but thi s is experienced 
as empt y. It maintain s a certain power of manifestation, but thi s is 
experi enced as indifferent. And it maintai ns a certain signification , 
<'xpni cnced as "false." NC'verthcl ess, the word loses its sense, that is, 
its power to draw togeth er or to expr ess an incorpor eal effect distinct 
from the act ions and passions of the body, and an icleational event 
dist inct from its present realization . b 'CrV cYent is realized be it in a 
halluc inatory form. E,·ery word is physical, and immediate !/ affects the 
body. Th e pro cedur e is thi s: a word, often of an alimentarv nature , 
appears in capit al lett ers, print ed as in a co llage which frct';es it and 
st rips it of its sense. But the moment that the pinn ed-down word loses 
its S('nS{', it bur sts into pieces ; it is deco mposed into syllables, lett ers, 
~nd abo ,·c all into conson ants which act directly on the body, pcnetr at-
111g and brui sing it. We have already seen that thi s \\'as th e case for the 
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!>Chizop hrl ·nic ~tudcn t of languagl'S. The· moment thal thc materna l 
language is i,trippcd of ib st·nsl\ its phonetic clements hl·conw singu larly 
woundin g. Thl' word no longl'r exp resses an attributl ' of thc slall' of 
affairs; it), fragml.·nts merge with unbearabl e sonorou s qualities, in"ade 
the bmh- "hl'n ' tht ·v form a mixture and a new stat e of affair:., as if 
the y thl:mscl\'es we·;<. a noisy, poisonous food and cann ed excn· mcnt. 
T lw part s of the body, its organs, are determin ed in virt ue of dc·com­
posed <'knw nts which affect and assail thc-m.7 In thi s passion, a pure 
lang uagl'- affec t is subst itut ed for tlw effect of language: "A ll writing is 
PIG SI IIT" (that is to say, every fixed or "rittcn word is deco mposed 
into noisy, alimt·ntar)', and exc n·mcntal bit s). 

for the schizophrenic, then, it is less a qu estio n of rcco ,·l·ring 
meaning than of destro ying the word , of conjuring up the affect, and of 
tran sformin g the painful passion of the bod y int o a triumphant action, 
obe dience into command, always in thi s depth beneat h the fissured 
surface. The st ude nt of langu ages pro\'idcs the exampl e of the means b~· 
whi ch th e painful explosions of the word in the mate·rnal language are 
c:on\'ert ed into actions relativ e to the foreign languagc·s. We saw a littl e 
while ago that wounding was accom plished by means of phonetic elements 

affecting the arti culated or disartinilat ed part of the body. Triumph 
may now be reached only throu gh the creation of breath-word s (mots­

sol!ffles) and howl-wo rds (mots-eris), in whi ch all literal, syllabic, and 
phonetic ,·alue ha\'e bee n rep laced by rn/ues ll'hich are exclus11·ely tome and 
not ,-vritten. To these ,·alues a glorious body corr esponds, bC'ing a new 
dim ension of th e schizophreni c bod y, an organism wit hout parts whi ch 
·operat es entirel y by insulllati on, respirati on, evaporati on, and fluid 
tran smission (the superior bod) · or body wit hout organs of Ant onin 
Artaud). x Und oubtedl y, thi s characterization of the active pro cedur e, in 
opposi tion to th e procedurl' of passion, appea rs initially insufficient: 
fluids, in fact, do not seem less harmful than fragml ·nt s. But this is so 
because of the action -passion ambh ·alencc. fl is here that th e contradi c~ 
tion lived in schizop hrenia finds its real point of applicatio n: pass ion 
and actio n arc the inseparabl e poles of an ambi\'alencc, because the two 

languages which th<·y fom, belong inseparab ly to the bod)· and to th e 
depth of hodi es. One is thu s new r sun · that the i<kal fluids of an 

o rganism \l'ithout part s doc s not carr y parasitic \\'Orm s, fragm<·nts of 
organs, solid food, and excr<.'ml·ntal res idue. In fact, it is certain tha t 
the maldi n· nt fort·<·s make effc·cti\' e use of fluids and insufflatiqn!> in 
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order to introduce bits of pa!>,ion into tlw hod~·- The fluid is nece!>sarily 
corru pt l·d, but not by itself. It i!> rnrrup tl·d on ly b~- the other poll· from 
,, hich it cannot be separat ed. Tlw fact, thou gh, is that it represent s the 
acti\'c pole and the stat e of pl·rft·d mixture·. The latt l' r is opposed to 
till' l' ncasings and bruisings of the imperli.·cl mix tures which rcp resc-nt 
the passi\'c pole . In schizop hn ·nia, there is a way of lh·ing the Stoic 
distinction between two corp on·a l mixtttr t'S: th e parti al mixtur e \.vhich 
alters th e-body, and the tota l and liquid mixture \\'hich lea\'es the hoclv 
intact. In the fluid dcment, or in the irn,ufllated liquid , thl' rt' is th~ 

un" rittl ' n sec ret of an acth ·e mixtur e wh ic:h is like the "p rinc:ipl<· of the 
Sl'a," in opposition to the passin· mixtun·s o f the encased part s. It is in 
th is sense that Artaud tran sfom1~ Humpt y Dumpt y's poem about the 
!,l'a and the fish into a poem abou t the problem of obedie nce and 
com mand . 

What defines this seco nd language and thi s meth od of action, prac­
ticall~·, is its conso nantal , guttura l, and al.pirated on· rloads, its apos­
trop lws and internal accents, its breaths and its scansions, and its 
modulati on \\'hi ch replaces all syllabic or e\'en literal \'alues. It is a 
~uestio n of transforming tlw ,, ord into an action by rend ering it 
mcapable of being decomposed and incapable of disint<·grating: lanouage 
11 irhout arricula110n. Th e cement hen · is a palat alized, an-o rga nic prin ciple, 
a sea-hl0<.:k or a sea- mass. With respect to the Russian word "clcrcro" 

c_"trce") tht· studen t of language is m·crjoy<·cl at the exb lrn ce of a plural 
form dcre,·) ·a- ,, hose internal apos troph e i,ecms to assurt· the fusion of 

rn nsonants (the linguist' s so ft sign). Rathl •r than separating the co nso-
11ants and r<·nclcring tlwm pronounn·abk-, one cou ld Sa\' that th e ,·owd, 
once redun·d to thl · l>Oft :.ign, rt·nd<-rs th e consona nt !> i,;clissociahlc from 
onl' anotlwr, by palatali zing them. It ll·an•s them illegib le and l'\'l'tl 

unpronounn·able, as it transform s th em int o so manv ac:tivc ho,\ Is in 
one continuous breath. " Th ese ho\\' ls arc ,,dd ed toge·tlwr in brl'ath, 
lih · tlw consona nts in th(' sign \\ hich liquifies them, like· h),h in the 

<>l'l'~n-ma::,.s: or like tht· hones in thl· blood of' th<' hod) · ,, ithout organs. 
:\ !.rgn of firl', a ,, ·a,·<· "\\'hich hesitates lwt,,l·c·n gas and water," sa id 
-\rtaud. Tlw ho\\'ls arl' gurg ling), in breat h. 

Whm Artaud ),3)"), in his "Jabbern ocky" " Unt il rourglw is to rouarghl' 
~l.1), rangmhde and rangmbd c has rouarghambcll' ," h<· nwans to activate, 
lfbtrlllall', palatalize, and set th e \\'Orel aflame so that tlw word becom,·s 
tlw acti< f L · I · · I · I f · · ' m o a l><>< ) ,, rt ,out parts, rm,tl' a< o bemg tlw pa:.sron of a 
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fragmented organism. The- task is that of tran sformin g the wo rd into a 
fusion of consonant~- fusion throu gh th e use of soft signs and o f 
consonant s ""hich cannot be decomp osed. Within this language , one 
can alwavs find word s which would be equ ivalent to portm anteau 
wo rds. f ~r "rotlff/he •· and "rouar9he," Artaud himself indicates "ruee," 

··roue ... ··route . .. "re9le." or "route a re9ler ... To this list, we could add 
"R oucrguc," that section of Rodez in which Artaud was at the time. 
Likt,wis:·, when he says "Uk'halis. " with an internal apostro phe, he 
indicates ''ukhase," "hate, " and "abrut1," and add s "a nocturnal jolt 
beneath Hecate "'"hich means the pigs of the moon thr own off th e 
straight path. " As soon as th e word app ears, however , as a portmant eau 
word, its stru ctu re and the commentar y attach ed to it persuade us of 
th e presence of somethin g very different. Artaud' s "Chore Uk'hatis" are 

not equivalent to the lost pigs, to Carr oll's "m ome rath s," or to 
Parisot' s "rerchons.four9us." Th ey do not comp ete with them on the same 
plane. The y do not secure the ramification of series on the basis of 

sense. O n the contrar y, they enact a chain of associations between tonic 
and consonantal element s, in a region of infra-sense, according to a 
fluid and burnin g pr inciple which absorbs and reabsorbs effectively th e 
sense as soon as it is produ ced: Uk'haiis (or the lost pigs of th e moon) is 

K'H (cal10t = jolt ), 'KT (nocturnal ), and H'KT (Hecate ). 
The dualit y of the schizophr enic word has not been adequatel y 

noted: it compri ses the passion-word, which explod es into woundin g 
phonetic values, and th e action -word, which welds inarti culat e wnic 

values. Th ese two words are developed in relation to the dualit y of the 
bod y, fragmented body and body with out organs. Th ey refer to two 
theaters, th e th eater of terro r or passion and the theater of cruelt y, 
which is by its essence acti, ·e. Th ey refer to two types of nonsense, 
passive and active: the nonsense of the word devoid of sense, which is 
decomposed into phonetic clement s; and th e nonsense o f tonic ele­
ments, which form a word incapable of being decomposed and no less 

devoid of sense. Here everything happens, acts and is acted upon, 
beneath sense and far from the surface. Sub- sense, a-sense, Unrersinn­

this mu st be distinguished from tht· nonsense of th e surface. According 
to Holderlin, language in its two aspects is "a sign empt y of meaning." 
Althou gh a sign, it is a sign which merges -.vith an action or a passion 
o f the body. 10 This is wh y it seems entir ely insufficient to say that 
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schizophr enic language is defined b~· an endless and panic-st r icken 
sliding of the signifying series to\\'ard the signified series. In fact, there 
are no lon9er any series at all; tlw two scrk s have disapp eared. Nonsense 
has ceased to giYe sense to the surface; it absorb s and engulfs all sense, 
both on the side of the signifier and on the side of the signified. Artaud 
says that Being, which is nonsense, has teeth. In the surface organization 
"'hi ch we called secondar y, physical bodies and sonorous words are 
separated and arti culated at once by an incorpo real fronti er. This 
frontier is sense, representi ng, on one side, the pure " expressed" of 
words, and on the other, the logical attribut e of bodies. Although sense 
result s from the act ions and the passions of the body, it is a result 
which differs in natur e, since it is neither action nor passion. It is a 
result which shelt ers sonorou s language from any confusion wit h the 
physical body. On th e contrar y, in this primar y ord er of schizoph renia, 
the only dual ity left is that between th e action s and the passions of the 
body. Language is both at once, being entirel y reabsorbed into the 
gaping depth. There is no longer anyth ing to prevent propo sitions from 
falling back onto bodies and from mingling their sonor ous elements 

with th e body's olfactory, gustato ry, or digestive affects. Not on ly is 
there no longer any sense, but th ere is no longer any grammar or syntax 
either- nor, at the limit, are th ere any articulat ed syllabic, literal, or 
phonetic element s. Antonin Artaud could have entitled his essay "An 
Antigrammati cal Effort Against Lewis Carro ll." Carro ll needs a very 
stri ct grammar , requir ed to conserve the inflection and arti culation of 
words, and to distinguish them from the inflection and arti culation of 
bodies, .. ,·ere it only through the mirr or wh ich reflects them and sends 
a meaning back to them. 11 It is for th is reason tha t we can oppo se 
Artau<l and Carroll point for point - primar y order and secondary 
organization. The surface series of the "t o eat/ to speak" type have really 
nothing in comm on with the poles ef depth which are only appa rentl y 
similar. Th e two .ft9ures ~f nonsense at the surfa ce, which distribut e sense 
bet\\'C'Cn the series, have nothin g to do with the two dil'es inro nonsense 

which drag along, engulf, and reabsorb sense (Untersinn). Th e two form s 

of stutt ering, th e clonic and the toni c, arc only roughly analogous to 
tlw two schizophr enic languages. Th e break (coupure) of the surface has 
no thing in comm on wit h the deep Spaltun9. Th e contradi ction which 
was grasped in an infinite subdi\ ·ision o f th e past-future over the in-
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co rp orc-al line of tlw f\io n has . not~in g ~o do with th e opp os1t1on of 
poles in th e ph) •sica l prese nt of bodies. E\'en portmanteau words han· 

fun ction~ which arc com pletel y hctt·rogc-neo us. 
One mav find a schizo id "p osition" in th e child, befo re th t' child has 

risen to th ;. su rface or co nqu ered it. Even at th e surfa ce, we can alway s 

lind sc hizo id fragments, since its function is pr ecisely to organize and to 
display cknwnt s which have risen from th e depth. Thi s does not mak e 

it anv less abomi nabl e or ann oying to mix ever ythin g toge th er - the 

d,ilcl.'s co nque st of th e surfa ce, th e co llapse of th e surfa ce in the 

sc hizophrc-nic, or thc- mastc>ry of surfaces in the person ca lled , for 

exa mple, "pervert." We can always make of Carroll's work a sort of 

schizophrmi c tale. Some imprudmt English psychoanalysts have in fact 

don e so: the y not e Alice's telesco pe- body, its foldings and its unfoldin gs , 
her manife st alimentar y, and late nt exc remental , obsess ions; th e bits 

,.vhich des ignate mor sels of food as well as "c ho ice morsd s," the 

collages and labels of alimenta ry words whi ch arc qui ck to deco mpo se; 

her loss of identit y, th e fish and the sea .... O ne can still wond er what 

kind of madn ess i~ clini cally repr e·sent ed by tht' Hatter , th e Mar ch Har e, 

and th e Dormou se . And one can alwa ys recog nize in the opposition 

be tw een Alice and Hum pty Dumpt y the two ambi valent pole s: "frag­
mented or gans- bod y without organs," bod y-sieve and glorious bod y. 

Artaud had no oth er reason for con frontin g the text of Humpt y 

Dumpt y. But, at thi s pre c ise moment, we could list en to Art aud's 

warning: "I ha\' e not produ ced a tran slation .... I have ncYer liked thi s 

poe m. . . . I do not like the su rface poems or th e languages of the 

surfa ce. " 8ad psychoanalys is has tw o •.vays of decc i,·ing itself: by bel iev­

ing to have discove red identi ca l mat erials, that one can inev itabl y find 

e,·ervwh erc or bv be lieving to have discowrc<l analoe.ous form s w hich 
~ , J It.,; ~? 

creat e false diffe rences . Thu s, th t' clinical psychiatri c aspect and th e 

lite rary criti cal aspec t arc botched simultaneou sly. Stru cturali sm is right 

to rai; e the point that form and matt er have a sco pe only in the orig inal 

and irr ed ucible st ru ctur es in whi ch th ey are organized . Psyc hoanal ysis 

mu st have geo metri ca l dim ensions, befo re be ing conce rn ed with histor­

ica l anecdotes. ror life, and eve n se xualit y, lies within the organization 
and orientation of the se dim c-nsions, befon· bein g found in gener ative 

matter or enge nd ered form. Psychoanalysis cannot content itself ,~•ith 

the designation of cases, th e manifestation of histories, or th e signihca ­

tion of ~o mpl cxt•s. Psychoanalysis is the psychoan a lysis of sense: It is 
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geog raph ical before it is historica l. It dist inguishes different cou ntri es. 

t\ rt aud is neith er Carroll nor Alice, Carroll is not Artaud , Can-oil is not 

l"\"{'n Alice. Artau<l thrusts rhe ch,ld into an cx tr enwly vio len t alte rnati ve, 

an a lternati ve of corp orea l ac tion and passion, whi ch conforms to th e 
two languages in depth. 1:itlwr tlw child is not born , that is, docs not 

ka, ·c the fold ings of his or her future spinal co rd, over which hc-r 

parents fornicate (a reve rse suicidl'), or she crea tes a fluid, g lorious, and 

llamboyant bod y without organs and without parent s (like th ose Artaud 

called his "dau ght ers" vet to be born). Carroll, on th e co ntrar v, awaits , , 

rhc child, in a mann er co nformin g to his language of incorp orea l se nse: hL' 

waits at the point and at th e- momt·nt in which th e child has left th e 
dept hs of th e maternal body and has ye t to disco ver th e depth of her 

ow n bod y. Thi s is th e brie f surface m oment in 'vvhich the littl e girl 

skirt s th e su rface of th e wat e r, like Alice in th e pool of her ow n tea rs. 

These are different region s, diffe rent and unrelat ed dim ensions. W e 

may bdi eve that th e surface has its mon sters, th e Snark and th e 

Jabbcrwock, its terror s and its c ruelti es, whi ch, alth ough not of the 

dept hs, have claw s ju st th e same and can snap one up laterally, or even 

make us fall back into th e abyss which we believed we had dispelled. 

fo r all that , Carroll and Artaud do not enco unter one another; on ly th e 

comm entator may change dim ensions, and th at is his great weakness, 

the sign that he inhabit s no dim ension at all. We would not g ive a page 

of Art aud for all of Ca rroll. Artaud is alone in having been an absolute 

depth in literatur e, and in having discovered a vital body and th e 

prodigious language of thi s bod y. As he says, he discove red th em 

throug h suffering . He explo red the infra- sense, whi ch is still unknown 
today. But Carroll remains the maste r and th e surv eyo r of surfa ces­

surfaces which were taken to be so well-k nown that nobody was 

<'xploring th em anymo re. On th ese surfa ces, nonethele ss, th e t·ntir e 

log ic o f sense is locat ed. 
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Fourteenth Series of 

Doub le Causality 

The fragility of sense can easily be explained. Th e attribute has an 
entirel y differ ent natur e than corporeal qua lities. The event has a 
different natur e th an the actions and passions of the body. But it results 

from them, since sense is the effect of corporeal causes an<l thl'ir 
mixtur es. It is always therefore in dange r of being snapped up by its 
cause. It escapes an<l affirms its irr e<lucihility only to the extent that the 
causal relation compri ses the hetl' rogeneity of cause and effect - the 
co nnect ion o f causes betw een themseh-es and the link o f effects betw (·en 
them seh·es. Thi s is to say that inco rporeal sense, as the result of the 
actio ns and the passions of the body, may pr eserYe its difference from 
the co rpor eal cau se only to the dcg ree that it is linked, at th e surface, 
to a quasi-cau se which is itself incorporea l. Th e Stoics saw clearly that 
the ev('nt is subject to a doub k• causality, referring on one hand to 
mixtu res o f bodie s which arc its cause and , on the other , to ot her 
events which are its quasi-cause. 1 On tht · contrar y, the l::picun ·ans did 
not succeed in develo ping their the ory of cm·c-lopcs and surfaces and 
they did not reach the idl' a of incorporeal effects, perhap s be~ use th e 
' 'simulacra" remain subjected to the single causality of bodies in depth. 
But the requi rement of a cloublt· causality is manifest , even from th e 
po int o f vic-w of a pure physics of su rfaces. Th e events· of a liquid 
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~urfan· rcfc·r to the inter-molcrn l.,r modifi cations on "hi ch they depend 
as their real cause, but al:-o to th e ,·ariations o f a surface tension 0 11 

whic h they de pend as th dr (idl'ational o r "fic ti\'e") quasi- cause. W e 
han' tried to grou nd this seco nd causality in a wav wh k h would 
co nform to the incorporeal charactN of th~ surface a~d the C'\'ent . It 
seemed to us that the c,·t·nt , that is, Sl'nse, n ·fr·rred to a paradox,cal 

t!lemcnt. mterreni n9 as nomemt! or il\ iln aleatory pom1, and opcrm i119 as a 

<Jt1as1-cause assurin9 theJiill auronon~, of the ~ffecr. (T his autonomv docs not 
falsif)1 the previously menti oned fragility, sinn· th e two -figures o f 
no nseni,e at the surface may in turn be tr ansformed into the tw o "deep" 
nons<·nses of passion and action, and the incorporeal effect can thu s be 
reabsorbed into the depth of bod ies. Con\'ersdr, fragilitv does not 
falsify autonom y as long as sense has its own dim e~sion.) ' 

The autonomy of the effect is thus defined initialh· bv its difference 
in nature from the cause; in the sccond place, it is defined by its relation 
to the 9uasi-cause. The se two aspec ts, howe\'er, give sense very differ-

cl ~ -
t·nt an even appa rently op posed chara cte ristics. for , inso far a~ it 
affim1s its difference in natur e from co rporeal (·auses, stat es of affairs, 
qua lities, and physical mixtur es, sens<' as an effect or event is character­
ized by a striking impassibility (impen ctr ahil ity, sterility, or inefficacy, 
"hi ch is neither acth ·e nor passh·<'). Thi s impassibility marks not only 
the tlifference between sense and the-denoted states of affairs, but also 
tll<' d ifference from the propositions which express it. Viewed from this 
angle, it appears as a neutra lity (a mere double extra cted from the 

propo sition, or a uspension of the modaliti es of the proposition). On 
the co ntrary , as soo n as sense is gras ped, in its relation to the qu asi­
cause which produces and dist ribut es it at the surface, it inherit s, 
participates in, and ne n cm·elops and possesses the force of thi s 
ideational cause. We have seen that thi s cause is nothi ng outside of its 
t•fft'Ct, that it haunt s this efft·ct, and that it maintain s with the effec t an 
imma,wnt relatio n which turn s th<' produ ct, the moment th at it is 
proclun·d, into somethi ng producti, ·e. There is no reaso n to repeat that 

/.l'nsc is essentially produced. It is m·,·er origi nary but is always caused 
and dcrh ·l'd. 1 lowcvn , thi s deri,·ation is two-fo ld, and, in rd ation to 

tlw immane nce of the quasi-ca use, it creates th l' path s which it traces 
and causl'S to bifurcate. Undt'r these co nditi ons, " 'e mu st und erstand 
this gl'netic power in relati on to the propo sition itself, insofar as th e 
t·xpn ·~sed sense must engend er the• other dimensions of the propos ition 
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(signiticatio n, manif,::-tatio n, and <l<•notati on.) But we mu.st also undci-­
st; ncl it in rl·lation to the way in which th<·.sc dimen sion!> art· fulfilled, 
and l'\T n in re l.1tion to that whic h fultills these dim ensions, to one 
dcgn'<' or .1notlw r and in one man ner or another. In ot h<·r ,, orcl!>, wc 
mu:-t understand it in relation to the denot<·d states of affairs, to the 
manil<·st<·d sta tes of th c subject, and to the signifiL·d co nccpts, propc r­
t ic:,, and dasse s. 

I lo" · an· we· to reconcile thc·st• tw o co ntradi ctor y aspc cb ? On onc 
hand , wc ha\'e impa ssibi lity in rd ation to stat<·s of affairs and neu tr ality 
in rd at ion to propositions; on thc oth<'r hand, we hav<• the power of 
genesis in relation to propositions and in relation to stat es of affairs 
themse lves. How arc we to reco ncile the logical pr inciple, aet.:ordin g to 
whi ch a false proposition has a sense (so that scnse as a condition of 
truth remai n. indiffcr('nt to both the true and the false), and thc no less 
c.Trtain tran scendental princip le acco rding to whi ch a propos ition always 
has the truth , the par t and the kind of trut h which it merits, and whi ch 
belongs to it accordi ng to its srn se? It wou ld not suflice to say that 

these two aspects arl' explained by thc double figure of autonomy, 
where in one case ""'' consider th e effect only as it differs in natur e 
from its real cause, whcrcas in the ot her case we consider it as bou nd 
to its ideational qua si-cause. Th(' fact is that th ese two figures of 

autonomy hurl us int o contra diction, " ithou t c ,·er rcso h·ing it. 
Thi s 01lposition betwee n simpll' fonna l logic and tran sce~ckntal logic 

cut!,, thr ough th e entire.· th l·or; · of scns <·. LC't us considl'r , for exa mpl e, 
Huss<·rl 's Ideas. We recall that I lusserl had un cove red srn s(' as the 

nocma of an act or as that which a propo sition cxp rcsses. Along th is 
path, following the Stoics, and thanks to the reductive method s of 
phcnom cnology, he had recovc.·rl·d thl' impa ssibility of sense in the 
exp ression. The ncx•ma, from tlw beginn ing, imp lies a lll'Utralizcd dou­
ble of t lw thes is or the modalit y of the ex pressive prop osition (the 
percc.·i,·ed, the remem lw recl, the imagincd). Moreo\' er, the nocma pos­
sessed a nucl eus qui t<· independt ·nt of the moda lities of consciousness 
and th<' tlwti c charactl'ristics of the prop osition, and ah,o quitl ' di~tinct 
from the ph~'sical qua lities of th<' object posited as real (fo r exam ple, 
pure· predi catcs, like nocmatic co lor, in which lll' ithcr the rcalit~· of thc 
object , nor thc \\·a,· in which wc arc co nscious of it, inlc.T\'C'll('S). In thi s 
nudl 'US of nocma tic sL·nse, th ere appc•ar~ someth ing c ,·<·n mon · intim ate, 
a "s upr emd~·" or tran scendc·ntally intimat e "c<'ntcr" "hid, is oot hing 
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oth er than tlw relatio n ht·tw<'<'n :-l'nsl' it:-l'lf and tlw object in it:- rcalitr. 
Rcla11on and realuy must no\\ lw engl' mkr('(l or co nstit uted in a tr anscc~­
dmtal mann er. Paul Ricu.-ur. follm, ing hnk, has in fact noted thi s shift 
in the fourth sec t ion of the Ideas: "not ~onh· is conscious 1wss tran~ccnck-d 

in an intend ed meaning, but this intl·mkci meaning is tran scend<·d in an 
ob ject. Th e int end ed ml•aninu \\'3!, \Tl onlv a co ntent, an intentional of 
co urse·, and not a n ·al con tc~ .... ( But n~w) tlw relat ion of the not:ma 
to the object mu st itself bl' rnn!,,titutC'd throug h tran n •ndmt al con­
:-dousness as the ultimat <' stru cture of the noema. " 2 At thl' hc·arl of the 
logic of sense, one always n·tunh to this problem, this imm acu lat<' 
co nception. being th e passag<· from steri lity to genesis. 

Hut the Husserlian ge n;s is seems to be a"' slight -o f-hand. fo r th e 
nudeus has indeed been det<·rminL·d ai. a11flbwe; but the attribut e is 
unde rstood as predica1e and not a!> verb, that is, as concept and not as 
e1em. (Thi s is why the ex pression acco rding to I fusser! produces a form 

of the rn nn·pt ual, and sense is insl·parahlc from a type of gen erality, 
a lthoug h thi · ge neralit y is not confused with that of a species.) I lencc­
forth, the re lation betw een sense and objec t is the natural result of the 
relation betwee n noemati c predica tes-a somethin g = x which is 
capable off unctionin g as their suppo rt or prin ciple of unification. T his 
thing = x is not at a ll therefore like a nonsense intcrnal and co- present 
to s<·nsc, or a point zero presupposing nothin g of what it ncccssari ly 
t·ngender s. It is rat her the Kantian object = x, where "x" m('ans " in 

gl' neral." It has in relation to sense an t·xtrin sic, rational relati on of 
transcendence, and gives itsdf, ready-made, the form of denotatio n, just 
a~ scns<', as a predic:ablc gene ralitv, was giving itself readv-mad e the 
lcmn o f signihcation . It se~ms that ' 1 fusser! docs not think about ge~esis 

on th<· basis of a necessa rily " parad oxica l" instance , which, proper!~· 
spl·aking, wou ld bt• "non - identi fiable" (lack ing its own id<·ntit y and its 
OI\ n or igin). I le thin ks of it, on the co ntr arv , on the hasis of an originan · 
faculty ~f common sense. rcspo nsibl<· for acc~untin g for the iden til)~ of a;, 
'lbje<:t in gc neral, and c, ·en on tlw basis of a faculty of 9ood sense. 

n·!,,ponsible for acrn untin g for thl' process of ickn tification of ever\' 
ohjcct in gl' nl·ral ad infinit ~1m. 1 We can c:k-arly ~Cl' thb in the Hu~scrlia~ 
tlwor; · of do,a. where in the differcnt kinds of belief arl' engc nderC'd 
"i th n·li·renn· to an Urdo.m. which acts as a facultv of com mo; sense in 
rdation to tlw splTilied facultie s. Th e po" erlcssn~ss of th is philoso ph~­
to break with the form of comm on sens<·, which was clearly present in 
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Kant, is also pm,cnt in I lu~serl. What is th en the fah· of a philosophy 
\\'hi ch kno\\'s wdl that it \\'ould not be philoso phy if it did not, at least 

pro, ·isiona lly, bn:ak with the parti cular content s and modalitie s of the 

doxa? What is tlw law of a philosoph) ' which neverth ek-ss co ns<·rH·s the 
essential (tha t is, ti ll ' form ), and is satisfied wit h raising to the transce n­

dental a 1m·rl' empiri cal exe rc ise in an image of thought presc·nt ed as 

or igina r)·? It is not only the dimen sion of signification that is gi"en 

rl•ad~·-madt•, \\'he ncver sense is co nce in ·d as a ge nera l prcdicatt•; and it 

is not on ly the dimension of ck·notation that is give n in tlw allt·ged 
rd ation lwtween sens<· and any dct crminahk · or indi vidualizabll' ohjec t 

wha tsoe, ·t·r. It is the entir e dimension of manifestation, in th t· position 

of a tr anscende ntal subject, whic h retains the fom1 of the person, of 

persona l co nsc iousness, and of subjl'c tive identity, and which is sat isfied 

with creat ing the tran scend ental out of the charac teristics of the empir­

ical. W hat is evident in Kant , when he directly ded uces th<' three 

tran scen den ta l synth <·scs from corr espo ndin g ps~•cholog ica l synt heses, is 
no less evident in Hu sserl when he deduces an origi nary and tran scen­

dental "Seeing" from precep tual "v ision." 

Thu s, not only is e, ·e1;·thin g which must be enge ndered by th e notion 

of sense gi,·cn in the notion of St' nse, but what is even more important, 

t he whol e noti on is muddi ed when we confuse the expression wit h 

these ot her dim c·nsio ns from which we tri ed to distingui sh it . We 

co nfuse it " tran scendentallv" wit h the dimensions from which we 

wanted to distinguis h it form ally. Nucleus- metaph ors are disquieting; 

they envel op the very thin g which is in qu estion . Th e Hu sse rlian 

hes towa l of sense assumes indeed the adequate app earance of a homo­

ge neous and regressive series degree by degree; it then assumes the 

app eara nct· of an org anization of heteroge neo us series, that of noes is 

and that of noema , tra, -crsed by a t-.vo-sidecl instan ce (Urdoxa and object 

in genc ra l).4 But th b is onl)· the rational or rationalized car icatur e of 

the true genes is, of the bestowal of sense which must de termin e thi s 

ge nes is by realizing itself within the se ries, and o f thl · doub le non sense 

which must preside o,·er this b<·stowal o f sense, acting as its quasi­

causc. In fact, this bestowal of sense, on the basis of the imman ent 

qua.~i-cause and the sta tic ge nesis which <'nsucs for th e other dimc•nsions 

of the propos ition, may occ ur only wit hin a tran sccnd{'nta l hcli.l \\'hich 

would cor respond to the condi t ions pos(•d by Sartr e in his dcdsi\'t ." 
artidt• of 1917: an impt·rsonal transce nden tal field, not having the. form 
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of a synthet ic personal consciow,1wsl> or a suhj l·ct i"c identity -wit h th e 

subjec t, on tht· co ntrar y, being al" a~-~ cons titut ed . 5 Th e' fo~mdati on can 
never resembl e what it founds. It doc·s not suffice to say of the 

foundati on that it is another matter-it is a lso ano ther geog raph y, 
wit hout being ano ther wo rld. And no less than the form of t he personal, 

the tran sc:cndcntal field of sense must exclude the form of th e gen eral 

and the form of the indi\'idu al. For th e first characte rizes only a subjec t 

which man!{esrs itself ; but t he ~ernnd cha racterizes onl)· objec tive classes 

and properties whic h arc s19nified: and the third charac terizes onlv 

denotab le systems which are mdll'iduared in an objective· mann er, rl'fc•;_ 

ring to subje ctive point s of vit'w whic h arc themselves indil'idua1in9 and 

desi9na1in9. It does not seem to w, therefo re that the problem is re-all)· 

ad ,·anccd, insofar as Hu sse rl insl·ribt·s in th e tr ansce ndental field centers 

of individuat ion and individual systems, monads, and points o f view, 
and Sefres in the mann er of L<·ibniz, rather than a form of the I in the 

Kantia n manne r .6 One finds there, ne ,·erthel ess, as we shall see a very 
important change. But the tran scendental field is no mo re individu ; I 

than personal, and no mor e general than universal. Is this to say that it 

is a bottomless entit y, wit h neither shape nor dilTercncc, a schizop hrenic 

ab)'SS? C\'Crythin g co nt radicts suc h a co nclu sio n, begin ning with t he 

surfa ce orga niza tion of thi s field. Th e idea of singulariti es, and thu s of 

anti -ge neraliti es, whi ch ar e howt.·ver imp<'rsonal and pre-indi vidual, 

must now se rve as our hypo thes is for the dt.·tcrm ination of thi s domain 
and its ge netic power . 
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f iftee nt h Series of 

Singu larit ies 

The two mom ents of sens<.\ impa ssiblity and ge nesis, neutralit y and 
produ ctivit y, arc not such th at one may pass for the appearance of th e 
other . Neutralit y, the impassibility o f the event, its indifference to 
the determinati ons of the inside and the outside, to the indi vidual and 
the co llective, the part icular and the gc nera l- all these fom1 a co nstant 
withou t which the event wou ld not ha, ·e cte rnal trut h and co uld not be 
distinguished from its temporal actua lizat ions. If the battl e is not an 
exa mple of an event among othe rs, but rath er the Event in its C$SCnu-, 
it is no doubt beca use it is actualized in diverse man ners at once and 

because eac h participant may grasp it at a differe nt lc-vcl of actua liz~tion 
within its ,·ariablc present. And th e same is t rue for the now classic 
comp arisons betw een Stcndahl, Hugo, and Tolstoy when they "see" th e 
bat tle and make their heroes "see" it. But it is above all because the 
battlc hol'ers o,·er its own field, being neutral in relati on to all of its 
tempo ral actualizations, neutral and impassive in relation to the victo r 
and the vanqui shed, the cow ard and bra ve; because of thi s, it is all th e 

mo re terrib le. Neve r pre sent but always yet to comc and alread y passed , 
the battl e is graspable only by tlw will o f anonym ity which it itsel f 
inspires. Thi s will, which we mu st call will "of indifference ," is present 
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in tlw mo rtally wound ed soldie r who is no longer brave or cow ardlv, 
no longer ,·ictor or van9ui shed, but rather so mu~h beyond, at thC' pla~e 
where the Event is present, parti cipating therefore in its terribl e impas­
~ibility. "Wh ere" is the- battl e? Thi s is wh v the soldier !Ices when he 
fices and surges wh en he surges, dctt •rmi1wd to co nside r each tempor al 
actua lization from the height of thC' ete rnal truth of the c-vent which 
incarnates itself in it and, alas, incarna tes itself in his own flesh. St ill, 

the soldier needs a long stru ggle in orde r to arri ve at this beyond of 
courage and co ward ice, to this pu rc-gras ping of the c,·ent by mt'ans of 
a "vo litional intuiti on " that is by means of the will that the event 
creates in him. Thi s in~uition is ~lis~inct from all th e empiri cal intuit ions 
wh ich still co rrespond to types o f actua lization. 1 Hence, the most 
important book about the event , more important even than those of 
Ste ndhal, Hugo , and Tolstoy, is Stephen Crane's The Red Bad9e <?.f Cotira9e, 
in which the hero designates himself anonymous ly as " the yo ung man" 
or "the young soldier." It is a lit tle similar to Carroll's battl es, in which 
a great fuss, an imm ense black and neutral cloud or a noisv crow 

~ ' ' 
hovers over the combata nts and sepa rates or dispe rses them · only in 
order to render them even more indist inct. Th ere is indeed a god of 

war, but of all gods, he is th e most impassive, the least permt ' able to 
prayt·rs-" lmp cnct rability ," empt y sky, A ion . 

In relat ion to proposi tional modes in ge neral, the neutra lity of sense 
appears from sc,-cral different perspec th ·es. From the point of view of 
<1uantity, sense is neither parti cular nor ge neral, neither unive rsal nor 
pc-rsonal. h orn the point of vie..,,· of 9ualit y, it is entirely independent 
of bot h affirmaito n and negation. h om the po int of view of modality, 
it is neither asserto ric nor apodcict ic, nor even interrogat ive (the mod e 
of subjec tive unce rtainty or objec tive possibility). From the point of 
,·il'\\" of relation , it is not confused within the pro position ""hich 
expresses it, either with denota tion, or ,dth manifesta tion, or with 
significatio n. Finally, from the point of ,·iew o f th e t)'PC, it is not 
confused with any of th e intuiti ons, or any of the "positions" of 
n'.nsciousncss th at we could empiri cally detc-rmin e thanks to the play 
111 the preced ing propositional tr aits: intuiti ons or position s of empiri cal 
pt'rccption , imag ination, memo ry, undc-rst andin g, ,·olition, etc. In con­

formity \\'ith the rc·9uirc-nwnts of the pheno rm·nological mc-thods of 
rC'du ction, I lusserl ckar l:· indicated th e indep enden ce of sense from a 
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certain number of thes<' modes or points of view. But what prevent s 
him from cont-ch·ing sense as a full (impenetrable ) neutralit y is his 
co ncern with retainin g in sense the rationa l mod e of a good sense and a 
co mmon sense, as he presents inco rrectly the latter as a matrix or a 
"no n-moda lized root-form " (U rdoxa). It is thi s same co ncern which 
makes him co nserw the forn1 of conscious ness within the tran scenden­
tal. It follo..,,·s then that the full neutralit y o f sense may be attain ed only 
as one of th e sides of a disjunction within consciousness itself : either 
the roo t position of the real cogito und er the juri sdiction of reason ; or 
else neutra lizatio n as a "count erpart," an "improp er cogito," an inactive 
and impassive " shadow or reflect ion" withdra wn from the jurisdi ction 
of reason. 2 W hat is tht' n presen ted as a radical cleavage of conscious ness 
clearly co rresponds to th e two aspects of sense, neutrality and genetic 
powe r with respect to modes. But the solution which consists of 
distributing the two aspects in a disjunct ive alternative is no mo re 
satisfactor y than the solution which treat ed one of th ese aspects as an 
appearance. Not on ly is the genesis, in thi s case, a false ge nesis, but the 
neutralit y is a pseudo-n eutralit y. On th e contrar y, we have seen that, in 
relation to the modifi cation s of being and to the modaliti es of the 
propo sition, the same thing had to be grasped as neutral surface effec t 
and as fruitfu l prin ciple of produ ct ion. It had to be grasped, not 
according to a disjun ction of consciousness, but rath er acco rding to the 
division and the conjun ction of two causalities. 

W e seek to determine an impersonal and pre- invididual trans cenden­
tal field, which does not resemble the correspondin g empiri cal fields, 
and whic h neverth eless is not confused with an undiffer entiat ed depth. 
Thi s field can not be dete rmin ed as that of a co nsciousness. Despite 
Sartr e's attempt, we cannot retain consciousness as a milieu ""hile at 
the same tim e wc object to the fom1 of the person and the point of 
\'iew of individuation. A consciousness is nothing without a synth esis of 
unification, but thcrc is no synth esis of unification of conscious ness 
wit hout th e form of the I, or the point of view of th e Self. What is 
neither individual nor personal are, on th e contrar y, emissions of 

singulariti es insofar as they occur on an un conscious su rface and possess 
a mobile, imman ent principl e of auto-uni fication thr ough a nomadic 

distribution, rad ically distinct from fixed and sedent ary distributi ons as 
conditi ons of the synt heses of consciousness . Singular ities are the tru e 
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trans cendental events, and Ferlinghetti calls them ''th e fourth person 

singular." Far from being individual or persona l, singula rities preside 
o\'e r the genesis of individua ls and persons; they arc distribut ed in a 
"potentia l" which ad mits neither Self no r I, but which produces them 
by act ualizing or realizing itself, althoug h the figures o f this actua lization 
do not at all resemble the realized potl'ntial. Onl y a theo ry of s ingular 
points is capable of tran scm ding the- syn thesis of the person and the 
analysis of the individual as these are (or are mad e) in co nscio usness. 

We can not accept the alternati"c which thorou ghly comp romises 
psychology, cosmology, and theo logy: either singularit ies already com­
prised in individua ls and persons, or the undifferentiat ed abyss. On ly 
when the world, teaming with anonymo us and nomadi c, impersonal 
and pre- individual singu larities, ope ns up, do we tr ead at last on the 

field of the tran scendental. Th roug hou t the preced ing series, fi,·c prin ­
cipal character istics of such a world have been outlin ed. 

In the first place, singulariti es-events correspond to heterogeneo us 
series which are organized into a system which is neither stable nor 
unstable, bu t rather "metastable," endowed with a po tential energy 
wherein the differen ces betw een series are dist r ibuted. (Po tential energy 
is the energy of the pure event , whereas fonns of actualization corre­
spond to the realization of the event. ) In the seco nd place, singulariti es 
possess a pro cess of auto-unification, always mobile and displaced to 
the extent that a paradoxi cal element tra verses the series and makes 
them reso nate, Cn\'elop ing the co rrespo nding singular points in a single 
aleato ry point and all the emissions, all dice throw s, in a single cast. In 
the third place, singulariti es or pot entials haunt th e surface. Everyt hing 
happe ns at th e surface in a crystal which develops only on th e edges. 
Und oubt edly, an organism is not develo ped in the same mann er. An 
organism does not cease to contra ct in an interior space and to expa nd 
in an ex terior space-to assimi late and to ex ternalize. But membranes 
an• no less important , for they carry potentials and regenerate polar ities. 

They place internal and external spaces into co ntact, without regard to 
distance. The internal and th e exte rnal , depth and height , have biologi­
rnl ,·alue only throu gh this topological su rface of contac t. Thu s, even 
_h_iolog ically, it is necessary to understand that "the deepest is the> skin." 
I lw skin has at its disposal a ,·ital and properl y supe rficial potential 

ciwrg_Y. And just as e,·ents do not occupy the sur face but rath er fn·q uent 
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it, superfi cial cnl'rg:, is not localixcd at the surface, but is rather bound 
to its fonnati on and reformatio n. Gilbert Simondon has cxprcss<·d this 

,·en· well: 
The: li\'inu liw s ;i t tlw limit of its<' lf, on its limit . ... Tlw chara ct l'ristic polarit~· 

o f lilt · is : t the kn ·I of th e nwmhra 1w; it is h<'n· that life exists in an 1·sscntial 

man ni·r . as an aspec t of a dynami c topolo gy which itself maint ains the 
nwtastahilin · b\' which it ex ists .... Th e- en tir e contc·nt o f intrrnal , pace is 

topo logicall)· i; co nta ct with th e co ntent of rx ternal space at th e limits of the 

living; th ere is, in fact, no dist ance in topol<>g)'; th e cnt in· mas, of li1·ing 

matter co ntain ed in the int 1' rnal ~pace i.~ actil't' ly presen t to the c•xtcrnal wor ld 

at tlw limit of th e lh·ing .. .. To hclon_q 10 mrcriom_r does nor mean (lll~r to "b..• 
ms,&·.·• bur to be on rhc "in-nde .. of rbc /mur. . . . At th e level of the polarized 

membrane, int ernal past and ex tern al futu re face one anot hc-r .. . J 

As a fourth det enninati on we will sa, · therefore that the surface is , , 

the locus of semc: signs remai n deprived of sense as long as they do not 
ent er into the surfan· o rganization which assur es the resonance of t\.V0 
series (tw o images-s igns, two phot ogra phs, two tracks, etc.) . But thi s 
world of sense do es not yet impl y unit y of direction or communit y of 
organs. The latte r re9uir es a receptive apparatus capable of bringing 
abou t a successi ,·e superimp osition of surface plarws in acco rdan ce ,..vith 
anoth er dimen sion. Furth ermore, this world of sense, with its events­
singularities offers a neut rality which is essenti al to it. And thi s is th e 
case, not on,ly because it hove;s ove r the dim ensions acco rdin g to which 
it will be arrang ed in order to ac9uin .· signification, man ifestation, and 
denotati on, but also because it hm-crs over the act ualizatio ns of its 
energy as potential ene rgy, that is, thc• realization of its c·,·cnts, which 
may be internal as well as external , co llect ive as well as individual, 
acco rdin g to the conta ct surface or the neutral surface- limit which 
tr ansce nds distan ces and assures the continuit y on both its sides. And 
thi s is why (det ermin ation numb er fiv<') this workl of sense has a 

problcmalic statu s: singulariti l'S are distribut ed in a prop erly probl emati c 
field and crop up in thi s field as topologica l e ,·ents to which no direction 

is atta ched. As with chemical clement s, with respect to which we know 
where th<'y are befo re \\' C know what they arc , likewise here we 
kno w of the existence and distributi on of singu lar point s before we 
know their natu re (bottlmc cks, knot s, foyers, center s ... ). Thi s allows 
u. , as we ha\'e seen, to gi\'C an entirel y object ive definitio n to the term 
"prob lematic" and to the indetcnnin atio n which it carries along, _since 
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tlw natun ' of dir ected singu larities and their ex istence and dircction less 
dist ribution depe nd on objectivc·lv distinct inst anccs.4 

Hence , tht · conditi ons of the t ;·ue gl'nl·sis beco me appa rent. It is true 
that sense is the characteristi c disco\'er_:, of tran scend c-ntal philosop hy, 
and that it replaces the old metaphy sical Ess(•nses. (Or rath er, scnst' .,,,,as 
first disco,·ered in the fonn of an impassive neutralit y by an empiri cal 
logic of prop ositio ns, which had broken away from Aristotcliani sm; and 
then, for a seco nd time, sense \\'as discm·<'red in the fom1 of a genetic 
product ivity by tran scendenta l philosop hy which had brok en away from 
mctaph ysic.·s.) But the 9u estion of knowing how the transcendental field 
is to be determin ed is very complex. It seems impo ssible to endow it, 
in the Kantian manne r, with the personal fonn of an I, or the synth etic 
unit y of apper ception, even if this unity were to be given uni, ·ersal 
extension. On thi s poin t, Sartr e's object ions are decisive. But it is no 
more possible to preserve for it the fom1 of consciousness, even if we 
Jenne this impersonal consciousness by means of pur e intentionalit ies 
and retention s, which still presupp ose center s of indidduati on. Th e 
error of all effort s to detem1ine the tran scendental as consciousn ess is 
that they think of the tran scendental in the image of, and in the 
rl·semblance to, that whic h it is supposed to ground. In this case, either 
we give our selves ready-mad e, in th e- "o riginary" sense pr esumed to 
hdong to the con stituti ve consciousness, what ever we were trying to 
generate through a tran scendental method, or, in agreement with Kant, 
\\' <' give up ge nesis and constitution and we limit ourselves to a simple 
tran scend ental conditi oning. But we do not , for all thi s, escape the 
\'icious circle which makes the cond ition refer to the conditioned as it 
reprodu ces its image. It is said that the definit ion of the t ranscendental 
as originar y cons ciousness is justified, since the co nditi ons of the real 
object of know ledge must be the same as th e cond itions of know ledge; 
\\'ithou t this provi sion, tran scend enta l philosop hy would lose all mean­
ing and would be forced to establish autonomou s condition s for objec ts, 
resurr ecting thereby the Essences and the divine Being of the old 

nwtaphy sics. The doubl e series of the co ndjti oned, that is. o f th t' 
empiri cal co nsciousness and its objec ts, must therefore be founded on 
an originary instance which retains the pur e form of objec tivity (objec t 

== x) and the pur e fonn of con sciousness, and which constitut es th t' 
1<117ncr on th e basis of the lat ter. 

But this re9uir cment does not seem to be at all legitimate. What is 
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co mmon to metaph ysics and tran scende ntal philosoph y is, above all, 
this alternat ive \\'hic:h they both impose on us: either an und ifferent iated 
gro un d, a groundl essness, forml ess nonbeing, or an abyss wit hout differ­
ences and ll'ithout prop erties, or a supr emely individuat ed Being and an 
intensd )· personalized Fo,m . With out thi s Being or thi s fo rm , you will 
han ' on lv chaos .... In other words, metaph ysics and transcende ntal 
philoso pl~y reach an agreement to think about those de1ermi11able si119ulari­

lies ontr which are already imprisoned inside a supreme Se!J or a superior I. It 
seems therefore entirely n~tur al for metaph ysics to determin e thi s 
supr eme Self as that which characterizes a Being infinitely and c:om­
pletd y detennin ed by its concept and which thereby possesses the 
enti re orig inary reality. In fact , thi s Being is necessa rily individuated, 
since it rel egates to nonbeing or to the bottoml ess abyss every predicate 

or property which expresses nothing real, and delegates to its creatur es, 
that is, to finite individualities , the task of rece iving derived predicates 
which express only limit ed realities. 5 At the ot her pole, t ranscend ental 
philoso phy chooses th e finite synth etic form of the Person rath er than 
the infinite analyt ic being of the individua l; and it thinks natural to 
detennin e this sup er ior I with reference to man and to enact the grand 
permut ation Man-God whi ch has satisfied philosoph y for so long. The I 
is coex tensive wit h repr esent ation, as the individua l used to be coexten­
sive with Being. But , in both cases, we are faced with the alternati ve 
between undiff erentia ted groundl essness and imp risoned singulariti es. It 
is necessa ry therefore th at nonsense and sense enter into a simpl e 
opp osition, and sense itself appears bot h as originary and as mistaken 
for the prim ary predicates-e ither pr ed icates considered in the infinit e 
determin ation of the individ uality of th t' supr eme Being, or predicates 
co nsidered in th e finite formal constitu t ion of the sup erior subject. 
Hum an or divine, as Stim er said, the predicates arc the same v.·heth er 
th ey belong analytically to th e divine being, or whether th ey are 
synth etically bound to th e hum an fom1. As long as sense is posited as 
orig inary and predicable, it makes no difference whether th e qu estion is 
about a d ivine sense foroott en bv man or whether it is about a huma n I:> , 

sense alienated in God. 
Always extr aordin ary arc the moments in which philo sophy makes 

th e Abyss (SansJo nd) speak and finds the mystical language o f its wrath , 
its fonnl essness, and its blindness: Boehm e, Schelling, Schopenhauer . 

ictzschc-v,as in the beginning one of th em, a disciple of Schoprnh au: r , 
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when in The Birt.h ef Traaedy he allO\,-cd th e 9roundless Dionysus to speak, 
contra sting him to the divine indi, ·iduation of Apollo, and to the human 
character of Socrat es as well. Thi s is the fundamental problem of " who 
speaks in philosoph y?" or "w hat is the subject of philosophi cal dis­
co urse?" But even if the fonnl css ground or the undiff erentiat ed abyss 
is made to speak, with its full ,·oice of intox ication and ange r, the 

alternative impo sed by tran scendt' ntal philoso phy and by metaph ysics is 
not left behind : beyond the person and the individual, yo u will discern 

nothing . ... Nietzsche's discove ry lies elsewhere when, having liberated 
himself from Schopenhau er and Wagner, he exp lored a world of imper-
sonal and pre-individu al singu larities , a world he then called Dionysian 
or of the will to pow er, a free and unb ound energy. Th ese are nomadic 
singulariti es which are no longer imprisoned within the fixed individu -
ality of th e infinite Being (the notorious immutabilit y of God ), nor 
inside the sedenta ry bound aries of the finite subject (the notorious 
limit s of knowl edge) . This is something neither individual nor personal, 
but rath er singular . Being not an undifferenti ated abyss, it leaps from 
one singularity to another, casting always the dice belonging to th e 
same cast , always fragment ed and fonn ed again in each thr ow. It is a 
Dionysian sense-p rodu cing machine, in \vhich nonsense and sense are 
no longe r found in simp le opposit ion, but are rath er co-present to one 
another with in a new discour se. The new discourse is no longe r that of f l V 

the fonn , but neither is it that of the fonnl ess: it is rather that of the ~ . t:,­
pure unfonn ed. To th e charge " You shall be a monster, a shapeless 
mass," Nietzsc he responds: " We have realized this prop hecy." 6 As for 
the subject of thi s new d iscour se (except that there is no longe r any 
subjec t), it is not man or God, and even less man in the place of God. 
The subject is this free, anonymou s, an<l nomad ic sing ularity which \ 
t ra,·crses men as we ll as plants and an ima ls independe nt ly of the matt er \\', 
of their individuati on and the fonn s o f their personality. " Ovennan " 

means nothin g other than thi s- the superior type o f e11e1y1hin9 1h01 is. 

Thi s is a stran ge discourse, which ought to have renewed philoso ph y, 
and which finally deals with sense not as a predicate or a property but 
as an event . 

In his own discove ry, Nietzsche glimpsed, as if in a dream, at the 
means of tr eading over the earth , o f touching it lightly, of dancing and 
k·ading back to the surface those monsters of the deep and fonn s of the 
sky which were left. But it is tru e that he was o,·ertak en by a more 
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profound task, om· which was mor e grandiose and also mor(' dange rous: 

in his Ji scovtT )', IK saw a nC'w way of l'xploring the dep th, of bring ing 

a distint't eve to hear upon it , of disce rnin g in it a thou sand voiCC'S, o f 
making all ;r these rniccs speak- heing pr<?pared to he snapped up by 

thi s d<'pth which he int <'rpr eted and populat ed as it had n(•,·er b<?en 

before. 1-k coul<l not stand to stay on the fragile surfa ce , which lw had 

ne ,·e rthd css plott ed th rough men and gods . Returnin g to a bottomk-ss 
abyss that he renewed and dug out afresh, that is where . ic-tzsche 

perished in his own mann er. It would be preferable to sa)· that he 

"c1uasi-p crished " ; for sickness and deat h arc the event itsd f, subje ct as 

such to a dou ble causality : that of bodies, state s of affairs, and mixtur es, 

but also that of th e qua si-cause which reprC'sent s the state of organi7.a­

tion o r disorganization of the incorpor ea l surfa ce. Nietz schC', it seems, 

became insane and died of ge neral paral ysis, a corp orea l syphiliti c 

mixtur e . But the pathwa y which thi s eve nt follow ed, thi s tim e in 

relation to th e quas i-cause inspiring his entir e work and co- inspirin g his 

life, has nothi ng to do with his general paralysis, th e oc ular migra ines 

and the vomiti ng from w hich he suffered, with the excepti on of gi\'ing 

them a new causality, that is, an eternal trut h independent of t he ir 

co rporea l realization-thu s a style in an aw, ·re instead of a mixtur e in 

the bod y. W e see no oth er way of raising the question of th e relat ions 

betwe en an cruvre and illness except by means of this doubl e causality. 
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Sixtee nth Series of the 

Stat ic Onto logical Genesis 

This surfa ce topology, th ese impersonal and pre ind i,·idual nomad ic 
·s ingulariti es co nstitut e th e rea l tr anscendental field. Th e wav in which 

the ... indi vidual is derin ' d out of thi s field represent s the first ; tage of the 

gerws is. T he indivi dua l is inseparab l(' from a world ; but what is it that 

\\'l' ca ll "wo rld "? In gener al, as wc have seen, a singularity may be 

grasped in tw o ways: in its exis ten ce and distri buti on, but also in its 

natu re-, in conformi ty with which it extend s and spreads itself out in a 

d('t(•rmin ed d irec tion o,·c-r a line-o f o rdinary point s. This seco nd aspec t 

alrL·acly represent s a ce rt ain stabilization and a beginnin g of t he ac tuali­

zation o f the singular ities. A singular point is extended analytica lly over 

a MTil'S of ordina ry points up to the ,·icinity of anot her singu larit y, C'tc. 
A world therefore is con stitut ed on th c conditi on that se ries co rn-erge. 

("Another" world would begi n in the vic inity o f those po ints at which 
th<' rcsultin g series would di, ·e rge). 

A world already en1·clop s an infinite system of singulari tie!--sclec tl'cl 

thro ugh ('011\'t'rge nce . Within thi s world , howeve r, ind il'idua ls a re co n­

~titu tl'd which sclect and envelop a finite numb er of the singulariti es of 

thl' systc·m . Th e:, co mbin e them with the singulariti es that t he ir own 

hody incarnates. Th P:· spread them out over the ir own ordina ry lines, 
,1nd a, :: L·,·c·n capahle of forming them again on the mcmbran t's which 
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bring the inside and the outside in contact with each other. Leibniz 
then was right to say that the indh-idual monad exp resses a world 
acco rding to the relation of other bod ies with its own, as much as it 
cxprl' sscs this relatio n acco rding to the relation of th t· part s of its own 
bod v. An incli\"idual is th erefore- always in a world as a c ircle- of 
con~·crge ncc, and a world may be formed and th oug ht only in the 
\"icinity of the individuals which occ upy or fill it. Th e question whether 
th e wor ld itself has a surface capable of formin g again a potential of 
s ingularitie s is generally resolved in the negative. A world may be 
infinit e in an ord er of convergence and neverthel ess may have a finite 
energy, in whic h case this order would be limited. W e recogn ize here 
the probl em of entr opy, for it is in th e same way that a singularit y is 
extended over a line of ordinar y point s and that a potential energy is 
actualized and falls to its lowes t level. Th e power of renewa l is conceded 
on ly' to indi vidual s in th e world, and only for a tim e- the tim e of th eir 

living present, relati ve to which the past and futur e of the sur rounding 
world acquir e, to the co nt rary, a perman ent and irreversible dir ection. 

h orn th e point of view of th e stati c genesis, th e stru ctur e individual ­
wor ld-int erindi vidualit y defines the lirst level of actualization. At thi s 
first level, singularities are actua lized both in a world and in the 

individual s which are parts of th e world. To be actualized or to actualize 
onese lf means to extend over a series of ordinar y point s; to be selected 
according to a rul e of converge nce; to be incarnat ed in a body; to 
beco me the state of a body; and to be renewed locally for th e sake of 
limit ed new actualizations and extensions. ot one of th t'se characte r­
istics belongs to singulariti es as such; they rath er belong to the indivi­
duated world and to th e worldl y indi viduals whi ch envelop them . Thi s 

is why actualization is always both collective and individual, internal 
and external, et c . 

To be actualiz ed is also to be expressed. Leibniz held the famou s thesi s 
that each individual monad expresses the world. But this thesis is poo rly 
under stood as long as we int erp ret it to mean the inherence of pred i­
cates in the expressiv e mona <l. It is indf'ed tru e that the exp ressed 
world do es not exist out side of the mo nads which exp ress it , an<l thu s 
that it does exist wit hin the monads as the series of predicates ""hich 
inhere in them. It is no less tru e, how e\'e r , that God creat ed the world 
rath er than monad s, and that what is ex pressed is not co nfused with its 
exp ression, but rather insists and subsists. 1 T he expressed world is _made 
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of differential relati ons and of contiguous singularitie s. It is formed as a 

world pre cisely to the extrnt that the sc-rics whi ch depend on each 
singularit y converge with the series which dl'pend on others. "/his conl"er­

Hcncc defines "compossibility' ' as the rule '!/a world synthesis. Wh ere the series 
diH' rgc, another wor ld bc·gins, incompossible with th e first . Th e ex­
tr aordinar y notion of comp ossibility is thu s ddin ed as a continuum of 
singularitie s, wht'reby co ntinuit: · has the co n\'ergence of sc-rics as its 
idcati~na l crit erion. It follows that the notion of incomp ossib ility is not 
n·du c1blc to the notion of contradit ·tion. Rath er, in a certain way 
contradi ctio n is derived from inco mpo ssibility. Tht' con tradi ction b~~ 
tween Adam -t he-s inner and Adam-n on-sinner result s from the incom­
poss ibility of world s in whi ch Adam sins or do cs not sin. In each world, 
the individual monad s expr ess all the s ingulariti es of this world - an 

inlinit y-as though in a murn,ur or a swoon; but each monad e1welops 
or expresses "cl early" a certain num ber of singulariti es only, that is, 
those in the 1·icinity ?,/ which it is constituted and which link up ll'ith its own body. 

We sec th at th e continuum of singulariti es is ent irely distin ct from the 
indi\'idual s whi ch envelop it in variab le and compl ementar y degrees of 
clarity: ~g ..ulai:ities...ar.e- pre--indi-vidual. If it is true that the ex pressed y 
\\'orld exists only in incLviduals, and that it exists th ere only as a 
prC'dicate, it subsists in an entirel y different mann er , as an event or a 
v<•rb, in th e singu lariti es which pres ide o,·er the con stitution of individ-
uals. It is no longer Adam -the-s inner but rath er the world in which 

Adam has sinned .... It would be arbitra ry to g ive a pr ivileged statu s 
to the inlwr ence of predi cat es in Leibniz's philosoph y. Th e inhercnce 
o~ predicates in th e ex prcssh·e monad presup poses the compo ssibility 
ot the ex pre ssed wo rld, "'hi ch, in turn , presupp oses the di stribution of 
~u rc s ingulariti es acco rding to the rul es of converge nce and divergence. 
fh csc rules belong to a logic of sens(~ and the e ,·ent , and not to 
a logic of predi cation and truth . LC'ibniz went ,·cry far in this lirst stage 
of tlw genesis. He thou ght of the constitution of th e- indi, ·idual as the 
ccntt' r o f an envelopme nt , as em·eloping singulariti es inside a world and 
on its own bod\'. 

The first lc~TI of actu alizat ion produ ces co rrd ati\'dv individua ted 
worlds and individual sch'cs which populat e' each of , these worlds. 
Individuals arc co nstitut ed in the vicinity of s ing ulariti es which they 
('Jll'dop; they exp ress worlds as c ird t's of converging sC'rics which 
d\·pcnd up on the se singularitiC's. To the extent that what is expr cssl'cl 
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does not c-xist outside of its expr essions, that is, out side of the individ ­
uals \\'hich ex press it, tlw \\'orld is really th t' " appurt (·na11ec·" of the 
subject and the e\'cnt has really beco me the analytic predi cate o f a 
subjt'ct. "To ween " indicates a singularit y-c-vcnt in th e ,·icinity of which 
the tn 'l' is co nstitut ed. "To sin " indicates a singularit y-t·,·c·nt in the 
,·icinit, · o f which Adam is constituted. But "to be 9reen .. or "to be a 

.,mncr'; arc now the analytic predicate s of co nstitut ed subjccts- namcl)', 
the tree and Adam. Since all the individual monads expn ·ss the totality 
of th eir world - alt hough they expr ess d early only a select part - their 
hodics form mixtur es and aggregates, variab le association s wit h zon es of 
clarity and obscurity. Th is is why even hc·rc relations arc analytic 
predicates of mixtur es (Adam atC' of the fruit of th t' tr ee) . More0 \'Cr, 

contrar y to ce rtain aspects of the Leibnizian theory, it is necessary to 
asst·rt that the analytic ord er of predicat t's is an order of cot·xistence or 
succession, with neith er logical hierarchy nor th e chara cter of general­
ity. When a predi cate is att ribut ed to an individu al subject, it does not 

enjoy any degree of generalit y; having a co lor is no more gm eral than 
being green, being an animal is no mor e general than being reasonable. 

Th e increasing or <lccrt·asing generaliti es app ear only wh<'n a predicate 
is ckt cnnin ed in a prop osition to function as the subject of another 

predicate. As long as pr ed icates are brou ght to bear up on indi"idual s, 
we mu st r('cognizc in them {'qual imm ediacy which bk·nds with their 

analytic character. To han ' a co lor is no more general than to be green, 
since it is only this color that is grecn, and thi s green that has this 
shade, that arc related to th e indi~·idual subject. ·thi s rose is not red 
with out having the red co lor of thi s rose. Thi s r<'d is not a color 
\\'it hout havino the color of thi s red . W(' may leave- the t)rcdicate 

b , 

und etenninc-d, with out its acquirin g any char acter of gc 1wrality. In 
other words, tlwr e is not yet an ord er of concepts and mn liations, but 

rather an order of mixtur es only acco rding to coe xistence and succes­
sion. Animal and reasonable, green and co lor arc two equ ally immediate 
predicates which tran slate a mixtur e in the body of the individua l 
subject , with out one predicate being attribut ed to it any less imm edi­
atd, · than th e other. Reason, as th t> Stoics sav, is a bodv ... vhich <'ntcr s, 
anti' spr<'ads itself 0\'cr, an anima l body. Colo/i s a lumin ~us body which 
abso rbs or reflects another body. Analytic predicates do not yet imp ly 
logit-al co nsiderations of ge nus and species or of prop erti es and classes; 
they imply only the actual ph ysical stru ctur <' and di\'ersity which ~ ake 
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them possible inside the mixtur e of the bodv. This is whv we idcntifv, 
in the last analysis, the domain of intuitio n; as immedia;e repn ·sent ; ­
tions, the ana lytic pr edicates of existl·nn·, and the descripuons o f mixtur es 
or aggregates. 

Now, on the terrain of the fi rst actualization, a second le"el is 
established and developed. We fan· again the Husscrlian prob lem o f the 
Fifth Cart esian Meditati on: what is it in th e Ego that t ransce nds the 
monad, its appurten ances and pn 'd icatcs? Or more prec isely, what is it 
that gi,·es the monad the "sc nse-!Jl'sto\\'al l)crtainin g to transccnd cncv 

" . 
prop <'r, to constituti onally scrn ndar)' Ohj11ctire rranscendency." as distinct 
from the "imman ent t ranscendence" of the fist lcw l? 2 Th e soluti on 
h<'rl' cannot be the plwnomC'nological one, since the Ego is no less 
constituted tha n the individual monad . Thi s monad, thi s living indi, ·id­
ual, was dd ined within a world as a cofllin uum or t'irdt ' o f co m':'ergcnces; 

but the Ego as a knowing subject appears when something is idenrjfied 
inside world s which are ne,·erthd t·ss incomp ossible, and across series 
which are neverth eless diverge nt. In thi s case, the subject is ,·is-a- vis 
the world , in a new sense of the word "w orld" (Welt). whereas the 
li,·ing individual was in the world and th e \\'Oriel \\'ithin him or her 
(Umwe/1). W e cann ot ther efore follow Husserl when he put s into play 
the highest synth esis o f ide ntification inside a comi nuum , all the lines of 
"' hich converge o r conco rd . 3 Thi s is not the wa, · to transcend the first 
b ·el. Only when something is identified betw ~C'll divergent series or 
lwt\\'et·n incompo ssible worlds, an objt·c:t = x appears tran scendin g 
individuat ed worlds, and th t' Ego which thinks it tr anscends ·worldly 
ind ividuals, gh·ing th erehy to the wor ld a new ,·alue in \'iew of the new 
1·aluc· of the subject which is being established. 

To und erstand thi s operation, WC? must always return to the theater 
of Leibniz-and not to th(' cumb ersome machi1wrv of Husserl. On tht· 
one hand , we know that a singularity is insq >ar;b le from a zone of 
jWrl<.Ttly objccti\'e indetenni nation which is the open spact' of its 
nomad ic distributi on. In fact, it bchoo\'es the problem to rdi_.r to rnn di­
tion!-. which constitut e thi s supe rior and positin' inckt ('m1inat ion; it 
lwhoon's th <' e1·e111 to be subdi, ·idc-d cn<lkssh·, and also to be reassc-m­
bll·d in on<· and the same E\'cnt; it bd10<i,·~·s the s111;111lar points to bc­
di:-.tribu tcd acco rd irw to mobilt' and co mmuni cating ligurc·s which make 

. b ~ 

of l'\'t' ry dice thr ow one· and the same cast (an ak ato ry point ), and of 
thi.\ C'ast a multipli city of throw s. Although LC'ibniz did not attain the 
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free charal·tc r of thi s play, since he neither wanted no r knew how to_ 
breathe enoug h chance into it, or to make of divergence an ob ject of 
affirmat ion a.; such, he neve rth eless assembled all co nse9 uc11ees at the 
Incl of tlw actua lization which preocc upies us at this point . A problem, 
he said, has conditi ons which necessa rily include " ambiguous signs," or 
aleato ry po ints, th at is, di, ·crse distrib utions of singularities to which 
instances of different solutions correspo nd. Thu s, for examp le, the 
e
9

uation of co nic sections expresses one and the same eve nt th at its 
ambiguous sign sub divides into d i\'erse eve nts-ci rcle, ellipse, hyp~r­
bola, parabo la, str aight line. These diverse events form so many 111-

stances corresponding to the prob lem and dete rm ining th e genesis of 
the solutions. We mu st therefore und erstan d that incom possible worlds, 
despite their incompossibility, ha,·c somethin g in comm on- somethin g 
objcc ti\'ely in common -w hich represents the ambiguous sign of the 
genetic eleme nt in relation to which several worlds app ear as instances 

of solution for one and th e same problem (ewry th row, th e resu lt of a 
single cast ). Wi thin these worlds, there is, for exam_Ple, an objec tively 
indetermin ate Adam, that is, an Adam positively defm ed solely thr ough 
a few singular ities which can be combined and can complement each 
oth er in a very d ifferen t fashion in different worlds (to be th e first man, 
to live in a garden, to give birth to a woman from himsel f, etc.) .

4 
The 

inco mpossible wo rlds beco me the variants of the same story: Sext us, for 
example, hears the oracle . .. ; or , indeed, as Borges says, " fan g, let us 

sav, has a secret . A str anger knoc ks at his doo r. Fang makes up his 
mind to kill him . Natur ally there are ,·arious possible outcomes. 1-=ang 
can kill the intru de r, the intru de r can kill f ang, both can be saved, both 
can die and so on and so on. In Ts'u i Pen's \.vork , all possible solut ions 
occ ur , each one being th e point of departur e for other bifurcations." 

5 

We are no longe r faced with an ind i\'id uated world co nstit uted by 
mea ns of already fixed singularities, organized into co n\'ergent series, 
nor arc we faced with J ctem1incd ind ividua ls which expr ess this wo rld . 
We an ' now faced with the aleato ry point of singular po int s, with the 

ambig uous sign of singu larities, or rath er with that which rep resent s 
this sign, and which holds good for many of these worlds, or ,_ in ~~e last 
analvsis, for all worlds, desp ite their di\'erg<'nccs and th e mcl1nduals 
whi~h inhabit them. There is thu s a "vague Adam," that is, a vagabond, 
a nomad, an Adam = x commo n to several worlds, just as thcr.e is a 

Sc·xtus = x or a f ang = x. In the end, there is somet hing = x 
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com mon to all ·worlds. All objects = x an .· "pe rsons" and arc defined 
by prC'dicates. But these predicates arc no longer the analytic predicates 
of individuals dete nnin ed within a world which carry o ut th e description 

of these ind ividuals. O n the c:ontrar y, they arc predicates which define 

persons synth etically, and open d ifferent worlds and indi, ·idualities to 
them as so many variables o r possibilities : " to be th e first man and to 
live in a garde n" in the case of Adam; "to hold a secret and to be 
distur bed by an intru de r," in the case of f ang. As far as the absolutely 
common object in general is conce rned, with respect to which all 
worlds arc variables, its pr ed icates are the prim ary possibilities or the 
catego ries. Instead of each world being the analyt ic pred icate of individ­
uals described in series, it is rath er the incomp ossible worlds which arc 
the synth etic predicates o f persons defined in relation to disjun ct i,·e 
synth eses. As for the variabl es which realize the possibilities of a person, 
we must tr eat them as co ncepts which necessa rily signify classes and 
properties, and th erefore as essentially affected by an increasing or 
dec reasing ge nerality in a contin uous specification against a categorial 
background. Indeed , the garden may conta in a red rose, but there are in 
other worlds or in ot her gardens roses which are not red and Aowe rs 

which are not roses. The variables being properti es an d classes are 9ui te 
distinct from th e ind ividual aggrega tes of the first level. Pro perties and 

classes are ground ed in th e order of the person. Th is is because persons 
themselves are prim arily classes ha11in9 one sin9le member, and their predi­
cates are properties ha,•i119 one consrant. Each person is the sole member o f 
his or her class, a class which is, never·thelcss, constitut ed by the worlds, 
possibilities, and indi\'iduals which pe rtain to it . Classes as multipl es, 
and properti es as variables, dcri,·e from th ese classes with one single 
member and these properties with one constant. We bel ieve therefore 
that the entir e ded uct ion is as follows: 1) pe rsons; 2) classes with one 
single member that they constit ute and properties with one constant 
which belong to them; 3) extensive classes and variable propc-rties­
that is, th e ge neral concepts which de rh·e from them. It is in thi s sense 
that we int erpr et the fundamental link between the conce pt and the 

!:go. The universal Ego is, prec isely, th e person co rrc·spond ing to 
somet hing = x com mon to all wo rlds, jus t as the oth er egos are the 
ll('rsons co rrespond ing to a particular thing = x common to several 
worlds. 

We can not follow thi s en tire ded uct ion in deta il. W hat mat ters is 
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onh- that ,n· establish the t\\'o stages of the passin • gerwsis. Hr st, 
Jwginning " ·ith tlw ~ingularities-c-n' rlts which constitute it, sense cngl·n­
dc~~ a lirst fil·ld (complexe) wherein it is actua lized: the (/mwc/1 which 
organize~ tlw singularit ies in cirdcs of co1wcrgcncc; individuals which 
l'XJlrcss thl·sc wor lds; states o f bodies; mixture s or aggrc·gatl'S of tlwsc 
indi, ·iduals; analytic predica tes which descr ibe these states. Then, a 
scrnnd, wn· different lidd (complexe) appears, built upon th e lirst: thl' 
I rc/1 comrn~m to several or to all worlds; the persons who ddinc this 

"something in common" ; synt hetic predi cates \\'hich drlim · th('Sl' per ­
sons; and th e dassc·s and properties which deri, ·c from them. ju st as 
the lirst stage of the genes is is tlw work of sense, th e second is the 
work of nonsense, \\'hich is always co-p resent to sense (aleato ry point 
or ambiguous sign): it is for thi s reason that the tw o stages, and thc' ir 
distinction, arc necessa rih · founded. In acco rdance with the first we find 

the principle of a "good ;ensc" taking shapr, th e principle of an alrcad) · 
fixt>d and sedentary organization of diffcrcnces. In acco rdancc with the 
seco nd, we· find thc formation of the prin cipk- of a " common sense" as 
tht' function of identilication . Rut it would be an error to conccive of 
these produ ced principles as if tht'y were transcenclcntak That is, it 
would bc an error to concC'in', in 1he1r 1ma.qe. thc sense and nonsens e 
from which they are deri,-ecl. Thi s, how cn· r, expla ins why Leibniz, no 
matte r how far · he mav ha\'C prog ressed in a theorv of singu lar points 

and the play, did not t~uly pose tlw distributi\'C rul;,s of tht~ ideal game 
and did at best co nceiv<· of the pre - individual ,-cr)· mu ch on the basis 
of co nstitut <'d individuals in regions already formed bv good sense (see 
Leibniz's shamefu l dedar ~tion: lw assigns t;> philosopl~y \he crra t ion of 
new concepts, pro\'ided that they do not overthrow the "establis hed 
sentiments"). Thi s also explains how Husserl, in his theor y of constitu­
tion, provides himself with a reacl~·-madr form of comm on sensc, 
conce ives of tlw transce ndenta l as the Person or !:go, and fails to 
distingu ish between x as the form of produced identificati on and the 
9uitt · diffrrt·nt x, that is, the produ ctin · nonsense \\'hich animate s the 
ickal game and the imperso nal tran sccndmtal fidd_c, In truth, the person 
is lll vsscs, no 0 11(' (e/le n'w personne) proper!~• speaking, but a produced 
fo,111·, ckrivcd from this impcrso nal trans ccndcntal field. And the incli­

' idual is alwa, ·s an individual in gc•ll(·ral , horn, like En' , from Adam's 
sick, from a ~ingularit, · which c~tcnds itself O\'cr a line of ordina r~· 
point!', and sta r;_ fro~, the pre-indh ·idual transccll(kntal licld. Th e 
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indh ·idual and the pn son, good sen:-.<· .,ncl common sense , arc produ ced 
by the passi,T genesis, on tlw basis of ~cnsl' and nonsense which do not 
rt·scrnble tlwm, and whosl' pn ·- indi, idu,11 .,ml imper sonal transn ·ll(kntal 

play ,w han • seen. Good sense and common sense arc the refore 
undermine d by the prini cpk of tlwir produ ction, and arc o,·c rthrown 
from within by paradox. fn L l'\\ is Carro ll's work, Alice would be rath er 
like the individual, or the monad which disco,Trs sense and has already 
a foreho ding of nonsense, while climbing back up to tlw surface from ; 
world into which shc fell, but "hid, is also t:nvdo 1x·d in her and 
imposes on her the difficult law of mixturt's. Svh-it' and Bruno would 
bC' rather like "vagu e" per sons, who discover no.nscnsc and its prcsl'ncc 
to sc·nsc in "something" common to several worlds: a world of men 
and a world of fairies. 



Sen ~nteenth Series of th e 

Stat ic Logical Genesis 

I ndi, ·iduals an • infinite ana lytic pr opositions. But while they arc infinit e 

with rf'spcct to what th t·y expn :ss, they arc finite with rcsp1x:t to th (•ir 
clear ex pression, with respect to their corporeal zone of c-xprcssion. 
Pc-rsons arc finite syntheti c propositions: finite with respect to their 
definitio n, indefinit e wit h respect to their applicati on. Indi viduals and 
persons arc, in thcmst·lves, ontological propo sitions-pe rsons being 
g round ed on indi, ·iduals (and conversely, indi\'idual s being grounded by 
the person). Th e third element of the ontologica l genesis, however, 
namely the mu ltiple c:lasses and rnr iabk prop<·rtic s which in turn 
depend on pc·rsons, is not embodied in a third prop osition which would 
again be ontological. Rather , this element sends us over to anot her 
order of the propo sition , and co nstitute s the cond ition or the form of 
possibility of the logical prop osition in ge neral. In relation to this 
co nd ition and simult aneous ly wit h it, indi viduals and pers ons no long{·r 
play the role- o f ontological prop osition s. The y act now as material 
instances whic h realize th e possibility and <lctem1ine within the logical 
prop osition the relatio ns necessa ry to th e existence of th e co nd itioned 
(condiuonne): tht· relation of denota tion as the relat ion to the· individu al 
(t he world, th<· sta te of affairs, tht• aggregate. indh ·icluated bodit·sr, the 
re lation of maniff'station as th e relat ion to th f" personal; and tlw relation 

111.{ 

of signifit·ation de fined by the fonn of possibi lity. We arc thui. bt·tter 
abk to und ersta nd th e comp lexity of th<' qm·stion: what is pr imary in 
th<' orde r of the logical pro position ? fo r, if signification is prim ar)' as 
th1· conditi on or form of possil>ilit~·. it nc,-crth dc·ss rcfr·rs to manif esta­
t ion, to the exte nt that th e multipll' class1·s and \'ariahle prop erties 
ck·lining signification arc gro und ed, in the ontologica l order, upon the 
person; as for the manifesta tion, it rd<.·rs to denota t ion to the ex tent 
that the person is ground<.·d upon thC' indiv idua l. 

rur _therm ore, lw tween tlw logical ge nesis and thc ontologica l g<·rwsis 
th_c-re 1s no para llelism. There is ratht ·r a relay which pcnnit s en· ry sort 
ol shift ing and jammin g. It is therd o rc too simple to argue for the 
corr esponden ce betwee n the individual and denota tion, th e person and 
manifesta tion, multipl e classes or ,·ariable properti es and signi fication. It 
is tru e that the relat ion of deno tation may only be established in a 
\\'Orld which is subject to thC' rnri ous aspec ts of individuat ion, but this 
is not sufficient. Res ides co ntinui~ ·. cl<.·notati on requir es that an iden tity 
he posited and mad e depend ent upon the manif est order of the person. 
Th is is what we previously indjcated whC'n we said that denotat ion 
presupposes manifestati on. 'co 1n-ersdy, when the person is manifested 
or ex pressed in th e propo sition, thi s does not occu r independmtl y o f 
ind ividua ls, states of affairs, or stat es of bodies, which, not co ntent with 
lwi ng denoted, form so many casc·s and possibilities in relation to the 
1wrson 's des ires, beliefs, or co nstitutive projects. rin ally, significatio n 
presu pposes the fonnati on of a goo d sense which comes about with 
indi, ·i<luation, just as the form at ion of a common sense finds its source 
in th e p<·rson. lt implicates an entire play o f denota t ion and mani festa­
lion bot h in the power to affirm premises and in the powe r to stat e the 
n mdu sion. Th ere is therefore, as we have see n, a ,·ery compl ex stru c­
tur e in view of whic h each of the three relati ons o f the logical proposi­
tion in g<'n<·ral is, in turn, prim ary. Th is st ructur e as a whole form s the 
tc·rtiary arrangement of language. Precisely because it is produ ced bv 
tlw ontolog ical and logica l gc•nesis, it is co ntinge nt upon sense, t hat i;, 

upon that which con stitut es by itself a seco ndary oroanization whic h is 
, 0 

' 1-r:· dilT<.·rc·nt and also distri buted in an entir c:h- different manner. 
C\/oticc·, for exa mpl e, the distinction bC'twccn th(· ~\\'O x's: th e x of the 

'." 1fonn C'd paradoxka l d emC'nt which, in the cast· of pure s<.·nsc-, misses 
ll ~ o\\'n id.emit: ·; and the x of the objcc·t in genC'ral whi ch characterizes 
on l~- th l· lorm of idcnti~ · produ ced in co mm on scnsc.•). If we com,idcr 
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tlwn·for c thb compll' x :--tructun· of the tertiar y arr angcnwnt, "lwr{' 
l'\'l'I"\' relation of tlw proposition must l>l' based upon tlw otlwr s in a 
cir( ~ilar ,, a\', ,, l' :--l'l' that the whole or each one of its part:--l an co llap~t· 
if it losl·s 1i1i:--rnm pl<·mcntarity. This is tlw cas{', not on l)· bn ·ause th{· 
cirnlit of tlw logical proposition can always be und one, the ,, a~· that a 
rinc might lw :,napped, and reveal the otherwise organized :.t·nsl', hut 
al:--<~ an<l abon· all beca use with sense, lwing fragik·\ o the point of a 
possible topplin g ove r into nons('llsc, thC' relations of the logit·.il propo ­
:.ition run the risk of losing all mt·asLire. Similarly, s ignificatio n, manife:.­
tation, and drn otati on run the risk of sinking into the undilfrr cntiat c·d 

'-' 

abyss of a groundlcssn{'ss \\'hich only pc1mits thl · pulsation of a mon -
strou:-. body. Thi s is why, bc~·ond tlw t<·rtiary order of the propositi on 
and l'\'Cn the seco ndar y organization of sc·nsc, we anticipaH· a terrible 
primar y order wherein the entin• language become s enfolded. 

It app ears that sens<·. in its organ ization of aleatory and singular 

point s, probk ·ms and questioni., series and displacement, is doubl)· 
g<·m·rati, ·e: not only dol'S it engrnder the logical prop osition with its 
dct<·rminatc· dim ensions (denotation, manifes tatio n, and signilication); it 
engenders also the objecti\'c co rrelate s of thj s proposition ,, hich ,, ·crl' 
themselves first produ tl· d as ontologi cal proposition s (the denoted, the 
manifested , and th e signified ). The lack o f synchronicity and the blur ­
ring between the two aspects of the genesis explains a ph enomenon like 
err;;,, since something dmotcd, for t\ ampk, may be gh·en in an on to ­

logical propo sition which <loes not co rn ·spond with the logica l propo ­
sition umfr·r l·onsiderat ion. Erro r how e\'c r is a ,-er)· artificial notion, an 
abstrac t philosop hical concq~, because· it affects only the truth of 
propo sitions which are assumed to Ix' rc·ady-madc and isolated. The 
ge neti c elemc·nt is disrn \'crcd onl)· when the notions of tru e.· and false 
are tran sferred from prop ositions to the probl em the se propositions arc 

suppo sed to rcsoh-c, and they tlwn·fore alter completd~- thl'ir nwanin g 
in thi s transf c-r. Or ratlwr, it is the catego f)· of sense "hi ch replaces the 
category of truth, "ht ·n " tru e" and "false•" c1ualify the probk ·m instead 
of thl' prop osit ions which co rn:sponJ to it. I--=rom this poin t of view, we.· 
know that the· problc-m, far from indicating a suhjc·ctive and pro"i sional 
statl ' of empirica l kno,, lc·dge, n •fers on the· contrary to an idcation al 
ohjcc th ·ity or to a stru cture co nstituti\'l' of sensc which gro unds both 
kno" lc-dgc and the known, the prop osition and its co rrdate s: The 
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n·la tion_ lx•twcc n the problc·m and 11' conditi on:. ddi1w s senM' a:. the 
truth of the prohk-m as such. It 111<1,· happen that the rn ndition s n ·main 
insufficii·ntly determin ed or, on tlw .othcr h.ind, that tlw v arc o, ·enk ·ter ­
mincd, in suc h a manner that the prol>km may tum ,;ut to lw a false 

problem . As for ,the detl' rm ination of co nd itions , it implil'S, on the one 
hand, a_ space of nomad di:--tribution in \\'hich :-ingula rit ies art' distrib ­
uted ( lopes~: on the other hand , it implies a time o f <kcom position 
wher eby this spac:c is su hcli\'icled into sub-:..pac:cs. 1-:ach one of these 
sub-s~an •s is successi\'C·ly cll'lin<'cl h:· thc- adjunction o f new points 
l'nsurmg the progrcssin · and co mpletl' dc·tem1ination of tlw domain 
und er considerati on (Aion). Th ere i:--alwa~·s a space \\'hich rn nd l·nses 
and precipitate s singularities, just as thl·n· is always ;i tim e which 

prog rcs~i_n·ly complete s the l'\Tnt throu gh fragments ~f future and pa t 
l'VCn~s. I hus, there is a spatio- tem poral sdf -detl ·nnination of the prob ­

k,~, _m tl_1c sequen ce of which the proble m advances, making up for the 
ddicicnc:1es and thwartin g tlw execs:--of its m, n condition :.. It ii. at thi s 

point that tr~1th beco mes sc rn,e and produ ctivity. Solutions arc cngcn­
'.ll·rcJ at precisely_ the same· time that the prohlc·m det ermin es use/{ This 
1:. why J>l'ople qmt l' often bdi c,·e that the soluti on dot•i, no t allo,, the 
problem to subsist, and that it assign:.. to it ret rospecti\'dv the status of 
a subjective moment which is ncn· ssarily trans cended · as soo n as a 
:--olution is found. The opposi te• thoug h is thl· 1,_·ase. Bv mean :. of an 
•1P1: r~priatc pr~ces~, the problt·m is dl'tcrminc.·d in spal'l; and time and, 
,ls it 1s ~l<'tl-rm11wd, it determine s the solution s in which it persists. The 

,~-n~hc~1s of . the problem with its co ndition s cngendcrs propositions, 
tlw1r d1ml·ns1ons, and their corrdatl'S. 

Sense is thus l'xpr<'sscd as the problem to which proposition s c:orre­
·'Pon d insofar as th l')' indicate partirn lar responsc·s, signify instan{·t·s of 
a gl' neral solution, and manife st suhjccti, ·e ac:ts of r;,sol~tion. Thi s is 
"h y, rather than c·xprcssing sense in an inlinitiw or participial form ­
to lw-sncl\\ whit l\ the bc·ing- whitc· of snow - it seems desirable to 

l::\press it in the intcrroga tin · fonn. It is tr ue that tlw intcrrogatin · 
form_ is l'Onn·ivecl on the hasis of a gi\'cn (o r capable of being ~i\'l'n) 
,o lut1on and that it is only the neutralized doubl<: of a ;C.'l,f)OnSl' 
~upposl·d l)· hdd h)· someone (\\ hat ii, dw colo r of the sno, , ? what time 
" it?). It does have, at least, tlw aclvantagl' of' :..(·tting us on th(' track of 

'' hat '' 1
• an • looki ng for, namd) ', the tru e prohl l'm.~Th<' latter bears no 
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resemblan ce to the propositions it subsumes under it; it rather engen­
ck rs them as it determines its own conJiti ons and assigns th(' inJi vidual 
order of p('rmutati on of the engendereJ proposition s within the fra~ e­
work of genera l significations and personal manifestati ons. Interrogation 
is the sh~dow only of the prob lem proj ected, or rath er reconstructed 
on the basis of empiri cal propositions. But th e problem in itsd f is the 
reality of the genetic elc-ment, the complex 1heme which does not allow 
itselr' to lw reduced to any propo sitional thesis. 

1 It is one and the same 
illusion which, from an empiri cal point of Yiew, formu lates the problem 
from the propo sition s which functi on as its "answers," anJ which, from 
a philo sophi cal or scientific point of vie-w, defines the probl em thr ~ugh 
the fom1 of the possibility of th e "co rresponding" propo sitions. rhi s 
form of possibility may be logical, or it may be geometri cal, algebraic, 

physical, tran scendental, moral , etc. It does not matt er. As long ~s ~~e 
define the probl em by its " reso lYability," we confuse sense mth s1~111fi­
cation, and we conceive of the condition only in th e image of the 
conditi oned . In fact, the domains of resoh-ability are relative to 
the process of the self-determinatio n of th e probl em. The synt hesis of 
th e problem wit h irs own conditi ons constitut es somethin g ideational or 
uncondition ed, determinin g at once the conditi on and the conJiti oned, 
that is the domain of rcsoh-ability and th e solutions present in this 
domai~, the form of the prop ositi~ns and th eir determi nation in this 

form , significat ion as the condition of truth and propo sition as the 
conditi onal truth . The problem bears resemb lance neither to the pro­
positions \\'hich it subsumes und er it, nor to the relation s which it 

engenck rs in the prop osition: it is nor prop ositional, although it does not 
exist outside of the propositions which expr ess it. We cannot th erefore 
follow Husserl when he claims that th e expression is a mere double and 
necessarily has th e same " thesis" as that which recc i\'es it. f or, in this 

case , the probl ematic is no mor e than one propo sitional thesis among 
others, and "neutralit y" falls to the other side, being opposed to all 
theses in gener al, but only in order to rep resent yet a~oth cr manner of 
concei,·ing of that ... vhich is expr essed as the double of the co rrespond­
ing propos itio n. Once again ,-ve find the altcrnati, ·e of consciousness, 
accordin g to Husserl, the "m odel" and the " shadow" constitutin g the 
two modes of the doublc.2 Hut it seems, on the contr ary, that the 
problem, as theme or expressed sense, possesses a neutralit v ,~·hich 
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belongs to it essentially, althoug h it i~ rH'\'Cr a model or a shadow , never 
the doubl e of th e propo sitions which cxpn ·ss it. 

Tht· probl em is neut ral with respect to every mode of the prop osi­
tion. Animal wnwm . . . . A circle gua circle is neither a parti cular circle, 

nor a concept represented in an eguati on th e genc•ral terms of which 
must take on a parti cular Yalue in each instance; it is rath er a differential 
system to wh ich an emission of singularit ies co rrespond s. 3 That the 
problem does not exist outside of the propo sitions which, in th eir 
senses, expr ess it means, prope rly speaking, that the problem is 110 1: it 
inheres, subsists, or persists in propositions and blends wit h this ex tra ­
being that we had previously encount ered. This nonb eing, howe,·er, is 
not the being of th e negative; it is rath er th e being of the problema tic, 
that we shou ld perhaps writ e as (non )-being or ?-being. Th e prob lem is 
independent of both the negative and the affirmat ive; it neYerth eless 
docs have a positivity which corresponds to its position as a prob lem. 
In the same manner , the pur e event gains access to this positivit y which 
trans cends affirmation and negation, tr eating both as instances of a 
solution to a probl em wh ich the event now defines by means of ,vhat 
happ ens, and by means of singulariti es which it "po ses" or "deposes." 
tre nit ... "Ce rtain proposi tions are depos itive (abdica1ivae): th ey deprive 
an objec t of, or refuse it, something. Thus, when we say that pleasure 

is not a good something , we deprin · it of the gualit y of good ness. 
Howe ver, the Stoics thou ght that even this propo sition is positive 
(dedicariva), since th ey argued that for a pleasure to not be good, 
amount s to sta ting what has happened to this pleasu re .... " 4 

We mu st, therefore, dissociate the noti ons of th e double and o f 

neutralit y. Sense is neutr al, but it is never the dou ble of the propo sitions 
\\'hich express it, nor of the state s of affairs in which it occurs and 
"'hi ch are denoted by the prop ositions. This is why, as long as we 
remain within the circuit of the propos ition, sense can be only indirectly 
inferred. As we have seen, sense may be directly appr ehended only by 
breaking the circuit, in an operation analogous to that of break ing open 
and unfoldin g the Mobius strip. We cannot think of the rn nJition in 

the imagt· of the condition ed. Th e task of a philosophy which does not 
\\'ish to fall into the trap s of consciousness and the cogito is to purge 
the tr anscendenta l field of all resemb lance . In order to remain faithfu l 
lo this exigency, ho\\'ever, we mus t have som ething uncondition ed 
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which would lw the hct l·rogcncous synth(•sis of tlw co nditi on in an 
auto nomo u;. fi1..,ri1rc binding to itse lf neutr ality and genetic po\\'(' r. Hut 
wh('n we spok: · earlil·r of the neutr alit y of sc·nse and we p~esentecl t~is 
neutr alitv as a double , it was not from the point of view of the genes is, 
to tlw ('~trnt that sense has at its disposal a genetic pow er inlwritl·<l 
from tlw quasi-cuusc: it was from an ent irely cliffcrcnt point of \'iew, 

whcrebv sense was co nsidered first as the effect procluced by corporeal 
causes: ·an impa ssible and steril e surface effect. How can \\ T maintain 
both that sense produ ces evC'n the stat(·s o f affairs in whi ch it is 
embo died , and that it is itself produ ced by theSl' stat es of affairs or the 

act ions and passions of bodies (an imma culate conception )? 
Th e idea itself of a sta tic gC'l1cs is dissipates th e contradi ction. Wh en 

we sav that bodies and their mixtur es produ n · sense , it is not by \irtu c 
of an ·indh •iduation which would pre suppo se it. Individuati on in bod.ies, 
the measure in their mixtur es, th t· play of pc·rsons and concepts in their 
\'ariati ons- this entir e ord er presupp oses sl·nsc and the pre- ind ividual 
and imp erson al neutr al f-ielcl within which it unfold s. It is therefore in a 
different way that sense is produ ced by bodies . Th e 9uestion is now 
about bodies· taken in their undiff~·rentia ted depth and in their measure­

less pulsation. Thi s depth acts in an original way, ~r means c?f irs power to 

or,qanize su!faces and 10 enl'elop icse!f wirhin su,:faces. This pulsation s.omctim es 
acts throu gh th e formati on of a minimum amount of surla n • for a 
maximum amount of matt er (thu s th e spheri cal fonn ), and sometime s 
throu gh the growth of surfaces and their multipli cation in acco rdance 
with J ivcrsc ... pro cesses (str e tching, fragmenting, crnshing, dr ying and_ 
mo istenin g, absorbing, foamin g, emul sifying, etc.) . All th t' ad, ·entur es of 
Alice mu st be- reread from thi s perspcctiw - hcr shrinkin g and grow­
inu her aliment ary and cnurcti c obsessions, and her cnC'ount crs with 

b ' ., 

spheres. Th e surface is neit her a<."ti\'C nor passive, it is the produ ct of 
the actions and passions of mixe<l bodies . It is charact eristic of the 
surfan · that it skims over its own fidd, impassible and indi\'i sible, much 
like- the thin strip s of which Plotinu s speaks, which "w hen the y arc of 
li ne continu ous texture , moisture is obscn ·cd Wl'tting them right throu gh, 
and it flows throu gh to the othe r side.' ' 5 Being a recept acle of mono­
mole cular layers, i~ guarant ct·s tht · internal and ext ernal co ntinuit y or 
lat('ral co hesion of th e two lavers with out thi ckness. Being a pun ' effect , 
it is m·,Trthdc ss the loc·us ·of a 9u asi-caust' , since a surface ener gy, 

without (' \'t•n being '!f the sur face, is du C' ro C\'l'r )' surfan· formation; and 
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from it a fic titi ous surfa t'C tens ion arist·s as a force t·xc·rtin g itself on the 
plane of thl· surface. Attributt ·d to this liJ1Tc is the labor ~>C'nt in order 
to increase this surface. Being a thcat(·r for sudd t'n condensat ions, 
fusions, changes in th e stat es ;if extended law rs and for distr ibuti ons 
and rcshuflling s of singu lariti C's, the surfan· m~y inddin itd y incr ease, as 
in th l' case of two liguids clisso ld ng into each otlwr. Th ere is therefore 
an entire ph ysics of surfaces as th e d 'f<.Tt of deep mixtur es- a ph vsics 
\\'hich cndl( ·ssly assemble s th e \'ariation s and the pulsations o f the e~tir e 
uni\ ·ersc , ('nvcloping them insi<k th ese mohik limits. And , to th e 
ph )·sics of surfaces a nw taph:-·sical sur face necessa rily corr esponds. 
M~·taph ysical surface (cronscendenwl ji dd) is th e name that will be gin ·n 
to the frontier estab lished, on one hand , betwe en bodies taken toge ther 
,1s a whole· and inside the limit s whi ch en\'cl op them, and on the oth er, 

prop ositions in general. Thi s frontier imp lies, as we shall sec, certain 
prop erti es of sound in relati on to the surface , making possible thereby 
a disti nct distributi on of language and bodies, or of the corporeal depth 
and the sonorous continuum. In all th t'se respects, the surface is the 
tr ansccnclcntal fidd itself, and the locus of sense an<l expression. Sens(' 

is that which is form ed and deployed at the surfaCl'. b ·en the front ier 
is not a separati on, but rath er th e clement of an art iculation, so that 
senst' is present ed both as that whi ch happen s to bodies and that whi ch 
insists in prop os itions. W e must ther efore maintain that sense ,s a 

doublin9 up, and that che neucralicy '!{ sense is inseparable.f rom its stows as a 
double. T he fact is that the doubli ng up docs not at all signify an 
c\·ancscenl and disembodied resemb lance, an image with out flesh-lik e 
a !.mile wit hout a cat. It is rathe r de fined bv the produ ction of surfaces 
their multipli cat ion and consolidation. Thi ; doublin g up is the cont inu ~ 
it_" of reve rse and r ight s ides, the art of establishing th is continuit y in a 
way which pem1its sense, at the surfa ce·, to be distribut ed to both sides 
at onn-, as the expr essed \\'hich subsists in propos itions and as the l'\Tnt 
\\'hich ocrnr s in stat es of bodies. W hen thi s produ ction collapscs, or 
\\'hm the surface is rent by explosions and by snags, bodies fall back 
again into their dC'pth; C\'eryth ing falls back again into the anonymous 
pulsation wherein words arc no ... longer anything but affect ions ·of the 

hody - c\'erythin g falls back int o the prim ary order \\'hich grumbl es 
lit•1wath the seco ndar y organization of sense. On the other hand, so 

lo_i~g as the surface holds, not only will S('nst' be unfold ed upon it as an 
dlcc t, but it will a lso partake of the c1uasi-causc att ached to it. It , in 
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. b . J· ·iduation and all that ensues in a process of 
turn brin gs a out in 

1' . · I cl 
' . ~. 1· I t· , and their measured mixtur es; 1t a so pro uces 

determinati on o JO( ics . . f 
. . . . I II that ensues in a pro cess of dct ermmat,on o propo-

s1gmhcat1on ant a . h d h 
. . I I ·r assigned relations. It produ ces, m ot er "vor s, t e s1t1ons an< t 1e1 · · ..., . . 

· . · . arrang ement or the object of the stati c genesis. entir e tcrt1ar) ~ 

St:VENTEEN TII SE RI ES OF LO GI CA L GE !::S I S 

Eighteent h Series of the 

Thr ee Images of Philosop hers 

1i1C' popular and the technical images of th e philosoph er seem to have 
been set by Platoni sm: the philosopher is a being of ascent s; he is the 
one who leaves the cave and rises up. Th e more he rises the more he is 
purified. Aroun d thi s "a sccnsional psychism, " morality and ph ilosop hy, 
the ascetic ideal and the i<lca of thought, have established close links. 
The popular image of the phi losoph er with his he.ad in th e cloud s 
de pend s upon it, as w<'II as th e scientific image acco rding to which the 
philoso pher's heavm is an intelligible one, which nonetheless does not 
distr act us from th e eart h since it includes its law. In both cases, 
howe \'er, everythin g happ ens in the heights (even if thi s is the height of 
the person in the heaven of the moral law). As we ask, " what is it to be 
oriented in thou ght ?", it app ears th at th ought itself presupp oses axes 
and orientations acco rdin g to which it develops, that it has a geog raph y 
befo re ha\'ing a history, and that it tr aces dimensions before construct ­
ing systems. Height is th e properly Platonic Ori ent . The philoso pher's 
work is always determined as an ascent and a co 1wcrsion, th at is, as the 
move ment of turnin g toward the high prin ciple (principe d'en halll ) from 

which th e mo\'cment procee ds, and also of being determin ed , fulfilled, 
and known in the guise of such a motion. W e are not go ing to compar e 
philoso phies and diseases, but then · are properly philoso phical diseases. 
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ldl'alism i:,. tlw il11w:,.:. rn ngl·nital to the Platonit· philo!.ophy and , "ith 
its litan~· of ascent:. ,1nd do,, nfalls, it is l' \'l ' ll philmoph y's manic­
dl·pn ·ssiH· form. Mania inspin ·s and guides Plato. Dialectics i!. the 
flight of i<ka:-, th<' ldce1?fluch1. As Plato says of th l' ldt•a, "i t fle(·s o r it 
pl·rislw:-. . .. " And l'V(·n in thl' death of Socratl 'S tht 'IT is a tr acl' of a 
dl'p n ·ssh-c :-uit·idc. 

ietn,c hl· distru stt·d the orimtati on hy (w ight and askl·d "h ethl'r, far 
from rqm ·st·ntin g the fulhlnwnt of philoso phy, it markl·d rather , from 
Socrates onward , its dcg<'neration and wanckrin g. In th is mannl'r, 

' it·t;,.schl· reopened the "h oll' pr oblem of th e oril'lltation of thought : is 
it not rathl-r in li1w with other dim <'nsions th at thl' act o f thinkin g is 
<'ngmd crcd in th ought and tlw thinker t·nge ndc·red in life:? ict'ls~·h<' 
ha:- at his disposal a method of his own in\'cnt ion. We should not be 

satisfied with either biograph y or bibliograph y; we must n ·ach a s<·n et 
point when · the ant•c<lott· of life.· and the aphorism o f thought amount 
to one and the same thin g. It is like sense· which, on om· of its sidc•s, is 

" attribut ed to stat es of life and , on thl· other, inlwn ·s in propositions of 
th ought. Tlw rt· arc dimens ions hl·re , tim t·s and plat·t·s, glacial or torrid 
zo n<'s nc,·er mode rated, th e c·nt ire exotic gcog raph)· which characterizes 

a mode of thought as wdl as a style of life. Diogenes la <'rtiu s, perhap s, 
in his bl'st pages, had a forcboding of thi s method: to find vital 

Aphori sms "hi ch would also he Anccdott·s of thought - the ges tu~c of 
phi loso ph{·rs. Th e story of t:mp l.·docles and Etna , for example, is such a 
philosophi cal anecdote. It is as goo d as tlw death of ·ocrat es but the 

point is precise!)' th at it opl.·ratcs in another dimen sion. The pre­
Socrati c philoso pher dot•s not k·a,·c· the caw; on the co ntrarv, h<· think s 
that we art· not im olvcd ('nough o r sufficientl y cngulfr-d, therein. In 
Theseus' sto r\', he rcj<·cts the thr ead : "W hat dcx·s your asn ·ndin g path , , .. 
matt t·r to U!., your thr ead leading outside, leading to happine ss and 
\'irtue . . . ? Do you "i sh to save us with thi s thrt·ad ? As for us, wt· ask 
you in earnest to hang ~-ouN· lws with this thn ·ad !" Th e pre -Socrat ics 
placed thought insidl' the cawrn s and lifl·, in the deep. Ttw /~ 1ght th e 
Sl'tTet of wat t·r and fin·. And , as in the case of Empedoc k s' smashing 
tlw statu es, they philoso phi'lcd with a hamnwr , the hamm er of th<' 
geologist and the ~r l·k·ologist. In a ddu 11t• of water and firl', th t· vok ano 

'- ti..,: I;;;: ~ 

spit s up only a singlt• n·minder of Empl•dod es- his lead sandal. To the 
,, ing!. of tlw Platonit· ~oul th <' sandal o f Emp cdod t·s is opposcc~. prM ing 
that he ,, ·a~ o f the l'arth , uml t·r tlw earth, and aut ochth onous. To the 

bt·ating of the Platonic " ing~ then· co rrespo nds the pre-Socra t ic 
hamm er-blow; tC> the Platonil~ com ln ion th l•rt• corr<·sponds tlw prc­
Socratic subvers ion. Th e eiwase d dq >ths strik e it·tzsd1t· as th e real 
orient ation of philosoph y, the pre -~ocra t ic disrnn· i: · that must be 
re\'i,·ed in a phi losoph y of tlw futun ', " ith all tlw force:,. of a lift• which 
is also a thought , and of a language ,, hich is also a bod~•· " 1-khind <·,·er)' 
ca,-c then · is another , e\'en ck q>l'r; and b<.·~·ond that another still. Th ere 
b a ,·aster, stran ger, richl'r world lw1wath th e sur face, an ab)'ss umk ·r­
lving ewr v foundati on.' ' 1 In tlw lwg inning was schizo 1)hreni a; (Jrc-

., "'- .., I,; '--= 

Socrat ic phi losoph y is the philosoph ical schizophrenia par excellence. the 
ahsolut t• dl·pth dug out in bod il·s and in thou ght which brings Holdl'rlin 
to discov('r Emped ode s befon · Niell sche. In thl· famous 1-:mpedodl ·an 

,1ltcrnation, in the compl t'mentar ity of hate and IO\·e, '' <' l'nco untc·r, on 
tlw on e hand, the body of hatrt ·d, the parcellcd-out body sieH': " h<·ads 
without a neck, arm s with out should('r s, eyes without a face"; hut on 

the other hand, we· encount er the glorious body "ith out organs: " f omu '<I 
in one piece ," with out limbs, with ncith<'r \'Oicc nor sex. Likewise, 
Dionysus holds out to us his tw o fan·s , his oprn and lan· rat cd body, 
and his impassibl<' o rganlcss head: Dion)·sus dismembered, hut also 
Dionysus tht· imp enC'trabk. 

Nietz sche was able to re<liscon ·r depth only after rn nque ring the 
:,.urfaces. But he did not remain at the surface, for the surface stru ck 
him as that which had to be assessed from th e renew ed perspective of 
an eye peeri ng out from the depth s. Nietzsche takes little int<'rest in 
\\ hat happt·ned after Plato, maintainin g that it was nc·cessarily the 
lOntinuati on of a long deca dence. Wl· ha,-c the impr ession, howc\'er, 
that there arises, in conformit y to this meth od, a third image of 
ph ilosoph ers. In rC'lation to them , iet,-~che's pronouncement is parti c­
ularly apt : how profound th esl' Greeks were a:- a consequ ence of their 
hl'ing sup t·rficial! 2 The se third Gn ·c·ks are no longer mti rd y <.,;reek. 
T lw~· no longer expect sah·ation from th e depth s of the l'arth or from 
,1utochth ony, any more than the~· c•xpcct it from hea\'en or from the 
ldl'a. Ratlwr, they t•xpec t it latera lly, from the l'\'l'nt, from the l~ast ­
" hen ·, a:.. Carroll says, " all that is good ... , ris(es) with th e dawn of 
l>a~·!" W ith th e Ml-garian s, C)·nics, ._and Stoic::,, " e han· the beginnin g 
of' a Ill ' \\ philosoplwr and a lll'W kind of ane cdott. RC'r<'ading Diogelll'S 
I ,wrti us' most beautiful chaptt •rs, th ose on Diogenes th e Cynic and on 
l 'hr~·sippu:- the Stoic, we "itn ess th e dc\'d opmcnt of a curious system 
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of pro rnt ·at ions. On one hand , the philoso pher eats with great glutt ony, 
he stuffs him sdf; lw masturbates in publi c, regretting that hun ge r 
cannot be so eas ily relieved; he does not co ndemn incest with th e 
mother, the sister, or the daughte r ; he tolerat es cannibali sm and anthro ­
pop hagy - but, in fact, he is also supr emel y sober and chaste. On the 
oth er hand, he keeps quiet when people ask him questions or gives 
them a blow with his staff. If you pose abstra ct and difficu lt questions, 
he will respond by designa ting somt> bit of food, or will give you a 
whole box of food which he will then break over you-alw ays with a 
blow of his staff. Yet hP also hold s a new discourse, a new logos 
animated wit h paradox and philoso phical values and significat ions whi ch 
an· new . Indeed, we feel that these anecdotes are no longer Platonic or 

pre-Socra tic. 
Thi s is a reorientatio n of all th ought and of what it means to think: 

iher~o longer depth or height. T he Cynical and Sto ic sneers against Plato 
arc man y. It is always a matt er of unseating the Ideas, of showing that 
the inco rporeal is not high above (en haureur). but is rath er at th e 
surface, that it is not the highest cause but the superficial effect par 
exce llence, and that it is not Essence but event . On th e oth er front , it 
will be argued that depth is a digest ive illusion which compl ements th e 
ideal optical illusion . What, in fact, is signified by thi s gluttony, thi s 
apo logy for incest and cannibali sm? W hile thi s latter theme is comm on 
to both Chr ysippu s and Dioge nes the Cynic, Laertius offers no expl~­
nation of Chry sippu s' views. But he does prop ose a parti cularly con­

vincing explanat ion in the case of Diogenes: 

... he saw no impropriety . .. in eating the flesh of any animal; nor e,·cn 
anything impious in touching human flesh, this, he said, being clear from the 
custom of some- foreign nations. Moreover, according to right reason, as he 
put it, all clements arc contained in all things aml pervade everything: since 
not only is meat a constituent of bread, but bread of ,·cgctables; and all other 
hodies also, by means of certain invisihlc passages and particles, find their way 
in a~~ unite. with all sub.stances in the_ form of vapor. This he /\1akc-s plain in 
the lhye sies. ,f the tragedies an· really his. . . . \ 

Thi s thesis, which holds for inces t as we ll, establishes that in the depth 
of hodies everythin g is mixture. T here are no rules, however, accor ding 
to which one mixtur e rath c' r than another might be considered bad. 
Contr ary to what Plato believed, then ' is no measure high above for 
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these mixtur es and combinati ons of Ideas which wou ld allow us to 
define good and bad mixtur es. Or again, co ntrar y to what the pre­
Socratics thought , there is no imman en t measure either, capable of 
fixing th e order and th e progression of a mixtur e in the depths of 
Nature (Physis); every mixtur e is as good as the bodies which pervade 
one ano ther and th e part s which coex ist . How cou ld the world of 
mixtures not be that of a black depth .. ,-herein e,·erythin g is permitt ed? 

Chrysippu s used to disti nguish two kind s of mixtures: imperfect 
mixtures which alter bod ies; and perfect mixtur es which leave bodi es 
intact and make them coexist in all thei r part s. Undoubtedly, the unit y 
of co rporeal causes defines a perfect and liquid mixture wherein every­
thing is exac t in the cosmic present . Rut bodies caught in the parti cu­
larity of their limited prese nts do not meet directly in line with the 

orde r o f th eir causality, which is good only for the "" hole, taking int o 
considerat ion all combination s at once. Thi s is why any mixtur e can be 
called goo d o r bad : goo d in the order of th e whole, but imperfect, bad, 
or even exec rab le, in th e ord er of partial encount ers. How can we 
condemn inces t and cannibali sm in this domain, where passions are 
themselves bodies penetratin g oth er bodies, and where the parti cular 
will is a radical evil? Takin g our exa mple from Seneca's extra ordinary 
tragedies, we ask: what is the unit y between Stoic thoug ht and this 
tragic thou ght which stages for the first time beings devoted to evil, 
prefiguring thereby with such precision Elizabe than theater? A few 
Stoiciz ing choi rs (chceurs stoicisams) will not suffice to bring about this 
unity. W hat is really Sto ic here is th e discove ry of passions-bodi es and 
of the infernal mixtures which they organize or submit to: burning 
poisons and paedo phagous banqu ets. Th e tragic supp er of Th yestes is 
not only the lost manu script of Diogenes. It is Seneca's subjec t as well, 
which has happily been conse rved. Th e poisoned tuni cs begin their 
deadly work by burnin g int o th e skin and by de\'ouring the surface. The 
deadly work th en reaches more deep ly, in a traj ectory wh ich goes from 
tht• pierced body to the fragm ented body, membra discerpca. b ·erywhe re 
poisonous mixtur es see the in the depth of the body; abominab le necro­
mancies, incests, and feedi ngs are elabo rated. 

L('t us look now for the antidote or the co unt er-proof: the hero of 
St·ncca 's tra gt'd ies and of the entir e Stoic thought is Hercules . Hercules 
is always situated relati\'e to th e three realms of th e infernal abyss, the 
celestia l height and the surface of the earth. Inside the de pth s, he comes 
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across only frightenin g co mbinati ons an<l mixtur es ; in the sky he- fin<ls 
only cmptim·ss and n· ll'stia l monst( ·rs dupli cat ing tho se· of the inferno. 
As for the c·arth, he is its pacifie r and sur veyor, and e ,·<·n tr eads over 
the surfon· of its wat ers. He always ascend s or descends to the surface 
in , ,·en· rn nccivabk mann er. He brin gs back the hell-hound anJ the 

, ~ 

cdc•stial hound, the sc•rpent of hell and the serpent of th e hea\'cns. It is 
no longe r a tjUCStion of Diony sus <lown below, or of Apollo up ab~ 
l>ut of I lcn :ules of th e surfa ce, in his dual battle against both depth and 
height: reo rientati on of th e entir e thought and a new geog raphy. 

Sto icism is sometim es presented as enactin g a sort of return to th e 
pre -Soc ratics, beyo nd Plato - to the Hcrad itean world, for exa mp le-. 
Hut it is rat her a question of a total rce ,·aluation of the pre- Socratic 
"' odd. By int crprNin g thi s world thr ough a physics of mixture s in 
<lcpth, the Cynics and th e Stoics abandon it partl y to all the loca l 
disord ers .. vhich can be reco nciled only in the Gr eat mi xtur e, that is, in 
the uni ty of causes amon g themselves. Thi s is a world of terror and 
cruelty, of inces t and anthrop op hagy. But there is of course another 
story, nam ely, the story of that which, from the Hcraditc an world, is 
able to climb to the surfa ce and rece ive an ent irely new status. T his is 
the event in its difference in nature from causes- bodies, th e Aion in its 
Jiff erence in natur e from the devou ring Chronos. In a parallel mann er , 
Platonism und ergoes a similar total reorient at ion. It had aspi rt·d to bury 

the pre-Soc rati c world even det'Pl'r, to rep ress it e,·en more, and ~ 
crush it under the full weight of the height s; but now we set· it depri ved 
of its ow n height, and the Idea again falls to th<.' sur face as a simpl e 
inco rporeal effect . ~ autonom y of the surface-, indc-pcndcnt of, and 
against depth and height; the discov ery of incorporeal en ' nts, n~eanings, 
or effects, which are irredu cible to "dee p" bodies and to " lofty" Ideas 
- these arc th e imp ortant Stoic disco ,·cries against the pre-Soc ratic s 

and Plato. Everything that happ ens and c ,·erythin g th at is said happe ns 
or is said at t he surface. Th e sur face is no less exp lorable and unkn own 
than depth and height whic h arc nonsC'nsc. for th e prin dRa l frontie r is 
displaced. It no longer passes, in tem 1s of hC'ight, betw ee n \he unh ·ersal 
and the parti cular; nor, in tcm,s of dC'pth, does it pass betwe en 
substan ce and accid ent. It is perhaps to Anti sthcnes that crc<lit mu st be 
gin· n for th e new demar cation: betw een thin gs and proposit ions th em­
sc·lves. It is a fronti er (It-awn betwe en the thin g such as it is, deno ted by 
tlw propo sition, and th e cxprcssC'd, which docs not ex ist out side o f the 
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pro pos1t1on. (Substan ce is no more than a secondarv dete rm inatio n of 
th, · thin g, and the uni, ·crsal no 11101T than a !,('conda;v dct(· nnin ation of 
the cxprt ·sst·d .) · 

Th e Cynics and the Stoic:s establish thc·msc-lvt' s and wrap thcmsdws 
up with th c surface, the- curtain , the carpet, and the mantl e. T he do uble 
:-cnse of the surface, th e conti nuit )' of th<' rcvcrst· and right sides, 
replacc hC'ight and depth. Th ere is nothi ng bcnind the rnrtai n except 
unn ameable mi xtu res, nothin g abon· the carpet C'Xccp t the empty sky. 
Sense appea rs and is played out at th<' surface (at least if one kno\\'S 
how to mix it prope rly) in such a "·a:· that it forms lt'lte rs of dust. It is 
like a fogged- up window pane on which one can writ e with one's finger. 
T he staff-blow phi losop hy (philosophie a coup de ba1on) of the Cyn ics ; nd 
the Stoic s replaces the hamm er-b lo\\' ph iloso phy. Th e philoso pher is no 
longe r the being of the caves, nor Plato's sou l or bird, but rat her the 
animal ""hich is on a level ,-vith the surface-a tick or louse. Th e 
ph iloso phical symbol is no longer the Platonic \\'ing, or l::mp edo clcs' 
lc·ad san<lal, but th e re,·ersibk cloak of Ant ist henes and Dioge nes: the 
staff and th<' mant le, as in the cas<' of Hen :ules with his dub and lion 
skin. What are we to call tni s new philoso phical operation, insofar as it 
opposes at once Platonic com ·ersion and pre-Soc ratic sub\'ersion? Per­
haps we can call it "pt' rversion," \\'hich at least befits the system of 
pro\"Ocations o f this new type of phil osopher - if it is tru e that perver­
sion implies an ext raordi nary art of su rfaces. 
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N inctccnth Ser ies 

of Hum or 

It appears at first as though language were incapable of finding a 
sufficient foundation in the states of the one who expr esses herself, or 
in the denoted sensible thin gs, and that such a foundati on were to be 
loca ted o nly in th e Ideas which olTer language a possibility of truth or 
falsity. It is not d ear, ho"ven •r, by what mira cle prop ositions wol~d 
parti cipate in the Ideas in a more assun ·d mann er than bodies which 
speak or bodies of which we speak, unless the Ideas were " names- in­
thc-n1seh-es." And are bodi es, at the ot her ex tr eme, bett er able to 
ground language? Wh en sound s fall back on (se rabaccenr sur) bodies and 
lwco me th e actions and pa sions of mixed bodi('s, they arc no more 
than the bearers of agonizing nonsense. O ne after the other, the 
impossibility of a Plato nic language and a pre-Soc rati c language , of an 

id<·alistic language and a physical language, of a manic langu age and a 
schizo phr enic languagt· arc exposed. Th e altem atin· is im~s<' d with no 
way out : d ther to say nothin g, or to incorporat e what om\~ays- th at 
is, to eat one's words. As Chr rsip pu s savs, " if vou sav 'c hariot ,' a 

.. ,i ,i ~ 

chariot passes th ro ugh you r lips," and it is ncitht' r bett er nor more 
rn nw nimt if thi s is the Idea of a chariot . 

The idea list languagt· is made up of hypostatizcd significations. But 
cn• ry tim e wt• will lw asked about signifieds such as "w hat is Beauty, 
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Justice, Man?" w<.· will respond by dl ·:-ignat ing a body, by ind icating an 
object which can be imitated or ( ' \ ' ('ll co nsunwd, and by delivering, if 
necessa ry, a blow of the staff (th l' staff being the instrum ent of every 
possible des ignation). Diog(•nes thl' C~·nic answe rs Plato's de finition of 

man as a biped and feath erk ss animal hy br ing ing forth a plucked fowl. 
And to tlw person who asks " what is philoso phy?" Diogenes responds 
by carrying abou t a cod at the end of a strin g. The fish is indeed the 
most oral of animal s; it posl'S the prob lem of mut eness, of cons urnabil­
ity, and of the co nsonan t in the wc.•t/palatalizcd clement - in short , the 
prob lem of language. Plato laughed at those who were satisfied with 
gi ,·ing exa mples, pointing or designating, ra ther than attai ning the 
Essences: I am not asking yo u (he used to say) who is just , but what is 
justice. It is therefore easy to ask Plato to follow down the pat h which 

he claim ed to have made us cl imb. Each tim e we arc asked abo ut a 
signification, we respond -.vith a designation and a pur e " monstrati on. " 
And , in o rder to persuade th e spectato r that it is not a qu estion of a 
simple "exa mp le," and that Plato's prob lem was poo rly posed , we are 
go ing to imitat e what is designated, we arc· go ing to eat what is 
mimi cked, we will shatt er what is show n. The important thing is to do 

it quickly: to find qu ickly something to des ignate, to cat , or to break, 
which would replace the signification (the Idea) that you have been 
im·itcd to loo k for. All the faster and bette r since there is no resem­
blance (nor should there be one) lw twee n what one po ints out and 
what one has been asked . There is a difficult relati on, which rejects th e 
false Platonic du ality of the essence and the example. Th is exe rcise, 
,, hich consists in subst ituting designa tions, monstrati ons, consumpti ons, 
and pur e dest ructions for s ignificat ions, requir es an odd inspiration­
that one know how to "desce nd." What is requir ed is hum or , as 
opposed to the Socratic iro ny o r to the tec hnique of the ascent . 

. But where do cs such a ck-scent thr ow us? It hurl s us into th e grou nd 
of bodies and the groundl es~ness of their mixtu res. b ·erv de notation is 
pro longed in consumption, pLth-erization, and dt'Stntctio n: ,,itho ut there 
lwing any chance of arrest ing this mon· mcnt, as if th e staff shat tered 

t·, l'~ ·thing it singled out. Prec isely beca use· o f thi s, it is clear that 
language can no more be based on de nota tion than on significat ion. 
W hen significations hurl us into pur e de notations, which replan • and 
nvgate th em, we are fan,d wit h the absurd as that wh ich is withou t 
~ignification. But , , hen dl·no tations in tum prec ipitate us into the 
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destructivl' and digcsti\'l' gro und, we are faced with the 1um-scnsc· of 
the depths as suh-scnst' (sous-sens) or Untersinn. Is there an)· way out? 
Bv the sam<' moH'ml'nt with which language falls from the height s and 
tl~cn plunges hd ow, we must be led back to the surfacl' \\'hl'H' there is 
no longer anything to de note or C\"Cn to signify, but "'lwrc pure sense 
is produced. It is produ ced in its essential rdat ion to a third clement, 
this tinw the non sense of the surface. Once again, what matte rs here is 

to act quickly, ,, hat matt ers is speed. 
What docs the wise man find at the surface? Pure events considered 

from the p<.>rspcct i\·c of thl·ir l'tcrnal trut h , that is, from t lw poin t of 
,·ic\\' of the substance which sub -tend s them, independent of tlwir 
spatio-tc-mporal actualization in a state- of affairs. Or, what amou nts to 
tlw same thing, one finds pure singulariti es, an emission of singu lariti es 
co nsidered from the perspect i\"c of their aleato ry element, indepc-ndent 
of the- individual s and persons which embody them or actualizl ' them. 
This a<lventurt' of hum or , this two-fo ld dismissal of height and depth to 
th e advantage of the surfac.T is, in the first instanc e, th e adventure of 
th e Stoic sage. But later on, and in anoth er context , it \\'ill also be the 
ach-enture of Zen -aga inst the Brahman dept hs and the Buddhi st 
heights. The famous probl ems -t ests, the questions-answers, the koans, 
demon strate the absurdity of significat ions and show the nonsense of 
denotati ons. The staff is the un iversal instnmwnt , the master of ques­
tions; mimi cry and consumption arc the respo nse. Return ed to th•\ 
surface, the sage discovers objec ts-c,-en ts, all of them communi cating in 
the void which con stitute s their substa nce; he dist·ove rs the Aion in 
which they an· sketched out and dew lope d without ever filling it up.

1 

Th e t>vcnt is the identit y of fo1111 and rn i<l. It is not th e object as 
<lenoted , but the object as exp ressed or expressible, nl'ver pr esent, but 
ahvays already in th e past and yet to come. As in Mallarmt{'s works, it 
has the value of its ow n absence or abolition, since thi s abo lition 
(olx/icario) is precisely its posicion in c.he mid as the pure Event (dcdicacio). 

" If you ha,·e a cane," says the Zen master, "I am gh·ing you one; if you 
do not have one, I am taking it a\\'ay." (O r, as Chrysippus said, 'If you 
nc,·<-r lost something, you ham it still ; but you m·,·er lost horns, er90 

you ha, ·e horn s.") 2 The negation no longer expresses anything ncgath ·e, 
but rather rek·ascs the purely exp ressible with its two um·,·cn halves. 
Om· of thC' halves is al\\'ays lacki ng from the otht' r, since it cxcc.e<ls by 
,·irtuc of its ow n deficiency, ('\Tn if this means to I')(' deficient by ,·irtue 
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of its execs:- (wo rd = x for a thing = x). We can sec this dcarlv in 
th e Zen art s: not on ly in the art of clra\\'ing, where thc brush contrd lkd 
by an unsupp ort ed wrist balann ·s form an<l emptin ess and <listributes 
tlw singularitie s of a pure event in fortui tous st ro kes and "furry lines"; 
hut also in th e arts of ga rdening and flower arranging, in the tea 
<Trcmon v, and in the arts of arc ht'n · and fenc irw, wh<'re the "flourishing 

" - 0 "-' 

of iron " arises from a marvelous \'an 1it:·· Across the abo lished significa-
tions and the lost denotations, the mid is the site of s<·nse or of the 
c,·ent whic h harmonizes with its own nonsense, in the palce where tl1" 
place only takes place (/a ot1 11 'a plus lieu que le lieu). Th e mid is itself the 
para doxical clement, the surface nonsense, or the always displaced 
aleato ry point whence th e event burs ts fort h as sense. "The re is no 
circle of birth and death to escape from, nor any supreme knmded ge 
to at tain. " Th e empty sky rejccts bot h the highest thoughts of the spirit 
and th e profound cycles of natur e. Th t· c1uestion is less that of attainin g 
the imm ed iate than of determining the site where th e imm ed iate is 
''im mediatel y" as not-to-b e-attain ed (comme 11011-a-alleindre): the surface 
where the ,·oi<l and eve ry event along with it are mad e; th<' frontic r as 
the cut ting edge of a sword or th e str etched st ring of the bow. To paint 

\\ ithout paintin g, non-thought, shooting whic h becomes non-shooti ng, 
to speak wit hout speakin g: this is not at all the ineffable up above or 
down below, but rat her the fronti er and the surface where language 

llC'comes po ssible and, by becom ing possible, inspires only a silent and 
immediate communi cat ion, sinct' it could only be spoken in the resus­
citatio n of all the medi ate and abolishe<l significat ions or deno tat ions. 

We ask "w ho spc-aks?" as mu ch as we ask what mak es language 
possible. Many d ifferent answers ha,·e be<'n given to this qu estion. We 
l·all "class ic" respo nse the om· which dt't erm ines the individual as the 
~p<'aker. That of which the indi\'idual spea ks is detem1ined rath er as a 

particu larity, and the means, that is, language itself, is determined as a 
comT ntion ;l gent'rality. It is th erefore a matter of disentangling, from a 
rnmb ined thr~efo ld OjJCration, a universal form of the- individua l (real­
ity), and, at the same tim e, of extrac ting a pure Idea of what we speak 

abou t (necessi ty), and of co nfronting language with an ideal model 
assumt·d to be primiti, ·e, natura l, or purd y rational (possib ility). It is 

p1w"i.~<·I:· this co nception which anima tes Socratic irony as an ascent, 
and gives it at once the followin g tasks: to t<'ar the individual away 
from~ his or her immediate cxistt·n~c; to transcend sensible partirnlarit y 
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towa rd the Idea; and to estab lish laws of langu age co rr espond ing to the 
modd. Suc h is tlw "d iak ctical" whole of a rememb c-ring and spea king 

su bject i,·ity. !-=or th e oper ation to be co mplet e, howe ,·er , th e indi vidual 
must lw not onl)· a point of departure and a sprin gboa rd , bu t to be also 

rern ,·(·n·d at the end of the operati on , wit h t he universa l it)· of the Ide a 

being like a mea ns of exc hange between th e two . This closure or perfect 

circle of iron y is still abse nt from Plato, o r it appears only unde r th e 
gu ise o f t he co mic and of deris ion, as in the exc han ge ~et wccn Socrates 

and Alc ibiades . Classical iron y, on the co nt rary, reac hes this perfect 

state wh en it nnally determin es not only th e whole rea lity, but also th e 

wh ole o f th e possible as a supr eme orig inar y individu ality. Kant, we 

ha\"(~ see n, anxious to submit the class ica l world of repr ese ntat ion to his 

critiqu e , beg ins by desc ribin g it with exac titud e : "we yet nnd, on closer 
scrutin y, that this idea (th e idea of th e sum w1al ef all possibility), as a 

primordial co nce pt , exclud es a numb er o f pr edicates whic h as derivative 

are already given throu gh o th er predicates o r which arc inco mpatible 

with o the rs; and that it doc s, ind eed, define itself as a co nce pt that is 

co mpl et ely de te rminat e a pri ori. It thu s beco mes th e co ncept of an 
individu al objec t. " 3 Classica l iron y acts as th e insta nce which assur es 

th e coexte ns iveness of be ing and of th e indi vidual within th e wo rld of 

repr ese ntation. T hus, not only th e uni versality of th e Idea, but also the 
m od<>I of a pur e rati onal language in relation to th e first possible ones, 

become th e mean s of natural co mmuni cation bet\\' ee n a supre me!} 

indi viduat ed God and th e deriH·cl individual s which he cr eated . Th is 

Go d renders possi ble th e asce nt o f th e indi vidual to th e uni versal form. 

Afte r th e Kanti an critiqu e, howeve r, a third figure o f iron y appears. 

Romanti c irony de te rm ines th e one who spea ks as th e person and no 

longe r as th e indi vidual. It gro und s itself on th e finite synth etic unit y of 
the perso n and no longe r on the analytic identit y of the individual. It is 

defined by the coex tensiveness o f th e I and repr ese nt ation . Th ere is 

mu ch more to thi s th an a mer e shifting of te rm s. To de ter min ~s full 

import, it would be necessa ry to evalt~atc, for exampl e, th<' difTer<!nce 
between Montai gne's Essays, alread y inscribed in th e classica l world 

insofa r as they exp lore th e most dh ·erse figures of individuation, and 

Rousseau's Cof!fessions, an noun c ing Rom anti cism insofa r as they co nsti ­

tute th l' first manife stati on of a pe rso n, o r an I. o t only th e uni, ·c rsal 
Idea and th e se nsible parti cu larity beco me now th e charac te ristic· possi­

bilities of the pe rson but also th e tw o extremes of indi vidu ality and th e 
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worlds <:orr l'spondin g to indi\'idu als. These poss ibiliti es co ntinue to be 

d istribut ed into orig inar y and dc-ri \"C·d possibilities; but "o r igi nar y" now 

<ll'signat es only th ose pred ica tes of tlw perso n which are co nstant in all 

possible wo rlds (ca tego r ies); and •·dc ri\' ed" now designates o nly the 
individua l variables in acco rdan ce with which th e pe rso n is em bod ied 

in different wo rlds. fr om thi s, a profo und transfonnation com es abou t 

-o f th e uni, ·crsality of th e Idea, of the fom1 of sub jectivit y, and of th e 

model of language as functi on of the poss ible. Th e po; ition of th <' 

perso n as an unlimit ed class, whi ch nl'\'e rthd ess has onlv one member 

(I)-s uch is th e Romanti c iron y. Und oubted ly, th ere a:e already pr e­

cu rsive e lement s in th e Ca rtesian cog ito and, above all, in th e Leibnizia n 

perso n . But these eleme nt s remain subordinat e to th e demands of 

indi\'idu ation , whe reas in th e Romanti cism whi ch follows Kant , t hey 

liberate and ex press th emselves for th e ir own sake, o ,·erthr owi ng th~ 
subordi natio n. 

But this infinite poetic freedom, alreadv suggested bv the fact that to become 
(blii-e ti/) nothing at all is itself includ;d, i; express;d in a still more positi\'e 
way, for the ironic individual has most oftl'n tra n· rsed a multitud e of deter­
minations in the form of possibility, poetically lived throu gh them, before he 
ends in nothingness. For irony, as for the Pythagorean doctr ine, the soul is 
constantly on a pilgr image, except irony does not require such a long time to 
complete it .. . . (The ironist) therefore counts on his fingers like a child: rich 
man, poor man , beggar man, etc. As all these dete rmination s merely have the 
,·alidity of possibility, he can l'n'n run throug h the whole lot almost,as quick ly 
as a child. What costs the ironist time, howe1Tr, is the care he la\'ishcs on 
selecting the proper costume for tlw poetic personage hl' has poetized himself 
to be .... When the given actua litv loses its ,·aliditv for the ironist therefore 
th is is not because it is outli\'c<l a: tuality which sh; ll be displaced 'by a trUl' r: 
hut bccauS(' the ironist is the eterna l ego for whom no actuality is a<lt·quate."' 

What all t he figures of irony ha\' c in co mm on is that th ey confinl' 

the signularit y w ithin th e limits of the individual o r the pe rso n . Thus, 

iro ny only in app ea ran ce assumes the role of a vagabo nd . But thi s is 

why all th ese figures are threat ened by an intimate- c-nem v who works 
on them from within: th e undiff e renti ated grou nd , the gro'und less abvss 

of which we prev iously spoke, th at rep rese nts tragic thought and ;he 

trag ic tone- wit h which irony maint ains th l' most amb i,·alent rel ations. 

It is Dionysus, pr ese nt beneath Soc rates, but it is also th e demon who 

holds up to God an d to his c reature s th e mir ro r whe re in uni\' c rsal 
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indiddu ,1lit, · di ssoln-s. It i:, th<· chaos whi ch br ings ahou t the undoin g 
of thl' pcr s;m. Classical discourse was held by the\ndi\'idual , Romantit · 
dbc ours e h\' tlw per son. Rut beneath these tw o discourses, mTrturning 
tlll'm in , ,1~ious ,, ·ays, the fan·l ess Ground speaks now while rumblin g. 
We han · Sl'<'n that this language of th1• ground, tlw languag1· whic h is 
co nfused with the depth of the bod y, had a tw o- fold pow er- that of 
shatt1·rcd phone-tic clem ents and that of non -arti culatC'd ton ic ,·,1lucs. 
Th e first of these threaten s and overturn s classical discou rs1· from 

"ithin; tlw seco nd threat ens and oH· rturn s Roma ntic disco urse. In ea<.·h 
case and for each typc of di scou rse, thr ct· languages mu st be distin ­
guislwd. hrst, a real language corn· spondin g to the quite ord inar y 
assigna tion of the speake r (the indi, ·idual, or rath er the per son .. . ). 

Second, an ideal languagc repn 's<·ntin g the model of disco urse rclati\'e 
to the form of the one ·who hold s it (the divine model of Cra~rlus in 
relati on to the Socratic subject ivity, for example; or tl1e rational Leib­
nizian model in relatio n to classica l in<lh·iduality; or the l'\'Olutionist 
model in relation to the Romanti c person). And finally, l'Soter i(· lan­

guage, whi ch in each case represe nt s the sulwer sion , from the grou nd 
up , of the ideal language and the dissolution of the one who holds the 
real language . In eac h case, mon ·o, ·cr, th1..·rc arc internal relations 
betw een the ideal model and its eso teric re,T rsal, as betwee n irony and 
the tr agic ground, to the po int that it is impossibl(' to know on which 
side th e maximum iron y lies. It is for this reason that it is \'ain to s<·ek l 
a uniguc fonmila, a uniqu e concept, which would be app licab le to c·,·ery 

1..·sott·ric language: for th e grand literal , syllabic, and phoneti c syntlw sis 
of Court de Gcbelin, for exam ple, with which the classical world comes 
to a do se, as well as for the t'\'Oluti\' e toni c synt lws is of' jl'an -Picrrc 
Briss<·t, with which Romanti cism came to an end (w\' saw also that 

tlwr<' is no uniformit y in tlw cast· of portmant eau ,, ords). 
To th e question "W ho is speaki ng?" , \\ T answer sometim es with th e 

individual, somct imt·s wit h the per son, and sometimes with the gro und 
which disso lves both. "T he self of th e l~1ric poet raises its ,·oicefrrm 1 
the bottom of the ah~·ss of being; its suhjel'ti, ·ity is pure imaginati on." 

5 

But a final response yet rem ains, one \\'hich challenges th e unclifferrn­
tiated primitiv e ground and the forms of the indi, ·idual and the person, 
and \\'hich rejects their cont radict ion as \\'ell as their complementarit y. 
No, singulariti es arc not impri soned within individu als and person s; and 
one dot·s not fall into an undiff erentiated ground, into groundless depth, 
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when one und oes ilie incli\'idual and tlw per son. Th e- imp l'rsonal and 
pr e- individu al an • the free nomadic sin1.!ularitil·s. Deeper than anv ot her 
~ro und is tlw surface and th<' skin . A ~w,,· typl' of esoteric language is 
formed here· whi ch is its own modd and reality . Becomin g-mac! chanuc·s 

shapt' in its climb to th e sur fan ·, along thl' st~aight line ~f the Aion~in 
c·tcrnit: '; and tlw same thin g happt·ns to the disso lved sdf, the cracked 
I, the lost identitv, whc-n the-,· cC'asc lwirn1 buried and beoin on the 

• • l:- i:, , 

co ntrar y, to lilwratt ' th<· singu larit ic~ of the surfa<·c. Nonscnsc and sens(' 
han · drnw awa: · witl1 thei r relation of d: ·nami c oppo sition in ordC'r to 
enter into the co- presence of a static gen<'sis-as tlw nonscnst· of th e 
surface and the sc-nsc which hoH·rs o: ·1•r it. The tra gic and the ironi c 
give way to a new ,·alue, that of hum or. ror i(ironv is the co­
extensh·cm' ss of being wit h the individual, or of the I with rep resenta­
tion, humor is the co-ex tcnsivenl'ss of' sense- with nonsense. Hum ()r is 
th<' art of the surfaces and of the doubl es, of nomad singularit ies and of 
the alwa:·s displaced aleator y point ; it is the art of tlw stati c ge nesis, th <.> 
savo ir- faire o f the pure eve nt, and the "fourt h person singular " - with 
e, ·ery signification, denotation, and manifestatio n suspended, all height 
and depth abolis hed . 
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Tw enti eth Series on the Mora l 

Probl em in Stoic Philosophy 

D iogenes Laert ius relat es that th e Stoics compared philoso phy to an 
egg: 'Th e shell is Logic, next co mes th e white, Eth ics, and th e yoke in 
the center is Physics." We sense that Diogenes rati onalizes. W e must 
recove r th e apho rism-anecdote, that is, the koan. W e must imagine a 
situa tion in which a disciple is raising a qu est ion of signi fication: C/ 
master , what is ethi cs? The Stoic sage takes then a hard -boiled egg from 
his reversible cloak and des ignates the egg with his staff. (O r, having 
taken out th e egg, he st r ikes the disciple with his staff, giving him to 
understand that he himself mu st provide the answer. The disciple, in 

turn , takes th e staff and breaks th e egg in such a ma nner that a litt le of 
the whit e remains att ached to the yoke and a little to the shell. Either 
the master has to do all of thi s himself, or the disciple will have co me 

to have an und erstan d ing only after many years.) At any rate , the_g!ace 
of ethi cs is clearly displayed betwee n th e two poles of the sup erficial, 
logical shell and th e dee p physical yoke. Is not Humpt y Dumpt y himself 
the Stoic master? Is no t the disciple's adventur e Alice 's adventur e? For 
he r adventur e consists of climbing back from the depth of bod ies to the 
sur face of words, of having th e troublin g experience of ethical ambigu­
ity: the ethi cs of bodies o r the morality of words (' 'th e moral of what is 

said ... "); an ethics of foodst uff or an et hics of language, of eating or 
of speaking, of the yoke or o f the shd l, of states of affairs or of sense. 

We must go back to what we said a littk while ago, at least in order 
to be able to int rod uce soml' ,·ariants. 'vVe moved too quickly as we 
pr_esented th e Sto ics challenging dept h, and findin g there only infernal 
mixtur es co rresponding to passions-bodies and to e\"il intentions. The 
Stoic system contains an entire ph)·sics, along with an ethics of this 
phys ics. If it is tru e that passions and ed l intentions are bod ies, it is 
true th at good will, virtuous act ions, tru e representations, and just 
consents arc also bod ies. If it is t rul' that ce rtain bod ies form abomina­
ble, cannibalist ic, and inces tuo us mixtu res, th e aggregate of bodies taken 
as a whole necessa rily fonn s a pcrf<'ct mixtur e, which is not hing other 
than the unit y of causes among themscln·s or the cosmic pr esent , in 
relation to which evil itself can only be an evil of "co nsequence." If 
there are bodies-passions, th ere are also bodies-ac tions, uni fied bod ies 
of the great Cosmo s. Stoic ethi cs is co ncern ed with the event ; it consists 
of willing the event as such, that is, of willing that which occ urs insofar 
as it does occ ur. W e cannot yet evaluate the imp ort of these fonnul a­

tions. But in any case, how co uld the e,·ent be gr asped and willed 
with out its being referred to the corp oreal cause from which it results 
and , throu gh thi s cause, to the unit y of causes as Physics? Here, divinarion 

gro unds ethics . In fact , the divinatory inter pr <'tation co nsists of the 
relat ion between the pure event (not yet actualized) and th e depth of 
bodies, the co rporeal actions and passions whence it results. We can 
stat e pr ecisely how this interpretation proceeds: it is ah vays a qu estion 
of cut ting into the thi ckness, of cardn g ou t sur faces, of orienting them, 
of increasing and multiplying th em in order to follO\Y out the trac ing of 
lines and of incis ions inscribed on them. Th us, the sky is Jjv ided into 
~l'ct ions and a bird's line of flight is d ist r ibuted acco rding to th em ; we 
follow on the gro und th e let te r t raced by a pig's snout; the liver is 
draw n up to th e su rface where its lines and fissur es are obse n ·ed. 
Di,·ination is, in the most general sense, the art of sur faces, lines, and 

singu lar points app earing on the su rface. This is why two fortun<'- tellc·rs 
canno t regard one another without laughing, a laughte r which is hu ­
morous. (It would, of cours<', be necessary to distinguish two ope ra­
tions, namely, the prod uct ion of a physical surface for lines which arc 
still co rpon ·al, for imag<'s, imprint s, or rep resentat ions; and the t ransla-
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tion of tlwsc onto a "nwtaphysica l" surface, whl'rl' only incorporl'al 
lines of thl' pure ('W ill are played out, which repr<·scnt~ the interpreted 
scnsl' of tlwsl' images.) 

Hut it is not accidl'ntal that Stoic eth ics was unabk, (and had no 
tksirT) to tru st in physical met hods of d ivination, that it orirn ted itself 
to\\ ard an ent irely different pole, and that it developed itself in accord­
ann· with an entirely dilTerC'nt mC'thod-na mely lo..,.ic. Victor Gold-. . ~ 

schmidt has dea rly shown these t\\'O poles between \\'hich the Stoic 
ethics oscillates. One one hand, it would bC' a question of participati ng 
to thl' greates t possible extent in a dh ·irw vision which gathers in dep th 
all the phvskal causes in the· unitv of a cosmic present in order to elicit 

• J ' 

the di\"ination of e,·ents which ensue. On the ot her hand, hm,·l'\'Cr, it 
is a ques tion of willing the l'\T nt whatC'vcr it mav hC' without any 
interp retat ion, thanks t~ a "u sage of rep resentations'~ which accompan·­
ies the event ever since its first actu alizatio n, assigning to it the most 
limited present possible. 1 In the one case, we mo,·e from the cosmic 
present to the not-yet actualized e,·ent ; in the other, ,,·c· go from the 
pure evcmt to its most limited present actua lization. Moreo\"er, in the 
one case, we link the event to its corporeal causes anJ to their physical 
unity; in the other, we link it to its incorporeal quasi-ca use, the kind o f 
causality which it gat hers and makes resonate in the produc t ion of its 
own actua lizat ion. This bipolarity was already comprised in tht' para<lox 
of doub le causality and in the two characte ristics of the static genesis 
- impassibiiity and product ivity, indi fference and efficacy- the im­
maculate conception which now characterizes the Stoic sage. The insuf­
licicncy of the first pole derives from the fact that c·rents, being 
incorporeal effects, d iffer in natu re' from the corport'al causes from 
which they result; that thev have other laws than tlwv do and arc 
determint'cl only by thcir ;elation with the incorpore~l qu~si-caust'. 
Cicero put it very well when he said that the passage of time is similar 
to the _unrarcl ing of a_ thre~d (cxplicatio). 2 But events, to be precis~o 
not (·x1st on till ' st raight lrrw of th c unran·lcJ thr ead (Aion), just as 
causes do not exist in the circumfe rence· of the \\'Ouml-up thread 
(Chronos). 

Wha t is thC' logical usage of n'prl'snltations, namely o f this art which 
n·ached its peak in the works of Epic;tetus and Marcus Aurdius? The 
obscurity of the Stoic thc·ory of representation, such as it has b~en 
handed down to us, is well known: the role and nature of assent in the 
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st·nsible corporeal representation, as somet hing borrowed; the manner 
by which rat ional representations, which are st ill corporeal, derive from 
sensible representations; above all, that which constitut es the character 
of representation, such that it may or may not be "co mpr ehensible"; 
and finally, the scope of the difference between represen tations-bodies, 
or imprint s, and incorporeal C\'Cnts-cffects (between representations and 
expressions). 3 These last two djfficulties concern us here essent ially, since 
sensible representations are denotat ions and rational representations are 
significations, while only incorporeal events constitut e expressed sense. 
We have encounte red this difference of natur e between the exp ression 
and the representa t ion at every tu rn , each time we noted the specificity 
of sense or of the event , its irreducibility to the denotatum and to the 
signified, its neut rality in relat ion to the particular and to the general, 
or its impersonal and pre-ind ividual singularity. Th is d ifference culmi­
nates in the opposition betwee n the object = x as the idcntitari an 
instance of the representation in com mon sense, and the thing = x as 
the nonidentifiable element of expression in the paradox. But, if sense 
is never an object of possible representation, it does not for this reason 
intervene any less in representat ion as that which confers a very special 
rnlue to the relation that it maint ains with its object. 

By itself, representati on is given up to an extrin sic relation of 
resemblance or similitude only. But its internal character, by which it is 
intrin sically "d istinct," "adequat e, " or "compr ehensive," comes from 
the manner in which it encompasses, or envelops an expression, much 
as it may not be able to represent it. The expression, which differs in 
natu re from the representation, acts no less as that which is enveloped 
(or not) inside the representation. f or example, the perception of death 
as a state of affairs and as a quality, or the concept "mortal " as a 
predicate of signification, remain extrin sic (depri ved of sense) as long as 
they do not encompass the event of dying as that which is actual ized in 
the one and expressed in the other. Representa tion must encompass an 
expression which it does not represent , but without which it itself 
would not be "compr ehensive," and would have truth only by chance 
or from outs ide . To know that we are mortal is an apode ict ic knowl­
l'dge, albeit empt y and abstract ; effective and successive deaths do not 
suffice of cou rse in fulfilling this knowledge adequately, so long as one 
docs not come to know death as an impersonal event pro vidt'd with an 
always opt'n prob lematic struct ure (where and when?). In fact, two 
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types of know ledge (savoir) have often been dist inguisht>d, one indiffer­
( nt , remainin g external to its object, and the ot her concrete, seeking its 
object whereve r it is. Representati on at tains t his topical ickal only by 

means of the hidde n exp ression which it encompa sses, that is, by means 

of the e,·ent it envelop s. Th ere is thu s a "u se" of representation, 

without whi ch representat ion wo uld remain lifeles s and senseless . W itt­

genste in and his disc iples are right to defin e meaning by means of use. 

Hut such use is not defined through a function of represe ntation in 
re lation to the represent ed, nor even throu gh representativ eness as the 

fom1 o f possibility. Here, as elsewh ere, the fun ct ional is tra nscended in 

the di rection of a topo logy, and use is in the re lation betw een repr esen­

tati on and something extra- representative, a nonr epresented and merely 

expresse d enti ty. Representati on envelops the event in anoth er natur e, 

it envelo ps it at its border s, it str etches until this point, and it brings 

about this lining or hem. T his is t he operati on which defines living 

usage, to the extent that representation , when it does not reach thi s 

point, remain s only a dead le tt er confr ontin g that which it represents, 

and stupid in its repr escntiv eness. 

Th e Stoic sage "id ent ifies" with the quasi- cause, sets up shop at the 

sur face, on th e straight line whi ch trav erses it , or at the a leator y point 

which tra ces or trav els thi s line. T he sage is like the archer. How ever, 

this conn ec tion with the arc her should not be understood as a moral 

metapho r of int entio n, as Pluta rch sugges ts, by saying that t he Stoic 

sage is supp osed to do every thin g, for t he sake of att aining th e end . 

O ne rath er ac ts in order to have don e all that which dep ended on one 

in order to attain the end. Such a rationalization implie s a late interpre­

tation, one which is hos t ile to Stoic ism. T he relation to th e archer is 

close r to Ze n: the bowma n mu st reach the po int where the aim is also 

not the aim, t hat is to say, the bow man him self ; wh ere the arro w Aies 

ove r its str aight line while creati ng its ow n targ et ; w her e the sur face of 

the target is also th e line and the point, the bm-vman, the shoot ing__of 

the arrow , and what is shot at. T his is the ori ent al Stoi c will as pr~ 

airesis. T he sage waits for th e event , that is to say, understands the pure 

e1'ent in its ete rnal truth , indepe ndent ly of its spatio- tempora l actua liza­

tion, as somet hing eternally yet-to -co me and always already passed 

according to the line of the Aion. But, at th e same tim e, the sage also 
ll"i/1s the embodime111 and the actua li~ation of the pur e incorpo real even_t in 
a sta te of affairs and in his or her own body and flesh. Identifying with 
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the qua si-ca use, the sage wishes to "give a body" to th e inco rporeal 
l•ff('ct, since t he effec t inherit s the cause (Goldschmidt put s it "e ry well, 

with respect to an e\'e nt such as goi ng for a walk: "T he walk , incorpo­

real insofar as it is a way of being, acquir es a bod y (prend corps) und er 

the effect of the hegemoni c prin ciple- whit:h is manif ested in it. " 4 And 
this applies to the wound and to an :hery just as mu ch as it appli es to 

the st roll). But how co uld the sage be the qua si-ca use of the inco rpor eal 

eve nt, and th ereby will its embod iment , if t he event were not already 

in the pro cess of being pro duced by and in the depth of corporeal 

causes , or if illness we re not prepar ed at the innerm ost dept h of bod ies? 
The quasi-cause does not create, it "o perates," and ,,.viUs on ly what 

comes to pass. Representati on and its usage therefo re intervene at thi s 

point . Corpor eal causes ac t and suffer throu gh a cosmic mi xture and a 

unive rsal prese nt which produces the incorpo real event. But the quas i­

cause operat es by doub ling t his physical causality - it embod ies the 

C\'m t in t he most limited possible present ,.vhich is t he most prec ise 

and th e most ins tantaneo us, the pu re instant grasped at the point at 

which it divide s itself into futur e and past , and no longer the present of 
the world which wou ld gath er int o itself th e past and th e futu re. Th e 

acto r occu pies the insta nt , whi le th e character po rtr ayed hopes or fears 

in the futur e and rememb ers or repent s in the past : it is in thi s sense 

that the actor "r epresents." To br ing about the co rrespond ence of the 
minimu m tim e w hich can occu r in the instant wit h the maximum time 

which can be thought in accordan ce wit h the Aion. To limit the 

actua lization of the eve nt in a present without mixtur e, to mak e the 
instant all the more intense, taut, and instantan eous since it exp resses 

an unlimited futu re and an unlimit ed past . Thi s is t he use of rep resen­

tat ion: the mim e, and no longe r the fortun e- teller. O ne stop s go ing 

from the greatest present towa rd a future and past wh.ich are said only 

of a smaller pre sent; on the contrar y, one goes from th e futur e and past 

as un limited, all the way to the smallest present of a pure instant which 

is mdh .-ssly subdivided. Thi s is how the Stoic sage not only compr e­

hends and wills tht' event but also reprcsencs ct and. bv rh,s, selects it, and 
' ✓ 

that an (•thics of the mim e necessa rily prolongs t he logic of sense . 

lkginning with a pu re event, the mim e directs and doubles the ac tuali ­

i"ation, measures the mixtures with the aid o f an instan t without 
mixtu re, and prcwnts th em from ov{'rflowi ng. 
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Twenty-First Series 

of the Event 

We arc sometimes hes itant to call Sto ic a concr<•te or poetic ·way of 
life, as if th e nam e of a doct r ine were too boo kish or abstra ct to 
designate the most personal rdati on with a wound. But where do • 

doct rin es come from, if not from wound s and \'ital ap horisms which, 
w ith their charge of exem plary pro vocation, are so man y speculat i\'e I 
anecdo tes? Joe Bousqu et mu st be called Sto ic. He appr ehends th e 
wound that he bears deep within his body in its eternal truth as a pu re 
('vent. To the ex tent that events are actualized in us, they wait for us 
and invite us in. They signal us: " My wound ('Xisted befo re me , I was 
born to embody it ." 1 It is a question of attaining this w ill that the event 
creates in us; of beco ming the quasi-ca use of what is prod uced wit hin 

us, the Op erat or ; o f produ cing surfa ces and linings in which the eve nt 
is rdk cted, finds itself again as incorporea l and manif ests in us the 
neutral splend or which it possesses in itself in its imp ersonal and pre;:_ 
indi vidual natur e, beyo nd th e ge neral and the parti cu lar, th e collective 
and th e privat e. It is a question of beco ming a c itizen of the world. 
"hl' r~1thing '<Vas in orde r with the eve nts of my life befo re I made th em 
mine-; to liw th em is to find myself tempt ed to beco me thei r eq ual, as 
if they had to get from me only th at which they have that is best ·and 
most pcr/<,>ct." 

Either ethi cs makes no sense at all, or this is what it means and has 7 
nothin g else to say: not to be unw orth y of what happ ens to us. T<:-} 
grasp "vhateve r happens as unju st and unwarrant ed (it is always some­
one else's fault) is, on the co ntr arv, .. d,a t renders our sores repugnant 
- veritable ressentiment, resentmc1~t of the event . Th ere is no other ill 
will. W hat is really imm oral is the use of moral not ions like just or 
unjus t, merit or fault. What docs it mean th en to will the event ? Is it 
to acce pt war, wounds, and death whm they occu r? It is highly 
probable that res ignation is only one more figu re of ressenriment, since 
resse111ime111 has many figures. If willing the eve nt is, primari ly, to release 
its <' tcrnal trut h, like the fire on wh ich it is fed, thi s will wou ld reac h 
the point at which war is waged against war , the wou nd wou ld be the 
living tra ce and the scar of all wounds, and deat h turn ed on itsel f wou ld 
be willed against all death s. We are faced with a volitional intu ition and 
a tran smutation . "To my incl ination for deat h," said Bousquet, "w hich 
was a failure of the will, I will substitute a longing for death which 
wou ld be the apot heos is of the will." from this inclinatio n to thi s 
longing there is, in a ce rta in respect, no change except a change of the 
will, a sort of leaping in place (saut sur place) of the whole body which 

exc hanges its organ ic will for a spiri tual w ill. It wills now not exactly 1· 

what occ urs, but some thing in that wh ich occ urs, somethin g yet to 
come which wou ld be con sistent with what occurs, in accordance wit h 
the laws of an obscu re, hum orous confonnit y: t he Event. It is in this 
sl'ns(' that the Amor Jati is one with th e stru ggle of free men. My 
misfo rtu ne is present in all events, bu t also a splend or and brightn ess 
wh ich dr y up misfortun e and which br ing abo ut tha t the event , once 
willed, is actualiz ed on its most co ntra cted point , on th e cu ttin g edge 
of an operat ion. All thi s is th e effect of the static ge nes is and of the 
immacu late co ncepti on. Th e splendo r and the magnificence of the event 
is sense. The event is not what occ urs (an accide nt), it is rathe r inside 
what occ urs, the pur ely ex pressed. It signa ls and awa its us. In acco rd­
ance with the thr ee preced ing determi nat ions, it is what mus t be 
undc rstood, willed, and represented in that which occ urs. Bousque t 
goC's on to say: " Beco me the man of your misfortun es; learn to embody 
their per fection and brilliance." Not hing more can be said, and no more 
has l' l'<'r been said: to beco me wo rt hy of what happ ens to us, and thu s 
lo will and re-lease th e eve nt , to become the offsp ring of one's own 
l'l'ents, and th ereby to be reborn, to have on e· mor e birth , and to break 
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with one's carna l birth - to become the offspr ing of one's events and 
not of one's actions, for tht· action is itself produ ced by the offspring of 
the evc,nt . 

Tlw acto r is not like a god, but is rat her like ·an "a nti -god" (conue­

dieu). God and actor are opposed in their readings of time. What men 
grasp as past and futur e, God lives it in its eterna l pre sent. The God is 
Chrono s: th e divine prt:sent is the circle in its entir ety, whereas past 
and futu re are dim ensions relative to a parti cular segment of the circle 
whic h leaves the rest ou tside. The actor' s present, on the contr ary, is 

l 
the most narr ow, th e most cont racted, the most instantan eous, and th e 
most pun ctual. It is the point on a straight line which divides the line 
endlessly, and is itsel f divided into past -futur e. The actor belongs to the 
Aion: instead of the most profound , th e most fully pr esent , the present 
which spr eads out and compr ehends the futur e and the past , an 
unlimit ed past-futu re rises up here reflected in an emp ty present which 
has no more thickness than the mirror . Th e acto r or actress represents, 
but what he or she represents is always still in the futu re and already in 
the past , whereas his or her representati on is impassible and divided, 
unfo lded without being ruptur t'd, neither acting nor being acted upon. 
It is in this sense that there is an actor's paradox; the actor maintains 

I himself in the instan t in order to act out somethin g perp etually anti ci­
pat ed and delayed, hoped for and recalled. Th e role played is never that 
of a character ; it is a theme (the complex th eme or sense) constitut e• I 
by the comp one nts of the event , that is, by the communi cating singular ­
it ies effectively liberated from the limits of ind ividuals and persons. The 
acto r strain s his ent ire personality in a moment which is always further 
divisible in order to ope n himself up to the i~p ersonal and pre­
ind ividual role. The actor is always act ing out ot her roles when act ing 
one role. Th e role has the same relatio n to the actor as th e futur e and 
past have to the instantan eous present which corresponds to them on 
the line of the Aion. The acto r thus actua lizes the event, bu t in a way 
which is entir elv different from th e actualization of the event in the 

J 

dept h of things. O r rat her, the acto r redoubles this cosmic, or physical 
actualizat ion, in his ow n way, which is singu larly superficial- but 
because of it mor e d ist inct , tr enchant and pure. Thu s, the acto r delimits 
the original, disengages from it an abstract line, and kee ps from t'l,le 
event only its contou r and its splendor , becoming thereby the act-0r of 
one's ow n event s-a councer-acrualizarion. 

1 5"0 TWENTY - I· I RS T SE R I lo S OF T H F. EVENT 

The physical mixtur e is exact only at the levd of the whole, in the 
full circle of the divine present. But wit h respect to each part, there are 
many injustices and ignomin ies, many paras itic and cannibalist ic pro­
cesses which inspire our te rror at what happens to us, and our resent­
ment at what occurs. Hum or is inseparable from a selective force : in 
that which occurs (an accide nt ), it select<; the pure event. In eating, it 
sde cts speaking. Bousquet listed the character istics of the hum or-actor 
(Je /'humour -acteur): to annihilate his or her tracks whenever necessary; 

"to hold up amo ng men and works their bein9 before bitrerness," "to assign 
to plagues, tyranni es, and the most frightfu l wars the comic possibility 
of having reigned for nothi ng"; in short, to libera te for each thing "its 
immaculate port ion," language and "'·ill, Amor Foti . 2 

Why is every event a kind of plague, war, wound , or death ? Is this 
simply to say that there are mor e unfortun ate than fortunat e events? 
No, th is is not th e case since the question here is about th e double 
stru ctur e of every even t. Wit h every event , there is indeed the present 
moment of its actual ization, the mome nt in which th e event is embod ­
ied in a state of affairs, an individual, or a person, the mom ent we 
designate by saying "here, the mom ent has come." The futur e and th e 
past of th e event are evaluated only with respect to this definiti ve 
present, and from the poi nt of view of that which embodies it. But on 
the other hand, there is the futur e and th e past of the event considere d 
in itself, sidestepping each present , being free of th e limitation s of a 
state of affairs, impersonal and pre- individual, neutral, neither generaJ 
nor particular, erenwm canwm . ... It has no other pr esent than that of 
the mobile instant which represents it, always divid ed into past- futur e, 
and fom1ing what mu st be called th e cou nter-actua lization. In one case, 
it is my life, which seems too weak for me and slips away at a point 
which, in a determin ed relation to me, has become present. In the other 
case·, it is I who am too weak for life, it is life which overwhelms me, 
scatte ring its singular ities all about, in no relatio n to me, nor to a 

mome nt determinabl e as the present , exce pt an imper sonal instant 
which is dh ·ided into st ill-futu re and already-past. No one has shown 

hetll' r tha n Maurice Blanchot that this ambigui tv is esscntiallv that of 
th(• wound and of dea th , of the morta l wound. Death has an

1 

ext reme 
and d(•Vinite rdati on to me and my body and is gro unded in me, but it 
also has no relatio n to me at all- it is inco rpor eal and infiniti ve, 
impt' rsonal, ground ed only in itself. O n one side, there is the part of 
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the en' nt \\'hich is realized and accomplished; on the ot her, there is 
that "part or th e t·vent which cannot realize its accomplishm ent." There 
are thu s two accomplishm ent s, which arc like actua lization and count er­

actualizatio n. ft is in this way that death a~d its wou nd arc not simply 
C\'ents among ot her even ts. Every event is like death, doub le and 
impersonal in its doub l~ "It is the abyss of th e present, th e time 
with out present with which I have no relat ion, toward which I am 
unabk to project myself. for in it / do not die. I forfeit the power of 
dying. In this abyss th ey (on) die-t hey never cease to die, and they 

never succeed in dying." 3 

How different this " they" is from that wh ich we encount er in 
everyday banality. It is th e " they" of impersona l and pre-indi vidual 
singular ities, the "t hey" of th e pure event wherein it dies in th e same 
way that it rains. The splendor of the "th ey" is the splendor of the 
event itself or of th e fourt h person. This is why th ere are no privat e or 
co llective events, no more than the re are individuals and universals, 

parti cularities and generalities. Everyt hing is singular, and th us both 
collect ive and private, parti cular and general, neither individual nor 
universal. W hich war, for example, is not a private affair? Con versely, 
which wou nd is not inflicted by war and deriv ed from society as a 
whole? Wh ich private event docs not have all its coordi nates, that is, all 

its impersonal soc ial singularit ies? There is, neverth eless, a good deal of 
ignomin y in saying that war concerns everybody, for th is is not true . !It 
does not concern those who use it or tho se who serve it -c reatu res of 

ressentimenr.. And th ere is as mu ch ignominy in saying that everyone has 
his or her own war or parti cular wound, for this is not tru e of those 
who scratc h at their sores-t he creatur es of bittern ess and ressentimen1. 

It is tru e only of the free man, who grasps th e event , and does not 
allow it to be actualized as such without enacting, the actor, its counter­

actualization. O nly the free man, therefore, can compr ehend all Yiolcnce 
in a single act of violence, and every mortal event in a sin9le Event which 
no longe r makes room for the accide nt, and which denou nces and 
removes the power of ressentiment withi n the individual as well as th e 

power of oppression withi n soc iety. Only by spreading ressen1imen1 the 
, tyrant forms allies, namely slaves and servants. Th e revolution ary alone 

is free from the ressen1ime111. by means of which one always parti cipates 
in, and profit s by, an op pressive order. One and 1/ie same E.rent ? Mixtu re 
which ex tracts and purifies, or mea sures everything at an instant with-
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out mixtur e, instead of mixin g en-rythin g together. All forms of vio­
lence and oppr ession gath er together in this single event which de­
nounces all by denouncing one (the nearest or final state or the 9uestion). 

Thl' psychopath ology which the poet makes his own is not a sinister little 
accident of personal destiny, or an indi\'idual , unfortunat e accident. It is not 
the milkman 's tru ck which has run over him and left him disabled. It is the 
horsemen or the Hundr ed Blacks carrying out their pogroms against their 
ancesto rs in the ghetto s or Yilna .... Tlw blows recei\'ed to the head did not 
happ en during a str ee t brawl, but when the police charged the demonstrators. 
... If he cries out like a deaf genius, it is because the bomb s of Gucrnica and 
I lanoi have deafened him .. . . 4 

It is at this mobile and precise point , where all events gath er together 
in one that tran smuta tion happens: this is th e point at ,,vhich deat h 
turn s against death; where dying is th e negatio n of death, and th e 
impersonality of dying no longer indicates onJy the moment when I 
disappea r outside of myself, but rath er the mom ent when death loses 
itself in itseH~ and also the figure which the most singular life takes on 
in ord er to substitut e itself for me. 5 
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Tw ent y-Second Series­

Porcelain and Volcano 

11 0r course all life is a process of breaking down .... "I Fcv, phra ses 
resonate in our heads with such a hammer blow, few texts possess this 
final character of a masterpiece, or arc able to impose silence or force 
such terrified acquiescence as Fitzgerald' s The Crack Up. Th e entir e work 
of Fitzgerald is th e uniqu e developm ent of this proposition - in partic/ 
ular , of th e "of course." Here is a man and a woman, there is a couple 
(and why couples, if not because it is already a question of movement , 
and of a process defined on the basis of the dyad?) who have, as we say, 
everyt hing it takes to be happy: looks, cha11n, riches, superficiality, and 
lots of talent. And then something happ ens that shatters them like an 
old plate or glass. There is a terribl e tete-a-tete of the schizophrenic 
ancl th e alcoholic, unless death takes them bot h. Is this the noto rious 
self-destru ction? What has happened exactly? They have not tri ed 
anything spec ial beyond th eir powe r, and yet they wake up as if from _a 
barr/e which has bem too much for them, their bodies broken, their 
muscles strained, their souls dead: "a feeling that I ·was standing at 
twilight on a dese rted range, wit h an empty rifle in my hands and the 
targets dow n. No probl em set - simply a silence ·with only the sound 
of my own brea th ing .... My st>lf-imm olation was something sodden­
dark." In fact , a lot has happ ened, outside as well as inside: the war, 

the hna~cial crash, a certain gro ... d ng older, the depression, illness, the 
flight of talent. But all these noisy accidents already have their outright 
dfects ; and they \.Vould not be sufficient in themse lves had they not dug 
their way clown to somet hing of a whollv different natur e which on 
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the contrar y, they reveal onlv at a distance and when it is too late -
the silent crack. "W hy have , \\'e lost peace, lo\'e, and health one afte r 
the other?" There was a silent, imperceptible crack, at the surface, a 
unique surface Event. It is as if it were suspended or ho,·ering over 
itsdf, flying over its own field. The real d i/Terence is not betwee n the 
inside and the outside, for the crack is neither internal nor exte rnal, 
but is rather at the frontier. It is imperceptible, incorporeal, and 
iclcational. With what happ ens inside and outside, it has complex 
relations of interference and interfacing, of syncopated jun ctions- a 
pattern of corr esponding beats over two different rhythm s. Everything 
noisy happens at the edge of the crack and wou ld be nothing without 
it. Conversely, the crack pursues its silent course, changes direction 
following the lines of least resistance, and exte nds its web only under 
the immediate influence of what happens, unti l sound and sile~ce wed 
each other intimat ely and continu ously in the shatt ering and burst ing of 
the end. What this means is that the entir e play of the crack has 
become incarnat ed in th e depth o f the body, at the same time that th e 
labor of the inside and the ou tside has widened the edges. 

(" By God, if I ever cracked, I'd try to make the wor ld crack with 
me. Listen! The world only exists th rough your app rehension of it, and 
so it's much better to say that it's not you that's cracked- it's the 
Grand Canyon." What would we say to a friend who consoled us with 
these words? This kind of consolation, a l'americaine, throu gh projection, 
doesn't wash for those who know that the crack is no more interna l 
than external, and that its project ion to the outside marks no less the 
t·ml's appro ach than does the pur est intr ojection. Even if it becomes 
the crack of the Grand Canyon or of a rock in the Sierra Madre, even 
if the cosmic images of ravine, mountain, and volcano replace the 
intimate._• and familiar porcelain, has anything changed? How can we 
l~dp but experience an unbearable pity for stones, a petri(ving identi ­
lication? As Malcolm Lowry had a membe r of another couple sav: 

, J 

But granted it had been sp lit, was there no way, before tota l disintegrat ion 
should sC't in, of at least saving the severe d halves? ... Oh, but whv- bv , , 
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some fanciful geologic thaumaturgy, couldn 't the pieces be wcldn l toge ther 
again! She (Y"~nne) longed to heal th r cleft ro~k. She was om· of the rocks 
and sht' wa rned to save the other, that both might be san•d. B)' a superlap1-
dan · df<;rt , slw mo\'ed hcrsdf nra rer it, pour ed out her picas, her passionate 
tea;·s. told all her forgivc·ness: the rock stood unmoved. "That' s all "l'rY well," 

it said, "but it happens to be your fault , and as for myself, I prop ose to 

disintegrate as I picas<·!"/ 

Though the association may be close, we have here t,vo eleme nts or 
two pro~esses which differ in natur e. Ther e is the crack whic h extends 
its straight , incorpor eal, and sil<:>nt lin<:> at th e surface; and there are 
external blow s or noisy internal pr essures which make it de,·iate, 
tlee pen it, and inscribe or actualize it in the thickness of the body. Are 
th ese not the two aspects of death that Blanchot distinguished earlier ? 
Death as event, inseparabl e from the past and futur e into which it is 
divided , never present, an impersonal death, the "un graspable, that 
which I can not grasp, for it is not bound to me by any sort of relation , 
which never comes and toward which I do not go." And then personal 
death, which occurs and is actual ized in the most harsh presl?nt whose 

"ext reme horizon (is) th e freedo m to d ie and to be able to risk oneself 
mortall y." We cou ld men tion various ways in which the association of 
the two may be broug ht about: suicide or madn ess, the use of drug s or 
alcohol. Perhap s the last two are the most perfect , because, rathe r than 

br inging the two lines togethe r in a fatal point , they take time. Never- / 
thelcss, there is, in all cases, somethin g illusory. When Blanchot thinks 
of su icide as the wish to bring about the coincidmce of the two faces 
of death -o f prolongin g impersonal death by means of the most 
personal act - he clearly shows the inevitability of this cou pling or of 

this att empt at coupling. But he tri es also to define the illusion. 3 In fact, 
an entir e difference of natur e subsists bet\\' cen what is joim·d togeth er 

or what is narrowly extended. 
But this is not where the probl em resides. For whom <loes this 

difference in natur e subsist if not for tht' abstract think er? And how 
could this think er, with respect to this problem, not be ridiculous? Th e 
two processes differ in nature; so be it. Rut what can be done so that 
one process docs not naturall y and necessarily prolong th e ot h r? How 
cou ld the silent tra ce of the inco rporeaJ crack at th e surface fail to 
"deepen" in the thickness of a noisy body? How could the surface' gash 
fail to become a deep Spalw119, and the surface nonsense a nonsense of 
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the depth s? If to will is to will the event, how could we not also will its 
full actua lization in a co rporeal mixtur e, sub ject to this tragic will whic h 
presides over all ingestion s? If th e order of the surface is itself cracked, 
how could it not itself break up , how is it to be prevented from 
pn·c ipitating dest ruction, even if this meant losing all accompa nying 
hrn efits- th c o rganization of languag(· and even life itself ? How could 
we not reach the point at -,,vhich \\ 'C' can only spell lett er by lett er and 
cry ou t in a sort of schizophrenic depth, but no longer speak at aJl? If 
the re is a crack at the surface, ho" · can we prevent deep life- from 
beco ming a demo lition job anti prC\'mt it from becom ing it as a matt er 
"o f course"? Is it possible to maintain the inhercnce of the inco rporeal 
crack while taking care not to bring it into ex istence, and not to 

incarnate it in the depth of the body? More pre cisely, is it possible to 
limit ourselves to the count er-actualization of an event - to the actor's 
or dancer' s simple, Aat repr esentation- while taking care to prevent 
the full actualization wh ich character izes th e victim or the tru e patient ? 
All these question s point ou t the rid iculou sness of the think er: yes, 
ther e are always two aspects, and the two processes d iffer in natu re. 
But when Bousquet speaks of the wound's eternal truth, it is in th e 
name of a persona l and abominabl e wou nd which he bears within his 

body. Wh en t-=itzgeraJd or Low ry speak of this incorpor eal metaphy sical 
crack and find in it the locus as well as the obstacle of their thought , 
its source as wel l as its dr ying up , sense and nonsense, th ey speak with 
all th f' gallons of alcohol they have drunk \\'hich have actua lized the 
crack in the body. Wh en Artaud speaks of the erosion of thought as 
somethin g both essential and accidenta l, a radical impote nce and never­

theless a great powe r, it is already from the bottom of schizophr enia. 
Each one risked somethin g and went as far as possible in taking this 
risk; each one dr ew from it an irrepressible right. What is left for the 
abstract thinker once she has given advice of wisdom and distinction? 
Wdl then, are we to speak always about Bousquet 's wound , about 
htz ge rald's and Lowry's alcoholism, Nietzsche's and Artaud's madness 
\\'hilc remaining on th e shore? Are we to beco me th e profes sionals who 
gi\'C talks on these topics? Are we to wish only that tho se who have 
been stru ck dow n do not abuse themselves too much? Are we to take 
up collections and create special journa l issues? O r shou ld we go a short 
,~·ay further to sec for our selves, be a little alcoho lic, a little crazy, a 
ltttk · suicidal, a little of a guerilla-r:':st cnow, h to extend the crac k, i;;. ...... ~~ .___ 
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but not enough to dc~p~.) t irremedia~ herever we turn, ~very­
thing seems dismal. Indeed , how are ~ tay at the surface without 
staying on the shore? How do we save ourselves by saving the s~rfac_e 
and c~ery surface organization, including language and life? How 1s this 
politics. this full 9 uerilla wa,jare to be attain ed? (How much we have yet 

' to learn from Stoicism ... . ) 
Alcoholism does not seem to be a search for pleasure, but a search 

for an effect which consists mainly in an extraord inary hardening of th e 
present . O ne lives in two times, at two moments at once, but not at all 
in th e Proustian manner. Th e ot her mom ent may refer to projects as 
much as to memories of sober life; it nevertheless exists in an entir ely 
different and profoundl y modified way, held fast inside the hardened 
present which surround s it like a tender pimp le surround ed by indurate 
flesh. In this soft center of the other moment, the alcoholic may identify 
himself with the objects of his love, or the objects of his "horror and 
compassion," whereas the lived and willed hardn ess of the present 
moment permi ts him to hold reality at a distanc e.4 The alcoho lic does 
not like thi s rigidity which overtak es him any less than the softness that 
it surround s and conceals. One of the mom ent s is inside the oth er, and 
the present is hardened and tetanized, to th.is extent, only in ord er to 
invest this soft point ... vhich is ready to bur st. Th e two simultan eous 
mom ents are strangely organized: the alcoholic does not live at all in 
the imperfect or th e futur e; th e alcoholic has only a past pe,jec t (p<Jse 

compose)- albeit a very spec ial one. In drunk enness, th e alcoho lic puts 
together an imaginary past, as if the softn ess of the past parti ciple came 
to be combin ed with the hardn ess of the present aux iliary: I hi1ve-loved, 
I have- done, I have-see n. Th e conjunction of the two mom ents is 
expressed here, as much as the manner in which the alcoho lic experi­
ences one in the oth er, as one enjoys a manic omnipot ence. Here the 
past perfect does not at all expr ess a distance or a completion: Th_e 
present moment belongs to the verb " to have, " whereas all _b~m~ is 
"past" in the oth er simultan eous moment, the moment of part1c1pat1on 
and of the identification o f the parti ciple. But what a stra nge, almost 
unbearable tension there is here . . . th is embrace, this manne r in which 
the present surrounds, invests, and encloses th e other moment. Th e 
presl'nt has become a circle of crystal or of granite , formed about ci .so~t 
core, a core of lava, of liquid or viscous glass. This tension, however, 1s 
unra veled for the sake of something else. For it behooves the past 
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perfect to become an " I have-drunk " (j'a i-b u). The present moment is 
no longer that of the alcoholic effect , hut that of the effect of the effec t. 
Th e other mom ent now indifferently embra ces the near past-th e 
moment when I was drinkin g- the system of imaginary identifications 
concealed by this near past, and the real element of the more or less 
distanced sober past. In this way, the induration of the present has 
changed its meaning entir ely. In its hardn ess, the present ha5 lost its 
hold and faded. It no longer encloses anything; it rath er distances every 
aspect of the other mom ent. We could say that the near past, as well 
as th e past of ident ifications which is constitut ed in it, and finally the 
sober past which supplied the material, have all fled with outstretched 
wings. We could say that all these are equally far off, maintain ed at a 
distance in the generalized expansion of this faded present, and in the 
new rigidity of this new present in an expanding desert. The past 
perfect of the first effect is replaced by th e lone " I have-drunk " of the 
second, wherein the present auxiliary expresses only the infinite dis­
tance of every participle and every parti cipation. The hardening of the 
present (I have) is now related to an effect of the flight of the past 
(drunk ). Everything culminat es in a "b as been. " This effect of the flight 
of the past, this loss of the object in every sense and d irection , 
constitut es the depressive aspect of alcoholism. And it is perhaps this 
effect of flight that yields the greatest force in Fitzgerald' s work, and 
that which expr esses it most deeply. 

It is curious that Fitzgerald rarely, if ever, presents his characters in 
the act of drinkin g or looking for a drink. He does not live alcoholism 
as a lack or a need. Perhaps this is discretion on his part; or he has 
always been able to have a. drink ; or there are several forms of alcohol­
ism, one of them even turn ed toward its most recent past. (The case of 
Lowry, though, is the oppo site .... But, when alcoho lism is experienced 
as such an acute need, a no less profound deformation of time appears. 
This time, every futur e is experienced as a.fuwr e pe,:fect (fuwr -anterieur), 

with an extraordinar y precipitati on of this compound futu re, an effect 
of the effect which goes on until death ). 5 Alcoholism, for Fitzgerald 's 
characters, is a process of demolition t>ven to the extent that it deter­
mines the effect of flight of the past: not only the sober past from 
\\'hich they arc separat ed ("My God, drunk for ten years"), but also the 
nt:3r past in which they have just been drinkin g, and the fantastic past 
0 1 the first effect. Everything has become equally remote and determines 

l'WENTY-S l: CON I) SER I ES - PO R CFI.A I N ANO VO L CANO 



th e necessitv of drinkin g anew, or rath er of having <lrunk anew, in 
order to tri:imph over this hardened and faded present \\'hich alone 
subsists and signifies death. It is in this regard that alcoholism is 
exemplar y. For othe r event s, in their own way, can bring about this 
alcohol-dTcct: loss of money, for example, love, the loss of our native 
countr y, or the loss of success. Th ey do so independently of alcohol and 
in an external way, but they resemble the way of alcohol. Htzgerald, 
for example, expe riences money as an " I have been rich," which 
separat es him from th e moment at which he was not yet rich, from the 
mom ent at which he became rich, and from the identifications with the 
"true rich" to which he used to apply himself. Take, for instance, 
Gatsby's great love scene: at the very moment he loves and is loved, 
Gatsby, in his " sn1pefying sentim entalit y," behaves as if intoxicated. He 
harde ns this present with all of his might and wishes to bring it to 
enclose the most tender identification-namel y, that with a past per­
fect in which we woul<l have been loved absolutely, exclusively, and 
without rival by th e same ,-voman (five years absence like ten years 
drunk enness). It is at this summit of identification-F itzgerald said of 
it that it was equivalent "to the death of all realization" - that Gatsby 
breaks like a glass, that he loses everything, his recent love, his old love, 
and his fantastic love. What gives alcoholism an exemplary value, 
however, among all these events of th e same type, is that alcohol is at 
once love and the loss of love, money and the loss of money, the nafr ,e 

) land and its loss. It is at once object, loss <?f object, and rhe law 9ornrnin9 this 
loss within an orchest rated process of demolition ("o f course") . . 

The probl em of knowing whethe r we can prevent the crack from 
being incarnated and actualized in the body in a certain form is 
obvious ly not subject to general rules. "C rack" remains a word as long 
as the body is not comprom ised by it, as long as the liver and brain , the 
organs, do not present the lines in accordance with which the futur e is 
told, and which themselves foretell th e futur e. If one asks ,vhy health 
docs not suffice, why the crack is desirable, it is perhaps because only 
bv means of the crack and at its edges thought occurs, that anything 
that is good and great in humanit y enters and exits throu gh it, in 
people rc'ady to destroy them sclves- bt·tter death than the health 
which we are given. Is there some othe r health, like a body survivirJg as 
long as possible its scar, like Lowry dreaming of re\\'riting a "C rack Up" 
which \\'Ould end happi ly, and never giving up the idea of a new vital 
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conquest? It is tru e tha t the crack is nothing if it docs not compromise 
the body, but it does not cease being and having a value when it 
i~1tertwin es its line with the other line, inside the body. We can not 
foresee, we must take risks and endur e the longest possible time, we 
must not lose sight of gra nd health . The eternal truth of the event is 
grasped only if the event is also inscrihed in the Aesh. But each time we 
must doubl e this painful actualization bv a count er-actualization which 
l'.mits'. moves, and transfigures it. we ' must accompa ny oursclves­
hrst, m order to survive, but then C\Tn when we die. Counte r-actuali­
zat ion is not hing, it belongs to a buffoon when it operates alone and 
pretends to have the vaJue of ll'hat could have happened. But, to be the 
mime of what ~Jfecti11ely occurs, to double the actualization with a count er­
actualization, the identificatio n with a distance , like the tru e actor and 
dancer, is to give to the truth of th e event the only chance of not being 
confused with its inevitable actualization. It is to give to the crack the 
chance of flying over its own incorport>al surface area, without stopping 
at the bur sting withi n each body; it is, finally, to give us the chance to 
go farther than we wou ld have believed possible. To the extent that the 
pure event is each time impri soned fore,·er in its actualization, counter­
actualization liberate~ it, aJways for other times. We can not give up 
th e hope that the eflects of drug s and alcohol (their "revelations" ) will 
be able to be relived and recovered for their own sake at the surface of 
the world, independe ntly of the use of those substances, provided that 
the techniqu es of social alienation which determine this use are reversed 
into rern lutionary means of explorati on. Burroughs wro te some strange 
pages on this point which att est to this quest for the great Health ­
our ow n mann er of being pious: " Imagine that everything that can be 
attained by chemical means is accessible by other paths .... " A strafing 
of the surface in order to transmute the stabb ing of bodies, oh psy­
chedelia. 
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Twenty-Third Series 

of th e Aion 

From the start, we have seen how two readings of time -tim e as 
Chronos and time as Aion-w ere oppo sed: 1) in accordance with 
Chronos, onJy the present exists in time. Past, present, and futur e are 
not thr ee dimensions of time; on ly the present fills time, whereas past 
and futur e are two dimensions relative to the present in t ime. In other / 
words, whatever is futur e or past in relation to a certa in present (a 
certain extension or du ration) belongs to a mor e vast present which has 
a greater extension or dura tion. There is always a more vast present 
which absorbs the past and the futu re. Thus, the relativity of past and 
future with respect to th e present entails a relativity of presents them­
selves, in relation to each oth er. God experiences as present that which 
for me is futur e or past , since I live inside more limited presents. 
Chronos is an encasement, a coiling up of relati ve presents, wit h God 
as the extreme circle or the external envelope. Inspired by the Stoics, 
Bocthiu s said that th e divine present complicates or comp rehends the 
futur e and the past. 1 

2) Inside Chrono s, the present is in some manner corp oreal. It is the 
tinw of mixtur es or blcndings, the very process of blending: to tempqf. 
or to tcmporalize is to mix. The present measures out the action of 
bodies and causes. The f utur c and past are rat her what is left of passion 
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in a body. But, as it happen s, th(' passion of a body refers to the action 
of a more powerful body. The grea test present , the divine present , is 
the great mixtur e, the unity of corporeal causes among themselves. It 
measures the activity of the cosmic: period in which everything is 
simultaneous: Zeus is also Dia, the ''Throu gh" (l'A-tr avers) or that which 
is mixed, the blender. 2 Th e g reatest present is not therefore unlimited. 
It pertain s to the present to ddimit , and to be the limit or measun · of 
the act ion of bodies, even if we are confront ed by th e greatest o f bodies 
or the unity of all causes (Cosmos). It can, ho'vv<·ver, be infinite without 
being unlimited. For example , it could be circular in the sense that it 
encompasses every present , begins anew, and measur es off a new cosmic 
period after the preceding one, which may be identical to the preced ing 
one. To the relat ive movement by means of which each present refers 
to a relatively more vast present , we must add an absolut e movement 
proper to the most vast of presents. This movement con tracts and 
dilat es in depth in order to absorb or resto re in the play of cosmic 
periods the relative presents which it surround s (to encompass- to set 
aflame ( embrasser-embraser) ) . 

3) Chronos is the regulated movement of vast and profou nd presents. 
But from where exactly does it draw its measure? Do the bodies which 
fill it possess enough unity, do their mixtur es passess enough justice 
and perfection, in order for the present to avail a principle of an 
immanent measure? Perhaps it does, at the level of the cosmjc Zeus. 
Hut is this the case for bodies at random and for each partial mixture? 
Is there not a fundam ental disturban ce of the present that is a grou nd .. -.. , , 

~whi~ overthro ws and subverts all measure, a becoming-mad of depth s 
which slips away from the present? Is this measureless something merely 
local and partial, or does it stretch rather little by littl e to the entire 
universe, establishing everywhe re its poisonou s, monstrou s mixtur e, and 
the subversion of Zeus and Chrono s itself ? Is there not already in the 
Stoics this dual attit ude of confidence and mistru st, wit h respect to the 
world, correspond ing to the two types of mixtur es- the whit e mixtu re 
which conserves as it spreads, and the black and confused mixtur e 
which alters? In the Meditations of Marcus Aurelius, the alternative 
f~cguently resounds: is this the good or the bad mixtur e? This question 
hnds an answer only when the two terms end up being indifferent , that 
'.s, when the statu s of virtue (or of health ) has to be sought elsewhere, 
111 another dir ection, in another element-Ai on versus Chronos. 3 
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Th{' becoming-mad of depth is then a bad Chronos, oppos('d to the 
living prcsmt of the good Chronos. Satu rn grumbl es from dee p wit hin 
Zeus. The pure and measurel ess beco ming of qualiti es thr eate ns the 
onkr of qua lif-i<'<l bodies from within. Bodies have lost thC'ir measure 
and arl' now but simulacra. The past and the futur e, as unleashed 
forces, take their revC:'nge, in one and th e same abyss \\"hich threatens 
the present and everything that exists. We have seen that Plato, at the 
end of th e second hypoth esis of Parmenides, expressed this lwcomi ng as 
the po\\"er to sideste p the present (for to be present would mean to be 
and no longer to become). Ne\'e rth eless, Plato added that "to sideste p 
the pr esent" is prec isely what becoming cannot do (for it is 110 11· 

becoming, and hence cannot leap o,·er this "now"). Both exp ressions 
are valid: t ime has only th e present with which to expr ess the internal 
subversion of the present in time, precisely because it is internal and 
deep; Chro nos must still express the revenge taken by future and past 
on the present in term s of the prcscnt , because these arc the only terms 
it compr ehends and the only tern1s that affect it. Thi s is its own way of 

wanting to d ie. Thus, it is still a terrifying, measureless present which 
sideste ps and subvert s the ot her, th e good present. Ha"ing been a 
corpor eal mixtu re, Chronos has become a deep break. In th is sense th e 
adventur es of the present man ifest themseh-es in Chronos, in agreement 
wit h the two aspects o f th e chronic present - abso lute and relati ve 
movement, globa l and parti al present: in relatio n to itself, in dep th , / 
insofar as it bur sts asunde r and contr acts (th e movement of schizophr e­
nia); and in relatio n to its mo re or less vast exte nsion , in virtu e of a 
delirious futu re and a deliriou s past (the movemt'nt o f manic depres­
sion). Chronos wants to d il\ but has it not already givt'n way to another 
reading of time? 

1) In acco rdance with A ion, only the past and futu re inhere or subsist 
in time. Instead of a present which absorbs the past and future, a futu re 
and past di,·idc the pre sent at every instant and subdi vide it ad infinitu m_ 
into past and futur e-, in both directions at once. Or rather , it is the 
insta nt \>Vithout thickness and without exten sion, which subdi vides each 
pn·se nt into past and future, rath er than vast and thick presents which 
rnm prehend both futur e and past in relat ion to one another. What 
diffcrmce is there bct-.veen this Aion and th c becoming-mad of depth~ 
which already overturn ed Chro nos within its ow n domain? At tlie 
ou tset of this study, we were able to proceed as if bot h were intimatel y 
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prolo nged: they were bot h opposed to the co rpo real and measured 
present; both were capable of sidesteppin g the present; and bot h 
developed the same contradi ctio ns (of guality, qua nti ty, relat ion, and 
modalit y). At most, there was between them a shift of orientati on: in 
the case of Aion, the becoming-mad of the dept hs was climbing to the 
surface, the simu lacra in turn were becoming phanta sms, the deep 
break was show ing as a crack in th e surface. But wc learn ed that this 
change of orientation and this conquest of th<· surface implied radical 
differences in e,·ery respect. This is almost the difference between the 
second and th ird hypoth eses of Parmenides-t hat of the " now" and that 
of the "in stant ." l_!Js no lon&er the futu re and past which sub\'ert the 

~t~ .P~:ent; it is the instant which perve rts the present into 
inhering_futu re and past. The essential difference is no longt'r simply 

~ nC hr onos and Aion, but between the Aion of surfaces and the 
whole of Chronos togeth er with the becoming- mad of th e depths. 
Betwee n the two becomings, of sur face and depth , we can no longe r 
say that they have in comm on the sidt·steppin g of the present. For if 
depth evades the present , it is with all the force of a "now" which 
opposes its panic-stri cken present to the wist' present of measure; and 
if th e sur face evades the pr esent , it is with all the powe r of an "i nstant ," 

which distingu ishes its occurre nce from any assignable pr esent subject 
to division and redivision. Nothing ascends to the surface with out 
changing its natu re. Aion no longe r belongs to Zeus or Saturn , but to 

Hercules. Whereas Chro nos exp ressed the act ion of bodies and the 
creation of co rpor eal qualities, Aion is the locus of inco rporeal events, 
and of att ribut es which are dist inct from qualities. Wh ereas Chronos 
was inseparab le from the bodies which filled it ou t entir ely as causes 
and matte r, Aion is populated by effects wh ich haunt it wit hout ever 
f-illing it up. Whereas Chron os was limited and infinite, Aion is unlim ­
itcd, the way that futur e and past arc unlim ited, and finite like the 
instan t. Wh ereas Chronos was inseparable from circularity and its 
acc idents-s uch as blockages or precipitati ons, <'xplosions, disconnec­
tions, and indurat ions - Aion st retches ou t in a st raight line, limitless 

in eithe r direction. Alwavs already passed and eterna llv vet to come 
A ion is the ete rnal truth ~f time: pure empty farm ef time. ~,,hich has freed 
itself of its present co rporeal content and has thereby unwound its own 
(·irdt', st retching itself out in a stra ight line. It is pe rha ps all the more 
dangerous, more labyrint hine·, and mort' tortu ous for this reason. It is " , 
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this other mm-cment , of which Marcus Aurelius spoke, which occurs 
neither up above nor do wn below, nor in a circular fashion, but only at 
thl· surfau• - thl· movement of "v irtu e" ... If ther e is also a death 
wish (1•011/oir-mounr ) on the side of th e Aion, it would be totally dif­

lL-rcnt. 
2) It is this new world of incorpor eal effects or surfa ce effects which 

makcs language possible. ror, as we shall see, it is this worh.1 which 
draws the sound s from th eir simple state of corporeal actions and 
passions. It is this new world which distinguishes language, prevents it 
from being confused wit h the sound-eff ects of bodies, and abst racts it 

from their oral-anal determinati ons. Pure events ground language be­
cause they wait for it as much as the y v,rait for us, and have a pur e, 

singular , impersonal, and pre-indi vidual ex istence only inside the lan­
guage 'vvhich expresses them. It is what is expressed in its independ ence 
that grounds language and expression-that is, th e metaph ysical prop­
erty that sound s acquir e in order to have a sense, and seco ndarily, to 
signify, mani fest, and denote, rath er than to belong to bodies as physical 
qualiti es. The most ener:al oee rati on of sense is this: it brings that 
which expr ess~ it into existence; and from th~t eoint on, as pur e 
inherence, it brin,gs it~elf to exist wit hin that which expresses it. It rests 
therefore with th e Aion, as the milieu of surface effects or events to , 
trace a frontier between things and propositions; and the Aion traces it 
with its enti re str aight line. Without it, sounds would fall back on 

bodies, and proposi tions th emselves wou ld not be "possib le." Language 
is rendered possible_~ the frontier: which separat es it from things and 
from bod ies (including those which s eak). We can thus take up again 
the accou nt of the su rface organization as it is determin ed by the Aion. 

l~irst, the entir e line of the Aion is run thr ough by th e Instant which 
is endlessly d isplaced on this line and is always missing from its own 
place. Plato rightly said that the instant is atopon, without place. It is 

the paradox ical instan ce or the aleator y point , th e nonsense of the 
surface and the quasi-ca use. It is the pure moment of abstr action whose 
roll' is, primari ly, to divide and subdivide every present in both direc­
tions at once, into past-futur e, upon the line of tJ1e Aion. Second , the 
instan t ex tracts singularities from the present , and from individual s and 
persons which occu py this present . It extra cts singular points twice 
pr~jl'l·tcd - once into the futur e and once into the past-formin g by 
this doub le equati on the constituti ve elements of th e pure event (in the 
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mann er of a pod which releases its spores). Third , the straight line 
which ex tends simult aneously in two d irections traces th e fronti er 

betwee n bodies and language, stat es of affairs and propositions. Lan­
guage, or th e system of propos itions, would not exist without this 
frontier which renders it possible. Language therefore is endlessly born, 
in the futur e direct ion of th e Aion where it is establi shed and some-

' 
how, anti cipated ; and althou gh it must also say the past, it says it as the 
past of states o f affairs which go on appe aring and disappea ring in the 
oth er dir ection. In short , the st raigh t line is now related to its two 
environs; and while it separat es them, it also arti culates the one and the 

other as two series wh ich are capable of being developed. It brings to 
them both th e instantan eous aleatory point which tra verses it and the 
singular point s which are distr ibut ed in it. There are two faces th erefore 
which are always unequa l and in disequilibrium: one turn ed toward 
states of affairs and the other towa rd propositions. But they are not 
allowed to be reduced to states of affairs or to prop ositions. Th e vent is 
brought to bear upon stat es of affairs, but only as the logical attribut e 
of th ese states. It is entir ely different from their physical qualities, 
despite the fact that it may happ en to them, be embodi ed or actualized 
in them. Sense and event are the same thing -exce pt that now sense 
is relat ed to propo sitions. It is related to prop ositions as what is 
l'xp ressible or expres sed by th em, which is entir ely different from 
what th ey signify, manifest , or denote. It is also entir ely different from 

the ir sonorous qualities, even th ough the independence of sonorous 
qua lities from thin gs and bodies may be exclusively guara nteed by the 
enti re organization of the sense-eve nt . Th e entir e organization , in its 
three abstract moments, runs from the point to the straight line, and 
from the straight line to the surface: the point which t races the line; 
the line which forms the frontier; and the sur face wh ich is developed 
and unfolded from hoth sides. 

3) Many movement s, with a fragile and delica te mec hanism, intcrs<'ct: 
that by means of which bodies, states of affairs, and mixtur es, consi­
dered in their depth, succeed or fail in the production of ideal surfaces; 
and rn nvt·rsely, th at by means o f which the- events of the surface are 

actua lized in the prese nt of bod ies ( in acco rdance with complex rules) 
by impri soning first their singularities within the limits of worlds, 
indi \'iduals, and persons. There is also the movement wherein the event 
imp lies some thin g excess ive in relation to its actua lization, somethin g 
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that ov<'rthrow s wor lds, individuals, and persons, and lca\'CS them to 
the depth of the grou nd which wor ks and dissolves them. The notion 
of the )rese nt has the refore several meanings: tlw measureless ~r 
dislocated present as the time o f de1~~h and subversion; th<' \·ariable f nd • 
m easured p~~ he time' il acn ialization. But there is perhaps yet 
a nother present. How co~the re be a measurable actualizat ion, unless 
a third present prevented it constantly from falling into suh\' crsion and 
being confused "vith it? It wou ld seem, no doubt, that the Aion cannot 
have any present at all, since in it the instant is always dividing into 
future and past. But this is only an appearance . What is excessiYe in the 
eYcnt must be accomp lished, even though it may not be realized or 
actua lized without ruin. Bct\,vcen the t\1/o presents of Chronos- that 
of the subversion due to the bot tom and that of the actualization in 
forms-t here is a third, there must be a third , pertainin g to the Aion. 
In fact, th e instant as the parad oxical clement or the quasi-cause which 
runs through th e ent ire straight line must itself be represented. It is 
even in this sense th at representati on can envelop an expression on its 
edges, although th e expression itself may be of anoth er natur e; and that 
the sage can "identify" with the quasi- cause, although the quasi-cause 
itself is missing from its ow n identit y. This present of ~e Aion repre­
senting the instant is not at all like the -vast and deep prese nt of 
Chronos: it is the present without thickness, the ~~ ~ act:Qr, 

dancer, or mime·"'--=dl e pur e E rverse "":':moment. " It is the present of ) 
the pur e opeHtio n, not of the inc orporat ion. It is not the pres~~t of 
subversion or actualization, but that of the count er-actualization, wl{i'c~ 

- keepsth ;- former .from ove rturn ing the latter , and the latter from being 
- co~~a with th e form er, and which comes to duplicat e the lining 

r,;;;;ubler la doublure). 
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Twenty- Fourth Series of the 

Communication of Event s 

One of the boldest mom ents of the Stoic thoug ht involves the splitting 
of the causal relation. Causes are referred in dept h to a unity which is 
prop er to them, and effects maintain at the surface spec ific relations of 
anoth er sort. Destiny is primaril y the unity and the link of physical 
causes among themselves. Incorporeal effects are obv iously subject to 
destiny, to the extent that they are the effect of these causes. But to 
the extent that they differ in natur e from these causes, they enter , with 
one another, into relat ions of quasi-causality. Together, they enter into 
a relation wit h a quasi-cause which is itself incorpor eal and assures 
them a very special indepen<lenct', not exactly with respect to destiny, 
but rat her with respec t to necessity, which nom1ally wou ld have had to 
follow destiny. The Stoic paradox is to affirm destiny and to deny 
necessity. 1 The wise person is free in two ways which conform to the 
two poles of ethics: free in the first instance because one's soul can 
attain to the inte riority of perfect physical causes; and again because 
one's mind may enjoy very spec ial relations established betwe en effects 
in a situation of pur e exteriority. It would then seem that incorpo real 
causes arc inseparable from a form of interiority, but that incorpor eal 
effects are inseparab le from a form of exteriorit y. On one hand , events­
effects maintain a relation of causality with their physical causes, with-



ou t thi s rdati on being one of necess itv; it is rather a relati on of 
l'xpr cssion. On the oth~ r han d, they hav; betwee n them , or wit h th eir 
idl·ationa l qu asi-cause , no longer a relati on o f causality, but rath er , one<· 
again and thi s tim e exclus ively, a relatio n of l'xpr cssion. 

The qu est ion becomes: what arc these express ive relations of c, ·ent s? 
lktwee n cw nts, there Sl'Cm to he form ed ext rinsic relati ons of silent 
compatibilit y or incompatibilit y, of conjun ction or disjun ction, whi ch 
arc "ery difficult to appr ehend . W hat mak es an e"e nt compatible or 
incompatib le with another? W e cann ot app eal to causality, since it is a 
qu estion of a relati on of eff ccts among the mselves. What bri ngs d<'stin y 
abo ut at th e level of eve nts, what brings an event to repeat anoth er in 
spi te of alJ its di fference, what makes it possible that a life is composed 
of one and th e same Event , despi te th e varie ty of what might happen, 
that it be t raversed by a single and same fissur e, that it play onl' and 
th e same air ove r all poss ible tu nes and all poss ible words-a ll these 
arc not due to relations between cause and effect ; it is rath er an 

aggrega te of noncausal co rrespondences which form a system of echoes, 
of resumpti ons and resonances, a system of signs-in short , an expr es­
sive qua si-c ausality, and not at a ll a necess itating causa lity. W hen 

Chrysippu s insists on the t ransformatio n of hypothetical prop ositions 
into conjun ctives or disjun ctives, he shows we ll the impos sibility of 
events exp ressing th eir conjun ctions and di sjun ction s in term s of brut e / 

I. l causa 1ty. 
Is it necessary , th en, to invoke identit y and co ntradi ction ? Would 

tw o events be incomp atible because they were contradi ctory? Is thi s not 

a case, th ough, of app lying mi es to events, which apply only to con­
cepts, pr edicates, and classes? Even with respec t to hypoth etical pr opo­
sition s (if it is clay, it is light ), the Stoics noted that contr adict ion must 
Ix· defined on a single level. Rath er, co ntr adiction must be defined in 
the space betw een th e prin ciple itself and the negation of th e conse­
quence (if it is day, it is not light). Thi s differe nce of levels in the 
t'ontradi ction, we have seen, assures that contradi ction rc·sult s always 
from a process of a different natur e. Event s arc not like co ncepts; it is 
tlwi r alleged co ntr adic tion (man ifest in the concept ) \\'hich results from 
their incomp at ibility, and not the converse. It is held, for example, that 
a species of butt erfly rn nn ot be at once gray and vigo rous. Either the . 
specimens arc gray and weak, or they are \'igorous and black. 3 Wl· can 
always assign a causal physical mec hanism to ex plain th is incompatibi l-
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ity, a horm one, for example , on which the predicate gray would 
depe nd , and whi ch would soften or weaken the co rrespondi ng class. 
And we can co nclud e from th is causa l cond ition that th ere is a logica l 
co ntradi ction betwee n gray and ,·igorous. But if we isolate the pure 
events, we sec that to rum 9ra,,1 is no kss pos itive th an to rum black: it 
exp resses an increase in sccurit v (to be hidd en, to be ta ken for the bark 
of a tr ee), as mu ch as the bc<.~oming black is an increase of vigor (to 
im·igorate). Betwee n these two ck terminati ons, each one of which has 

its advantage, there is initially a relatio n of primary, "evc ntm ental" 
incompatibilit y. Physical causality inscribes the incompatibilit y only 
seco nda rily in the depth of the body, and th e logica l co ntradi ction 
tra nslates it only in the co ntent of the co ncept . In short , the relations 
of events among themselves, from th e point of view of an ideational or 
nocmati c quasi-causality, first ex presses non causal corr cspo ndence­
alogica l comp ati bijjties or incompatibilitie s. T he Stoics' str ength was in 
committin g th emselves to thi s line of th ought : acco rding to what 
crite ria arc eve nts copulata, co'!faralia (or inco'!faralia), conjuncta, or dis­

juncta? Astr ology was perhap s the first import ant att empt to establish a 
theory of alogical incompat ibilit ies and noncausal co rr espo nd ences. 

It seems, howeve r, if we follow the surviving parti al and dece iving 
texts , tha t the Stoi cs may not have been able to resist the double 
tempt atio n of re turnin g to the simple physical causali ty or to the logical 
co ntra diction. Th e first theo retician of alogical inco mpatibi lities, and for 
this reaso n the first imp orta nt theoret ician of the event , was Leibniz. 
fo r what Leibniz called "co mposs ible" and " incomposs ible" cann ot be 
redu ced to th e identi cal and the co ntradi ctory, which go ,•ern on ly the 
possible and the impo ssible. Compo ssibility does not even pr esuppo se 
the inheren cc of predicates in an individual subject or monad. It is 
rather the inverse ; inherent predicates are those which co rrespond to 
C\'Cnts from th e beginn ing com possible (the monad of Adam the sinner 
indud es in pred icati ve fom1 only futur e and pas t events which are 
compo ssible with th e sin of Adam). Leibniz was thu s cxtr emelv co n­
-;cious of th e anteriority and originality of th l' C\'ent in relat ion \ 0 the 

pn ·dicatc. Co mpo ssibility must be defined in an original mann er, at a 
pr<.'-indi \'idua l level, by the con\' crgcnce of serks which singulariti es o f 
ew nt s form as they str e tch themsdv<·s ou t ova linl's of ordinary points. 
lncom poss ibilit)' mu st be defined by the din· rge nce of such series: if 
another Scxtus tha n th t' one we know is incomposs ible wit h our world, 
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it is bccaw;c he wou ld correspond to a singu larity the series of which 
would di\'crge from the series of our world, clustered about the Adam, 
the Jud as, the Chri st, and the Leibniz that we know. Two e\'ent s are 
compossib le when the seric-s which are organized arou nd their singu lar­
ities ex tend in all direction s; the y are incompossiblc when the series 
di\'t'rgc in the vicinity of co nstitutive singularities. Con\'ergcnce and 
di\'cr gencc are entirely original rclatinn s which cove r the rich domai n 
of alogica l co mpatibiliti es and incompatibilitie s, and th erefor e form an 
essential co mpon ent of th e theor y of sense. 

Leibniz thou gh makes use of thi s rule of incompo ssibility in orde r to 

exclud e events from one another. He made a negati\'e use of di\"crgence 
of disjunction - one of exclusion. Thi s is justified, howe\·er, only to the 

exte nt that events arc already grasped under the hypothesi s of a God 
who calculat es and chooses, and from the point of view of their 
actualizatio n in distinct wor lds or individual s. It is no longe r justified, 
howev er , if we co nsider the pur e event s and the ideal play whose 

prin ciple Leibniz was unabl e to grasp, hind ered as he was by theo logical 
exigencies. For, from thi s other point of view, the divergence of series 
or th e disjun ction of memb ers (membra disjuncta) cease to be negative 
rules of exclusion acco rding to which events would be inco mpos sible or 
incompatible. Divergence a"'nd disjunction arc, on the co ntrar y, affirm ed 
as such. But what docs it mean to make divcrgenn· and disjunct ion the 
objects of affinn at ion? As a gene ral rule, two things arc simult aneously 
affirmed only to the exte nt that th eir differe nce is deni ed, suppr essed 
from ... vithin , even if the level of this suppr ession is supp ost'd to regulate 
the• produ ction of differ ence as much as its disapp eara nce. To be sure, 

the identit y here is not that of indifference, but it is generally 1hro119h 
identity that opposites are affirmed at the- same tim e, whet her we 
acce ntuat e one of th e opposites in orde r to find th e other, or whether 
\\ 'e create a synthe sis of the two. We speak, on the contrar y, of an 
operat ion acco rding to which t\.VO thin gs or two determinatio ns are ff 
affirmed 1hro11nh their differ ence, that is to say, that they are the objects 
of simultan eous affirmatio n only insofar as th eir differe nce is itself 
affirmed and is itself affirmative. W e are no longer faced \.Vith an 
i<kntity of contrari es, which would still be inseparab le as such from a 
mm ·c~e nt of the negative and of exclus ion.4 We are rath er faced with 
a positive distance ~ f differe nt cleme nts: no longer to identif y two 
co ntraric-s with the same, but to affirm their distance as that which 
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relat es one to the ot her insofar as thcv are "diffe rent." Th e idea of a 
posit iH' distan ce as distan ce (and no't as an annulled or OH·rcomc 

distanc~) appear s to us essential, since it permit s the mea sur ing of 
c~ntran cs through their finit e differen ce instead of equat ing difference 
wit h a measurel ess contrari ety, and contrari ety wit h an identit y which 
i~ itself infinite. It is not difference whic h must "go as far as" co~tradi c­

tion, as Hc~el _thought in his desire to accommodate the negati ve; it is 
the contradiction which must re ,·eal the natur e of i1s diff crence as it 

follows the distan ce corresponding to it. The idea of positive distance 
belon~s to t~pology and to the surface. It excludes all depth and all 
cle\ ·a_t:1on, which would restor e the negative and the idmtit y. Nietzsche 
p_rov1des the exampl e for such a procedure, which mu st not, und er any 
circ~1mstances, be confused with some unknown identit y of contraries 
(as 1s commonpla ce in sp iritu alist and do loris t philosophy). Nietzsc he 
exhort s us to live health and sickness in such a mann er that l~ alth be a 
living__ perspect ive on sickness and sickness a living perspecti\"e on 
health; to make of sickness an explorati on of health, of health an 
investigat~ n of sickness: "Looki ng from the perspective of th e sick 
towa rd healthier concepts and values and, conve rsely, looking again from 
the fullness and self-assu rance of a rich life dow n into the secret work of 

the instinct of decad ence- in this I ha\ ·c had the• longes t training, my 
tru est experi ences; if in anything, I became master in 1his. Now J know 

how , h~ve th e know -how, to rei'erse perspec1ires . ... " 5 W e cannot identif y 
c.:ontrancs, nor can we affinn their entir e distance, except as that v,,hich 

relates one to th e othe r. Health affirms sickness when it mak es its 
dista nce from sickness an object of affirmatio n. Distance is, at ann 's 

length, the affim1ation of that which it distances. Thi s pro ced ure which 
makes of health an evaluati on of sickness and sick ness an evaluatio n of 
health - is this not the Great Health (or the Gay Science)? Is it not this 
which pcnnit s ietzsche to experience a superior health at the verv 
moment that he is sick? Con\"erscly, Nietzsc he do es not lose his healtli 
\\'hen he is sick, hut when he can no longer affinn the distance, when 

he is no longer able, by mea ns of his health , to establish s ickness as a 
poirit of \'icw on health (then, as the Stoics say, the role is ove r , the 
play has end ed ). " Point of \·icw" docs not signify a theo retical judg­
ment; as for "procedure," it is lift> itse lf. h orn Leibniz, we had alreadv 
lea_nwd that there are no po ints o f \'iew on things, but that thing ;, 
bemgs, are themse lves po ints of '"iew. Leibniz, howev er , subjected the 
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points of view to exclus ive rules such that ea~h ope n~d itself onto the 
ot hers only insofar as they converged: the pomts of view on the same 
town. With Nietzsche, on th e contrar y, the point of ,·icw is opened 
ont o a din•rgence which it aflinns: anoth er town corresponds to each 
point of view, each point of view is anot her town, the town s are linked 
univ bv their distance and resonate only throu gh the divergence of their 
series,, their houses and their streets. There is always ; not her town 
within the town . Each tern, becomes th e means of going all the way to 
the end of anot her , by following the entir e distance. Nietzsche's per­
spect ive- his perspectivism- is a much more profound art than Leib­
niz's point of view; for divergence is no longer a principle of exclusion, 
and disjunction no longer a means of separation. lncompossibi lity is 
now a means of communi cat ion. 

It is not that the disjunction has become a simple conjunction. Three 
sorts of synth esis are distinguished: the connective synthesis (if . .. , 
th en), which bears upon the construction of a single series; the conjunc­
t ive series (and), as a method of constru cting convergent series; and the 
disjunctive series (or), which distributes the divergent series: conexa, 

conjuncta, disjuncra. But the whole question, and righd y so, is to know 
under what conditions the disjunction is a veritable synth esis, instead of 
being a proced ure of analysis which is satisfied with the exclusion of 
predicates from one d,ing in virtu e of the identity of its concept (the 
negative, limitati, ·e, or exclusive use of disjunction). The answer is given 
insofar as the divergence or the decentering detem,in ed by the disjunc­
tion become objects of affinnation as such. The disjunction is not at all 
reduced to a conjunction ; it is left as a disjunction, since it bears, and 
continu es to bear, upon a divergence as such. But this divergence is 
affinned in such a way that the either ... or itself becomes a pure 
affinnation. Instead of a certain number of predi cates being excluded 
from a thing in virtu e of th e identity of its concept , each "thing_" op_~ 
itself up to the infinity of predicates thr ough which it passes, as it loses.\ 
its center, that is, its identity as concept or as self.6 The communi cation_ 
of event s replaces the exclusion of predicates. We have already seen the 
procedur e of this affirmative synthetic disjunction: it cons ists of the 
l'rcction of a paradox ical instance, an aleato ry point with two uneven 
faces, which t raverses the divergent series as divergent and causes then:i 
to resonate through th eir distance and in their distanc e. Thu s, the 
ideational center of convergence is by natur e perpetuall y decentercd, it 
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serves o~ly to affirm divergence. This is why it seemed that an esoteri c, 
ex-ce ntri c path was opened to us, a path altogether different from the 
ord ina7 one. For ordinarily the disjunction is not prop er ly speaking ;\ 
S)'nthes1s, but only a regulative analysis at the service of conjunctive 
syntheses, since it separat es the nonconvergent series from one anot her. 
As for the conjunctive synthesis, it tends also toward being subordinatel 
to the stt ~esis of connection, since it organizes the converging series 
o,·er which tt bears as it prolongs them under a condition of continuit y. 
Now, the whole sense of esoteric wards was to turn this path around : a 
disjunction which had become a synth c·sis introduced its ram!ficacions 

every,~'here, so that the conjunction was already coordinatino in a global 
way div~rgent, heterogeneous, and d isparat e series, and that , affecting 
the_ d~ta1ls, th e connection already comracted a multitud e of divergent 
senes m th e successive appearan ce of a single one. 

This is a new reason for distinguishing the becoming of depths and 
the Aion of surfaces. For both, at first glance, seemed to dissolve the 
'.dent ity of each thing within infinite identit y as the identit y of contrar-
ies. Aodnd

1
from all point s of view, whethe r of uantit , quali!)', relatio ~ ,k 

or m a i ' , contr aries appea red connected at the surface as much as in 
depth and to have the same sense no less than the same infra-sense. 
But, once again, every thing changes natu re as it climbs to the surface. 
And it is necessary to distinguish two ways whose personal identity is 
lost, h~o _ways by means of which the contradi ction is developed. Jn 
dept h, it 1s th rough infinite identit y that contrari es communi cate and 
that the identit y of each finds itself broken and divided. This makes 
each tenn at once d,e moment and the whole; the part , th e relation, 
and th e who le; the self, the world, and God; the subject , the copula, 
and the predicate. But the situation is altogether different at the surface 
where only infinitive events are dep loyed; each one communi cates with 
th~ oth~r throu gh the positive characte rs of its distance and by the 
a01nnat1ve character of the disjunction. The self merges with the very 
dis!unction ,-vhich it liberates and places outside of itself the diverge;t 
series as so many impersonal and pre-individual singularities. Counter­
a~·tualization is already infinitive distan ce instead of infinite identit v. 
r:vl•rythi1~g happens thr ough the n ·sonance of disparat es, point of vie~v 
on a pomt of view, d isplacement of perspective, different iation of 
difference, and not through the ident ity of contr aries. It is true tha t the 
form of the self ordinarily guarantees the connec tion of a series; that 
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the form of the world guarantees the convergence of continuou s series 
which can be extended; and that the form of God, as Kant had clearly 
seen, guarante es disjunction in its exclusive or limitatin • sense. But 
when disjunction accedes to th e pr inciple which gives to it a synthetic 
and affirmative value, th e self, th e world, and God share in a common 
death , to th e advantage of divergent series as such, overflo.,.ving now \ 
every exclusion, every conjunction, and every connection. It is Klos­
sowski's merit to have shown how the thr ee forms had their fortun es 
linked, not by a dialectical transformation and the identity of contra ries, 
but by a common dissipation at the surface of things. Jf the self is the 
pring elc of manifestation, in relat ion to the propo sition, the world is 
the principle of denotat ion, and God th e principle of signification. But 
sense expressed as an event is of an ent irely different natur e: it emanates 
from nonsense as from the always displaced paradoxical instance and 
from the eternally decentered ex-cent ric center. It is a pur e sign whose 
coherence excludes merely, and yet supr emely, the coherence of the 
self, world, and God.7 Thjs quasi-cause, this surface nonsense which 
traverses the divergent as such, this aleatory point which circulates 
thr oughout singulariti es, and emits them as pre- individua l and imper­
sonal, does not allow God to subsist. It does not tolerate the subsistence 
of God as an original indjviduality, nor the self as a Person, nor the 
wor ld as an element of the self and as God' s produ ct. The divergence 
of th e affirmed series forms a "chaosmos" and no longer a world; the 
aleatory point which traverses them forms a cou nter-self, and no longer 
a self ; the disjunction posed as a synth esis exchanges its theological 
principle for a diabo lic principle. It is the decent ered center ·which 
traces between the series, and for aJI d isju nctions, the merciless straight 
line of the Aion, that is, the distance whereupon th e castoffs of the self, 
the wor ld , and God ar e lined up: the Grand Canyon of the world, the 
"crack" of the self, and the dismembering of God. Upon this strai~tht 
line of the Aion, there is also an eternal return, as the most tern le 
labyrinth of which Borges spoke- one very different from the circu ar 
or monocent ered return of Chronos : an eternal return which is no 
longer that of individuals, persons, and worlds, but only of pur e events 
which the instant, displaced over the line, goes on divid ing into already 
past and yet to come. Nothi ng oth er than the Event subsists, th e Event 
alone, Evenwm tanwm for aJI contrari es, which communi cates "vith itself 
through its own distance and resonates across all of its rusjuncts. 
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Tw enty-Fifth Series 

of Univoc ity 

I t seems that our problem, in the course of our investigation, has 
changed altogether. We were inqu iring into the natur e of the aJogical 
compat ibilit ies and incompat ibilities between events. But, to the extent 
~hat divergence is affirmed and disjunction becomes a positive synthesis, 
1t seems that all events, even contra ries, are compat ible- that they are 
"int er-expressive" (s'entr' expriment). ~co mpatibilit y is born onl with 
individual~, persons, and worlds in ,,ii ich_events are actua lized , but not 
between events themselves or between their a-cosmic, impersonal, and pre­

indiiridual singularities. Incompat ibility does not exist between two events, 
but between an event and the world or the individual which_ actua lizes 
another event as divergent. At this po int, there is something which does 
not allow itself to be reduced to a logical contradiction between 
predicates and 'vYhich is neverthel ess an incompatibilit y; but it is an 
alogical incompatib ility, an incompatibi lity of " humor" to which Leib­
niz's orig inal criteria must be applied. The person, such as we ha,·e 
d, ·tincd it in its difference from the individual, pretends to amuse itself 
ironically with these incompatibi lities, precisely because they are alogi­
: al. In another manner, we have seen how portm anteau words express, 
from th e point of vie,.,v of the lexicon, wholly compat ible meanings, 
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ramifiabk and re~onating between themselv es, whic h non l'theless be­
come incompatible wit h cert ain syntactical forms. 

The problem is the refo re one of knowi ng how the indiv idual \VOuld 
be able to tran scend his fom, and his syntact ical link with a world, in 
orde r to attai n to the universal commun ication of events, that is, to ti/' 
aflim1ation o f a disjunctive syntlwsis beyo nd logica l contr adictio ns, and 
l'H' n lwyond alogical incompat ibilities. It would be necessary for the 
indiv idual to grasp herself as event; and that she grasp the even t 
actua lized wit hin her as another indiv idual grafted onto her. In thi s 
case, she wou ld not understand, want , or represent thi s en·nt wit hou t 
also und ersta nding and wan ting all oth er events as indi.,.iduals, and 
wit hout representi ng all ot her individu als as events. each indi.,.idual 
would be like a mirr or for the cond ensation of singulariti es and l'ach 
wo rld a dis tance in the mirr or. T his is the ultimate sense of counter­
actua lization. Thi s, moreO\ ·er, is the Nietzsc hean discove ry of the indi­
vidua l as the for tuitous case, as Klossmvs ki takes it up and restor es it, in 

an essential relatio n to th{· eternal retu rn . Witness 

thE' vehement oscillations which upset the individual as long as he seeks only 
his own center and docs not sec the circle of which he himself is a part; for if 
these oscillations upsl'l him, it is because each corresponds to an indh·iduality 
ocher than that which lw takes as his own from the point of view of the 
undiscovcrahle center. Hence, an idl•ntity is essentially fortuitou~ and a series 
of indh·klualities must be traw rsed hy each, in order that the fortuity make 
them completely necessary." 1 

We do not raise co ntr ary qua lities to infinity in order to affirm th eir 
identi ty; ..,..,e raise each eve nt to th e power of the et ernal re turn in order 
th at the indi.,.idual, born of that which comes to pass, affirm -lrer­
dis tance with respect to C\'ery other even t . As the indi .,.idual affi rm s the 
dis tance, she follows and joins it, passing throug h all the other individ­
uals imp lied by the othe r eve nts, and extracts from it a unique Event 
which is once again hersel f, or rat her the universal freedo m. T he eternal 
re-turn is not a theory of qua lit ies and their c ircu lar tran sformatio ns, but 
rathe r the theo ry of pu re ev{'nt s and their linear and super ficial conden­
sation. T he eternal return has a sense of selectio n and remaim tied to 
an incompatib ility - with the forms whi<:h hinder its constit ution and 

its functioning. 
Cou ntt>r-actua lizing ('ach e\-ent, thl ' actor-dancer extracts the pure 
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1-.. ·1·nt which co mmuni cates with all th(' others and re turns to itself 
throug h all the ot hers aml with all tlw other s. She mak es of the 
disjun~·tion a synth esis 

1

which affirm~ the disjunc t as suc h and makes 
each series resona te inside th<· otlwr. 1:ach series return s to itself as the 
ot her s1·ries returns to it , and re turns outside of its{·lf as the other series 
n:turns into itself: to explor e all distances, but over a single lim·; to run 
n·ry fast in orde r to remain in the same place. Th e gray hutt erfl)· 
umkrs tands so well the l'vent "r o he hidden·· that, by remaining in the 
!-anw place, plastered to the tru nk of a tret·, it co \·':.'rs the whole distan ce 
separat ing it from the "co inri9orate" of thl' black but terHy; it a lso causes 
the other event to resonate a individual , within its ow n individua lit~• as 
an (•,·en t , and as a fortuitous case. My lo\'C' is an exp lorati on of distance, 
a long journe y which affirms m)' hatl' for the friend in anoth<·r world 
and with another individual. It causes the bifurcating and ramified series 
to resonate within one ano ther. But this is the-solution of hum or, qui te 
dillt-rcnt from the romantic irony of the person still found ed upon the 
idl'nti ty of co ntrari es. 

You come to this house; but in other possible· pasts you arc my enemy; in 
olhl'rs my friend. . . . Time is forever di,·iding itself toward innumerable 
futures and in one of them I am your memy ... . ·me future exists now ... 
hut I am ,·our fri(·nd .... For a moment his hack was again turned to me. I 
had tlw r(rn lver ready. I fired with the utmost carc.2 

" 

Philosop hy merges with on tology, but ontology merges with the 
unirncity of Being (analogy has always becm a theo logical vision, not a 
philosophica l one, adapt ed to th l' forms of God , the wor ld, and the 
self ). The univocity of Being docs not mea n that the re is one and the 

saml' Being; on the contr ary, beings arc multipl e and d ifferent , the y are 
ah, ays produ ced by a disjun ctive· synth esis, and they th emselves arc 
di~jointl'd and divergent , membra disjuncca. T he uni\'OCity of Being signi­
fil'S that Being is •Voice that it is said, and that it is said in one and the 
~anw "sense" of l'verythin g about which it is said. That of which it is 
-.aid is not at all th(· sanw, but Bl·ing is the same for everythi ng about 
11 hid1 it is said. It occu rs, therefore , as a unique ('\'{'Ill for cn· rythin g 

that happc-ns to the mos t dive rse thi ngs, b ·emum canrum for all eve nts, 
tlw ultima tl' forn1 for all of the forms which rl'main disjointed in it, but 
1' hid1 bring about the n ·sonann· and the· ramification of their disjun c­
tion. Tlw univoc:it~• of Being m<·rg<·s wit h the positive- use of the 
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/ 
<lisjunctivc synthesi s which is the highest affirmati on. It is the etern al 
return itself, or-as we have see n in the case of the ick·al game - the 
affirmat ion of all chance in a single moment, the unic1uc cast for all 
thro" ·s, ont· Being and on ly for all fonns and all tim es, a single instance 
for all that ex ists, a single phantom for all the living, a single voice for 
every hum of voices and every drop of water in th e sea. It would be / 
mistake to co nfuse the univocity o f Being to the extent that it is said 
with the pseudo-un ivocity of every thing about which it is said. But at 
the same tim e, if Being cann ot be said without also ocn1 rr ing, if Being 
is the uniqu e eve nt in which all c ,·cnts communi cate with one anoth er, 
uni vocity refers both to '""hat occurs and to what is said. Unh ·oc ity 
means that it is the same thing which occu rs and is said: th e att ribut able 
to all bodies or stat es of affairs and th e li'xp ressible of eve ry proposition. 
Uni vocity means the identit y of the noemati c att ribut e and that wh ich 
is expr essed linguistically-eve nt and sense. It does not allow Being to 

subsist in th e vague stat e that it used to havt' in the perspectives of the 
analogy. Univocity raises and ex tract s Being, in order to distin guish it 
bett er from th at in wh ich it occu rs and from that of which it is said. It 
wrests Being from beings in order to bring it to all of them at once, 

and to mak e it fall upon them for all times. Being pur e saying and 
pu re eve nt , univocity brings in co ntact th li' inner sur face of language 
(insistence) ,,,·ith th t' outer surface of Being (ex tra -Being). Uni \'Ocal 
Being inheres in language and happens to things; it measures the internal 
relatio n of language with the t'Xternal relation of Being. Neither active 
nor passive, uni vocal Being is neutr al. It is extra-B ein.q, that is, the 
minim um of Being comm on to th e real, the possible, and th e impossible. 
A position in the void of all events in one, an ex pression in the nonsense 
of all senses in one, uni vocal Being is the pure fonn of the Aion, the.__ 
fonn o f exteriority which relates thin gs and prop ositions . 1 In short , the 
univocity of Being has thr ee de termin ations: one single event for all 
events; one and the same aliquid for that which happ ens and that which 
is sai<l; and one and tlw same Being for the impossible, the possible, and 
tlw real. 
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Twent y-Sixth Series 

of Language 

E ,·t·nts mak e language poss ible. But mak ing possible does not mean 
causing to begin. We always begin in the order of speec h, but not in 

the ord er of language, in which every th ing must b"' given simult aneously 
and in a single blow. Th ere is always someone who begins to speak. 
The one who begins to speak is the one who man ifests; what one talks 
about is the de notatu m; what one says are th e significations. Th e event 
is not any of th ese thin gs: it speaks no more than it is spoken of or said. 
Nnc rthd ess, the eve nt does belong to language, and haunt s it so much 
that it does not ex ist outsi<le of the propo sitions which expr ess it. But 
the e,·cnt is not the same as th e prop osition; what is expr essed is not 
the same as the expression. It do cs not preex ist it, but pre- inheres in it, 
thus gi,·ing it a found ation and a co ndit ion. To render language possible 
thus sig nihcs assuri ng that sounds arc not co nfused " ·ith th e sonorou s 
9ua lities of things, with tlw sound effec ts of bodies, or with thei r 
actio ns and passions. What renders language poss ible is that which 
Sl'paratcs sound s from bodies and organizes them into propositions, 
freeing tlwm for the ex pressive function. It is always a mou th which 
s1waks; but the sound is no longer the noise-of a body which cats-a 
pure orality - in order to become the manifesta tion of a subject cx­
pn·ss ing itsdf. O ne speaks always of bodies an<l their mixtur es, hut 



sounds have ccasl'd being qualities att ached to th ese bodies in orde r 
that they may en ter into a new relation with them, that of denotation, 
and that they may express this powe r of speaking and of being spoken. 
Denota t ion and mani festation do not found language, they arc ? nly 
made possible with it. Th ey presuppose the expression. The cxpn .·ssion 
is founded on the event , as an entit y of the expressible o r thl' <·xpressed. 
What renders language possible is the en' nt insofar as the event is 
confused neither with the proposition which expn'sses it , nor with thc 
state of the one who pron ounct'S it, nor with the sta te of affairs denoted 
by the proposition. And in tru th, 'vvithout the event all of this would be 
only noise -and an ind ist inct noise. For not only does the evcnt make 
possible and separate that which it renders possible, it also makes 
d istinctions within what it rende rs possible (see, for examp le, the tripl e 
distinction in the proposition of denotation, manifestation, and signifi­
cation). 

How does th e event make language possible? We have seen that its 
essence is th at of the pure sur face effect , or th e impassible incorporeal 
entit y. Th e event results from bodies, their mixtur es, their act ions, and 
th eir passions. But it differs in natur e from that of which it is the result . 
It is, for example, attrib ute d to bod ies, to sta tes of affairs, but not at all 
as a physical qualit y; rather, it is ascribed to them only as a very spec ial 
attribute, dialec tical or , rather , noematic and inco rporeal. This attribut e 
docs not exist outside of the proposition which expresses it. But it 
differs in natu re from its t'xpression. It exists in the proposition, but 
not at all as a name of bod ies or qualities, and not at all as a subjt'ct or 
predicate. It ex ists rather only as tha~ which is expressible or expressed 
by th e proposition, enveloped in a irerb. The event occu rring in a stat e 

of affairs and th t' sense inhering in the proposit ion arc th t' same ~ ; 
Consequently, to the extent th at the incorporeal event is constituted 
and constitut es the surface, it raises to this sur face the terms of its 
double reference: the bod ies to which it refers as a noematic attribut e, 
and tht' pro posit ions to which it refers as an t'xpressible entit y. It 
organizes these tenn s as two series which it separatc·s, since it is by and 
in this separati on that it distinguishes itself from the bodies from which 
it ensues and from the propositions it rende rs possible. This separat ion, 
this line- frontier between things and propositions (to eat/ to sp~ak), 
enters as wdl into the "made poss ible," that is, into th e propositions 
themselves, between nouns and verbs, or , rath er , between denotations 
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and expressions. Denotations refer always to bodies and, in principle, 
to consumable objectsi expressions refer to expressible meanings. But 
this line- frontier would not enact the separat ion of series at the sur face 
it if d id not finally arti culate that which it separates. It operates on both 
sides by means of one and the same incorporeal powe r, which, on one 
hand, is defined as that which occu rs in a state of affairs and , on the 
oth er, as that which insists in pro positions. (This is why language has 
on ly one powe r, though it may have several dim ensions.) 

The line-frontier brings about thC' convergence of divergent series; 
hut it neither abolishes nor co rrects the ir divergence. for it makes them 
converge not in th emselves (which would be impossible) bu t around a 
paradoxica l element , a point tr aversing the line and circulating through­
ou t the series. Thi s is an always d isplaced center which constitut es a 
circle of convergence only for th at which diverges as such (th e powe r 
of affirming th e disjunction). This element or point is the quasi-cause 
to which the surface effects are att ached, prec isely insofar as th ey differ 
in natu re from their co rporeal causes. It is this point which is expr essed 
in language by means of esoteric words of different kinds, guaranteeing 
the separati on, the coord inat ion, and the ramifications of series at once. 
Th us th e entir e organization of language present s thr ee figures: the 
metap hysical or tran scendental suiface, the inco rporeal abstract line, and 
the dccentn ed point. Th ese figu res co rrespond to surface effects or 
l'\Tnts; at the surface, th e line of sense imm anent to the event ; and on 
the line, th e point of nonse nse, surface nonsense, being co-present with 
sense. 

Th e tvm great ancient systems, Epicureanism and Stoicism, at­
tl'mpted to locate in things that which renders language possible. But 
they did so in very different ways. For in order to found not only 
frl·edom bu t also language and its use, the Epicureans created a model 
based on th e declension of the atom; the Sto ics, on the contrary, created 
a model based on the conju9arion of events. It is not surpri sing therefore 
that th<' Epicurean model privileges nouns and adjectives; nouns are like 
atoms or linguistic bodies which are coordinated throug h their declen­
sion, and adject i,·es like the qualities of these com posites. But th e Stoic 
modd com prPhends language on the basis of " prouder" term s: verbs 
and their conjugation, in relat ion to the links betwee n incorporeal 
l',·l·nts. The qul'Stion of know ing whether nouns or verbs are prim ary 
in language cannot be resolved accord ing to th e general maxim " in the 
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beginnin g, th ere is the action," however mu ch one makes of the:' verb 
the rcpres<'ntat ivc of primar y act ion and of the root the primar y state 
of the verb. For it is not trn e that the verb represents ?fl actio n; it 
expre sses an event, which is tota lly different. Moreo ver, language is not 
<levdopcd from prima ry roots; it is organized around formative ele­
ment s w_hich dete~in e it in its entir ety. But if language is not fonn ed 
pro611Tss1vely following the success ion of an external time, we should 
not believe, for this reason, that its totalit y is homogeneous. It is tru e 
that "phon emes" guarant ee every linguistic distinction possible within 
"mo · h ,, d " · " I rp em~s an semant emes ; Jut conversely, the signifying and 
morphologi cal units determin e, in the phon emati c distinctions, those 
which are pertin ent in a language und er examination. The whole cannot 
be described by a simple mo\·ement , but by a two-wa y movement of 

li_n~uis
1
t ic ac~on and reac tion which repr esents the circle of the propo­

s1t1on. And 1f phoni c action forms an open space for language, semanti c 
reaction forms an internal time without which this space could not be 
determin ed in conformit y with a spec ific language. Independently, 
therefore , of element s and only from the point of vie\v of movement, 
noun s and their declension incarnat e actio n, whereas verbs and their 
co~jugation incarnat e reaction. The \'erb is not an image of extemaJ 
act ion, but a proc ess of react ion internal to language. This is why, in its 
'.11ost general notion, it envelops th e internal temporality of language. It 

1~ t~e v~rb which const itut es the ring of the proposition , br inging 
s1g111ficat1on to bear upon denotati on and the sema nteme upo n the 
phoneme. But it is from the verb as well that we infer what the ring 
conceals or coils up , or what it reveals once it is split, unrolled, and 
deplo y~~ over a stra ight line: sense or the event as the expresi'>,d of th e 
propos1t1on. .,\ 

The verb has two poles: the present, which indicates its relation to a 
denot able state of affairs in view of a physical time characterized by 
success ion; and the infinitive , which indicates its relation to sense or 

the event in view of the internal time which it en\'elop s. The t'nt ire 
verb osci llates between th e infinitive "mood," 'vvhich represents th e 

circle once unwound from the entir e proposition, and the present 
" time, " which, on the contrary, closes the circle O\·er the denotatum of 

th e proposition. Between the two, th e verb curves its conjuga~ion in 
co~fonnit y with th e relations of denotation, manifestation , and signifi­
cat1on-th l· aggregate of times, persons, and modes. Th e pur e infinitive 
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is the Aion, the st raight line, the empt y form, and the distance; it 
permits no disti nction of moments, but goes on being di, ·ided formally 
in the doubl e and simultan eous direction of th e past and the futur e. 
The infinitive does not implicate a time internal to language without 
exp ressing the sense or the CH'nt, that is to say, the set of problems i_ 
raised by language. It conn ects the interiorit y of language to the 
cxte riority of being. It inherits th erefore the communi cation of e,·ent s 
among themseh ·es. As for univocity, it is tr ansmitt ed from Being to 
language, from th e extcriorit y of Being to the interiorit y of language . 
E~uivocity is always the equi vocity of noun s. Th e Verb is the univocity 
ot language, in the form of an undet ermined infinitive, wit hou t person, 
without pr esent , without any di\'crsity of voice. It is poetr y itself. As it 
<?xpre sses in language all even ts in one, the infiniti ve verb expresses the 
C\'ent of language- language being a uniqu e event which merges now 
with that which renders it possible. 
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Tw ent y-Seventh Series 

of O rality 

Language is rendered fX>ssiblc by that which distinguishes it. What 
separat es sounds from bo<lies makes sound s into the elem ents of a 
language. What separat es speaking from eating renders speech possible; 
what sepa rates propositions from things rend ers propo sitions possible. 
The sur face and that whi<:h takes place at the surface is what "renders 
possiblc"- in other words, the eve nt as that which is expressed. The 

expressed mak t>s possible the ex pression. Rut in th is case, we find 
ourselves co nfront ed with a f-inal task: to ret race the histo ry which 

liberates sound s and mak es them indept·nden t of bodies. It is no lonee r 
a question of a static gc·ncsis whit·h wou ld lead from the presu1:>pesed 
l'Vl'nt to its actualization in stat l'S of affairs and to its expressio n in 
propositions. It is a ques t ion of a dynamic ge nesis which ll'ads dir ectly 
from stat <'S of affairs to even ts, from mixtur es to pu re li1ws,.f rom depth to 

1he production c!f sufaces, whic h must not implicate at all the ot her genes is. 

For, from the po int of vic·w of th e other genesis, we posit eating and 
spea king by right as t-vrn series already separate d at th e surfan '. Th ey 
an· separated and articu lated by the· even t whic h is the n·sult of one of 
th t·m, to which it relat t·s as a not·matic att r ihut<', and render s tlw other 
scric·s possib le, to which it relat es as an exp ressib le sense . Rut it is ro 
t·nt ircly dilTen·nt question how !>peaking is effecti, ely di~c·ngagc·cl from 

N t ing, how th e surface itself is produ ced, or how the incorporeal cv<·nt 
n·su lts from bodily states. Wht·n \\'(' say that the sound becomes 
indl'pcndcn t, we mean to say that it n·as('S to hl· a spcdfic quality 
attac hed to bodies, a noise or a er\', and that it hegins to des ignate 

ciualitics, manifest bodies, and sigr~ify subjects or predicates. As it 
happcns, sou nd takes on a co nwnti onal \'alue inside den ota_tion, a 
custo mar y value in manifestati on, and an artificial value in signification, 
onh- bcc~usc it estab lishes its indqJl'n ck·nce at the surface from the 

higiwr authority of cxpr cssivity. Th t' dq) th -surfacc distinction is'. in 
e\'l' ry respect, pr imary in relati on to th t· distinctions natu n ·-co m·ent1on, 

natu re-custo m, or natur e-artifi ce. 
ow, th e history of depth s b(·gins with what is most terr ifying: it 

begins with the theater of terro r whose unforgctab le pictur e Melanie 
Kl~·in painted. In it, th e nur sing infant is, beginning with his or her first 
w ar, stage . actor , and drama at oncc. O rality, mout h, anti breast are 
init ially botto mless depth s. ot only are the breast and th e entir e body 
of the moth er split apa rt into a good and a bad object, but th ey are 
aggressively empti ed, slashed to pieces, broke n into crumb s and alimcn­
tarv morsels. The intr ojection of the se partial objects into the body of 
th(: infant is acco mp anied by a proj ect ion of aggressiveness ont o these 
intt·rna l objects, and by a re- projec tion of these objects into the mater­
nal body. Thu s, introj ected morsels arc like poisonous, pe rsecuting, 
t·xplosive, and tox ic substances threat ening the child's body from within 
and being end lessly reco nstitut ed inside the mot her's body. Th e neces­
sity of a p(·rpetual re- introj ection is the result of thi s. The entir e system 
of intro jection and proj ec tion is a communication of bodies in, and 
throug h, dcpt h. Ora lity is naturall y pro longed in cannibalism and anality 
in the case of which partial objec ts are exc reta, capable of exploding 
th<· mot h(·r 's body, as well as th e body of thc infant . Th e bits of one are 
ah, ays the persecut ors of the oth(•r , and, in thi s abominable mixtu re 
which constitut es the Passion of the nur sing infant , pt>rsc·cutor and 
)>l'rl>l'Cutt·d arc always th l' same. In th is S)'stem of mou th -anus or 
alinwn t-l'x rl'mc nt, bod ies bur st and cauS(' ot lwr bod ies to burst m a 
uni\'l'rsa l c<'sspool. 1 We call this world of introjected and projl'c tcd, 
alinwntary and exc reme nta l parti al internal object s the world of s,mula­

cw . Melani\' Klein dl'scribcs it as the paranoid-schizoid position of the 
d 1ild. It i~ sun.Tl 'd('d by a deprt· ssive position which characte ri1.cs a 

dua l progn ·ss, sinn· thl' child str ives to reco nstitute a comp lete 9ood 



object and to idcn ti(y himself with this object. The child strives thu s to 
achiC',-c a corrl'spo nding identit y, even if in this new dra ma he has to 
share the thr eats, sufferings, and all the passions undergon<' by th e good 
object. Depressive ' 'idcntit-ication," with its confirmation of the super­
c·go and formation of the ego, replaces paranoid and schizoid " intr ojec­
tion-pr ojcction ." Every thing is prepar ed at last for the access to a sexual 
pos ition marked by Oedi pus, throu gh new dange rs. In it, the libidinal 
impu lses tend to be disengaged from dest ructive impul ses and to invest 
throu gh "symb oliza tion" always better organized objec ts, interests, and 
act i\'ities. 

Th e comm ents we will make about certain details of the Kleinian 
schema are intended to sketch out "o rientati ons" on ly. f or the very 
theme of positions implies the idea of the orientations of psychic life 
and of cardin al points; it also implies the idea of the organization of this 
life in accordance with variable o r shifting coordin ates and dimensions, 
an entir e gt'og raphy and geo metr y of living dimensions. It seems at first 
as if th e paranoid-s chizoid position merges with the developm ent of an 
oral-anal depth- a bott oml(•ss depth. Everything star ts out in the 
abyss. But in this respect, in this domain of partial objects and pieces 
which people the dept h, we are not certain whether or not the "good 
objec t" (the good breast) can be considered as introjected in the same 
way as th_e bad object is. Melanie Klein herself showe d that the splittin g 
of the obicc t mto good and bad in the cast' of intr ojection is dupli cate d 
throu gh a fragmentation which the good object is unable to resist, since 
one can never be sure that th e good objec t does not conceal a bad 

piece. Furth em1ore, every piece is bad in prin ciple (that is, persecuti ng 

~nd ~er~ecutor ), only w~at is wholesome:' and complete is ~ But 
111tro1cct1on, to be prec ise, docs not allow what is wholesome to 
subsist. i This is why the equilibr ium prope r to the schizoid position and 

its relati on to the subsequent depressive position do not seem capable 
of coming abou t from the intr ojection of a good object as such, and 
they must be revised . What the schizo id position opposes to bad partial 
ob jects- intr ojected and projected, tox ic and excreme ntal, oral and 
anal - is not a goo d objec t , evc-n it if were part ial. What is opposed is 
rather an organism wit hout parts, a body with out organs, with neither 
mouth nor anus, having g iven up all int roject ion or proj ection, and 
being compktc , at this price. At this point, the tension betwem id ; nd 
ego is formed. Two depth s arc opposed: a hollow depth, wherein bits 
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whirl about and explode, and full dept h. The se arc two mixtur es: one 
is made of har d and solid fragments wh ich change; the ot her is liquid, 
fluid, and perfect, withou t part s or alteratio n because it has the prop­
{'rty of melting and welding (all the bones in a mass of blood). It does 
not seem, in this sense, th at the uret hral th eme can be set on the same 
plane as the anal theme. Excrements are always organs and morsels, 
sometimes dr eaded as toxi c substances and somet imes utilized as weap­
ons to break apart still oth er morsels. Urine, on the cont rary, bears 
witness to a liquid prin ciple capable of bindi ng all of the morsels 
toget her , and of surm ountin g such a breaking apart in the full dept h of 
a body (finally) without organs. 3 If we assum e that the schizophrenic, 

with all th e language he has acquir ed, regresses to this schi7.0id position, 
we shou ld not be surpri sed to find again in schizophr enic language the 
dua lity and compl ementarit y of wo rds-passions, splintered excremental 
bits, and of words-actions, blocks fused together by a prin ciple of water 
or li re. Henceforth, everythin g takes place in dept h, benea th tht' realm 
of sense, bet'vveen two nonsenses of pur e noise-t he nonsense of the 
body and of th e splint ered word, and the nonsense of the block of 
bodies or of inart iculate ,,.vords (th e " that doesn't make sense," fO n'a 

pas de sens, acti ng as the positive process of both sides). The same dua lity 
of complementar y poles is found again in schizophr enia bet.,,,·een reiter­
ations and persevera tions, betwee n jaw-grind ing and cata tonia, for 
examp le. The first bears ,vitness to interna l objects and to the bod ies 
th<·y brt'ak to pieces- th e same bodies which break them to pieces; 
the second manifests the body 'vvithout organs. 

It seems to us that the good objec t is not int rojec ted as such, because 
it belongs from the very start to anot her dimension. The goo d object 
has anot her "posit ion ." It belongs to the heights, it holds itself above, 
and does not allow itself to fall without also changing its nature. We 
should not unde rstand height as an inverted dep th. It is rath er an 
original dim ension distinguished by the natu re of the objec t which 
occu pies it, and by the instan ce which circulat es in it. The superego 
do<'s not begin wit h the t-irst int rojected objects, as Melanie Klt·in says, 
but rather \\'ith tbis good object which holds itself aloft. h eud ofte n 
insisted on the importance of this tran sference from depth to height , 
which indicat<'s, betwee n the id and the superego, a total change of 
orientation and a central reo rganization of psychic life. Dt·pth has an 
int<'rnal ten sion dctennine d by dynamic catego ries- container-con-
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taincd, empt y- full, massi\'e-mcagcr, etc. But th e tens ion pr oper to 
height is verti cality, difference in size, the large and th C' small. In 
opposition to parti al intr ojec ted obj<·cts, which do not express the 
aggn'ssi ,·eness of the infant without also expressing thl' aggressiveness 
dire cte d against him or her, and which by the same tokt·n arc bad and 
dangerous, the good object as such is a compl ete object. If it manifests 
the most venomous cruelty as well as love and protectio n, it is not 
because of its parti al and di\'ided natu re, but as a goo d and complete 
object all the manifestati ons of which emanat e from a higher and 

superior unity. In fact, the good object has taken upon itself the two 
schi;,;oid poles-t hat of partial objects from which it extra cts its force 
and that of the body wit hou t organs from which it extracts its form, 
that is, its completeness and integrity. It maintain s therefore complex 
relation s with the id as a reser voir of parti al objects (introjec ted and 
proj ected into a fragment ed body), and wit h the ego (as a complete 
body without organs). lm~far as ii is ihe principle ?J" the depressi11e posiiion, 

the goo d object is not the successo r of the schizoid position, but rath er 
forms itself in th e curr ent of this position, with borro.,.vings, blockages, 
and pressur es which at test to a constant communi cation bet,..veen the 
two. At th e limit , of course, the schizoid can reinforce the tension of 
his own position in orde r to shut himself up to the revelation s of height 
or vertica lity. But, in any event, the good object of the heights maintain s 
a stru ggle with th e part ial objects in which force is at stake in the 
violent confrontati on of two dim ensions. Th e body of the infant is like 
a den full of intr ojected savage beasts which end eavour to snap up the 
good objec t ; th e goo d object, in turn , behaves in th eir presence like a 

pitiless bird of pr ey. Und er these circumstan ces, th e ego i<lenti~ th 
the goo d object , patt erning itself after it in a model of love and 
partaking of its powe r and its hatr ed tow ard the internal objects . But it 
also parta kes of its wou nds and its suffering und er th<' blows of th ese 
bad objec ts: ' O n th e other hand , it identifies itsel f with these bad part ial 
objects which endeavo r to catch the goo d object ; it offers assistance, 

alliance, and even pity. Such is the m rt<'x id-ego-s uperego, in which 
evC'r)' one receives as many blows as he metes out and which characte r­
izes the manic-depressive position. In relatio n to the ego, the good 
object as superego mobilizes all of its hatred to the extent th at the_ ego 
has allied itself to the intr ojected objects. But is doc-s grant it assistan ce 
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and love, to the extent that the <·go crosses over and attempt s to 

idcnt ifv itself with it. 
Tha~ love and hate do not refer to partial objec ts, but express the 

uni ty of the good and whole object, must be und erstood in term s of 
the " position" of th at object - its transcendence in height . Beyond 
lo\"ing and hating, assisting or fighting, th ere is "esca ping" and "wit h­
drawi ng" in the heights. The good ob ject is by natu re a lost object. It 
on ly shows itself and appears from the start as already lost , as ha11i119 

been lost. Its eminent unit y lies here. On ly as lost, the goo d object 
con f C'rs its love on the one who is able to find it for th e first time as 
"found again" ("retrow,e") (the ego which identi fies with it); and it 
confers its hate on the one who approa ches it aggressively as somC'thing 
"d iscovered" or "exposed," and yet already there (th e ego takin g the 
side of internal objec ts). Coming about in the course of the schizo id 
posit ion, the good object posits itself as having always preex isted in this 
ot her dimension which now interferes with depth. This is why, higher 
than the movement throu gh which it confers love and blows, th ere is 
tlw essence thr oug h which and into which it withdr aws and frustrat es 
us. It wit hdraw s covered with its wou nds, but it also withdraw s into its 
Ion- and its hate. It gives its love only as a love which was given before 
(comme redonne), as a pardo ning; it confers its hate on ly as a recalling of 
threats and warnings which did not take place. It is th erefore as a result 

of frustra tion that the good objec t, as a lost object , distribut es love and 
hatred . If it hates, it is as a good object, and no less than it loves. If it 
loves th e ego which i<lentifies wit h it and hates the ego which iden tifies 
wit h the partial objects, it withdr aws even furt her ; it frustrat es the ego 
""hich hesitat es between th e two and suspects it of doubl e-dealing. 
Frustration , in view of which the first t ime can only be a seco nd time, 
is th<' common origin of love and hat red. The good object is cruel (the 
nue lty of th e superego) to the ex tent that it ties together all thC'se 
moments of , love and hate conferred from on high with an instance 
which turn s its face away and offers its gifts (dons) only as gifts o ffered 

onn· hefore (redonnes). Schizophrenic pre-Soc rati c philosophy is thu s 
followed hy depressive Plato nism: the Good is reached only as the 
ohjcc.t of a reminiscence, uncovered as essentially veiled; th e O ne gives 
only what it docs not ha\"e, since it is supC'rior to what it gives, 
withdrawn into its h<'ight ; and , a.~ Plato said of the Idea, "it flees or it 

TWI·NTY-Sl:VFNT II SERIES 01' O R ALITY 19 1 



pcrishes"- it perishes under the blows of internal objects, but it flees 
in relation to the ego, since the Idea precedes it; the )d<.'a withdra ws as 
th e ego ad\'anccs, leaving with it only a little love or hate. These, as we 
ha\·c seen, arc the characte ristics of the depressive past perfect. 

Th e manic-depressive position, being determi ned by the good object, 
presents therefore all sorts of new characterist ics at the same time that 
it inserts itself in the paranoid-schizoid position. This is no longer th e 
cfrep world of the simulacra, but rath er th at of th e idol on high. It is no 
longer a matter of mechanisms of introjection and projection, but of 
identification. And it is no longer the same Spa/tuns or division of th e 
<.'go. Th e schizophrenic sp lit is a split between the explosive, introj ected 
and projected internal objects, or rather the body which is fragmented 
by these objects, and the hody without organs and without mechanisms 
renoun cing projection as well as introjection . The depressive split is 
betw een th e two poles of identification, that is, th e identification of the 
ego with the internal objects and its identification with the objec t of 
heights. In the schizophrenic position, "partial" qualifies internal objects 
and is contrasted with "comp lete," which qualifies the body without 
organs react ing to these objec ts and the fragmentati on th ey make it 
suffer. In the depressive position , "complete" qualifies the object , and 
subsumes under it not only the qualifications "unham1ed" and "wounded," 
but also "present " and "absent," as the doubl e movement by means of 
which this highest object gives outside of itself and withdraw s into 
itself. for this reason, the experience o f frustrati on, that is, th e experi­
ence o f the good object which withdraws into itself or which is 
essentially lost , belongs to the depressiYe position. In the case of the 
schizoid position , everything is aggressiveness exerted or unde~ , in 
the mechanisms of introjection and projection; in the strained relation 
between fragmentC'd part s and th e body without organs, everyt hin9 is 

passion and action, e\·eryth ing is communi cat ion of bod ies in dept h, attac k 
and defense. There is no room for privation or for the frustrati ng 
situation, which appears in th e course of the schizoid position, although 
it emanates from the other position. It is for this reason that the 
depr essive position prepares us for somet hing which is neither acrion nor 
passion, that is, for the impassible withdr awal or contra ction. It is for 
this reason as \1/dl that th e manic-de pressive position seems to ha_ve a 
cruelty which is different from th e parano id-schizoid aggressiveness. 
Cru<:>lty implil's all these moment s of a love and hate bestowed from 
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above, by a good but lost object which withdraws and which always 
gives what it gives for the second time. Masochism belongs to the 
depressive position , not only with respect to the sufferings which it 
undergoes, but also with respect to thl.' sufferings that it likes to confer, 
throu gh identification wit h the t·rnclty of the good object as such. 
Sadism, on the other hand, depend s on the schizo id position, not only 
with respect to the sufferings it inflicts upon othe rs, but also with 
respect to the sufferings it inflicts upon itself throu gh the projection 
an<l internalization of aggressiveness. We have seen, from anothe r point 
of vie ... v, how alcoholism fits the depressive position, playing the role of 
the highest object , its loss and the law of this loss in the past perfect ; 
we have seen how finally it replaces the liquid pr inciple of schizophr enia 
in its tragic present s. 

And then the first stage of the dynamic genesis appears. The depth is 
clamorous: clappings, crackings, gnashings, cracklings, explosions, the 
shatte red sound s of internal objects, and also the inarticulate howls­
breath s (cris-soi1fles) of the body without organs whic h respond to them 
- all of th is forms a sonorous system bearing witness to the oral-anal 
rn racity. This schizoid system is inseparable from the terrible predic­
tion: speaking will be fashioned out of eating and shitting, language and 
its univocity will be sculpt ed out of shit ... (Artaud speaks of th e "caca 
of being and of its language"). But, to be precise, what guarant ees the 
first rough sketch of this sculptu re, and th e first stage in the formatio n 
of a language, is the good object of the depressive position up above. 
For it is this object that , from among all the sounds of the dep th , 
extracts a Voice . If we take into considerat ion the characteristics of the 
good objec t (of being found only as lost, of appearing for the first time 
as already th ere, etc.) it seems that tl1ey are necessarily gathered into a 
rn ice which speaks and comes from on high. 5 Freud himself stressed 
tlw acoustic origin of the superego. For the child, the fi rst approac h to 
language copsists in grasping it as the model o f that which preexists, as 
referring to the entir e domain of what is already the re, and as the 
familial voice which conveys tr adition, it affects the child as a bearer of 
a name and demands his insertion even before the child begins to 
unde rstand. In a certain way, this voice has at its disposal all the 
dimensions of organized language: it denotes the good objec t as such 
or, on the contr ary, the introjected objects; it signifies somet hing, 
namely, all th e concepts and classes ·which struct ure the domain of 
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preexiste nce; and it manifests the emotio nal variat ions of the whole 
person (tlw voice that loves and reassures, attacks and scolds, that itself 
rnm plains al>out being wou nded, o r withdr aws and kl'cps 9uict ). The 
,·oicc, though, presents the dimensions of an organized language, with­
out yet bl'ing able to grasp the organizing principle according to which 
the mice itself would be a language. And so we arc left outsiclC' sense, 
far from it, this time in a pre-sense (pre-sens) of heights: the voice does 
not yet ha\'e at its disposal the univocit)' which would make it a 
language, and, having unit y only in virtu e of its eminc-ncc, rt'sts l'nt an­
glcd in the e9uivocity of its denota tions, the analogy of its significations, 
and the ambivalence o f its manifestations. Truth to tell, to the- extent 
that it denotes the lost object, one docs not know what the voice 
denotes; one does not know what it signifies since it signifies the order 
of preexist ing entit ies; one docs not know what it manifests since it 
mani fests withdr awal into its principle, or silence. It is at once the 
object , the law of th e loss, and the loss itself. Indeed, as the superego, 
it is the voice of God, that which forbids without our knowing what is 
forbidden, since we will learn it only through the sanction. This is the 
paradox of the voice which at the same time marks the insufficiency of 
all theories of analogy and c9uirn city: it has the dimen sions of a 
language without having its condition; it awaits the event that will make 
it a language. It is no longer a noise, but is not yet language. We can, at 
least, measure the progress of t lw vocal with respect to the oral, or the 
originality of thi s depressive voice in relation to the sonorous schizoid 
system. The voice is no less opposed to no ises when it silences them 
than when it itself groans under their aggression, or keeps the ·1encc. 
We constant ly relive in our dreams the passage from noise to voice; 
observers have correctly noted how sounds r<•aching the sleep<·r were 
o rganized in the voice ready to awaken him.6 We arc schizophr enic 
while sleeping, but manic-depressi,·e when nearing the point of awak­
ening. Wh en the schizoid put s up a defense against the deprc·ssive 
position, when the schizophrenic regresses beyond this position, it is 
because the voice thr eatens the whole body, thanks to which it acts, no 
lt·ss than it th rnatc-ns the interna l objects thr ough which it suffers. As in 
the case of the schizophr enic language stud ent , the maternal voice must 
be decomposed, without delay, into literal phonetic sounds and rcco1:n­
posed into inarticulate blocks. The thefts of the hody, thought and 
spc-cch <·xperienccd b~• t lw schizophrenic in his confrontat ion with the 
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dep ressive position arc but onl'. It is not nc.·cessary to wonder whet her 
echoes, constra ints, and thl,fts arl· primary or only secondary in relation 
to automat ic phenomena . This i~ a falsl' problem since what is sto len 
from the schizophrenic is not tlw rnin·; what is stok n by the voice 
from on high is, rat her, the ent ire ~onorous, pre,·ocal system that he was 
Jhle to make into his ''s piritu al Jutomaton." 
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Tw ent y-Eighth Series 

of Sexualit y 

l 1e word "partial" has two senses. hr st , it des ignates the state of 
int rojected objects and the co rrespo nd ing state of the dri ves att ached 
to th ese objects. It also des ignates elect ive bod ily zones and the state of 
the dri ves which find in th em a "sou rce ." These are objects which may 
th emselves be parti al: the breast or finger for the oral zone, excremt·nts 
for the ana l zone. The two senses should not, howe\'e r , be confused. It 

h. as often been noted that th e t, ~o psychoan~lytic notions of stage. al d 
zone do not co incide. A stage 1s characte rized by a type of act1,ly 
which assimilates ot her act ivities and realizes in a cert ain mode a 
mixtur e of d rives- absorpti on, for example, in the first oral stage, 
"'hi ch also assimilates the anus, or excre tion during the anal stage, 
which prolongs it, and which also takes o,·c r the mo uth. Zones, on the 
cont rary, represent the isolation of a terri to ry, activities which " in\'est " 
this territ ory, and dri ves which now find in it a distinct source. Th e 
part ial object of a stage is fragmented by the act i\'ities to which it has 
been subm itted; th e partial object of a zone, on the other hand , is 
separa ted from the whole by the terri to ry which it occ upies and wh ich 
limits it. The o rganization of zones and the organization of stagl·s occ~ r, 
of cou rse, almost simult aneously, since all positions arc elaborated 
durin g th e first yc·ar of life, c-ach one encroac hing on the precedi ng 

pos1t1on and interve ning in its course. But the essential difference is 
that zones are.facts ef 1he surface, and that their organization implies the 
constituti on, the discovery, and the i1wes tme nt of a third dim ension 
which is no longe r either depth or height. One could say that th e object 
of a zone is " projected," but project ion no longer signifies a mec hanism 
of depth . It now indicates a sur face opera t ion - an operati on occurrin g 
on thc sur face. 

In confo m1ity with the Freudia n theo ry of erogenous zones and th eir 
relat ion to perversion, a th ird position, the sexual-perverse, can thu s be 
defined. Its autonomy is based on the dime nsion which is proper to it: 
sexual perversion is distinct from the· dep ressi\'e ascent or conversion 
and from th e schizophr enic subversion. The erogenous zones are cut up 
on the surface of the body, around orifices marked by the pr esence of 
mu cous membranes. Wh en peop le note that internal organs are also 
able to beco me erogenous zones, it appears tha t this is conditi onal upon 
the spontan eous topology of the body . In accordance with th e latt er, as 
Simondon said of membran es, "th e ent ire content of intern al space is 
topologica lly in contact with th e cont ent of external space on the limits 
of th e living." 1 It does not even suffice to say that the eroge nous zones 
are cut up on the surface, since the sur face does not preex ist them. In 
fact, each zone is the dynamic format ion of a sur face space around a 
singularity constitut ed by the or ifice. It is able to be prolonged in all 
directions up to the vicinity of anoth er zone depe nding on another 
singularity. O ur sexual body is initially a Harlequin 's cloak. Each eroge­
nous zone is inseparable from one or several singular po ints, from a 
seria l development arti culated around the singularity and from a dri ve 
i1Wcst ing this territ ory. It is inseparable from a partial objec t "pro­
jcc:ted" on to the territ ory as an objec t of sat isfaction (ima9e), from an 
observer or an ego bound to the territ ory and experiencing satisfact ion, 
and from a mode o f joining up with other zones. The entir e surface is 

tlw product of thi s connect ion, and, as we will see, this poses spec ific 
prob lems. Precisely because the ent ire su rface does not preex ist, sexual­
it~· in its tirst (p regenital ) aspect mus t be defined as a \'e ritablc prod uc­
tion of parti al su rfaces. The au to-ero t ic·ism which co rresponds to it 

mus t he characterized by the objec t of satisfact ion projec ted on to the 
surface· and by the lit tle narcissistic ego which contem plates it and 
indulgc·s in it . 

How docs this produc t ion come ahout ? How is this sexual position 
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formed? It is cl<'arl~· rwcessary to sc<·k the principl e in thl' prccC'ding 
positions, and csp<Tially in the reaction of th<' depr cssi\'c position to the 
schizoid prn,ition. I ki ght , in fact, has a stran ge powC'r of r('action to 
depth . It st·t·ms, from th e point of view of height, that d<•pth turn s, 
orient!> itsdf in a new mannc·r, and spreads itself ou t : from a bird' s C'ye 
\'inv, it is hut a fold more o r less easily und onc, or ratllC'r a local orifi~e 
!->Urrounde d or hc·mmcd in at the su rface·. Of cou rse, thC' fixation or the 
n·g rcssion to th e schizoid positio n implies a resista nce to the dt·prcssi\'e 
positio n. such that the surface would not be able to be formed. In this 
case, each zone is pierced by a thousand orifices which ann ul it; or, on 
the co ntrar y, the body without organs is clo cd on a full depth wit hou t 
limits and without exterio rity. MoreovC'r, thC' depre ssive' position do cs 
not itself co nstitute a surfac:t•; rather , it hurls into the orifice' anvone 
who might be careless enoug h to venture th ere-as in th<' ca;c o f 
NietLsche, who discovC'red the surface from a height of si_x thousand 
feet, only to be engu lfed by the subsisting orifice (sec th e apparentl y 
manic-depr<'ssivt• episodes preceding the• onset of ietzsche's madn ess). 
Th e fact is though that height rende rs possible a constituti on of part ial 
surfaces, like many-c olored fields unfoldin g beneath the wings of an 
airplane . As for the superego, despite all its cruelt y, it is not without 

kindne ss with respect to the sexual organization of supl' rlicial zones, to 
the ex tent that it can assume that the libidinal drivt•s are there separated 

fro m the destruni1'e dri11es '?f the depths. 1 

Of course, the sex ual or libidinal dri,·es WC'rc alreadv at work in th e 
depth s. But it is important to understa nd the stat e of ~heir mixtur e­
with the dri\' es of preservation.,, on om• hand , and dri vC's of ckath, o 

the ot lwr. In dept h, the dri ves of prcser\'ation which constitut e the 
alimen tary system (absorption and even cxc rl'tion) <lo indeed have reaJ 
objects and aims, but thank s to th (• powerlessness of the nur sing child , 

thc·y do not have' at their disposal the means to be satisfied or to possess 
the real object. Thi s is why the so-ca lled sexual dri" es are fashioned 
,·c·ry much after th e drives of conservat ion, being born togl'ther wit h 
th t·m and subs tit ut ing introjected and projected parti al objC'cts for 
objec ts th at are out of rC'ach. A st r ict comp lementarity exists betwe en 
S('Xual drives and simula cra. Destru ction, thl'n, do<'s not designate' a 
certain character of the relation to the fornwd real objC'ct ; it c1ualifi~s 
rathC'r the C"ntirc mode of th e formation of the inH·rnal partia l objl'ct 
(pi<'ccs) and tlw l'n tir e rdation to it, sinCl' thC' same thino is ckstro y(·d E- , 
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and destroyer, and sen •es to <kstroy the ego as much as the other, to 
the P? int that destro ying/being destroyed cm·ers all internal sensibility. 
In thrs sense, all thr ee driws nwrg<' togeth t·r in depth, un der such 
conditi ons that presen •ation prm·idt:s tlw dri\' e, sexualit y pro\' idcs th e 
substituti ve ob ject, and destru ction pro\'icles the whole reversible rela­
tion. But pn :cisely because prC'scn at ion is, at its founda t ion, threatC'ned 
by thi s system in which it has bC'come involved (whl·rein to eat becomes 
to be eaten), we see th e whole systt·m bl'ing disp laced; deat h is rc•co\'ered 
as a dri, ·e inside the body with ou t organs at the same time that thi s 

<lead body is eternally conserved and nou rished while' it is sexua lly horn 
of itself. The world of oral-anal-u rethral dept h is the world of a 
rC'volving mixture which can trul y be callC'd bott omk'ss, as it bears 
witn ess to a perp etual subversion. 

W hen we link sexuality to the constituti on of surfa ces or zones, 
what we mean to say is that the libidina l dri\' es find the occasio n for an 
at le~~t apparent double lilx-ration, which is expressed precisely in auto­
erotJc1sm. On one hand, they free the mselves from the alimentarv 
model of the dr ives of pr eservati on, since' they find new sources in th~ 
erogenous zones and new objects in the images projec ted onto these 
zones: th~ s, for examp le, sucking (/e sufotemcnt) which is distinguished 
from suc tion (/a succion). On the other hand, they free themselves from 

~he co ns~raint of the destru ctive drives to the extent that they get 
mvolved m the produ ct ive labo r of sur faces and in new relati ons with 

these nl'w pellicular objects. It is import ant , once again, to distingui sh, 
for examp le, hetwt' en the o ral stage of depth s and the oral zone o f the 

sur face; between th e intr ojt·cted and projected int ernal partia l object 
(simu lacrum ) and the objec t of tht· surface, proj ected ove r a zone in 
acco rda nce with an entir ely d ilTC'rent mecha nism ( image); or finallv 
ht·twec·n sub version, whic h de pends on depth s, and perversion, which 
is inseparab le from su rfaces. 3 We must then considC'r the twi ce' libera ted 
libido as a VC'rita blc supepcia l encr9y. We shou ld not bel ieve, howC'vC'r, 

that the ot hl'r dri\'es ha"e disap peared, that they do not co ntinu e thl'ir 
~,·or k in dept h, or especially that they do not find an original pos ition 
111 the m·w syste m. 

We must aga in turn to th e cntir <· sexual position, wit h its success iw 
(•l<-ments whic h l'nc roa<.:h so muc h upon one anothC'r that the (·lcment 
'' hich precedes is cletermim'd only throu gh its confron tation wit h the 
orw whid, follows, or with tlw prdig urat ion of the one which follows. 
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Th e pre-ge nital erogenous zones or sur faces cannot be separated fro~1 
th e problem of their coordination. It is certain, though, that this 
coo rdination is enacted in several ways: by contiguity, to the degree 
that thC' ser ies which is developed over one zone is extended in anot her 
series; at a distance, to the degree that a zone can be turn ed inward or 
projected onto another, furnishing the image by which the other is 
satisfied; and above all, indirectly, as in Lacan 's mirror stage. It is 
ne,·erth eless true that the direct and global function of integrat ion, or 
o f general coordination, is normally vested in the genital zone. It is this 
zo1w which must bind all the other partial zones, thank s to the phallus. 

And the phallus, in this respect , does not play the role of an organ, but 
rath er that of a parti cular image projected , in the case of th<' little girl 
as well as the littJc boy, ont o this privileged (genital) zone. The organ 
penis already has a long history tied to the schizoid and depressive 
posit ions. As is the case with all organs, the penis has known tlie 
adventur e of the depth s in which it is fragmented , placed inside tlie 
moth er 's and the child 's body, being victim and aggressor, and identified 
with a poisonous bit of food or with an explosivt> excrement . But it is 
no less acquainted with the adventur e of height in which, as a who le­
some and good organ, it confers love and punishment , while at the 
same time withdrawin g in ord er to form the whole person or tlie organ 
corresponding to the voice, that is, th e combin ed idol of both parent s. 
(In a parallel mann er, tlie parental coitus, which is at first interpreted 
as pur e noise, fury, and aggression, bs:comes an organized voice, even in 
its power to be silent and to frustrat e the child.) It is from all theJ 
points of view that Melanie Klein show s that the schizoid and depressi<.e 
positions supply th e early elements of the Oedipus complex; 1har is, that 
th e tran sition from the bad penis to th e good is the indispensable 
conditi on for the arri val of the Oedipus complex in its st rict sense, to 
genital organization and to th e corr esponding new problems.4 We know 
what th ese new probl ems consist of: it is a matt er of organizing surfaces 
and bringing about their coordinati on. In fact, as surfaces imply the 
disengagement of sexual dri ves from alimentar y and destru ctive dri ves, 
the child may come to think that he abandons nouri shment and power 
to his parents, and in return may hope that the penis, as complete and 

9ood or9an, wiJI come to be posed and projected on his own genital 
zone. If so, the penis would becom e the phallus which "d oubles" the 
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child's own organ and pem, its him to have sexual relations with the 

mother "vithout offending the father. 
What is essential is the precaution and modt>sty, at the beginning, of 

the Oedipal demands. Th e phallus, as the image projected on the genital 
zone, is not at all an aggressive instrum ent of penetrati on and cventr a­
tion. On the contr ary, it is an instrument of th e sur face, meant to mend 

the wounds that th e destru ctiH' drives, bad internal objects, and the 
penis of depth s have inflicted on the maternal body, and to reassure the 
good object, to convince it not to turn its face away. (The processes of 
" reparati on" on which Melanie Klein insists seem in this sense to belong 
to the constituti on of a surface which is itself restorative.) Anxiety and 
guilt are not derived from the Oedipal desire of incest ; they are formed 
:veil in advance, the former du ring the schizoid aggressiveness, the 
latt er during the depressive frustration. Oedipal desire would rath er 
invoke them. Oedipus is a pacifjin9 hero ef the Herculean type. We are 
confronted with the Theban cycle. Oedipus dispelled the infernal power 
of depth s and the celestial powe r o f heights, and now claims only a 
third empir e, the surface, nothing but the surface. His conviction that 
he is free of fault and his assurance tha t he had arranged everything to 
evade the prediction come from thi s. This point, which would have to 
be developed th rough the interpretation of the entir e myth , finds a 
confirmati on in the original natur e of th e phallus. The phallus should 
not penetrate, but rath er, like a plowshare applied to the thin fertile 
layer o f the earth, it should trace a line at the sw:face. This line, emanating 
from the genital zone, is the line which ties together all th e erogenous 
zonc·s, thu s ensuring their conn ection or "int erfacing" (doublure), and 
bringing all the partial surfaces together into one and the same surface 
on the body of th e child. Moreover, it is supposed to reestablish a 
surface on the body of the mother herself and bring about the return of 
the withdrawn father. It is in this oedipal phallic phase that a sharp 
dist inction of the two parent s occurs, the mother taking on the aspect 
of an injured body to be mended, and the father taking on th<' aspect 
of a good object to be made to return . Abo,·e all, it is here that the 
child pursues on his own body the constituti on of a sur face and the 
intC'gration of the zones, thank s to the \>veil-founded privilege of the 
grn ital zone'. 
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Tw enty-Ninth Series-Good Intentions 

Are Inevitably Punish ed 

I t is necessary therefore to imagine Oedipus not only as innocent , but 
as full of zeal and good intenti ons-a second Hercules who will 
experience a similarly painful experience. But why do good intentions 
seem to turn against him? It is first because of the fragility of the 
ent erpri se -th e fragility characteristic of surfaces. O ne is never certain 
that the destru ctive dri ves, which continu e to act under the sexual 
dri ves, are not d_irecting the work ~f the latter . The phallus as an imag:; 
at the surface nsks constantly bemg recuperated by the penis of the 
depths or the penis of th e heights. Thu s, it risks being castrat ed as 
phallus, since the penis of th e depths devours and castr ates, and the 
penis of the heights frustrat es. There is therefore a do uble menace of 
cast ration throu gh prcoedipal regression ( castration-devouring, castra ­
tion-d eprivation). Th e line traced by the phallus risks being swallowed 
up inside the deep Spalwn9. Incest risks also ret urning to the state of 
evcnt ration of tht' mother and of th e child, or to a cannibalistic mixture 
where the one who cats is also eaten. In short , the schizoid and even 
th e depressive positio n- the anxiety of one and the culpability of the 
other-thr eaten endlessly the Oedipal complex. As Melanie Klein says,. 
anxiety and culpability arc not born of the incestuous affair. They 
wou ld, rath er, prevent its fom1ation and compro mise it constantl y. 

202 

This first response, howeve r, will not suffice. The constituti on of 
surfaces has also as a prin ciple and intent ion the separation of sexual 
dri ves from destru ctive drives from the depth s, and , in this respect, it 
encounters a certain complacency on the part of the superego or of the 
good object of the heights. Thu s, the dangers of the oed ipal affair must 
also derive from an internal evolution. Moreover, the risks of confusion 
or of corporeal mixtur e, invoked by the-first response, take on their full 
meaning only in relation to these new dangers generated by the oedipal 
enterprise itself. In short , this affair necessarily creates a new anxiety 
which is proper to it, a new culpability or a new castrati on which is not 
reduced to either of the preced ing cases-a nd to which alone the 
name "cas tration complex" corresponds in relation to Oedipus. The 
constituti on of surfaces is the most innocent , but " innocent " does not 
signify "w ithout perversity." We must realize that the superego aban­
dons its original benevolence-a t the oedipa l m oment,.Jor example­
when we go from the organization of pregenital partial surfaces to their 
genital integration or coord ination under the sign of the phallus. But 
why is this so? 

The surface has a decisive importance in th e development of the ego, 
as Freud clearly demonstrat ed when he said that the percept ion­
consciousness system is localized on the membrane formed at the 
surface of the protoplasmic vesicle. 1 The ego, as factor of the "primar y 
narcissism," is initially lodged in the depth s, in the vesicle itself or the 
body without organs. But it is able to attain independence only in the 
"a uto-e roti cism" of part ial surfaces and all the small egos which haunt 
them. The real test of the ego then lies in the problem of coordination, 
and thus of its own coo rdination, when the libido as superficial energy 
invests it in a "seco ndary narcissism ." And, as we earlier suggested, this 
phallic coo rdination of surfaces, and of the ego itself on the surface, is 
accompanied by operations which are qualified as oedipal. This is what 
we must analyze. The child receives the phallus as an image that the 
good ideal penis projects over the genital zone of his body. He receives 
this gift (narcissistic overin vestment of an organ) as the condition by 
which he would be able to bring about the integration of all his other 
zones. But th e fact is that he cannot accomplish the prod uction of the 
surfa~c "vithout intr oducing elsewhere some very important changes. In 
the first place, he splits the gift-making idol or good object o f the 
heights. Both parent s were combin ed earlier, in accordance with for-
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mulas dea rly analyze<l by Melanie Klein: tlw mat ernal body of tht· 
depth s compri scJ a multipli city of penises as par t ial internal objects; 
anJ espt>cially, the goo d object of th e heights was, as a complete orga n, 
bot h penis and breas t-m ot her provid ed with a penis, father provided 
with a lm.-ast. We believe now that the cleavage is achieved as follows: 
from the two disjunctions subsumed und er the good object (unh armed­
wounclcd, present -absent ) tht' child begins by ex tracting the negative 
and makes use of it in orde r to qualify a moth er image and a father 
ima9e. O n ont' hand , the child identifit's the mot her with the wounckd 
body, being the primar y dimension of the complete, goo d object (th e 
wou nded body must not be confused wit h the shatt ered or fragmented 
body of the depth s); and on the ot her hand, th e child identi fies th e 
father with the last dimension, that is, with the good ob ject reti red into 
its height . As for the wound ed body of the moth er, th e child wishes to 
repair it, with his restorativ e phallus and make it unharm ed. He wishes 
to recreate a surface to this body at the same time that he creates a 
surface for his m-vn body. As for the withdr awn ob ject, he wishes to 
br ing about its return , to rende r it pre sent wit h his evocat ive phallus. 

In the unconsc ious, everyone is the offsprin g of divorced par ents, 
dr eaming of restoring th e moth er and bringing about th e retu rn of the 
father , pulling him back from his retr eat: it seems to us that this is the 
basis of what h eud called the " familial rom ance" and its linkage "vith 
the Oed ipus complex. New r has th e child, in his nar cissistic confidence, 
had bett er intention s, never again will he feel as good. Far from castin~ 
himself into an agonizing and g uilt-ridd en ventur e, never, in this posi­
tion, had he believed himself so d ose to dispelling th e anxiety and 
cu lpability of th e previous positio ns. It is tru e that he assumes the 
father 's place and takes the moth er as the objec t of his incestuou s 
desire. But th e incest relationship , almost by proxy, does not imply here 
violence: neither cventration nor usurpation, but rath er a surface rela­
tion, a process of restorat ion and evocation in which the phallus brings 
about a lining at the surface. We darken and harden the Oedi pus 

com plex if we neglect the horror of tlw preceding stages where the 
worst has already happ ened, and we forget that the Oedipa l situation is 
atta ined only to the extent that the libidinal driv es arc liberated from 
the destru ctive dri ves. Wh en Freud remarks that the nom1al pe rson is 
not on ly more immoral than he think s, but more moral than he 
suspec ts, this remark is tru e above all with respect to the Oedipus 

204 TW I: TY-N I NT H SE Rll:: S-GOOD I NTENT I ONS 

complex. Oedipu s is a tragedy, but we must be able to imagine the 
tragic hero as gay and innocent, and as startin g off on the right foot. 
Incest with the mother thr ough resto rat ion and the replacement of the 
father throu gh evocation are not only good intentions (for it is wit h the 
Oed ipus compl ex that the intention- the moral notion par excellence 
- is born ). As intentions, th ey are inseparable extensions o f what is 
appa rently the most innocent activity, which, from the point of view of 
the child , consists of creating a total su rface from all his partial sur faces, 

making use of the phallus projected by the goo d penis from above, and 
caus ing th e parental images to benent from this projection. Oedi pus is 
Herculean because, as peace-maker, he too wishes to form a kingdo m 
of surfaces and of the earth to ht his size. He believed that he had 
ward ed off the mon sters of the depth and allied himself with the 
po"vers from on high. And in his endeavou r, th e restora tion of the 
moth er and th e summoning of the father are the targets: this is the tru e 
Oedipu s complex . 

But why does it all turn out so badly? Why is the produ ct of this 
affair a new anguish and a new culpability? Wh y does Hercules find in 

Juno a stepmother filled v.rith hatred, resisting every offer of reparation, 
and in Zeus a father ever more withdr awn, turnin g away from his son 

after having favored him ? One could say that th e affair of the surfaces 
(good intention, the kingdom of the earth ) encount ers not only an 
expecte d enemy from the infern al depth s, whose· defea t was th e ques­
tion at hand, but an unexpected enemy as wel l- that of the height s 
which, howeve r , rendered the affair possib le and can no longe r bail it 

out. Th e superego as the good object begins to condemn the libidinal 
dri\'C'S themselves. In fact , in his desire for incest- restorat ion, Oedipus 
saw. What he saw (once the cleavage has been made), but shou ld not 
have seen, is that th e wo unded body of th e moth er is not only wound ed 
hy the interna l penises it contains; insofar as its surface is lack ing a 
pen is, it is wou nded like a castra ted body. Th e phallus as a projected 
image, \\'hich bestow ed a new force on the child 's penis, designates, on 
th<' contr ary, a lack in the moth er. This discovery thr eatens the child in 

an essential mann er, for it signifies (on the other side of the cleavage) 
that the penis is the prop erty of the father. Wishing to su mmon the 
father hack and to make him present , the child bet rays the paternal 
l's~cncc of wit hdr awal. This essence cou ld not be found but onlv as if 
rccovercd- rc·covcrc-d in absence and in forgetfu lness- but neve; given 
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in a simpk pres ence of the "t hing" which would eliminat e forgetting. 2 

It hcc:omes thcrdc.>rc tru e, at this mom ent, that by wishing to restor e 
the mother , the child has in fact castrat ed and eventr ated h<'r; and that 
by wishing to bring back tht' father, th e child has betravcd and killed 
him , transfonn ed him into a cadaver. Castration, d<'ath · bv castration, 
becomes the child 's destin y, reflected by the mot her in thi~ anguish he 
now experiences, and inflicted by th(' fathe r in this culpabilit) · he now 
subm its to as a sign of vengeance. 

All this story began with th"' phallus as an image projccted over the 
genita l zone, which gave to th e child' s penis the force of embar king on 
th e ventur e. But e,·erything seems to terminat e with th e image which 
is dissipated and which carri es along with it th e disapp earanc e of the 
child 's penis. "Perversity" is the traversal of surfaces , and here, in this 
traver sal, somet hing new and changed is revealed. Th e line that the 
phallu s traced at th e surface, across every partial surface, is now the 
trac e of castration where the pha llus is itself dissipated-a nd th e penis 
along \.Vith it. This castration, which alone merit s tht· name "complex," 
is distinguish ed in pr inciple from the two other castration s: that of 

depth , throu gh devourin g-absorpti on; and that of height , through pri­
vation-fru stration. It is a castration throu gh "adso rption ," a surface 
phenom enon: like, for example , the surface poisons, those of the tuni c 
and the skin which bum Hercul es; or the poisons on images which 

might only have been contemplat ed, such as the venomous coatings on 
a mirror or on a paintin g which so inspired the Elizabethan theater. 

But, as it happen s, it is in virtu e of its specificity that thi s castration 
recove rs the other two. As a surface phenomenon, it marks th e failure 
or illness, the prematur e mold , the way in which the surface pr ema­
turel y rot s, and the surface line rejoins the deep Spalwn9 or incest 
rejoins the cannibali stic mixture of the depths - all of this, in conform­
ity with the first reason wh ich we invoked earlier. 

Th e matt er, howeve r , docs not end here. The release, in the case of 
Oedip us, of intention as an ethical category, has a considerabl e positive 
importan ce. At first sight only the negative is present in the case of the 
good intention that has gone awry: the willed act ion has been denied 
almost, and suppr essed by what is rea lly do ne; and what is really don e 
is ne9ated as well by the one who did it and who rejects responsibility 
for it ( it's not me, I didn't wan t that -" ! have killed unwittin gly"). It 
\\"ould hc a mistak e, howeve r, to think of good intention, and its 
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essent ial perver sity, in the framework of a simple oppos ition betwe en 
two determined actions-a n intended actio n and an accomplished 
action. Indeed, on the onc hand the willed action is an image of action 
a projected action; and we do :1ot speak of a psychologic; I proje ct of 
the will, but of that which render s it possible, that is, of a mechanism 
of projection tied to physical surfaces. It is in this sense that Oedipu s 
can be und erstood as the tragedy of Semblance (Apparence). f ar from 
being an agency of the depth s, intl;'ntion is the phenomenon of the 
entire surface, or the phenome non \\"hich adequatel y corr esponds to the 
coordination of th e physical surfaces. The very notion of Image, after 
having designat ed the superfic ial object of a partial zone, and then the 
phallus projected on the geni tal zone, and the pellicular par ental images 
born of a cleavage, comes finally to designate action in general. Th e 
latt er concerns the surface- not at all a parti clllar action but anv > I 

action wh ich spr eads itself ou t at the surface and is able to stay ther e 
(to resto re and to evoke, to restor e the surface and to summon to the 
surface). But, on the ot her hand, the action effectively accomplished is 
no mor e a det ermin ed action which would oppose the ot her, nor a 
passion which wo uld be the repercussion of the proj ected action. 
Rather it is something that happen s, or something which represents all 
that can happ en; better still, it is the necessary result of action s and 
passions, althoug h of an entirel y different natur e, and itself neither 
action nor passion: event, pure event , Evencum tantum (to kill the father 
and castrat e the moth er, to be castrated and to die). But this amou nts 
to saying that the accomp lished act ion is proj ected on a surfac e no less 
than the oth er action. This su rface, thoug h, is entirel y different; it is 
metaph ysical or tran scendental. On e might say that the enti re action is 
proj ected on a double screen- one screen constitut ed by the sexual 
and physical surface, th e other by an already metaphysical or "cerebral" 
surface. In short , intention as an Oed ipal category does not at all oppose 
a determ ined action to anoth er, as, for example, a parti cu lar willed 
action to a parti cular accomplished action. On the contrar y, it takes the 
tot ality o f c,·ery possible action and divides it in t\\'o, proj ects it on two 

sc_reens, as it dc-termines each side acco rding to the- necessary ex igencies 
ol ea<:h screm. On one hand, the entir e imag"' of actio n is projec ted on 
a physical surface, wher e th e action itself appears as willed and is found 
detcrmim 'cl in the forms of resto ration anJ evocat ion; on th e other, the 
t'11tin• result of the action is proj ected on a metaphysical surfac e, when' 
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the a<:tion itself appears as produced and not willed, detennin ed by th e 
fonn s of mur de r and castrati o n. The famous mechanism of "d cnegation" 
(that' s not what I wanted ... ), with all its importan ce with respect to 
th(• fom1ation of 1hou9h1, mu st be interpr eted as expressing the passage 
from one sur face to another. 

Perhaps we are moving too fast. It is obvious that th e mu rder and 
the castrati on which result from the action conce rn bodies, that th ey 
do not by th emselves constitut e a metaph ysical surface and that th ey 
do not even belong to it. But nonetheless they are on the way, provid ed 
that we acknow ledge that thi s is a long road mark ed by stages. In fact , 
along wit h the "narcissistic wound," that is, when the phallic line is 
tran sformed into the tra ce of castratio n, the libido , which invested the 
ego of secondar y narcissism at the surface, undergoes a parti cularly 
important tran smutation - that wh ich Freud called "desexualization. " 

Desexualized energy appeared to Freud as nour ishing th e death instinc 
and as conditioning the mechanism of thought. We must therefore 
grant a dual value to the themes of death and castrati on. We mu st 
grant the value th ey have wit h respect to the preservation ?r_ liquid at'.on 
of the Oedipu s complex and in the organ ization of the defi111t1ve gerntal 
sexualit y, upo n its own surface and in its relations to the previous 
dim ensions (the schizoid and depr essive positions). But we must also 
grant th e value which they take on as th e origin of desexu~lized energy 
and the origina l mann er by which this energy reinvests th em on its new 
metaph ysical surface, or surface of pur e thou ght. This second process 
- which, to a certain extent, is independent of th e others, since it is 

not directly prop orti onal to the success or failur e of the liquidation of 
Oedipu s-c orrespond s in its first aspect to what is called "sublimation," 

and in its second aspect to what is called "symbolization. " We must 
th erefore concede that metam orpho ses do not end with th e tran sfor­
mation of the phallic line into a trace of castration on the physical or 
corporeal surface . We mu st also concede that th e trac e of castration 
correspond s to a crack marking an entir ely different incorpor eal and 
metaph ysicaJ surface which brings about tra nsmutati on. This change 
raises all sor ts of problem s with respect to the desexualized energy 
which form s th e new surface, to the very mechan isms of sublimat ion 
and symbolizat ion, to the destiny of th e ego on this new plane, and 
finally to the doub le belonging of murd er and castrati on in the old and 
new systems. 3 In this crack of thou ght , at the incorpor eal surface, we 
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recognize the pur e line of the Aion and the death instinct in its 
speculative fom,. But th en the h cudian idea that the death instinct is 
an affair of speculation mu st, with goo d reason, be taken literally. At 
the same time, we mu st keep in mind that this last metamorphosis runs 
the same dange rs as the oth ers, and perhaps in a mor e acute mann er : 
the crack, in a singular fashion, risks breaking up the surface from 
which it is neverthel ess inseparable. It runs th e risk of cncount t·ring 
again on th e oth er surface the s imple tr ace of castrat ion. Or c,·en worse, 
it run s the risk of being swallowed up in the Spalcun9 of depth s and 
heights- carrying wit h it all th e debris o f the sur face in this generalized 
debacle where the end finds again the point of departur e and the death 
instinct , the bott omless destru ct ive dri ves. All this would follow from 
the confusion we previously noted between th e two figure of death: 
th is is tl,e central point of obscurity which raises endlessly the problem 
of the relations of thought to schizophrmia and depression, to the 
psychot ic Spaltun9 in general as well as to neurotic castrati on. "r or , of 
course all life is a process of demolition ... ," including speculati, ·e life. 
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Thirti eth Series of the 

Phanta sm 

) 

The phant asm has thr ee main characteristics. 1) It represents neither an 
action nor a passion, but a result of action and passion, that is, a pur e 
event . Th <" question of wheth<'r partic ular events are real or imaginary 
is poor ly posed. Th e distin ction is not between th e imaginar y and th e 
real, but between th e e\'ent as such and the co rporeal stat e of affairs 
which incites it about or in which it is act ualized . t\'e nts are eff(:'cts 
(thus , for examp le, th e castrati on "effect," and the parri cid(:' "effec t " 
.. . ). But insofar as they arc effects, thcv mu st be t ied not onlv with 
endog(:'nou s causes, but with exoge nous ~·auses as wdl , cff (:'ct i\'; stat es 
of affairs, actions really undertaken, and passions or contempl at ions 
effect ively actualizt'd. h eud was thm right to maintain the rights of 
reality in the production of phanta sms, e,·en when he recog nized them 
as produ cts transce nding reality. 1 It wou ld be unfortunat e if we were 
to forge t or feign to forget that childrm do obsen-e their parents' 
bod ies and parenta l rn itus; th at they really becoml' the- object of 
seduction on the part of adults; that they arc subjected to precise and 
de tailed threats of castrat ion, l'tc. Mor-co,·er, parri cid(:', incest, poison­
ing, and eventrati on are not exactly absent from pub lic and priv.ate 
histo ries. Th e fact is, though, that phant asms, en- n when they are 
effects and because the~· arc effects, differ in natur e from their real 
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causes. We speak of endogen ous caus(:'s (hereditary constituti on, phylo­
genetic herit age, internal evolution of sexuality, introje cted actions and 
passions) no less than we speak of exoge nous causes. Th e phan tasm, 
like the event whic h it represents, is a " noematic attribut e" distin ­

guished not only from states of affairs and their qualities, but from the 
psycho log ical lives and from logical concepts as well. It belongs as such 
to an ideatio nal surface over which it is produced as an effect. It 
tran scends inside and outside, since its topo logical property is to bring 
"it s" internal and exte rn al sides into contact, in order for them to 
unfold onto a single side. This is why the? phanta sm-event is submitt ed 
to a doubl e causality, referring to the external and internal causes 
whose resu lt in depth it is, and also to a quasi-cause which "e nacts" it 
at the surface and brings it into communi cation with all the other 
event-ph anta sms. We have already twice seen how the place was 
prepared for such effects, differing in nat ure from that whose result 
th(:'y are: the first time, in the case of the dcpressi, ·e position, when the 
cause withdr e"v into th e heights and left the field free for the de,·elop­
ment of a surface yet to come; later on, in th e case of the Oed ipal 
situation, when intention left the field free for a result of an entir ely 
different natu r<', where th e phallus plays the role of a quasi-cause. 

Neither act ive nor passive, neither internal nor external , neither I 
imaginar y nor real- phantasms have indeed the impassibility and ide- )< 

ality of the e,·ent . In light of this impassibility, they inspire in us an 
unbea rab l(:' waiting- th e ,..,,aiting of that which is go ing to come about 

as a result, and also of that which is already in the process of coming 
about and never stops coming about . What is psychoana lysis talking 
about wit h its grand trinit y of mur de r-incest-castratio n, or of devou r­
ing-eventrati on-adsorpti on, if not about pure events? Isn't this the case 
of all events in On e, as in the wound? Totem and Taboo is the great 
tht'ory of the event , and psychoanalysis in general is th e science of 
t·vrnt s, on the condition that the event should not be tr eated as 
something ... vhose sense is to be sought and disentangled . The cvcnt is 

st·nsc itself, insofar as it is disengaged or distinguished from the stat es 
of affairs which produce it and in which it is actua lized. Over stat es of 

affairs and th eir depth, their mixtu res and their act ions and passions, 
psychoanalysis casts the most intense light in order to reach the point 
of t·nw rgcncc of that which results, that is, the event of anot her type, 
as a surface effect . Therefore-, whatever may be the importan ce of the 
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C'arlil-r positions, or thl' necessi ty of always conn ecting the event to its 
causes, ps:·choanal:·sis is co rrect to recall the role of Oedipu s as a 
"nudea r complc x"-a formula which has the same importan ce as 
Husserl's "nocmati c co re." tor it is with Oed ipus that the event is 
Ji sc-ngagcd from its causes in depth , spreads itself at the sur face and 
connects itself with its 9uasi-cause from the point of vi<'" ' of a dynamic 
genesis. It is the perfect crime, th e eternal truth, th e royal spll'ndor of 
the event- each one of which communi cates wit h all th e others in the 
\'ariant s of onC' and thl' saml' phant asm. It is as dist inct from its 
actual izatio n as from the causes which produce it, using to its advantage 
the etern al part of l'xcess over th ese causes and the part which is left 
unaccomplished in its actualization s, skimming over its own field, mak­
ing us its ow n offapring. And if it is indeed at the point where th e 
actualization cannot accomp lish or th e cause produ ce that th e entir e 
event resides, it is at the same point also that it o ffers itself to count er­
actual izatio n; it is here that our great est freedo m lies- the freedom by 
which WC' develop and lead the event to its completion and tran smuta­
tion, and finally become masters of actua lizations and causes. As the 
science of pure events, psychoanalysis is also an art of count er-actua li­
zations, sublimation s, and symb olizations. 

2) Th e seco nd characte ristic o f the phanta sm is its position in relati on 
to the ego, or rat her th e situation of the ego in the phanta sm itself. It 
is indeed tru e that the phanta sm finds its point of depa rtur e (or its 
auth or) in the phallic ego of secondar y narcissism. But if th e phanta sm 
has the property of turnin g back on its aut hor, what is the place of th e 
ego in the phanta sm , taking acco unt o f the unfolding or the de\'clop­
ment which is inseparabl e from it? Laplanche and Pontalis in particular 
ha, ·e raist·d this problem, under conditions which caution us about any 

t'asy response. Although th e ego may app<'ar occas ionally in the phan­
tasm as acting, as und ergo ing an action, or as a third observing party, it 
is nei ther act ive nor passh·e an<l does not allow itself at any moment to 
be fixe<l in a place, e,·en if this place were reversible. The originary 
phanta sm '\ .vould be characte rized by an absence o f subjectivatio n 

accompan ying the prese nce of the sub ject in the scene"; "any distr ibu­
tion of subject and object finds itself abo lished"; "t he subject does not 
aim at the object o r its sign, it is included in the se9uence of images 
... , it is repre sented as parti cipat ing in the setting, wit hout , in the 
forms close r to the orig inary phanta sm, a place being assigned to it." 
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These rema rks have two advantages: on one hand, th<'y emph asize that 
the- phantasm is not a represt'ntati on o f either action or passion, but 
rath er that it pertains to an entirel y differc-nt domain; on th<' other 
hand , th ey show that if the ego is Jissipa wd in it, it is not pc·rhap s 
because of an identit y of contr aries, or a ren· rsal wherl'by the actin· 
would beconw passh·e- like that occurrin g in th(• becoming of depths 
and the infinit e identi ty which it implies. 2 

We cannot, however , follow these aut hors wht·n they search for this 
beyond the active and the passive in a pronomina l model, which would 
still make an appeal to the ego and wou ld even refer explicitly to an 
auto-eroti c " this-side." The value of the pronominal - to pun ish one­
self, to puni sh, or to be punished , o r bett er yet, to see oneself, rath er 
than to see or to be seen - is well at tested to in tr eud 's writ ings. But 
it does not seem to go beyond the point of view o f an identit y of 
contra r ies, either by means of a deepe r appr eciation of one, or by a 
synth esis of both . That Freud remained attac hed to such a "H egelian" 
position is beyond doub t, as we can see, in the realm of language, from 
a thesis on primitire words, endowed ,._,·ith contradi ctory sense. 3 In fact , 
the tran scendence of the active and th e passive and the dissolution of 
an ego ,,.vhich corresponds to it do not occ ur along the lines of an 
infinite or reflected sub jec tivity. That whic h is beyond the active and 
the passive is not th e pronominal, but the result - the result of actions 
and passions, th e sur face effect or the event . What appea rs in th e 
phantasm is th e movement by which the ego ope ns itself to the surface 
and liberates th(• a-cosmic, impersonal, and pre - individual singularit ies 
which it had impri soned. It literally releases them like spores and bur sts 
as it gets unburd ened. We mu st interpret the expression "neu tral 
t·rwrgy" in the following manner : "neutral" means pre-individual and 
impersonal, but does not 9ualify th e state of an energy which would 
rnme to join a bottom less abyss. On the contrar y, it refers to the 
singu larities liberated from the ego throug h the narcissistic ,.votmd . This 
neu trality, that is to say, this movement by which singulariti es arc 
em itted, or rather restored by an t'go which is d issolved or adsorbed at 

the· su rface, bdo ngs <'Ssentially to the phanta sm. This is the case in A 

Child Is Bein8 Beaten (or bettC'r, "A tath er Is Seducing His Daughter," 
follow ing the example invoked by Laplanche and Pontalis). Thus, the 
indi, ·idualit y of the ego meroes with the event of the phanta sm itself 

,, ._ b ' 

e,-cn if that which the-C'\'Cnt reprC'sents in th C' phantasm is undc-rstood 
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as another individual, or rather as a series of other individuals thr ough 
which the dissolved ego passes. The phanta sm is inseparable , therefore 
from the toss of th e dice or from the fortuitous instances · which it 

enacts. And the famous 9rnmma1ical 1ranf 1rmatians (such as those of 
President Schreber or those of sadism or voyeurism) register each time 
th C' rising up of singulariti es distr ibuted in disjunctions, all of th em, in 
each case, communi cating in the event and all events communi cating in 
one event, as for example in the case of the thr ows of the-dice in the 

same cast. We find once- again he-re an illustratio n of th e prin ciple of J 
positive distance , wit h the singularities which stake it out, and of an 
affirmativ e usage of the disju; cti ve synth esis (and not a synth esis of 

contradi ction). 
3) It is not an accident that the development inherent in the phan­

tasm is expressed in a play of gramm atical tr ansformati ons. Th e phan­
tasm-event is distinguished from the corresponding stat e of affairs, 
whether it is real or possible; the phanta sm represents th e event 

accordin g to its essence, that is, as a noematic attribut e distinct from 
th e actions, passions, and qualiti es of the state of affairs. But th e 
phantasm repr esents anoth er and no less essential aspect as well, ac­
co rding to which the event is that which may be expressed by th e 
propo sition (Freud point ed this out in saying that the phanta smatic 
material, in the representati on of the parental coitu s for exampl e, has 
an affinity to "verbal images") . It is not th e case that the phanta sm is 
said o r signified ; the evmt 'presents as many differences from the 
prop ositions which expr ess it as from the state of affairs in which it 

occur s. The fact is, though, that it docs not exist outside of a propo si­
tion which is at least possible, e,·en if thi s propo sition has all of the 
characteri stics of a parad ox or nonsense; it also inhercs in a parti cular 
element of the propo sition. This ek·ment is th e verb- the inf-initive 
fonn of the verb. The phanta sm is inseparable from the infinitive mode 

o f the verb and bears witness thereby to th e pur e event. But in light of 
th e relati ons and complex connections betwe en the expre ssion and the 
expressed, betw em tht· interiority of the expressor (/'exprimant) and the 
extcri o rity of the expressed, between the \'erb as it app ears in language 
and the verb as it subsists in Being, we must conceive of an infinitive 

which is not yet caught up in the play o f grammati cal detcnnin ati_ons 
- an infinitive independent not only o f all persons but o f all time, of 
every mood and every rni c<' (active, passive, or reHective). This would 
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be a neut ral infinitive for tlw pure c,-cnt, Distance, Aion, representing 
the extra-prop ositional aspect of all possible positions, or the aggregate 
of ontological problems and c1uestions which co rrespond to language. 
i-:rom this pure and und etermin ed infinitive, voices, moods, tenses, and 
persons will be engendered. Each one of them will be engendered 
within disj~nctions representing in the phantasm a variable combin ation 
of singular points, and constru cting around these singulariti es an in­
stan ce of solution to th e specific problem - th e problem of birth, of 
the difference of th e sexes, or th e probl em of death. Luce lrigaray, in 1 
short articl e, after having noted th <' essential relation between th~ "-. 
phanta sm and the infinitive verb , analyzes several examples of such J 
genesis. O nce an infinitive has been detem1ined in a phant asm (for 
exampl e, " to live," " to absorb ," or " to give" ), she im·estigates several 
types of conn ection: th e subject -object connection, th e acti ve-passive 
conjun ction, the affinnati on-negation disjunction, or th e typ e of tem­
poralization of ... vhich each one of these verbs is capable (" to live," for 
example, has a subject , but one that is not an agent and that has no 
differentiat ed object). She is th erefore able to classify these verbs in an 
order which run s from the least to th e most determin ed, as if a general 
infinitive which is taken to be pur e were progr essively specified accord­
ing to the differentiati on of formal grammati cal relations.4 Th is is how 
A ion is peopl ed by event s at th e level of singulariti es wh ich are distrib­
ut ed o ver its inf-initive line. We have att empt ed to show in a similar 
way that the verb goes from a pur e infinitive, opened onto a 9uestion 
as such, to a present indicative closed onto a designation of a state o f 
affairs or a solut ion case. Th e former opens and unfold s th e ring of the 
prop osition, the latt er closes it up, and between the two , all th e 
,·ocalizations, modalizations, temp oralizations, and personalization s are 

deployed, togeth er wit h the transfom1ation s prop er to each case ac­
cord ing to a generalized grammati cal " perspecti vism." 

But th en a simpler task is imposed, namely, to detennin e the phan­
tasm's point o f birth and , thr ough this, its real relation to language. 
This 9uestion is nominal or tcm1inological to the ex tent th at it is about 
the use of th e wo rd "p hantasm. " But it engages other thin gs as wdl , 
since it Iix<·s this use in relation to a particular moment, allegedly 
making it necessary in th e course of the dynamic genesis. for example , 
Susan Isaacs, following Melanie Klein, already empl oys the word "phan ­
tasm" in onkr to indicate th e relati on of introj ected and proj ected 
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objects in the schizoid pos ition, at a moment in which th<· sexual dri ves 
are in league with tht· alimenta ry d rives. It is th erefore ine\' it?ble that 
phant asms haw only an ind irect and tare.live relation to language and 
that , 'vvhcn they are verb alized afterward , th e verbalization occ urs in 
acrn rdancc with ready-made grammati cal forms. 5 Laplanche and Pon­
talis cstablish the ph antasm along with aut o-e roticism, and link it to th \ 
moment in which th e sexual driv es disengage themscl\'cs from the\. 
alimrnt ary model and abandon "eve ry natur al object" (hence the im­
port ance they atta ch to the pronominal and the sense th ey give to the 
grammati cal transformatio ns as such in th e non- localizablc position of 
the subject ). Finally, Melan ie Klein does make an important remark, 
despit e her very extensive use of the word "p hanta sm." She often says 
that symbo lism is the found ation of eve ry phantas m, and tha t th e 
devclo,pm ent of the phanta smat ic life is hind ered by th e persistence of 

the schizoid and depressive pos itions. It seems to us, precisely , that the 
phanta sm, prop erly speaking, find s its origin only in the ego of the 
seco ndar y narcissism, along with the nar cissist ic wou nd , the neutral iza­
tion , the symbolization, and the sublimation which ensue. In thi s sense, 
it is inseparabl e not only from grammati cal transforma tions, but also 
from th e neutr al infinitive as the ideati onal material of these tran sfor­

mat ions. Th e phanta sm is a surface phenomenon and , more~ver, a 
ph enomenon which is formed at a certain mome nt in th e develo pment 
of surfaces. For this reaso n, we have opted for the word "simulacrum" in 
order to designate the objec ts of depth (which are already no longe r 
"n atur al objects"), as wdl as the beco ming which co rrespond s to them 
and the reve rsals by which they are characterized. We choose "idol" in 
order to designate the ob ject o f the heights and its adventur es. We 
choose ' 'ima9e'' in order to des ignat e that which pertain s to part ial, 
co rporeal sur faces, includin g the initial prob lem of their phallic coor­

din ation (goo d intention). 
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Thirty-First Series of 

Thought 

The ex tr eme mob ility of the phanta sm and its capacity for "passage" 
have often bee n str essed. It is a littl e like the Epicur ean envelopes and 
emanation s which travel in the atmo sphere with agility. Two fundam en­
ta l trait s are tied to thi s capacity. First, the phantasm cove rs th e 
distance betw een psychic systems wit h case, go ing from consciousness 
to the un conscious and vice versa, from th e nocturnal to the diurna l 
drea m, from the inner to the outer and co nversely, as if it itself 
hdonge d to a surface dominati ng and art iculating both th e unco nscious 
and th e co nscious, or to a line conn ecting and arran ging the inner and 
the outer ove r two sides. Second , the phanta sm return s easily to its 
ow n orig in and , as an "o riginary phant asm," it int egrates effort lessly 
th l' origin of th e phantasm (that is, a qu est ion, the or igin o f birth , of 
sexua lity, of the differ ence of th e sexes, or of dea th .. . ). 1 Thi s is 

because it is inseparabl e from a displacement, an unfo lding, and a 
de\'dop mcnt within which it carri es along its ow n origin. Our earlier 
prob lem, ""'here does the phantasm begin, pr operly speakin g?" already 
implies anot her problem: "w here do es th e phanta sm go, in \\'hat direc­
tion docs it car1;· its beginning?" Not hing is finalized like th e phanta sm; 
no thing finalizes icse!f to such an ex tent. 

We attc-mpted to detcrn1ine the beginning o f th e phanta sm as the 



nar cissistic wound or th e trac e of castrati on . In fact, in conformit y with 
the natur e of th e e,·ent, a result of the actio n app ears at this point , 
which is quite different from the action itself. Th e (oedipal ) iiltcntion 
was to rcstorc, to bring about, and to coordinat e its own physical 
surfaces; but all of th is was still located within the domai n of Images­
\\'ith the narcissistic libido and th e phallus as a surface projection. Th e 
result is to castrat e the mother and to be castrat ed, to kill th e father 
and to be killed, along with the-tran sformation of the phallic line in the 
trace of castration and the co rrespond ing dissipat ion of all th(' images 
(moth er-wo rld, father-god, ego- phallus). But if we make th e phantasm 
begin on the basis of such a result, it is clear that this resu lt would 
requir e for its development a different surface from the corporeal 
surface, where images were dcvdoped according to their ow n law 
(partial zones ·with genital coo rdin ation). The result will develop on a 
second screen, and thus th e beginning of the phanta sm will find its 
sequence elsewhere. The tra ce of castrati on does not by itself constitut e 
or outlin e this elsewhere or this oth er surface: it conce rns always the 

physical surface of th e body and seems to disq ualify it to the advanta ge 
of th e dept hs and heights that it itself had conjur ed up. Thus , the 
beginning is trul y in the void; it is suspended in th e void. It is wi1h-ou1. 

The parad oxica l situation of the beginning, here, is that it is itself a 
result, and th at it remain s external to that which it causes to begin. 
This situati on wo uld affo rd no "wa y out ," had not castrati on tran s­
formed th e narcissist ic libido into desexualized energy. This neutr al or 
desexualiz ed energy constit utes the second screen, the cerebral or 
metaph r5ical surface on whic h the phant asm is go ing to deve lop, begin 
anew with a beginning which now accom panies it at ('ach step, run to 
its own finality, repr esent pur e event s \,\'hich are like one and the same 
Result of the second degree. 

Th ere is thu s a leap. The t race of castrati on as a deadly furrow 
becomes this crack of thou ght , which mark s th e powerlessness to think, 

but also the line and the point from ·which thought invests its new 
surfac<". And prec is<"ly because castrati on is somehow between two 
surfaces, it does not submit to this tra nsmut atio n with out carrying 
along its share of appurte nance, without folding in a cert ain mann er 
and projecting the entir e corporeal su rface of sexuality 01·er the meta­
physica l sur face of thou ght . The phantasm 's formu la is this: from die 
sexual pair to th ought via castration . If it is true that the think er of 
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depth s is a bachelor, and that the depre ssive think er dream s of lost 
betrothals, th e think er of surfaces is marri ed or think s abou t the 
"proble m" of th C' couple. No one better than Klossowski has been able 
to disentangle-th is slow adva nce (cheminement) of the phan tasm, for it is 
the process of his ent ire work . In words which are seemingly odd, 
Klossowski says that his probl em is th at o f knowin g how a couple may 
''p roject itself," independently of childr m, the way we could go from 
th e couple to the 1hou9ht constructed in the mode ef the couple, in a mental 
comedy, or from sexual difference to th e difference of intensity const i­
tutiv e of thought-th e primar y intensity which marks th e zero point 
of thought 's energy, bu t also from which th ought invests its new 
surface.2 His probl em is always to extract , by means of castration , 
thought from a coup le, in ord er to bring abou t, thr ough this crack, a 
sort of coupling of thought . Klossowsk i's couple, Roberte-Octave, have 
in a certain respect their correspondence in Lowry' s couple, and also in 
ht zgerald' s ultimat e couple of schizophrenia and alcoholi sm. For not 
only is th e entir ety of th e sexual surface (part s and whole) involved in 
proj ecting itself over th e metaph ysical surface of thou ght , but dept h 
and its objec ts or height and its phenomena as well. The phan tasm 
ret urns to its beginning which remained external to it (castrati on); but 
to the extent that beginning itself was a result , the phanta sm also 
return s to that from which th e beginning had resulted (th e sexuality of 
co rporeal surfaces) ; and finally, little by little, it return s to the absolut e 
origin from which every thin g proceeds (the depth s). One could now 
say that everything-sex uality, ora lity, anality-r ece ives a new form 
on the new surface, which recove rs and integrat es not only images but 
even idols and simulacra. 

Rut what does it mean to recove r and to integrate? We gave th e 
name "subli mation" to the operat ion throu gh which the trace o f castra ­
tion becomes the line of thou ght , and thu s to the operation throu gh 
whic h the sexual surface and the rest are projected at the surface o f 
thou ght . We gave the name "symb olization" to the ope ration thr ough 
which thought reim·ests with its own energy all th at which occu rs and 

is projected over the surface. Obv iously, the symh ol is no less irr educi­
bll' than the symbo lized , suhlimati on no less irred ucible than th e subli­
matl'd. It has be-en quit e a while since there has been anythin g comica l 
in suppo sing a relation betwe en the wound of castration and the crack 
constitutive- of thought , or betwee n sexuality and thought as such. 
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Thc-n · is noth ing comic al (or sad) in the obsessional paths hy which a 
think c·r pass<•~. It is not a question of causality, but rather of geograp hy 
and topolog) '· Thi s doc s not mc-an that thought think s ahout sexuality, 
nor that t lw th inke r think s abou t marriage. It is thought which is the 
metam orph osis of sex and th e thinker who is the mc•tam orph osis of tlw 

co upk . h orn the couple to thought -a lthough thought n ·in\'ests th c­
cou plc as a dyad and coup ling. h orn castration to thought - although 
thought reinvests cast ration as the cereb ral crack and the abstract lin<·. 

To be prec ise, th~ ph antasm goes from the· figurati ve to tlw abstract ; it / 
begins wit h the figura tive, but must be continued in the abstract. Th e.I 

phantas m is the pro cc•ss of th c-co nstituti on of th e inco rporc·al. It is a 
machine for the extra ction of a little thoug ht , for the distri bution of a 
differ ence of potential at the c-dgc•s of th e crack, and for the polarizatio n 
of the cerebra l field. As it return s to its external beginn ing (de adly 
cast ratio n), it is always beginning again its internal beginning (th <.' 
mo\'c mcnt of desex ualization). In th is way, the phanta sm has th e 

prop erty of bring ing in cont act with eac h oth er the inner and the outer 
and uni ting them on a single side. This is why it is the site of th e 
eternal return . It mim ics endk ssl~- the birth of a thought, it begins a 
nc'w dc:sexuali:t..ation, sublimati on, and symbolization, caught in th e act 
of bringing about thi s birth. Wit hout this intrin sic repe tit ion of begin­
nings, the phanta sm cou ld not integ rate its other , extrin sic beginning. 
The risk is obviously that the phantasm falls back on the poo rest 
thought , o n a pu erile and redunda nt diurnal reve rie "a bout " sexuality, 
each tim e that it missc's its mark and falls short , that is, each tim e it 

falls back in the " in-lw t"vLx-n" of the two surfaces. But th<· phantasm 's 
path of glory is that wh ich was indicated hy Prou st . tr om the qu estion 
"s hall I marr y Albertine?" to th l' problem of the wor k of art ~•et to be 

mack·- thi s is the path of enacting the spl·culati vc coupling, beginning 
wit h a sexual pair, and retra cing the path of th e divine creat ion. W hy 
glory? W hat kind of meta morph osis is it , when th ought in\'ests (or 
reinv<·sts) that which is projected m·er its surfacl' with its own descx u­
alizc-d ene rgy? The answer is that thou ght does it in the guisc of the 
t\'c-nt . It docs it with the part of the e,·cn t that we shou ld call non ­
actuali zablc, pn ·cisely hc<:ause it belo ngs to thought and can bl· acco m­
plislwd only by thoug ht and in thought . There arise· th en aggressic;ms 
and \'Oracitics which tran scend \\ hat was happening in the dept hs o f 
hodil' S; desin·s, loves, pairings, co pulations, and int<•ntions which tran -

2 2o T II 11{'1 Y - I· I R '> T '> I R II · ~ 0 I· T II O LI C II T 

sccnd e\'l' ryth ing hap pening at the ~urfacc o f bodies; and finally, pow­
erlessm·ssl'S and deaths which tran scend all that co uld ha\'e happ ened. 
This is the incorporeal splendor of the C\'cnt as that enti ty which 
add ress(·s itself to thou ght , and "hid1 alonl' may inn •st it -ex tra­
Hcing. 

We argued as if it were possibk to speak of the C\'cnt as !;oon as a 
result was disengaged, distinguis hed from the act ions and passions from 
which it resulted, or from the bodic!> in which it was actualized. Thi s is 
not accurate; we mu st wait for the seco nd screen, namel y, thl' mcta ­
ph)1Sical surface. Earlier, the re han · bee n only simulacr;, idols and 
images, hut not phant asms, to repn 's<·nt eve nts. Pur e events arc results, 
but resu lts of the second degree. It i~ tru e that the phan tasm reinte­
grates and retri eves e\'er ything in the ret rieval of m oll'n mo,·emcnt , but 
c·,·ery thin g is changed . It is not that nou rishm C'nt has become spiritual 

nouri shm<' nt , and copulat ions gestur es of the spirit . But each time a 
proud and shiny verb has been disengaged, distinct from th ings and 
bodies, stat es of affairs and their qualiti es, their actio ns and passions: 
like the verb "ro 9reen," distinct from the tr ee and its greenness, the 
,·<·rb "to eat" ( or " to be eaten") distinct from food and its consumabl e 
qua lit ies, or the verb "co mate" distin ,·t from bodies and their sc·x<·s­
l'tc rnal truth s. In short , metamorph osis is the liberati on of the non­
(·xiste nt entit y for each state of affairs, and of the infinitive for each 

hody and qualit y, each subject and predicate, eac h act ion and passion. 
Meta morph os is (sublimation and symb o lizati on) consists, for each thing , 
in the liberati on of an aliquid which is the noemat1c mmbute and that ll'hich 

can noet1cally be e,lpressed. eternal trut h, and sense which hove rs ove r 
l>odies. @nl y here to die and to kill, to castrat e and to he castra ted, to 
rl'store and to bring about, to wou nd and to wit hdraw, to devour and 
to he cle\'oured , to introj ect and to project, become pur e e,·ents on the 
metap hysical surface which tran sfonn s them, and where their infinitive 
i!> drow nc-d out}ro r the sake of onc sing le language which exprc ss(•s 
tlwm , and und er a single '' Being" in which the)' arc thought, all th e 
l'Wnts, vc-rbs, and <'xpr cssibl<·-attribut cs communicat<' as one insid<· thi s 
l'Xtraction. The phant asm r<'rn \'ers cn· rything on thi s m•w plane of the 
pu n · <'\'c-nt , and in this symbolic and sublimated part of that which 
c·annot h<' actualized; similarly, it draw s from this part the str ength to 
orient its actua lizat ion, to dupli cate it , and to co nduct it5 co ncrete 
rn un tc-r-actua lization. for the e,·ent is proper~, inscribed in the flC'sh and 
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in the body, with th e will and the freedom which befit the patient 
think er , only in virtue of th e incorporeal part containing their secret , 
that is, the prin ciple, trut h, finality, and quasi-cause. 

Castration, then, has a very spe<.:ial situation between that of which 
it is th e result and that wh ich it causes to begin. But it is not <.:astrati on 
alone which is in th e void, caught between the corp oreal surface of 
sexu ality and the metap hysical surface of thou ght . It is, in fact, the 
entir e sexual surface which is intermediary between physical depth and/ 
metaph ysical surface. Oriented in one dir ection, sexuality may putt 
e\'ery thing down: castrati on reacts on the sexual surface from which it 
comes, and to which it st ill belongs in virtue of its tra ce; it shatt ers this 
surface , causing it to rejoin the fragm ents of the depth . Furth er still, it 
prevents any successful sublimati on, any developm ent of the metaph ys­
ical surface, and causes the inco rporeal crack to be actualized at the 
most profound depth s of th e body, to be confused with the Spalwn9 of 
the depth s; it also causes thought to co llapse into its point of impoten ce, 
or into its line of erosion. But oriented in another direct ion, sexuality 
may proj ect every thing : castrati on prefigures th e metaphysical surface 
the beginning of which it brings about and to which it already belongs 
in virtu e of th e desexualized m ergy whjch it releases; it proj ects not 
only th e sexual dim ension, but th e oth er dimensions of depth and 
height as well, over this new surface on ""hich the fonn s of their 
metamorph osis are inscribed. Th e lirst orientation must be determined 
as th e orientation of psychosis, the second as that of the suc<.:essful 
sublim ation; between the two , one finds all the neuro ses, in the ambig­
uous character of Oedipu s and of castration. And it is the same thin g 
with deat h: the narcissistic self regards it from two sides, according to 
the two figur es descr ibed by Blanchot - the pL·rsonal and present 
death , which shatt ers and " contradi cts" the ego, as it abandons it to 
th e destructive drives of th e depths and to blows of the outside; but also 
the impersonal and infiniti ve death , which "di stan ces" the ego, causing 
it to release th e singularities ""hich it contain s and raising it to the death 

instinct on the other surface, where "one" dies, where one never 
succeeds in, or finishes, dying. The entir e biopsychi<.: life is a c1uestion 
of dim ensions, proj ections, axes, rot ations, and foldings. Wh ich way 
should one take? On which side is everything going to tumbl e down, to 
fold or unfold ? Th e ero genous zones are already engaged in combat 
upon the sexual surface - a comba t that the genital zone is supposed 
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to arbitrate and pacify. But th e genital zone is itsel f the arena of a larger 
context, on th e le,·cl of species and of th e entir e humanit y: the contest 
of th e mouth and the brain . Th e mo uth is not only a superficial oral 
zone but also the organ of dept hs, the mouth -anus, the cesspoo l 
int rojecting and projecting c,·,·ry morsel. The brain is not only a 
co rporeal organ but also th e inductor of another invisible, inco rporeal, 
and metaph ysical sur face on \\'h it·h all cv<"nts are inscribed and symb ol­
ized. 3 Betwet'n this mouth and this brain everything occurs, hesitat es, 
and ge ts its orientati on. Only the \'ictory of th~ brain , if it tak es place, 
frees th e mouth to speak, frees it from excremental food and wit hdraw n 

\'oices, and nouri shes it with every possible \\'ord . 
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Thirty-Second Series on th e 

Different Kinds of Series / 

M elanie Klein remark s th at betw een sympt oms and sublimation s 
there mu st be an intem1ediary series co rresponding to cases of less 
succes.'fful sublimacion. But the whole of sexuality, in its own right, is a 
" less successful" sublimati on: it is intermediar y between the symp tom s 

of co rporeal depth and the sub limations of the incorpor eal surface; and 
in this interm ed iary stat e it is organized in ser ies on its own intermedi­
ary surface. Depth is not organized in series. The fragme ntati on of its 
objects and the undiff erentiat ed plentitud e of the body th at it contra sts 
to the fragm ent ed objects prevent it from happening in the void. On 
one hand, it presents blocks of coexistence , bodies with out organs or 
word s without arti culat ion; on the other hand, it presents sequences of 

partia l objects bound only by the common property of being detachable 
and fragme ntablc, introj ectable and projectable, bur sting and causing to 
burst (thu s the renowned sequence breast- food-excrement-p enis- in­
fant). These two aspects-se quence and block- represent the forms 
taken on respectively by displacement and condensation in dept h, 
-..vithin the schizo id position. It is with sexuality, that is to say, with the 
release o f th e sexual dr i\'CS, that the series begins- because the se~ial 

form is a surface organization. 
W<' must therefo re distinguish, in the diffr·rent moments of sexuality 
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previously considered, very d ifferent kinds of series. There are, first, the 
erogenous zones of pregenital sexua lity: each one of them is organized 
in a series which converges aroun d a singularity represented most often 
by an or ifice surrou nded by a mucous membran e. The serial fom1 is 
found ed in th e eroge nous zone of the su rface, insofar as th e latt er is 
defined by th e ex tension of a singularity or, what amounts to the same 
thin g, by the dist ribution of a difTcrC'nce of potential or intensity, having 
a maximum and a minimum (the series ends aro und points which 
depend upon another series). The serial form on the eroge nous zones, 
th erefore, is founded on a math emat ics of singular points and on a 

physics of intensive quantiti es. But it is in yet another mann er that each 
erogenous zone support s a series: this time, a series of images is 
projected over the zone, that is, a ser ies of objec ts capable of assurin g 
for tht· zone an aut o-e roti c sat isfaction. Consider, for examp le, objects 
of sucking or images of the oral zone. Each one becomes coextensive to 
th e entir e range of th e partial surface and t raverses it, as it explores its 
orifice and field of intensity, from the max imum to th e minimum and 
,·ice versa. They are organized into series according to th e way in which 
they are made coextensive (a piece of candy, for example, or chewing 
gum, the surface of which is mu lt iplied by its being crun ched, by being 
str etched respectively); but they are also organized acco rding to th eir 
origin, that is, acco rding to th e whole from which they are ext racted 
(another region of the body, another person, external object or repro ­
duction of an object , a playth ing, etc.), and according to the degree of 
their distan ce from the primiti ve objects of aliment ary and dest ructive 
dri ves from which the sexual dr ives were just released. ' In each of these 
senses, a series linked to an erogenous zone appears to have a simp le 
form, to be homo9eneous. to give rise to a synthe sis of succession which 
may be concraaed as such, and which in any case constitut es a simple 
connecLion. But second , it is clear that th e problem of th e phallic 
coordin ation of the erogenous zones comes to complicate th e serial 
form: with out doubt , the series prolong one another and conn· rgc 
around the phallus as the image imposed on the genital zone. Th e 
genital zone has its own series. It is inseparable, howeYer, from a 

complex form which subsum es und er it he1ero9eneous series, now that a 
conditi on of concmuiry or conrer,qence has replaced homogeneity; it gives 
rise to a synthesis of coexistence and coordination and constitut es a conjunc­
tion of the subsumed series. 
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Third, \\T know that the phallic coordinati on of surfaces is necessar­
ily accompa nied by oedipal affairs which in turn emp hasize· parental 
images. In tht· development proper to Oedipus, thcn ·forc, th de images 
ente r into one or several series-a heteroge neous series with alternat­
ing terms, fathe r and mother , or two coex isting series, maternal and 
paternal: for exam ple, wounde d , restor ed, castrat ed, and castratin g 
mothe r; wit hdr awn, evoked, killed, and killing father. Moreover, this or 

these Oedipa l series enter into relati on with the pregenital series, wit h 
the images which correspond e<l to th em, and even with the g~oups and 
persons wherefro m these images ·were ext racted . It is even in this 

relati on between images o f different origin, oedipal and pregen ital, that 
the cond itions of a "c hoice of an external object" are elabo rated. Th e 
importance of thi s new mome nt or relation could not be too greatly 
str essed, since it animates the h eudian theorv of the event, or rath er 

J 

of th e two series of event s. This theory consists first in showing that a 

rraumaii sm presu pposes th e ex istence of at least two independent events, 
separat ed in time, one of them infantile and the ot her post -pub escent , 
bet.,,veen which a sort of resonance is produced. Unde r a different 
aspect th e two event s are presented as two series, one pregenital and 
the other oedipa l, wit h th eir resonance being the process of the phan­
rasm. 

2 In our termin ology, it is therefore not a question of event s 

prop erly speaking, but rat her of two series of independent images, 
whereby the Event is disengaged only throu gh resonance of the series 
in the phanta sm. The first series does not imply a "co mpr ehension" of 
the C\'ent in question , because it is constru cted according to th e law of 
partia l pregenital zones, and bccausf' only the phanta sm, to the extent 
that it makes bot h series resonate, attains such a compr ehension. The 
event to be compr ehended is no different from the resonance itself (in 

this capacity it is not confused wit h either of the two series). In any 
case, it is the resonance of the two indepen dent and temp orally dis­
jointed series that is essential. 

Herc we find ou rselves before a third figure of the serial form. For 
the series now und er cons ideration are indeed heterogeneo us, but they 
no longe r respond at all to the condition s of continuity and con\'ergence 
which ha<l ensured their conjunct ion. On one hand, th ey diverge and 
resonate only on this conditi on; on the other, the y constitut e ramified 
disjun ctions and gi,·e rise to a disjuncti\'e synth esis. Th e reason for tliis 
must he sought at th e two ext remiti <:>s of the serial form . The fact is 
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that th e serial form put s imag,·s into play; but, wha tew r the heteroge­
neity of images might be, whethl· r pregenital images of partial zones or 
parental images of Oe dipu s, we han· sl·cn that their commo n origin is 
in the idol, or in the goo d object lost and withdrawn in the heights. It 
is this objec t, first of all, that renders possible a conversion of <lc·pth 
into partial surfaces and a release of these· surfaces and of the images 
hauntin g them. But it is also the same objec t which, in the gu ise of the 

good penis, projects the phallus as an image over the gen ital zone. And 
finally, it is the same object which pro, ·idcs the subject matt er or the 
qualit y of par ental Oedi pal images. One could therefore say at least that 
the series un<lcr consideration converge towar<l the good objec t of the 
heights. Thi s, howeve r, is not at all the case: the good ob ject (the idol) 
functions only insofar as it is lost and wit hdrawn into this height which 
constitut es its pr oper dime nsion. And, in this capacity, it always acts 
only as the sou rce of disjun ctions, the source o f the emission or 
liberation of alternati ves, as it has carried off in its retirement the secret 
of an eminent , supe rior unit y. It was defined earlier in this mann er : 
wounded-un harmed, present-absent. Ever since the manic-<lep ressive 
position, it is in the same vein that it imposes an alterna tive on the ego 
-to model itself after th e good object or to identify itself wit h bad 
objects. Moreover , when it renders possible the spread ing out of partial 
zones, it estab lishes them only as d isjo inted and separate- to the point 
that th ey will find the ir convergence on ly with the phallus. An<l when 
it determines parent al images, it is again by dissociating its ow n aspects, 
by distri buting them in alternatives which sup ply the alternat ing terms 
of the Oedipa l series, and by arranging them arou n<l the image of the 
mot her (wo und ed and to be healed), and the image of the father 
(w ithdrawn and to be made present). Only the phallus wou ld then be 
left as an agent of convergence an<l coo rdin ation; the problem is that it 
itself gets involved in Oedipal dissociations. We can clearly see, above 
all, that it eva<les its role, if '""e refer to the other en<l of the chain, no 
longer to th e or igin of images but rath er to their com mon d issipation 
du ring th e ern lution of Oedipus. 

This is because, in its evolution and in the line whic h it traces, the 
phallus marks always an excess and a lack, oscillating between one an<l 
the oth er and evcn being both at once. It is essentially an excess, as it 
projects itself over the genital zone of the child, duplicating its penis, 
and inspiring it with the Oed ipal affair. But it is essentially lack and 
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deficiencv whe n it cksi['natC's, at the heart of the affair th<' absence of 
; Q ' 

the pl'nis in the case of the mother . It is in relation to itself tpat the 
phallus is hoth a ck fect and an excess, when the phallic line mer.qes with the 

u ace of ca.~rration. and the excessive image no longe r designates anything 
ot her than its own lack, as it takes away the child 's penis. Wr- are not 
go ing to repeat thl' characte ristics of the pha llus that Lacan has analyzed 
in severa l well-k nown texts. It is the paradoxi cal clement or ohject = 
x, missing always its ow n equilibr ium, at onc e excess and deficif'ncy, 
never equal, missing its ow n resemb lance, its ow n identit y, It~ own 
or igin, its own place, and always displaced in relation to itself. It is 

floating signifier and floated signif-ied, place wit hout occupant and 
occupant without place, th e empt y square. (which can also create an 
excess through this void) and a supern umerary object (which can also 
create a lack by being th is excess numb er). It is th e phallus which 

br ings abou t the resonance of the two series that we earlier called 
pregenital and oedipal , and wh ich can also receive different qua lifica­
tion s, provid ed that, thr ough all possible qualifications, the one is 
detem1incd as signified and th e ot her as signifying. 3 It is the phallus 
wh ich is surface nonsense, twice nonsense, as we have seen, and which 

distribut es sense to th e two series, as something happenin9 to the one 
and as something insis1in9 in the other (it is thus inevitable that th e first 
series does not yet imply a compre hension of what is in quest ion). 

But th e whole probl em is this: how does th e phallus, as the object = 
x, that is, as the agent of castration , cause the series to resonate? It is 
no longer a question of a convergence and a continuit y at all, as it was 

when we were considering thc- pregenital series for th emselves, insofar 
as the still intact phallus was coo rdin ating t lwm around the genita l 
zone. Now, the pregenital forms one series, with a pre-co mpreh ension 
of infantile par ental images; and th e oed ipal fom1s ano ther series, with 
ot her and ot herwise form ed par ental images. The two series are discon­
tinuous and divergent . The pha llus no longer ensures a ro le of conver­
gence, but on the contrar y, being excess and lack, it ensures a role of 
resonance for series whic h diverge. For , howeve r mu ch thl' two series 
may resemble onc anot her , thc y do not resonate by their resembla nce, 
but rath er by their difference. This difference is regulated each time by 
the relative displacement of tem1s, and this displacement is itself regu:­
lated by the abso lute displacement of the object = x in the two series. 
At least in its beginning, the phantasm is nothing else but the internal 
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resonance of two indep endent sexual seril·s, insofar as this resonance 
prepares the emergence of the cn' nt and signals its compr ehc-nsion. 
This is why, in its third species, the sc-rial form is presented in a fom1 
irreducible to the pr evious ones, that is, as a disjunc1i1·e synth esis of the 
heterogeneous serit•s, since these heteroge neous series now di\'e rge. 
This is also a posith'e and '!.{firmatfre use (no longe r negative and !imitative) 
of the disjun ction, since the divergent series resonate as such; it is a 
continu ous ram!ftcaiion of these series, relative to the objec t = x which 
does not cease to be displaced and to tra\c rse them.4 If we consider all 
thr ee ser ial kinds- the connecti\ ·c synth esis on a single series, the 
conjunctive synth esis of convergencc-, and the disjunctiv e synth esis of 
resonance, we see that th e third pr oves to be the truth and the 
destination of the ot hers, to the degree that th e disjun ction attai ns its 
positive and affirmat ive use. Th e t·o njunction of zones makes visible 
therefore th e divergence already prese nt in the series which it coo rdi­
nated globally, and the connection of a zone makes visible the wealth of 
de ta ils already contairied in the series whic h it appar ently homogenizes. 

The theory of a sexua l origin of language (Sperber) is well known . 
But, more pr ecisely, we must consider th e sexual position as interme­
diary, insofar as it produc es und er its different aspects (eroge nous zones, 
phallic stage , castrati on compl ex) differe nt types of series. What is its 
incidence, or what is their incidence in the dynami c genesis and the 
n ·olution of sounds ? fu rther, is it not tlw case that the serial organ iza­
tion presupp oses a certa in stat e of language? We have seen that the first 
step of the genesis, from the schizoid to the depressive position , went 
from noises to the voice: from noises as qualitie s, actio ns, and passions 
of bodies in depth , to the voice as an entity of th e heights, withdrawn 
into heights, expressing itself in the name of that wh ich preex ists, or 
rather pos ing itself as preex isting. The child, of course, comes to a 
language that she cannot yet und erstand as language, but only as a 
voice, or as a familial hum of voices whic h already speaks of her. This 
factor is of considerable importan ce for the evaluat ion of the following 

fact: that, in th e series of sexuality, some thing bcgins by being grasped 
as a premonition before bc-ing undc-rstood. This pn ·-und c-rstanding 
relates to what is already the re. We ask, therefore, about that which, in 

language, co rrespond s to th e second stage of the dynamic genesis, about 
that which founds the different aspects of the sexua l pos ition- and 
which is also found ed by them. Although Lacan's work has a mu ch 
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mor e extcn siw import , and has complNely renewed the gene ral prob ­
lem of the relatio ns bctween sexuality and language, it also _includes 
suggestion s which arc applicable to the complexity of this seco~d stage 
- indicat ions pursued and developed in an original mann er by certain 
of his disciples. If the child comes to a preex isting language which she 
can not yet und erstand, perhaps com·ersdy; she grasps th at which wc 

no longer know ho"v to grasp in ou r ow n language, nanwly, the 
phonemic relations, the differential relation s of phon emes. s The child's 
t·xtre me sms itivity to phonemic distinct ions of th e moth er tongue and 
her indifference to sometim es more pronounced variations belonging to 
another system have ofte n been not ed. Th is is what gives each system a 
circular form and a retroac tive movement by right, since phonemes 

depend no less on mo rphemes and semant emes tha n morphemes and 
semant emes depend on them. This is, indeed, what the child extri cates 
from the voice upon leaving the dep ressive position: an app renticeship 
of formative clements before any understandin g of formed linguisti c 
units. In the continu ous Aow of the voice whic h comes from above, the 
child cut s out elements of different orders, free to give th em a function 
which is still prelinguistic in relation to the whole and to the different 

aspects of th e sexual position. 
Although the thre e eleme nts may playfully circulate, it is tempting 

to make each one correspo nd to an aspect of the sexual positio n, as if 
th e wheel were to stop thr ee times in different fashions. But to what 

exte nt can we link phon emes to the eroge nous zones, morph emes to 
th e phallic stage, and sernantc-mes to the evolution of Oedipus and the 
castration complex? As to the first point, Serge Leclaire's recent book, 
Psychanalyser, propo ses an extremel y interesting thesis: an erogenous zone 
(that is, a libidinal movement of the body insofar as it happens at the 
surface, distinguishing itself from drives of conservation and destru c­
tion) would be mark ed essentially by a "letter" which, at the same time, 
wou ld tra ce its limit and subsume under it images or objects of 
satisfact ion. "Letter" at this point assumes no mastery of language and 
st ill less a possession of writing. It is rath er a 9uestion of a phonemi c 
difference in relati on to the difference of intensity which characterizes 
the erogenous zone. The precise example im·oked 'by Leclaire, however, 
that of the let ter V in the cast> of the Wolf Man, does not seem to go 
in this direction: in fact, the letter V in this example marks rath er a 
very genera l movemc>nt of openness, com mon to sew·ral zones (to open 
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one's eyes, orw's cars, one's mouth), and connote s severa l dramatic 
scenes rath er than objects of satisfaction.6 Should we rath er think , to 
the extent that the phon eme it:-clf is a cluster '!f distinctfre traics or 
differential relations, that each zone would rather be analogous to one 
of these traits and determ ine-cl by them in relation to anot her zone? In 

this case, ther e ""ould be rcas~n for a new heralding of th._, body 
founded on phonology; th e oral zone would necessarily enjoy an essen­
tia l pr ivilege, insofar as the child would make an active apprentices hip 
of phon emes at the same time that she would ext ract them from the 

voice. 
The fact is now that the oral zone would pur sue its liberati on and its 

progress in th e ac9uisition of language only to the ex tent that a global 
integration of zones could be produced, or even an alignment of clusters 
and an entry of phon emes into mo re complex clements-what linguis­
tics sometimes call a "concatenation of success ive entiti es." Here we 
encount er th e seco nd point, and with it the problem of th e phallic 
coordinatio n as the second aspect of th e sexua l position. It is in this 
sense that Leclaire defines the su rface of the entir e body as an aggregate 
or sequence of letter s, while th e image of the phallu s assures their 
convergence and continuit y. We thu s find ourselves inside a new 
domain. It is no longer at all a question of a simple additi on of the 
preced ing phonC'mC's, but rather of the constru ction of the first esoteric 

words, which integrate phonem es into a conj unctive synth esis of hetero­
geneous, convergent, and continu ous series- thus, in an example ana­
lyzed by Lecla ire, the secret name "Poord'jeli," that a child creates. It 
seems to us at this b ·el tha t the esoteri c word in its entir ety plays not 
the role of a phon eme or of an clement of articulation but that of a 
morphem e or of an element of grammati cal constru ct ion repre sented 
by the conjun ct ive character . It refers to the phallus as an agent of 
coordination. On ly afterward, such an eso teric \\'Ord takes on another 
,·alue, or another function: as the conjunction forms an entire series, 
this series enters into a relation of rC'sonance with anot her c(j,-ergcnt 
and indepe ndent series - ·1oli corps de Lili" (Lil i's beau tiful body). The 

rww sC'rics co rresponds to th e third aspect of the sexua l position, that 
is, to the de, ·clopment of Oedipus, the castration comp lex and tl1C' 
,·oncomi tant transfom1ation of th e phallus which has now lx·comc 
object = x. Then, and only then, the esote ric word becomes a porcman­

ceau word insofar as it enacts a disjunctive synt hesis of the two SC'ries 
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(th e pregcn ital and the oed ipal, that of the pro per namt· of the subject 
and that of Lili), causes the two d ivergent series to resonate as such an<l 
ramifies thcm.7 Th(' entir e esote ric word , in line with Lacan 's thesis, 
plays now the role-of a semant eme. Accord ing to this thesis, the phallus 
of Oed ipus and of cast ration is a signifier which docs not animate the 

co rrcponding series with out cropp ing up suddenly in the preceding 
series, in ·which it also circulates, since it "co nditions th e dft>cts o f th e 
sign ified by its presence as signinc·r. " We thu s go from the phonemic 
lett er to th e esoteric wo rd as morpheme, and then from this to the 
portm ant eau word as semantcme. 

In the tr ansition from schizoid pos ition of depth to tlw dcpressh·c 
pos ition of the heights, we went from noises to the voice. But in the 
sur face sexua l position, we go from \"Oice to speech. Th e organization 
of the physical sexual sur face has three moments which produce thr ee 
types of syntheses or series: the erogenous zones and connective syntheses 
bearing on a homogeneous ser ies; the phallic coo rd ination of zon<'s and 
the conjun ctive synth esis bearing on heterogeneous, yet convergent and 
continu ous series; and the evolut ion of Oedipus, the tran sformat ion of 
the phallic line into th e tr ace of castrat ion, and the d isjunctive synth esis, 
bea ring on divergent and resonat ing series. Now, these series or mo­
ments cond ition th e thr ee format ive elements of language- phonemes, 
mmvh emes, and semantemes - as much as they are condition<'d by 
them in a circu lar reaction. Ne,·erth cless, there is st ill no language; we 
arc st ill in a preli nguistic domain. These elem<'nts are not organized into 
formed lingu ist ic unit s ,vhich wou ld be ab le to deno te thin gs, manifest 
persons, and signify concepts.8 This is why these eleme nts have not yet 
a r(>ference other than a sexual one, as if tlw child "vas learnin g to speak 
on his ow n body-w ith phonemes rcf<:>rr ing to the erogenous zones, 
mo rphemes to the phallus of coordination, and st>mant cmes to th e 
phallus of castr ation. Th is reference must not be interprete d as a 
denota tion (phonemes do not "denote" erogenous zones), as a manifes­
tation, nor e,·en as a signification. It is rather a questio n of a "co nd ition­
ing-co ndit io ned" st ructu re, of a surface effect , unde r its doub le sono­
ro us and sexual aspec t o r, if one prefe rs, unde r the aspects of resonance 
and mirro r. At this level, speec h begins: it be9ins ll'hen the.formative elements 

?J"lan9ua9e are extracted at the surjace,.from the current ef roice which comes fro m 
abo1·e. This is the parado x of speec h. O n one hand, it refers to language 
as to somet hing wit hd rawn which preex ists in the voice from above; on 
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the oth er han<l, it refers to language as to something which must resu lt, 
but which shall come to pass on ly with forme<l units. Speech is ncvt' r 
equal to language . It still awa its tht' result, that is, the event which will 
make the formation effect ive. It masters the- forn1ative cleme nts bu t 
with out pur pose, and the histor) · which it relates, the sexual history, is 
not hing other than itsel f, or its own doub le. We arc no t vet therefore 
in the realm o f sense. Th e noise of the depth s was an i;f :a-sense, an 
unde r-sense, Uncersinn; the voice from the height s was a pre-sens<'. One 
could now come to believe, \vith tlw o rganizat ion of the surface, that 
nonsense has reached that point at wh ich it becomes sense, or 'takes on 
sense: is not prec isely th e phallus as objec t = x, this su rface non.sense 
which d istri butes sense to the ser ies which it tr averses, ramifies, and 
makes them resonate, detem1ining one as signifying and the other as 
signified ? In us, thoug h, th e advice and the rule of meth od resound: do 
not hasten to eliminate nonsense and to give it a sense. Nonsense would 
keep its sec ret of the real manner by wnich it creates sense. The 
organizat ion of the physical sur face is not yet sense; it is, or rather will 

be, a co-se nse. That is to say, when sense is pro<luced over another 
sur face, there will also be this sense. Sexuality, acco rding to the Freudian 
dual ism , is that which also is-everyw here and always. There is not h­
ing th e sense of which is not also sexua l, in acco rdance with the law of 

the doub le surface. But it is still necessary to await this result which 
ne,·er ends, this other sur face, for sexuality to be made the concomitant , 
and the co-se nse of sense, so that one might say "eve rywhere," "fo r alJ 
times," and "e ternal truth ." 
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Thirty-Third Series 

of Alice's Adventur es 

The thr ee types of esoteric words that we encount ered in Lewis 
Carroll's works correspond to th e thr ee kinds of series: the "u npro­
noun ceable monos yllabic" brings about the connective synthesis of a 
series; th e "ph lizz" or "snar k" guarant ees the convergence of tv,10 series 
and brings about the conjunctive ser'ies; and finally, the portmanteau 
word, the "Jabberwock," the word = x ·whose presence we discover 
already at work in the two oth ers, brings about the disjunctive synth esis 
of divergent series, as it makes th em resonate and ramify. But how 
many ach·entur es can we find under this organization ? 

Alice has thr ee part s, which are marked by changes of location. The 
1-irst part (chapt ers 1-3), start ing with Alice's interminable fall, is com­
pletely immersed in the schizoid element of dept h. Everything is food, 
excrement , simulacrum , partial internal object, and poisonous mixtur e. 
Alice herself is one of these objects ,.,·hen she is little; when large, she is 
identified with their recept acle. The oral, anal, and urethral character 
of this part has often been stressed. But the second part ( chapters 4-7) 
seems to display a change of orientati on. To be sure, there is still, and 
with renewed force, th e th eme of th e house f-iUed by Alice, her prevent ­
ing the rabbit from enterin g and her expe lling violently the lizard from 
it (the schizoid sequence child-p enis-exc rement ). But we not ice consid-

2 H 

erable mod ifications. First , it is in being too largt' that Alice now plays 
the role of the interna l object. Moreo\'cr, to grow and to shr ink no 
longer occu r only in relation to a third term in depth (the key to be 
reached or the door to pass through in the first part), but rather act of 
their own accord in a free style, one in relation to the other-th at is, 
they act on high. Carroll has taken pains to indicate that there has been 
a change, since now it is drinkin g which brings about gro'.vth and eating 
which causes one to shr ink (the re\'erse was the case in th e first part ). 
In parti cular , causing to grow and causing to shrink are linked to a 
single object , namely, the mushroom which founds the alternative on 
its own circularit y (chapter ))- Ob\' iously, this impression would be 
confirmed only if the ambiguous mushroom gives way to a good object, 
presented explicitly as an object of the heights. The caterp illar, though 
he sits on top of th e mushroom, is insufficient in this regard. It is rather 
the Cheshire Cat who plays this role: he is the good object, the good 
penis, the idol or voice of the heights. He incarnate s the disjunctions of 
this new position: unharm ed or wou nded, since he sometimes presents 
his entir e body, sometimes only his cut off head; present or absent, 
since he disappears, leaving only his smile, or forms itself from the smile 
of the good objec t (provisional complacency with respect to the libera­
tion of sexual dri\'es). In his essence, the cat is he who wit hdraws and 
diverts himself. Th e new alternati ve or disjunct ion which he imposes 
on Alice, in conformity with this essence, appears twice: first , a question 
of being a baby or a pig, as in the Duchess' kitchen ; and then as the 
sleeping Dormouse seated betwee n the Hare and the Hatter, that is, 
between an animal who lives in burrows and an artisan who deals with 
the head, a matt er of either taking the side of internal objects or of 
identifying with the good object of heights. In short, it is a question of 
choosing between depth and height . 1 In the third part (chapters 8- 1 2), 

there is again a change of element. Hadn g found again briefly the first 
location, Alice ent ers a garden which is inhabited by playing cards 
without thickness and by flat figures. It is as if Alice, having sufficiently 
identified herself with the Cheshire Cat , whom she declares to be her 
friend, secs the old depth spread out in front of her, and th e animab 
which occup ied it become slaves or inoffensive instrument s. It is on this 
surface that she distributes her images of the fatht' r - thc image of th e 
fathC'r in the course of a trial : "T hey told me you had been to hC'r,/ And 
men tiorwd nw to him .... " But Alice has a foreboding of the dangers 
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of this Ill'\\ ' elenwn t: tht> manner in which good intent ions run the risk 
of produ cing abominable results, and the phallus, rPprcsentcd by the 
Qu een, risks tu rning into castrati on (" 'Off with her head !' thC' 'Quee n 
shouted at the top o f hC'r voice") . The surfa ce is burst , " . .. tlw whole 
pack ros<' up into the air, and came flying down upon her. ... " 

O ne could say that Throu9h 711e l.ookin9-Glass take s up this same sto ry, 
this same und ertaking, but that things here have bC'en displaced or 
shift<·d, the first mome nt being suppr essed and the third greatl y devel­
oped. Instead of the Cheshire Cat being the good voice for Alice, it is 
Alice who is the good voice for her own , rea l cats- a sco lding \'Oice, 
lo, ·ing and withdr awn. Alice, from her height , app rehends the mirr or as 
a pur e surface, a cont inuit y of the outside and th e inside, of above and 

below, of re\'crsc and right sides, where "Jabbe rwocky" spreads itself 
ou t in both directions at once. After having behaved briefly once again 
as th e good object or the wit hdrawn voice vis-a-v is the chess pieces 
("vith all the terrifying attribut es of thi s object or this voice), Alice 
herself enters the game: she belongs to the surface of the chessboard, 
which has replaced the mirror, and takes up the task of becomi ng 
queen. The squa res o f the chessboard which must be crossed clearly 
represent erogenous zones, and becoming-queen refers to the phallus as 
the agency of coo rdinati on. It soon appear s that the co rrespond ing 
prob lem is no longe r that of th e uni9ue and wit hdr awn voice, and that 
it has rath er becom e th e prob lem of ml;ltipl e discourses: what mu st 
one· pay, how mu ch mu st one pay in order to be able to speak? This 
9uestion appea rs in almost e,·ery chapter, with the word sometimes 
rd e rri ng to a single series (as in the case of th e prop er name so 
(.'Ontr acted that it is no longe r rememb ered); sometimes to two conver­
gent ser ies (as in the case of Tweedledum and Tweedledee, so much 
convergent and continu ous as to be indistingui shable); and sometimes 
to divergent and ramified series (as in the case of Hump ty Dumpt y, th e 
master of seman tcmcs and payma ster of words, making them ram ify 
and resonate to such a deg ree as to be incompre hensible, so that their 
reverse and right sides are no longer distinguishable). But in this 
simultaneous organization of wo rds and surfaces, th e danger already 
ind icated in Alice is specified and dc\'eloped . Again, Alict' has distributed 
her par ental images on the surfa(.'e: the White Qu een, the plainti" e and 
\\'Ound ed moth er ; the Red King, the withdr awn father, asleep from the 
fourth chapt er onward. But, t raversing all depth and height, it is the 
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Red Qu een who arri ves-the phallus become th e agent of (.'ast ration. 
It is the final debacl e again , this time tinished off n>lunta rily by Alice 
herself. Something is going to happen, she declares. But what? Would 
it be a regress ion to the oral-anal depth s, to the point that everythin g 
would begin anew, or rat her the liberat ion of anot her glorious and 
neutraliz ed surface? 

Th e psychoanalytic d iagnos is often form ulated wit h respect to L<-wis 
Carroll notes the following: the impossibility of confronting th e Oed ipal 
situation; Hight before the father and renunc iation of the mother· ... , 
projectio n onto the little girl, ident iliccl with the phallus but also 

deprived of a penis; and the ora l-anal regression \\'hich follows. Such 
diagnoses, however , have very littl e interest , and it is wel l known that 
the cncount<T between psychoanal)·sis and the work of art (or the 
literary-spec ulative wo rk) cannot bl" achieved in this manner. It is not 
achie,·ed cert ainly by treating auth ors, th rough th eir work, as possible 
or real patients, e\'en if they are acco rded the benefit of sublimation; it 
is not achieved by ''psychoanalyzing" th" work. f or aut hors, if th ey are 
great, arc more like doctors than pati ents. We mean that they are 

thcmscl\'es astonishing diagnosticia ns or sympt omato logists. Th ere is 
al\\'ays a great deal of art inrn lved in the g roupin g of sympt oms, in th e 
organization of a rab/e where a parti cular sympto m is dissoc iated from 
another, juxtapo sed to a third , and forms th e rww figure of a disorder 
or illness. Clinicians who are ab le to renew a symptomato logical tab le 
prod u(.'c a wo rk o f art ; conversely, artists are clinicians, not wit h respec t 
to their own case, nor even wit h respect to a case in general; rat her, 
tht') ' arc clinicians o f civilizat ion. In thi s regard, we cannot follow th ose 
who think that Sade has nothi ng essentia l to sa)' on sadism, nor Masoch 
on masochism. It seems, mor eover, that an evaluation of sympt oms 
might be achieved only throu gh a no,·el. It is not by chance that th e 
rwu rotic creates a "fami lial romance, " anc..l that the Oed ipus comp lex 
must be found in the meande rings of it. fr om the 1x· rspt·ctivc of i-=reud' s 
grn ius, it is not the complex which prov ides us with informati on about 
Oedipu s and I lam let, but rather Oedipu s and Hamlet who prO\·ic..le us 
" ith information abo ut the complex. It will be objected that the art ist 
is, in fact, not necessa ry; the patient himsdf pr ovides the rom ance and 
t lw docto r e, ·aluatl' s it. But this would be to ncglC'ct thl" spec ifi(.'ity of 
thl· arti st both as patient and as doc to r of ci,·ilization; it wou ld be to 
n<'glcct tht · differcrKt' lwtwecn the artist 's no,·cl as a wo rk of art and 
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the ncurotic's 110\'C'I. Tlw neurotic can on ly actualize th(• l l'rIDS and the 
storv of his no\'el: th(' sympt oms arc this actualization, and the no\' d 
has ·no othcr meaning. On thc co ntr ary, to ex tr act the non-actua li'l-ablc 
par t 0 1' the pur e e\'ent from sympt oms (or , as Blanchot says, to raise th e 
\'isiblc to the invisible), to raise c,·eryday actions and passions (like 
('ating, shittin g, loving, speaking, or dying) to their no(•mati c attribute 
and th eir cor responding pure l:vC'nt, to go from the physical surface on 
which S)'mpt oms arc played out and actualizations decided to the 
metap hysical surfac e on which th(• pur e e"en t stand s and is pla)·ed out , 
to go from the cause of the sympt oms to the quasi-cause of the reul'Te 
- this is the object of the non.' I as a work of art , and what distinguis hes 
it from the familial novc l.1 In ot her words, the positive, highly affirma ­
tive character of descxualization consists in the replacement <!{ psychic 

renression by speculative 1111'es1ment. Th is dot's not prevent the speculative 
investment from bearing up on a sexual object -s ince the im·estmcnt 
disengages the event from it and poses th e object as co ncomitant of the 
co rrespondin g event: what is a litt le girl? An entire reurre is needed, not 
in order to answer th is question but in order to evoke and to compo se 

the unique event which makes it into a qu estion. Th e artist is not only 
the pati ent and doc tor of ch·ilization, but is also its pervert . 

Of thi s process of ck sexualization and this leap from one surface to 
anot her , we ha\'e said almost nothing. Only •its power appears in 
Carro ll's work: it appear s in the very force with which the basic series 
(those that esoter ic words sub sume) are desc-xualized to the benefit of 

the alternative to eat/to speak; but also in the force with which the 
sex ual obje ct , the litt le girl, is maintain ed. Indeed, the mystery lies in 
thi s leap, in this passage from one surface to another, and in what the 
first sur face become s, skirt ed over by th e seco nd . i-:rom the physical 
chcssboard to the log ical diag ram , or rather from the sensiti, ·c surface 
to the ultra -sensitin· plate - it is in this leap that Carro ll, a renow ned 
photogra ph er , expe ril·ncc·s a pleasure that \\'e might assume to be 
perv erse, and that h<· innocently dcclares (as he says to Amelia in an 
" uncontrollabl e exc it<•mcnt" : "Mi ss Amelia, I hope to do myself the 
honor of coming to you for a negative .... Amelia, thou are mine!") . 
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Thirt y-Fourth Series of Primary Ord er 

and Secondary O rganization 

Ir it is tru e that the phantasm is co nstru cted upon at least two 
di ,·erging sexual series and that it merges wit h their resonance, it is 
nc.·verth cless the case that the tw o basic ser ies (along wit h the object = 
x which tr averses them and causes them to resonate) co nst itut e onlv 

J 

the extrin sic: beginnin g of the phanta sm. Let us call th e resonance 
" intrinsic beginning." The phantasm de\'clops to the exte nt that the 
resonance indu ces a.forced movement that goes beyond and swee ps away 
the basic series. It has a pc-ndular stru ctu re: the basic series tra n "rsed 
b~• the mo\'e ment of the ob ject = x, the· resona nce, and the forced 
moveme nt of an amp litude· greater than the initial movement. This 
initial movement is, as we ha"e see n, the movement of l:::ros, which 
opc·rat es on the intermediaf) ' physical surfan·, the sexual surface, or the 
liberated area of sexua l drives. Hut the forced movement which rcpre­
sc·nts dt·sl·xualizat ion is Thanato s and "co mpu lsion"; it opc·rates lx-tw c·en 

llw two ex tr emes of the o rig inal depth and tlw mctaph~·sical surfac-e, 
llw destrul't i\'e cannibali stic clri\'es of dep th and the 1,peculati, -e death 
insti nn. We- know that the greates t dangt·r assoc iated with thi s forced 
mm·cmc nt is th e mer ging of the extr emes or, ratlw r, the loss of 
('n-ryt hing in the bot to~lc~s dt•pth, at the pricl' of a gem•ralizccl dd)ade 
of surfan•s. But, co n,·t•r1,ely, the greatest pot entialit y of the forn· cl 
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move mc-nt lies in th e cons titution, beyo nd the ph ysica l surfa ce, of a 

metaph ysica l surfa ce of great range, on which eve n the dcyo urin g­

dcvourcd objec ts of th e depth s arc proj ec ted. W e can ther efo re nam e 

th<· entir e forcnl movem ent "death instin ct ," and name its full ampli­
tude "metaphys ical surface. " At any rat e, th e forced mo,·(·mcnt is not 

estab lished betw een the basic sex ual series, but rat her bctw ccn th e tw o 

new and infinitely large r se ries - eating, on th e one hand , and thinkin g, 

on tlw oth er, wh ere th e seco nd alwa ys risks disapp earin g into th e first, 

and th e first, on th e co nt rary, risks being pr ojecte d ont o the seco nd . 1 

Thus , the phanta sm re9uir es four series and tw o movement s. Th e 

mo, ·cm cnt of reso nan c(' of th e tw o sex ual se ries induccs a forced 

mo \'em ent which ext ends beyo nd the base and th e limit s of life, 

plun ging into the abyss of bodies. But it also opens onto a mental 

surfa ce , g iving ~irth ther eby to th e two ncw se ries betwe en whi ch th e 

entir e struggl e that ,vc attempted to desc ribe is waged. 

What hap pens if th e m ental o r metaph ysica l surface has th e upp er 

hand in thi s pendu lar movem ent ? In thi s case, th e \'erb is inscrib ed on 

thi s surfa ce- that is, th e g lorious eve nt ent e rs a symboli c relation w ith 

a stat e of affair s, rat her than merging ·with it; th e shinin g, noe matic 

attr ibut e, rath er th an being confu sed wit h a qualit y, subl imates it ; th e 

proud Result , ra th er than being confu sed with an action or passion, 

extra c ts an e ternal truth from th em . What Ca rroll ca lls " Imp enetrab il­

ity," and also "Radiancy," is act ualized. T his is the verb which, in its 

uni vocity, conjuga tes de vourin g and thinki ng: it proj ec ts eatin g on the 

metaph ysical surfa ce and sket ches out thinkin g on it. And because to 

eat is no longe r an ac tion no r to be eate n a passion , but rat her the 

noemati c att r ibut e which co rrespond s to th em in th e verb , th e mo uth 

is someho"v liberated for thoug ht , whi ch fills it wit h all possible words. 

Thl· n · rb is, thN efo rc, "to speak"; it means to eat/ co think, on th e 

metap hysica l surfa ce, and causes th e eve nt, as that which can be 
expr essed by language, to happe n to co nsumabl e thin gs , and sense, as 

the t'xp rcssion o f th ought, to insist in language . Thu s, ··,o 1hmk" also 

means 10 eat/10 speak-to ea t as the "resu lt, " to speak as "made 

possib le." Th e stru ggle between th e mout h and th e brain comes to an 

end ht-re. We han· see n thi s stru ggk for the imk·pendence of sound s 
go on, (' \ "Pr sinct' th e exc rem ent al and a limentary noises \\"hich m:cu pied 

th e mou th-anu s in depth; we follow ed it to th e dise ngagc ment of a 
,·oicc high abo\'(.'" and finallv we tra ced it to th e primary fom1ation of , , ; 
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sur faces and words. Speak ing, in the compkt c sense of th e word, 
presupp oses th e verb and passes through the verb, which pr ojec ts th e 

mo ut h ont o the metaph ysica l surfa ce, filling it with th e idea l events of 

this surfa ce. The ,-crb is th e "ve rbal rcprt' sentati on" in its r ntir e tv, as 

\\'ell as the highest affirmati ve power of th e disjunc tion (unirn c ity, ~vith 
rcspc·c t to th at which diverges). The verb , howe ver, is silent; and we· 

mu st tak e litera lly t he idea that Eros is sonorous and that th e deat h 

instinct is silence. In th e verb, tlw secondary organizat ion is bro ug ht 

abou t, and from th is organizat ion th e entire ord ering of language 

proceeds. ons cnse func tions as th e z<:'ro point of th ought, th e a lea to ry 
point of desex ualized energy or the punctua l Instin ct of death ; Aion or 

empt y form and pur e In finiti ve is the line traced by this point , that is, a 
ce rebral c rack at the limit s of w hich the e ,·ent appears; and th e eve nt 

taken in th e uni voc ity of thi s intinitin · is dist ribut ed in th e two series 

of amplitud e whic h constit ute the mC'taph ysical su rface. Th e eve nt is 

related to one of the se series as a noe matic attributP, and to th e othe r 

as a noct ic sense , so t hat bo th se ries, to eat/ to spea k, fonn the disju nct 

for an affinnati ve synth esis, or th e e9ui\' Ocity of what th ere is for and 

in univocal Be ing. It is thi s whole system, po int -lin e-s urfa ce, that 

rq )rese nt s th e organ izat ion of sense and nonsense. Sense occ urs to 

sta_tes of affa irs and insists in prop os itions, vary ing its pur e univocal 
infinitive acco rding to th e se ries of t he states of affairs wh ich it subli ­

mates and from w hich it res ult -:;, and the series of pr opositio ns which it 
sym bolizes and make s poss ible. We have see n th e way in whjc h th e 

ord er of language with its fomwd unit s comes about -t hat is, with 
de notat ions and th eir fulfillment s in thin gs, mani festation s and th e ir 

act ualiza tions in per ons, sig nifica tion and th eir acco mpli shm ent s in 
rn ncep ts; it was pre cisely t he ent ire subjec t matter of the stat ic ge nes is. 

But, in ord er to ge t to that point, it was necessa ry to go t hroug h all the 

stages of th e dynam ic ge nes is. for th e voice ga\"C' us on ly denotations, 

empty manifestatio ns and denotations, or pu rc inten tions suspend ed in 

tonali t\". The first word s ga\'e us onlv formati\'e ckmen ts without 

n ·achi~g form ed uni ts. In ~rde r that th ere be language, toge~her with 

tlw fu ll usc of speec h conforming to the three dimensions ~f language, 
ll \\'as ncccssar~, to pass throu gh th e ve rb and its silence, and t hrou gh 

the . l' lltir e organ izat ion of sense and nonsense on the metaphysical 
surf ace-t hl· last stage of the dynamic genes is. 

It is n ..-tain that sex ual organization is a pr efigur ation of tlw organ i-
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zation of languag•.:, just as tlw physical surface was a preparati on for the 
metaph ysical surface. Th e phaJlus plays an important role in th~ stages 
of the conflict betw ee n mouth and brain. Sexua lity is in bet\-\"een eating 
an<l speaking and , at the same time that th e sexual dri ves are detac hed 
from the destru ctive alimentar y driv es, th ey inspire the first word s 
mad e up of phon emes, morphemes, and semant emes. Sexual organiza­
tio n already presents us with an entir e point-lin e-surface system; and 
the phallu s, as object = x and word = x, has the role of nonsense, 
distributin g sense to the two basic sexual series, the pregenital and the 
Oedipal. This entir e intermediary dom ain, however, seems to be neu­
tralized by th e mov ement of <lesexualizati on, just as the basic series of 
the phanta sm have been by th e series of amp litud e. Th e reason is that 
phonemes, morph emes, and semantemes, in their orig inal relation to 
sexualit y, <lo not yet form unit s of denotation , manife station , or signifi­
catio n. Sexuali ty is neither deno ted, no r manifested, nor signified by 
them; rather, sexualit y is the surfac e that th ey doub le, and they them­
selves are the doublin g up which bu ilds the surface. It is a qu estion of a 
dual surfa ce effect, of reverse and r ight sides, wh.ich precedes all 

relation s betw een stat es of affairs and propo sition s. Thi s is why when 
anoth er surface is de velop ed with different effects which at last found 
denotation s, man ifestations, and significations as ordered linguistic units, 

clem ents like phon emes, morph emes, and semant emes seem to tum up 
on thi s new plane, but seem to lose th eir sexual resonanc e. Thi s sexual 

resonan ce is repressed or neutra lized, while the basic series arc swept 
aside by the ne·w series of amplitud e. Sexualit y exists only as an allusion, 
as vapor or du st , showing a path along \.vhich language has passed, but 
which it continue s to jolt and to erase like so many ext remely disturbing 

childhood memori es. 
The matt er is, however , still mor e co mplicated. for if it is true that 

the phantasm is not cont ent with oscillating betw een th e extr eme of 

alimenta ry depth and the other extr eme represent ed by th e metaphysi­
cal surface, if it strive s to project onto thi s metaph ysical surface the 
event co rrespondin g to nouri shment , how would it not also release the 
events of sexualit y? How would it not release them, in a very particular 
manner? As we have seen, the phantasm docs not eternall y recomm ence 
its intrin sic mon :mcnt of desexualization with out turnin g back on its 
extrin sic sexual beginning. Thi s parad ox has no cqui\'almt in the oth er 
instances of pr ojection on the metaph ysical surface : a dcsexualized 
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cnC'rgy invests or reinvests an object o f sexual interest as such and is 
thereby re-sc xualiied in a new way. Such is the most general mecha­
nism of perversion, on the co nditi on that pen ·ersion be distinguished as 
an art of the surface from sub version as a techniqu e of depth. Acco rding 
to Paula Heimann, most "se xual" cr im<."S are wrongly said to be per­
verse; they should be att ribut ed to the sub version of depth s, where the 
sexual drives are still dire ctly wovcn into th c devouring and destru ctive 
dri n ·s. Hut perversion as a surface dim ension bound to th e erogenou s 
zones, to th e phallu s of coo rdinati on and castrati on and to the relation 
of the ph)'sical and metaph ysical sur faces, raises only the probl em of 
the- in\'CStment o f a sexual object by a dese xualized energy as such. 
Pc-r..-<."rsion is a surface stru cture which expr esses itself as such, without 
being necessarily actua lized in cr iminal behavior s of a subversive natur e. 
Crime s may undoubt edJy follow , but onJy throu gh a regression from 
perversion to sub version. Th e real probl em of perversion is shown 
correctly in th e essent ial mechanism which corresponds to it, that of 
\lerleu9nun9. for if Verleu9nun9 is a qu estion of maintaining the image of 
the phaUus in spit e of the absense of a penis, in the case of wom en, this 
operati on presupp oses a desexualization as the consequ ence of castra ­
tion, but also a reinvestment of th e sexual object insofar as it is sexual 
by means of desexualiz ed energy: \lerleu9nun9 is not an hallucination, 
but rath er an esoteri c knowledge . 2 Thu s Carroll, perverse but without 
crime, perverse but no nsubve rsive, stutt ering and left-handed, uses the 
desexualized energy of the photographi c appara tus as a frightfull y spec­
ulative eye, in ord er to invest the sexual object par excellence, namely, 
the little g irl-phallu s. 

Caught up in th e system of language , there is thus a co-system of 
sexuality which mimi cs sense, nonsense, and their organization: a simu­
lacrum for a phanta sm. furtherm ore, throu ghout all of that which 
language will designat e, ma nifest, or signify, there will be a sexuaJ 
history that will never be designat ed, manifested, or signified in itself, 

but which will coexist with all the op erati ons of language, recalling the 
sexual appurt enance of the fo_m1ative linguistic elements. This statu s of 
s('xualit v acco un ts for repr ession. It does not suffice to sav that the 

• J 

conn· pt of reprc-ssion in general is topi cal: it is topological. Repression 
i~ al"' ays th e repression o f one dim ension by another . Height - that is, 
the supcn ·go, whose precocious formati on \\' C' have sc-c•n - rcpre sses the 
depth "'lw n· sexual and d<'stru stivc dri ves arc do sd y linked toge ther. 
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It is even on this link, or on the intC'rnal objects which rC'present it, 
that th{' so-callcJ primary rep r<'ssion comes to bear. ReprC'ssirm then 
signifies that depth is almost covered up by the m·"· dimension, and 
tl;at the dri\"e takes on a new figure in conformit y with the repressing 
instance - at kast in th<' beginning (in thi s case, the libl·ratio n of sexua l 

" '-' 

drives from the dcstructin · drives and the pious intentions of Oedipus). 
That the surfacl' may bC' in turn the object of th<' so-ca lled seconda ry 
rcpr,·ssion, and that it is not tht·refore the least bit identical to con­
sciousness , is exp lained in a complex mann er: first, in accordance with 

heud's hypothesis, the play of two distin ct series fonns an essential 
condit ion of the repre ssion of sexua lity and of the rctroactin ' characte r 
of this repression. Moreover, e, ·,,n when it puts into play on ly a partial 
homoge n<'ous series, or a continuous globa l series, sexua lit:· docs not 
have the conditions which would render possibl,· its being main tained 
in consciousnl:'ss (namely, the possib ility of being denot ed, manifested, 
and sign ified by lingu istic elements co rrespondin g to it). The third 
reason mu st be sought on the sidC' of the metaphysical surface, in the 
manner in which this surface rep resses the sexual surfan· at the same 
time th at it imposes on the ene rgy of the drive the new figure of 
desexua lizat ion. It should not be surpri sing that the mctaph) ·sical sur­
face, in turn, is not at all identical to a consciousness. It should be 
enough to reca ll that the series of amplitude "vhich characterize it 
essen tially trans cend whatever may be conscious and fonn an imper­
sonal and pre - indi, ·idual transcende ntal field. finall y, consciousness, or 
rathl·r the preconscious, has no other 1-idd than that of possible deno­
tation s, manifestation s, and signif-ications-that is, th e orde r of lan­
guag<· which arises from all tl;at which has prcccdc·cl. But the play of 
sens,· and nonsense, and surfacl' effects, on the meta physical as wel l as 

on the physical surface, do not belong to consciousness any mor e than 
do actions and passions of th e most deeply bur ied dC"pth. Th e retu rn of 
t lw rep ressed occurs in accordance with th(' gene ral mechanism of 
regression: th l.·rc is rcgrpssion as soon as one dimension falls back on 
another. Witho ut doubt, th<' mechanisms of regression arC' , ·cry differ­
mt depmding on the accide nts propC'r to pa;ticular dimen si~ns (the 

drop from the heights, for example, o r tlw ho les in the surface). But 
what is essentia l is the threat that depth brings to bear on all other 
dimensions; thus, it is the locus of primitive repr ession and of "fixa-
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tions" - tlw ultimate terms of rt·grl'ssions. As a general rule, there is a 
difli.·1-cnn· in natur e between su;facc zones and stages of ckpt h, and 
thu~ between a regression to th<· erogenous anal zone, for cxampl"', and 
a rcon·ss ion to th e anal stage as a cligcstin ·-dcs tru cti, ·c stage. But the 
poin~s of 1-ixation, which an· like l~t'aco ns at tra cting the regressive 
pron·sses, always st ri\'e to assure that regression itself regrcssc·s, as it 
changes natur e by chang ing dimensi ons, and tinall)· rl'turn s to the depth 
of ~tages into which all dimc:-nsions dt·scenJ. One tinal distinction is left 
lwt\\ 'l~l'n rt'grcssion as th"' mon·ment by which a dimension falls back 
on those which preceded it and this ot ht•r movement by which a 
dimrnsio n reinvests, in its own way, th<' one preceding it. Alongs ide 
rqx('ssion and the retu rn of tht• repressed, we must sa"e a plan' for 
these complex processes through which an elcmC'nt characteristic of a 
certain dimens ion is invested as such with the very different energy 
correspond ing to anot her dim ension: for example , subve rsive criminal 
conduct is inseparable from the function of the voice from above, which 
reinvests th<' destructive process of depth as if it were an ob ligation 
that is forever.fixed, and orders it in tht' gu ise of the superego or of the 
good obj<'ct (sec the story of Lord Arthur Sa vii<'). 3 Per\"erse conduct is 
also inseparable from a movement of th(· metaphysical surface which, 

instead of repressing sexuality, uses desexualizcd C'nergy in order to 
irwest a st·xua l cleme nt as such and to Jh it with unb,-arablc attention 
(the s<'cond sense of fixation ). 

The aggregate of surfaces constitutes the organization which is called 
secondary, and which is detincd by '\ ·erbal representation." Verbal 

rep resentation must be carefully distinguishC'd from "object rep resenta­
tion," because it conct>rns an incorporea l event and not a body, an 
action, a passion, or a quality of bodies. Verbal rep resentati on is, as we 
have seen, the representation which em·elopcd an exp ression. It is mack 
of what is exp ressed and what is expressing, and confonm itself to the 
twisting of tlw one into the ot her. It represents the event as expressed, 
hrings it to exist in the clements of langruage, and, com ·t·rsdv, confers 

... <.: • 

on thcsl' element s an expressi\'e value and a function as "rcp resenta-
ti,·l·s'' which the v did not have by thems<>lws. The \\'hol<' order of 
l,rnguage is the ;csult of it, \\'ith its code of t{' rtiar y dctnminations 
l<>unck-d in turn on "objcctal" represe ntati ons (d,·notatio n, manifesta­
tion, signification; incli,·idual, perso n, concep t; world, sdf, and God). 
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Rut what matt ers here is the prelimin ary, founding, or poetic organiza­
tion -t hat is, th is play of surfaces in which only an a-cosmic

1 
imper­

sonal, and prc - indh·idual field is deployed, this exercise of nonsense and 
sense, and this dep loyment of series which prece de the elaborate 
prod ucts of the static ge nesis. h orn the tertiar y o rder, we mu st move 
again up to the secondar y organization, and then to the primar) ' orde r, 
in acco rdance wit h th e dynamic requir ement. Take, for examp le, the 
table of catego ries of the dynamic genesis in relation to the moments of 
language : passion-a ction (noise); possession-pri vation (voice); int ent ion­
result (speech). Secondar y organ ization (the verb or verbal representa ­
tion) is itself the result of thi s long itinerary; it emerges when the event 
kn ows ho w to raise the result to a second powe r, and when the verb 
knows how to grant elementary word s the expressive value of which 
th t'y were still depriv ed. But the entir e itinerary is indicate d by the 
prima ry ord er, where words are dir ectly action s and passions of th e 
body, or even withdrawn voices. They are demonic possessions or 
divine privation s. Obsce nit ies and insults afford an idea, by way of 
regress ion, of thi s chaos in which bott omless depth and unlimit ed 

height are respectively combined. For , howeve r intimat e their liaison 
may be, the obscene word illustrat es the direct action of one body on 
another which is acted upon, whereas th e insult pur sues all at once the 
one who wit hdraw s, d ispossesses thi s one of all voice, and is itself a 
voice wh ich withdraw s.4 Th is str ict comb ination of obsce ne and abusive 

words testifies to th e properly satir ic values of language . W e call 
"satiric" the pro cess by which regression regresses itself; that is, it is 
never a sexua l regression at the surface wit hout its also being a digestive 
alimentary regression in depth, stopping only at th e cesspoo l and 
pur suing th e wit hdrawn voice as it un cove rs the excremental soil th at 
thi s voice leaves behind. Making a thousand noises and with drawi ng his 

\'Oice, th e satiri c poe t, or th e g reat pre-Soc rati c o f one and the same 
mo\' ement of the world, pur sues God with insult s and sinks into the 
excrement. Satire is a prodigiou s art o f regressions. 

Height , howeve r, prepar es new values for language and affirms in it 
its independ ence and its radical di fferenct' from dt'pth. Irony appears 
each tim e language dep loys itself in acco rda nce with relat ions of emi­
nence, eq uivocity, or ana logy. These th ree great concepts of the tradi ­
tion are the sour ce from which all the figures of rhetoric procee d. Thu s, 
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irony "·ill find a natural application in the tertiar y order of language, in 
th1' case of th e analogy of sign ifica tions, the equivocity of denotati ons, 
and the eminence of th e one who manifests himself- the who le 
co mparativ e play of self, world , and God, in the relatio n of being and 
the individual, representation and person, which constitut e the classical 
and roma nti c forms of iron y. But en· n in the primar y pro cess, the vo ice 
from high above liberates prop erly ironic values; it withd raws behind 
its c·minent unit y and ut ilizes the cqu i,·ocity of its tone and th e analogy 
of its objects. In short , it has at its disposa l the dimen sions of a language 

before having at its disposal the co rrespo nding pr inciple of organizat ion. 
There is, for exa mple, a primordial form of Platonic irony, red ressing 
height , disengaging it from depth , rep ressing and hemming in satire or 
the satir ist, and employing all its ' 'iron y" in asking whethe r , by chance, 
there could be an Idea of mud, hair, filth, or excrement . Neverth eless, 
what silences irony is not a return of satiric values in the mann er of an 

ascent from botto mless dept hs. Besides, nothing ascends except to the 
surface- in which case a su rface is st ill necessary. Once height makes 
the constitution of surfaces possible, along wit h the corresponding 
release of sexual dri ves, we believe that somet hing happens, somethin g 
capa ble of vanqui shing irony on its ow n terrain-t hat is, on the terrain 

of cquivocity, emin ence, and analogy . It is as if there were an eminence 
in excess, an exaggerated equi vocation, and a supe rnum erary analogy 
which, rather than being added to the others, wou ld on th e co ntra ry 
ensur<:' their closure. An equi \'oca t ion suc h that "afte rward " there can 
ht· no oth er equirn cation-t his is the sense o f the expression "there is 

also sexuality ." It is as with DostOC\'sky's characters who keep on saying: 
please conside r , dea r sir, th ere is st ill this mat ter, and again th at matter. 
... Hut \\'it h sex uality, one arr ives at an ''a9ain ·· wh ich ends every 
"aga in," one reaches an equi vocation which renders tht· pu rsuit of 
cquivocities or the continu ation of ulte r ior ana logies impossible. This is 
why, at the same tim e that sexualit y is depl oyed o,w thc ph~·s ical 
surface, it makes us go from ,·oice to speech and gath<·rs toge ther c ,·ery 
" 'Ord into an ('SOteric whole and in a sexual historv which will not be 
designatC'd, manifested, or signified by these word~, but which rather 
will he st rict lv cocxtc nsi\'e and co-s ubstantial with them. Thi s is what 
" nrds n·p rcs~·nr; all the formative elemen ts of language which exist 
on lv 111 rela tion (or in react ion) to one another- phonemes, mor-
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pl1('mes, and semant cnws - form their totality from the point of view 
of this immanent history with which they are ident ical. There is 
tlw refore an cxc.:cssiw equivocatio n from the point o f view of tl1e \'Oice 
and in relation to voice: an equivocat ion which c-nds c9u i,·ocity 
and makes language ripe for something else. This somet hing els(' is that 
which comes from the other. descxualized and metaph~•sical surface, 
when we finally go from speech to the verb, or when we.' compose a 
unique \'Crb in the pure innniti vc- along with the assembkd word s. 
This something else is the revelation of the univocal, the advent of 
Unh ·ocity- th at is, the Event which communi cates the univocity of 

being to language. 
The univocity of sense grasps language in its complete system, as the 

total expresser of a unique exp ressed-t he event. Th e values of humor 
are dist inguished from those of irony: humor is the art of surfaces and of 
the comp lex relat ion betwee n the two surfaces. Beginning with one 
excessive equivocation , humor constru cts alJ univocity; beginning with 
the prope rly sexual equivocation which ends all equivocity, humor 
releases a desexualized Univocity-a speculative univocity of Being and 
language- the entire seconda ry organization in one word. 5 It is neces­
sary to imag ine someone, one-t hird Stoic, one-t hird Zen, and one-thi rd 
Carro ll: with one hand, he masturbat es in an excessi,·e gestu re, with 
the ot her, he writes in the sand the magic words o f the pure event 
open to the univocal: "Mind - I believe- is Essence-Ent-Abstract 
- that is-an Accident -w hich we- that is to say- I meant - ." 
Thu s, he makes the energy of sexuality pass into the pure asexual, 
without, however, ceasing to ask "What is a little girl?"- even if this 
questi on must be replaced with the probl em of a work of art yet to 
come, which alone would give an answc1·. Sec, for examp le, Bloom on 
the beach .... Equivocity, analogy, and eminence will no doubt recover 
their right s with the tertiary order, in the denotation s, significations, 
and manifesta tions o f C\'eryday language submitt ed to the rules of good 
sense and common sense. As we then consider the perpetu al ent,.,vining 
which constitut es the logic of sense, it seems that this final ordering 
recovers the rnicc of the heights of the prima ry process, but also that 
the secondary organization at the surface recovers someth ing of the 
most profound no ises, blocks, and t"lemcnt s for the Univocity o f sense 
- a brief instant for a poem without figures. What can the work of art 
do but follow again the path which goes from noise.· to the voice, from 
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\'Oicc to speech, and from sp<'l'Ch to th t' \'Crb, const ructing this .llusik 

J/ir ein f-faus. in orde r always to 1-eco1·cr the independence of sou nds and 
to fix the thunderbolt o f the unirn cal. This c,·cnt is, of cou rse, quickly 
rn1Tn'd over by e\'cryday hanalit_:,· or, on the contr ary, by the suffc.·rings 
of madness. 
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Appendix es 



I. The Simul acrum and 

Anc ient Philosophy 

I. Pl ATO ANO T Ii i: S I M U LACRUM 

W hat does it mean " to reve rse Platonism"? Thi i. is how Nietzsche 

ddinC'd the task of his philoso phy or, mo re gem·rally, t he' task of the 

philosoph y of the futur e. T he formul a sc-cms to mean the aho lition of 

thC' wo rld of ess<'nces and of the world of appearances. Such a proj ec t, 

howev er, \\'ould not be-peculiar to Nietzsc he. Th e dual denun ciation of 

cssc-11ces and appearanc<'s dat es back to Hegel or , be tter yc-t, to Kant. It 
is doub tful t hat ictzschc mea nt the same th ing. MorC'm·cr, t his formul a 

of re\"crsa l has th l· d isadvantag<.> of be ing abstra ct ; it leaw s tht· moth ·a­

tion of Plato nism in the shado ws. On th e-co ntrary, "to rcsc-rvc- Platon ­

ism" must mea n to bring t his moti,·at ion ou t into the- light of the-da~· • 

.If to "track it dmn1 "-t hc way Plato tr acks down the Sop hist. 

In n -ry gm cral tcm1s, the moti\' e of th t· thC'ory of Ideas must bt· 

~ough t in a will to ~c t and to c~,sc-:-1ti ;~ a 51~-~ 1 ~i~ -
1-liffcrencC'," ott listing_ulshing__thc " tpin g" itself from its iIDagcs • ...tbt· 
'originaf'Jrom~w co py, t he model fron;l tbc simulacrum. But a~_.!!!, 

tlwsc expressio ns rqu ivalent? T he Platonic projec t co mes to light only 

'' lwn \\T turn back to the meth od of di\"ision, for thi s met hod is not 
. .,--
)ll~t 0111· dialectica l procL·dun· among ot hers. It assembil's tlw whole 

1/ 

) 



power of the dialcctit· in order to combin e with it another power, and 
repr esent s thu s the rntir c system. One might at first want to s

1
ay that 

thi s meth od amount s to the division of a genus into contr ary spec ies in 
o rder to subsum(' the thin g investigated under the appropriat e species: 
thi s would C'xplain the pro cess of specification, in th e Sopl11st, undertak en 
for the sake of a definition of the angler. But thi s is only the superficial 
asp<'ct of division, its ironic aspect. If one takes thi s aspect seriously, 
Aristotle's objec tion would clearly be in order: division would be a bad 
and illicit syllogism, since th e' middle term is lacking, and thi s would 
mah · us conclude, for exampl (', th at angling is on the side of the art s of 

acquisition , of acquisition by capture, etc. 
The real pu rpose of di, ·ision mu st be sought elsewhere. In the 

),, Swtesman, a preliminar y definiti on is attain ed a~cordin g to which the 
stat esman is the sheph erd of men. But all sort s of rivals spring up , the 
doctor , the merchant, th e labor er, and say: " I am th e shepherd of men." 
Again, in the Phaedrus, the question is about the definition of delir ium 
and , mor e pre cisely, about the discernm ent of the well-found ed delir­

ium or true love . On ce again, many pretender s rise up to say, " I am the 
inspired one, th e lover." Th e purpos e of diYision then is not at all to 

f.! ' ·ide ~ genu s into s~c ies , but , mor e profoundl y, to select lineages : to 
distinguish pretend ers; to distinguish the pur e from the impur e, th e I aut henti c from the inauth enti c. TTiis explains th e con stan cy of 'the 
metaphor assimifating division to th e testing of gold . Platoni sm is the 
philoso phical Odyssey and the Platonic dialectic is neither a dialectic of 
cont radiction nor of contrari ety, but a dialectic of rivalry (amplu1beiesis), 

a <lialectic of rivals and suitors. Th e essence of division does not app ear 
in its breadth , in the determination of the species of a ge nus, but in its 
depth, in the selection of the lineage. It is to screen the claims (preten­

sions) and to distinguish the tru e pret ender from the false on e. 1 

To achieve thi s end, Plato pro ceeds once again by means of irony. 
for when division gets down to the actual task of selection, it all 

\ happ ens as thou gh di\'i sion renoun ces its task, lettin g itself be carri ed 

1along by a ~ - Thu s, in the Phaedrus, the myth of th e circulation of 
the souls seems to interrupt th e effort of division. T he same thi ng 
happens in the Statesman with the myth of archaic ages. Th is Hight, thi s 
app earance of flight or renun ciation, is the st·con<l snare of division, its 
seco nd iron y. In fact, myth interrnpt s nothing. On the contrar y, iJ i · an ;J.__ 
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-4 iotegral elemen.L oL divislo_!l. Th e charactc:;-ristic of di, ·ision is to sur ­
mount the dua lity of myth an<l dialectic, and to reunite in itself· 

dialectical an<l mythic power. Myth, with its alwa~ cJ.r.cular tru cturc ~: 
b indeed the sto ry of a found ation. It pennit s th e constru ction of a 
model accordin g to which the cli1frr cnt pretender s can be judged. W hat l 

needs a foundation, in fact, is always a preten sion or a claim. It is the 
pret ender who appeals to a found ation, who se claim may be judged 
well-found ed, ill-found ed, or unfound ed. Thus, in th e Phaedrus, th e myth 
of circulati on explains that before their incarnation souls had been able 
to sec the Ideas. At the same time, it gives us a criterion of selection 

accordi ng to which the weU-founded delirium or tru e love belongs only 
to souls which have seen many things, and which have ,,.vithin them 
many slumb ering but revivable memories . Th e souls which are sensual, 
forgetfu l, and full of pett y purpo ses, arc, on the cont rary, denoun ced as 
false pretender s. It is the same in the Statesman: the circular myth shows 
that the definition of th e stat esman as " shepherd of men" literally 
applies only to the ancient god; but a criterion of selection is extra cted 
from the myth, according to which th e different men of the city 
participa te unequally in th e mythic model. In short, an elective parti ci­
patio n is th e response to the problem of a method of selection. 

To parti cipate is, at best, to rank second . Th e celebrat ed Neoplatonic 
triad of th e "Unparti cipated, " the parti cipated, and th e partic ipant 
follows from this. On e cou ld expr ess it in the following mann er as well: 
th e foundation, the object aspired to, and the pretend er; the father, the 
<laughter, and th l" fiancc. Th e foundation is that which possesses some­
thin g in a primar y way; it relinqui shes it to be parti cipated in, giving it 
to the suitor, who possesses only seco ndaril y and insofar as he has been 
able to pass the test of th e foundati on. The parti cipated is what the 
unparti cipated possesses primaril y. The unparti cipated gives it out for 
parti cipation, it offers th e parti cipated to th e participant s: Justice, the 
9uality of being just , and the just men. Und oubt edly, one must distin ­
guish all sort s of degrees, an entir e hierarchy, in thi s elective parti cipa­
tion . Is there not a possessor of the third or the fourth rank , and on to 
an infinity of degrad ation culminatin g in the one who possesses no 
morl' than a simulacrum, a mirage -th e one who is himself a mirage 
and simula crum ? In fact , the Statesman distinguishes such a hierarchy in 
detail: the tru e statt'sman or the well-found ed aspirer, then relative s, 
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auxiliaries, and slaH'S, down to simulacra and countcrfcit s. Malediction 
.. ,·ciahs h(•avily on the se last - thev incarnate the evil l)ower of the false 

b ~ ~ I 

prete nder. 
Thu s mvth constru cts the immane!l_t model or the foundati on-t est 

~ ------------.... --
I accord ing to which th e pr etenders shou ld be judg ed and th eir preten-

sions nwasured. Onl y on this condition docs division pur su(' and attai n 
its end , which is not the specification of the concep t but the auth enti~ 
cation of the Idea, not the dett.-rmin ation of spec ies but th e sde ct ion of 
lineage. How arc we to explain, however, that of the thr ee impor~ 
text s dealing wit h division - the Phaedrus, the Statesman. and the Sophist 

- the last one c:ontains no founding myth ? The reason for this is 

simple. In the Sophist. the meth od of division is employed paradox ically, 
not in order to evaluate the just pretrnd ers, but, on the contrar y, in 
order to track dow n the false prete nder as such, in ord er to define the 
being (or rath cr the nonbeing) of the simulacrum. The Sophist himself 
is th e being of the simula crum , the satyr or centaur, the Prot eus who 
meddl es and insinuates himself e,·erywher e. For this reason, it may be 
that the end of th e Sophist cont ains the most extraordinar y adventur e of 
Platoni sm: as a consl·9uence of searching in the direction of th e simu­
lacrum and of leaning m·er its abyss, Plato discovers, in the Aash of an 

' 

instant, that the simulacrum is not simply a false copy, but that it places 
in 9uestion th e very not ation s of copy and model. The final definition 
of the Sophist leads us to the point where we can no longer distinguish 
him from Socrate s himself- the ironist working in private by means of 
brief arguments. Was it not necessary to push irony to that ext reme? 
Was it not Plato himself who pointed out the direction for the reversal 
of Platonism? 

We· start ed with an initial dete rmin at ion of tht' Platonic motivation: to 
distinguish essence from appearance, intelligible from sensible, Idea 
from image, original from copy, and model from simulanum . But we 
already SC'e that the se expressions are not e9uivalent . Th e distinction 
wavers between two sort s of images. Copies are secondary possessors. 
The y arc wel l-found ed pret enders, guaranteed by resemblance; simulacra 

arc like false pretenders, built upo n a dissimilarit y, implying an essent ial 
perversion or a deviation. It is in this sense that Plato dh ·ides in two 

\ the domain of images- ido ls: on one hand then~ arc copies-icons. on the 
other ther e arc sim11/acra-phanrasms. 1 We arc now in a bett er position to 
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ddine the totalit y of the Platonic motivatio n: it has to do wit h select ing 

among th e pretender s, d istingu ishing good and bad copies or, rathc·r, 
copies (always wd l-found ed) and simulana (always engulfed in dissimi­
larity). It is a question of assuring the tr iumph of the copies over 
simulacra, of repressing simulacra, keeping them completely submerged, 
prc-wntin g them from climbing to the surface, and "i nsinuat ing them­
sdn ·s" every where. 

The-g reat manifest dualit y of Idea and image is present only in this 
goal: to assure the latent distinction between the two sorts of images 

~nd to give a concrete criterion. for if copies or icons are good images A 
and arc well-found ed, it is because the,· are endowed wit h resemblance. ( ;{ 
But resemblance should not be und e;stood as an external relation. It 
goes less from one thing to another than from one th ing to an Idea, 
sine<' it is the Idea which compr ehends the relations and prop ortions 
constitutiv e o f the inte rnal essence. Being both internal and spiritual, 

/ resemblance-is the measure of any pretension. Th e copy truly resembles 
something only to the degr ee that it resembles the Idea of that thing. 
The pr etender conform s to the objec t only insofar as he is modeled 
( internally and spirituall y) on the Idea. He merits the quality (th e 9uality 
of being just , for exampl e) only insofar as he has founded himself on 
the t'ssence ( justice). In short, it is the superior identit y of the Idea 
which found s th e good pretension of the copies, as it bases it on an 
internal or d~ d resemblance. Con sider now the other spec ies of 
images, namely, the simulacra. That to which they pretend (the object, 
the 9ualit y, etc.) , they prete nd to und erhand edly, und er cover of an 
aggression, an insinuat ion, a subver sion, "aga inst the father," and with­
out passing thr ough the Idea0 Th eirs is an unfound ed pretension, 
concealing a dissimilarity which is an internal unbalance. 

If we say o f the simulacrum that it is a copy of a copy, an infinitely 
degraded icon, an infinitely loose resemblance, we then miss the essen-
tial, that is, th e difference in natur e betw een simulacrum and copy, or 
the aspt-ct by which they forn1 the t \VO halves o f a single division. The 
rn py is an image endowed with re!icmblan ce, thc- simulacrum is an y 
image withou t reS('mblancl'. The catechism, so much inspired bv Platon-
ism, has familiar ized us \\'ith this notion. God made man in his image 
,
1nd resemblance. Thr oug h sin, howe ,·er , man lost the rescmbla n~e , 
whil(' maint aining the image . Wc- haw become simulacra. We have 
forsaken moral exist<'nce in order to enter into aesth etic existence. This 
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remark about th l' catechism has the advanta ge of emphas izing the 
demonic character of th e simulacrum. Without dot1bt , it still produ ces 
an e/fcc1 of rcsl"mblan ce; but this is an effect of the whole, completely 
ex ternal and produ ced by totall y different means than those at work 
within th e mod el. Th e simulacrum is built upon a disparit )' or upon a 
diffe rence . It internalizes a dissimilarit y. This is why we can no longer 

r define it in relation to a model imposed on the copies, a model of the 
Same from which the copies' resemblan ce derives. If th e simulacrum 
still has a model, it is anot her model, a model of the Ot her (l'Autre) 

- from which there flows an internalized dissemblance. 3 

Take for instan ce the great Platoni c trinit y of the user , the produ cer , 
and the imitato r. If the user is placed at th e top of the hierarchical 

ladder, it is because he evaluates ends and has at his disposal tru e 
knowled9e (so11oir ), which is knowledge of the model or Idea. The copy 
can be called an imitation, to the degree that it reproduces the model; 
since this imitation is noetic, spiritual, and internal , hm-vever, it is a 
veritab le pro duction ruled by th e relati ons and prop ortion s constituti ve 
of the essence . There is always a produ ctive operati on in the good copy 
and, correspondin g to this operation, a ri9hr opinion, if not knowledge. 
We see, th en, that imitati on is destined to take on a pejorative sense to 
the ex tent th at it is now on ly a simulation, that is applies to th e 
simulacru m and designates only the external and nonproductive effect 
of resemblance, that is, an effect obtai ned by ruse or subversion. There 
is no longer even right opinion , but rath er a sort of ironic encounter 
which takes th e place of a mode of know ledge, an art of encounter that 
is out side knowledge and opinion." Plato spec ifies how this nonprodu c-

- tive effect is obta ined: the simulacrum implies huge dime nsions, depths, 
and distan ces that the observer cannot master. It is precisely because he 
cannot master them that he experiences an impre ssion of resemblance. 

~ imulacr:'m includes the differential point of view; and the ob-
serve r becomes a part of the simula crum itself, which is tran sformed 

, and deformed by his point of view.5 In sho rt , there is in the simulacrum 
a becoming-mad, or a becoming unlimit ed, as in th e Philebus where 

I "mor e and less are ahvays going a point further, " a becoming always 
1 oth er, a becoming subversive of the depth s, able to evade th e equal , the 

limit, the Same, or the Similar: always more and less at once, but never 
equa l. To impos e a limit on th is becoming, to order it according to the 
same, to render it similar -a nd , for that part which remains rebellious, 
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to repr ess it as deeply as possible, to shut it up in a cavl'rn at the 
bottom of th e Oce an -s uch is the aim of Platonism in its will to bring 
about the triumph of icons over simulacra. 

Platonism thu s founds th e entire domain that philosophy will later 
recognize as its own: the domain of rep resentation filled by copies­
icons, and defined not by an extr insic relati on to an object, but by an 
intrin sic relation to the model or foundation. The Platonic model is the 

Same, in the sense that Plato says that Justice is nothin g more than just , 
Courage nothing othe r than courageo us, etc.-the abstra ct determina­

tion of tlie foundati on as that which possesses in a primar y way (en 

premier). Th e Platon ic copy is the Similar: th e pretender ·who possesses 
in a secondar y way. To the pur e identit y of the model or original th ere 
w rrcsponds an exemplar y similitud e; to th e pure resemblance of the 
copy there corresponds the similitu de called imitative. We should not 
think , ho\\'ever, that Plato nism develops this powe r o f representation 
only for itself : it is satisfied with staking out this domain, that is, 
found ing it, selecting it, and excludin g from it every thing that might 
come to blur its limits. The deployment of representation as a well­
founded, limit ed, and finite representatio n is rath er Aristotl e's object: 
representation runs through and covers over the ent ire domain, extend­
ing from th e highest genera to th e smallest species, and the method of 
di, ·ision tak es on its traditional fascination with specification which it 
did not yet have in Plato. We may also determine a third moment 
when, under th e influence o f Christia nity, one no longer seeks only to 
establish a foundati on for repre sentation or to make it possible, nor to 
specify or determin e it as tinite. Now one tries to render it i'!fini1e, to 
C'ndow it wit h a valid claim to th e unlimit ed , to make it conquer the 
infinitely great as well as the infinitely small, opening it up to Being 
beyond the highest genera and to the singular beneath the smallest 
spcc it's. 

LC'ibniz and Hege l mark ed this attempt with their gr nius. But thev 
too do not gl't beyond th e element of represen tati on, since the doubl~ 
cxigmcy of the Same and the Similar is retained. Simply put, the Same 

had found an unconditi oned prin ciple capab le of making it th e ruler of 
the unlimite d: sufficient reason; and the Similar has found a condit ion 
c.:apab!(, of being applied to the unlimit ed: convergence or continuit y. In 
fact, a notion like thl' Leibnizian "compossibili1y" means that, with the 
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monad ~ hl'ing assimilatl·d to singular point ~, l'ach sC'ri<'~ ,, hich co n\'a gc 

around om· ~f tlw~l' points is l~xtend cd in other series "hi ch ('On\'t';gc 

around ot lw r po ints; anothe r world begins in the \'idnit y of poin ts 

"hi ch ,, ould bri ng abou t th e diH ·rgcnct· of the obtai 1wd st·rics. Wt· see 
th t·r{·fon· how Leibniz excludes din ·rge ncc I)\' distributin g it into " inl·om­

possihlt·s," and by re tainin g max imum t·on~•(·rge ncC' or :-ontinuit y as the 

crit t·rion of the best possible wo rld , t hat is, of thC' n ·al world ( Ll'ibniz 

prC'scnts the oth er wo rlds as ll·~s wd l-fo und cd " prct<·ntkrs"). The same 

appli c·s to Hege l. It has recC'ntly been pointed out to wha t cx trnt the 
c ircles of dialec tics rcvol\'e around a singk t'l'nt er, to what extent they 

n ·ly on a single center. 6 Wh ethl-r in mono cl'ntric cird{·s or in co ,wcrg­

ing seril'S, philo sophy docs not frt·e itself from the elmwnt of represen­

tat ion when it embarks upon the rnnqucst of th e infin ite. Its intoxi ca­

tion is a false appeara nce. It always pur sues the same task, konology, 

and adapts it to the spec ulatin· needs of Ch ristian ity (the intinit e ly 

small and th e infinit ely large). Always the sd ection among pretenders, 
th e excl usion of the ecce ntri c and the divt·rgcnt, in the nam e of a 

supe r ior finali ty, an esse ntial rea lity, or C'\'Cn a meaning of history. 

Aesthetics suffers from a wrenching du ality. O n onc- hand , it designat es 

tlw theory of sensibility as th e lo nn of possible experien ce; on the ot her 

hand , it dt•signate s th f.• theo ry of art as the n°llec tion of rea l cx peric-nce . 

For these two ml'anin gs to bl· tied toge ther, the rn nclit ions o f l'xpe ri-

1 cncc in gf.' ncral mu st become co ndition s of real ex perience; in thi s case, 
th e work of art would really appear as cxpl· rimcnt ation. We know, for 

exa mpl e, that certai n litt·rary procedur es (tlw same holds for oth<·r arts) 

permit st·veral st ories to be to ld at once . T his is, ,, ithout doubt, the 

esse nt ial chara cteristic of the mod ern work of art. It is not at all a 

question of differt'n t point s of vic-w on one story sup posed ly th e same; 

for point s of vil·,,· would still be submitt ed to a rule of rn1w ergc-nce. It 

is rath er a c1uestion of differ ent and din ·rge nt stori es, as if an abso lutely 

distin ct land scape corr espond ed to eac h poin t of Yicw. Then · is indeed 
a unit y of diYergm t series insofar as they arc diYcrgcnt , but it is always 

a chaos perpetuall y thrown off center which bcco mf.'!-. one on ly in the 
(;reat W ork . Thi s unform ed chaos, the gn ·at lett er of l-mne9ans l\lake. is 

not just any chaos : it is the powl'r of affirmation, tlw power to affirm 

all the lwterogc·m·ous scric-s-i t "complicatf.•s" within itself a ll the 

series (ht' lllT the intl ·n ·st of Jo)'l"l' in Brun o as tlw theo re tician of the 
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wmp l,ca11a ). Bel\\ el' ll th e e hai,ic ~l'rit·~. a 1,ort of m1ema/ rewnancc is 

proclun·d; and this reso nanc."l' inclun•;. ,1 forced mol'emcm. ,, hid, goes 
hl'yond th<· sc r il's themse h-es. The se an· the charac·teri stics of the 

.,imu lacrum, wh en it breaks ib chain:- and rises to the surfa n·: it then 

affim1i, it!> phantasmati c po,H-r, that is, it:, rl·prcsscd powe r. l·n ·ucl has 

aln ·acly shcm n how the phanta sm rc:.ults from at k ast two se ries, one 

infanti lc- and the ot h(•r post-pulw sLTnt . Th e affec tive charge associate d 

"ith the phanta sm is explailll·d h" the interna l reso nancl' ,, hosC' bearers 

an .· the simulacra. The imp res:.io;, of deat h, of the ruptur e or dismcm­
lwring of life, is explained hy th t· amp litudt' of the forct·d mo,·emcnt 

,, hich carrit·s th em alon g. Thu s the co nditi ons of rea l l'xpc-rientT and 

the stru ctur es of the work of art are n·united: di, ·C'rgt·ncc of se ries, 

ckcc ntcring of c ircles, constituti on of thl · chaos whi ch envelop s thl'lli , 

internal resonance and movemt•nt of amp litud e, aggre ssion of the simu­
lacra. 7 

' Such !>)'Stem s, constitut ed b)· plac ing dispa rate e lemt'nt s or hC'tCr0£C· 
ncous se ries in communi cation, arc in a s{·nst· quite co mmon . Th ev ; re 

signal-sign systems. Th e signal is a stru ctur e in w hich differcnt·~s o f 

pote ntial are distribut ed, assurin g the communi cation of disparatc- co m­

ponent~: the sign is what flashe:. across tht · boundary of two le\'cls 

hctwet· n two communi catin g series. Indeed, it seems th~t a ll phcn omen~ 

respo nd to these condition s inasmuch as thcv find their ground in a 

rnns titutin · dissymm eti: ·, difft•n ·nce, or incqu~lit~·- All phy Jca l systems 
an• signals; all qualitit ·s arc signs. It is tru e, howev er, that the series 

"hich border them n:main ext ernal. By the same tok en, the co nditi ons 

of their n ·produ ction n ·main c-xterna l to phmomena . In ord er to speak 

of simu lacra, it is lll't·essa r. · for the hc-tcrogt·ncous se ries to be reallv 

internali1.etfi n the systt'm, ~om priscd or rnn~pli cated in the chaos. Thc-tr 
differences must bc- inclus11·e. Then · is always, no doubt , a rescmhlan cc· 

hf.•twcm n•sonatin g seri es, hut thi s is not the problem. The problt •m is 

rat lw r in the status and the position of thi s rcscmblan n·. Let us co nside r 

the t,, o formula s: "o nlv that whi ch rcs(·mhks differs" and "o nlv differ-

1·1w1•;. can n·sembk- l'at'.h other ." Tlw sc an· two distin ct readin gs of th t· 

,,o riel: o ,w in\'ites us to think diffc-renn· from the ~tandpoint of a 

pn•, ·iou~ similitu ck or idl·ntit \'; ,, hl-rcas th1• other invitl'S us to think 

:-in1ilitudt· and even idmti ty a; the prodtKt of a clcl'p dispa rit y. The lirst 

rl'.iding preds d y defi1w~ the ,, orld of l·opics or rcpr escntati o;1s; it posits 
tlw \\C1rld a~ icon . Tlw ~cconcl, co ntrary to tlw first, ddincs the ,,orld 
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of simulacra ; it posits the world itself as phanta sm. h om the point of 
view o f this second fo nnul a, therefore, it matt ers littl e wheth er the 
original disp arit v, up on which the simulacru m is built, it great or smai'l; 
it ~ ay happ en tl1at the basic series have only a slight diffr~cnce between 
them. It suffices th at the constituti ve disparity be jud ged in itself, not 
pr cjudin g any previous identi ty, and that th e disparate (le dispars) be the 
unity of measur e and communi cation. Resemb lance th en can be thou ght 
only as th t· produ ct of thi s int ernal difference. It matt ers little whether 
the system has great external and slight intern al diffe rence, or wheth er 
the opp osite is the case, pro vided that resemb lance be produced on a 
curve, and that difference, whether great or small, always occupy the 
center of th e thu s dece ntered system. 

So " to reverse Plato nism " means to mak e thc simulacra rise and to 
affirm th eir rights among icon s and copies. Th e prob lem no longer has 
to do with the distinction Essence- Appearance or Mode l-Copy. This 

( 
distinct ion operat es comp letely within the world of representat ion. 
Rather , it has to do with und ertaking the sub\' ersion of this wo rld ­

I the "twi light of the idols." Th e simulacrum is not a degraded copy. It 
harb ors a positive power which denie s the ori9inal and the copy, the model 

and the reproduction. At least two dh ·crge nt series are int ernalized in the 
simulacrum - neithe r can be assigned as the original, neither as the 
copy~) lt is not even enough to invoke a model of the Ot her, for no 
model can resist the vertigo of th e simulacrum . There is no longer any 

pri vileged poi nt of view exce pt that of the object common to all points 
of view. Th ere is no possible hierarchy, no second, no third . . . . 
Resemblanc e subsists, but it is produ ced as the external effect of the 
simu lacrum, inasmu ch as it is built upon divergent series and makes 
them rC'sonat e. ldC'ntit y subsists, but it is produ ced as the law which 
co mplicates all the series and makes them all return to each one in the 
co urse of the forced movement. In the reversal of Platoni sm, resem­
blance is said of int ernalized difference, and identit y of the Different as 
primar y power. Th e same and the similar no longer have an essence 
exce pt as simulated, that is as expre ssing th e functioning of the simula­
crum . There is no longer any possible select ion. The non-hierarchized 
work is a co ndensation of coexi sten ces and a simulta neity of events. It 
is the triumph of the false pretende r. It simulat es at once the father , 
the pretender, and th e fiancc in a superimp osition of masks. But the 
fals<' pretender cann ot be called false· in relation to a presup posed model 
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of truth , no more than simulati on can be callC'd an appearan ce or an 
illusion. Simu lation is the phant asm itsdf , that is, th e effect of the 

functioning of the simulacrum as machinery- a Dionysian machine. It 
irwolves the false as power, Pseudos. in the sense in which Nietzsche 

s~wa ks of the highest p~w er of the fal_~e-. By rising to the surface, th e s\ 
simulacrum mak es the Same and the S1m1lar, the model and the copy, 
fall und er the pow er of the false (ph antasm). It rendr rs the ord er of 
parti cipation, the fixity o f distributi on, the detem1ination of the hier­
archy impossible. It estab lishes the wo rld of nomadi c dist ributi ons and 
crowned anarchies . Far from being a new foundation, it eng ulfs all 
foundation s, it assures a universal breakdown (efJondrement ), but as a 
joy ful and positive event, as an un-founding (efJondement): "b ehind each 
cave anot her that opens still mor e deeply, and beyond each surface a 
subt erran ean wo rld yet more vast, more stran ge . Richer still . . . and 
under all foundation s, und er every g round , a subsoil still more pro- j 
found. "

9 
How wo uld Socrat es be recognized in these caverns, which 

arc· no longer his? With what thread , since the thr ead is lost? Ho w 
would he exit from th em, and how could he still distinguish himself 
from the Sophist? 

That the Same and the Similar may be simulated does not mean that- , 
they are appearances or illusions. Simulation designates the pow er of 
produ cing an effect. But this is not int ended only in a causal sense, since 
causality would remain comp letely hypot hetical and indetermi nate without 
th e-intervention o f ot her meanings. It is intend ed rath er in th e sense of 
a "s ign" issued from a pro cess o f signalization; it is in tJ1e sense of a 

' " ' costum e," or rath er a mask, expr essing a pro cess of disguising, where, 
behind each mask, there is yet anot her . .. . Simulation under stood in 
thi s way is inseparable from the eternal return, for it is in th e eternal 
return that the reversal of the icon s or the subversion of the world of 
rep resentation is decided. Everything happ ens here as if a latent content 
were opposed to a manifest cont ent. Th e mani fest content of the eter11al 
l"l'tu rn can be determin ed in co nformit y to Platonism in general. It 
n·pn ' scnts then the manner in which chaos is organized by the action 
of the dcmiu rge, and on the model of th e Idea which imposes the same 
and tlw similar on him. Th e eterna l return, in this sense, is beco ming­
niad, \\'hich is mastcrcd, monoce ntri c, and dN cm1incd to co py th e 
t:terna l. Indee d, thi s is ho\\' it app ears in the found ing myth . It cstab ­
lislws the copy in the image and subordinat es the image to resemb lance . 
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Far from rcpn ·sc nting the truth of th e- eternal return , ho,~·l·vcr, t his 
manifest cont ent marks rat ht' r th f' util ization and sun ·i,·al o t tpc m yt h 

in an ideo logy whi ch no longe r supp orts it, and whic h has lost its 

seu Tt . Wt' woul<l do wel l to reca ll to what ext ent th e Gre ek soul in 

ge neral, and Plato nism in parti cular, loat hed the- ete rnal retu rn in its 

latl·nt significat ion. 10 Nietzsc he was right when he tr eated t he ete rnal 
return a: his ow n verti ginou s i<lea, an idea nou rished only by esote ric 

Dion ysian sour ces, ignored or repres sed by Plato nism. To be sun-, 

Nietzsc he a few tim es made statements that remained at th e lc,·el of 

t he manife st cont ent: the ete rn al return as the Same which brings about 

the return of th e Similar . But how can one not see th e dispropo rti on 

Ix-twee n this flat natural truth , which does not go bevo nd a genera lized 

ord er of the se~sons, and Zarat hu stra's emo~ion? 'i:ur thcnnorc, th e 

manif est stat ement ex ists only to he re futed dr yly by Zarat hustr a. O nce 
to th e dw arf and aga in to his animals, Zarat hu stra repro aches th e ir 

tran sforming into a platitudf' what is ot herwise profou nd, what belo ngs 

to anoth er music into an "ol d re fra in," and what wou ld otherwi se be 

tortuou s into c ircular simpl ic ity . In th e ete rnal return , one must pass 

through th e manifest cont ent , but on ly in ord er to reac h th e latent 

co nt ent situat ed a thou sand feet below (th e cave behin d e ,·ery can' .. . ). 

T hus, what app ea red to Plato to be only a ster ile e ffec t revea ls in itself 
the intr ac tabilit y of ma sks and th e imp assibility or signs. 

T he sec re t of th e ete rn a l re turn is that it does not express an order 

oppose<l to th e chaos engultin g it. O n th e contrar y, it is nothin g ot her 

th an chaos itself, or the power of affirmin g chaos. The re is a point 

w here Joyce is ictzsc hean when he shows that th e ricus c!f recirculation 

can not ;ff ect and cause a " chaosmos" to revolve. T o th e co herence of 

I repr es<>ntati on, the eternal return substitut es something else entirel y­

its ow n chaodysscy (chao-erra nce) . Betwee n th e ete rn al re turn and th e 
simul acru m , ther e is such a pr ofo und link that the one cannot be 
und erstood exce pt throu gh th e oth er . Onl y th e JiYergent Sf'ries, insofar 

as th ey ar e diverg ent , retu rn : t hat is, each se ries inso far as it d isplaces 

its diffe rence a long with all the- oth ers, an<l all series insofar as th ey 

compli cate th eir diffe rence within th e chaos which is w ithout beginning 

or end. The> c ircle of the ete rn al return is a circle which is alwa ys ex­

centric in relation to an always dcccntered cent e r. Klossows ki i~ right 

' to say of the ct: rn al re turn th.at it is a "simu lacrum. of a J~ct ri1w": itd) 
ind eed Heing (Eire), hut only when "bei ng" (cta111) 1s the simul ac rum. 
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Th e simulacrum funct ions in such a way that a ce rta in rese mb lance is 
necessa rily thr ow n back ont o its basil_-series and a ce rt ain identity 

necessa rily pr ojec ted on th e forced moveme nt . T hus, t he l'tcrna l rctu r~ 

is, in fac t, the Same and th e Simi lar, but only insofar as they a rc 

simul ate<l, produ ce<l by th e s imul atio n, th roug h th e functionin g of t he 
simu lac rum (w ill to power ). It is in this sense that it reve rses repr ese n­

ta tion and dt' stroys th e ico ns. It docs not pre supp ose th e Same and t he 

Similar; on th e co nt rary, it constitu tes the only Same-t he Same of 

that wh ich d iffe rs, and th e onlv rese mbla nce- th e rese mblan ce of th e 

unmat ched . It is th e unique pl;ant asm of all simul acra (th e Being o f all 

be ings). !t is th e pow er to affirm din .-rge nce and decc nte ring and mak es 

this 20 ... ver th e object of a supe rior affirma tion. It is und er tht· powe r of 

the false prete nde r causing that which is to happ en again and again. 

And it does not make every1hi119 come back. It is still selec ti\' e, it "makes 

a diffe rence ," but not at all in t he manne r of Plato. Wha t is selec ted 

arc a ll the proc ed ur es oppose d to selec tion; what is cxclu<led, wha t is 
made no1 lO return, is that which pr esupposes th e Same and th e Similar , 

tha t which pret end s to co rr ect di verge nce , to recen te r th e circle s or 

orde r th e chaos, and to pro vide a model or make a copy. For all its long 

history, Plato nism happ ened on ly once , and Socrat es fell und er th e 

blade . for the Same and th e Sim ilar beco me simpl e illusions when the y 
cease to be simulat ed . 

_ Mod ernit y is defined by the pow er of th e simul acrum . It behooves 

philoso ph y not to be mode rn at any cos t , no mor e than to be nont em­

poral , but to ex t ract from mode rnit y somethin g th at Nietzsc he des ig­

nated as th e untimel y, which perta ins to modernit y, but whi ch mu st 

also be turned aga inst it -" in favor, I hope, of a tim e to come." It is 

not in th e grcaf for ests and wood path s that philosop hy is e labora ted, 

but rat her in th e tow ns and in th e stre ets-eve n in t he most artific ial 
(jc1ctice) in them. Th e untim ely is attain ed in relati on to t he m ost distan t . , 

past, bv th e r(•versal of Platonism; in relatio n to tlw pr ese nt , bv th e 

simu lac.~rum co ncf' ived as the edge of cri tical moderni ty· in re iati~n to 

the future, it is attai ned by th e phantasm of the etc rnai' ;etu rn as belief 

_i
1~ the futurc J Th e artifi cial and th e simulacru m arc not th e same thin g. 
1 lwy arc l·,-en opposed to eac h other. Th e artifi cial is always a copy of 

a rn py, which shou ld be pus hed 10 the poim where it chan9es its natur e and is 

rtTcncd mto the s1mufacrum (the mom ent of Pop Art ). Artil-ice and simula ­
t·rum arl· op posed at the h~·art of mode rnit y. at th e point \\'h ere 
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modernit v settles all of its acco unt s, as two modes of destruc tion: the 
two nihilisms . For there is a vast difference betw een des troying1in o rder 

' to cons<'rvc and pe rpetuat e the established ord er of re-presentati ons, 
models, and copies, and destro ying the models and cop ic-s in ord er to 

, 1 institute the chaos which creates, makin g the simulacra function and 
raising a phan tasm- the most innocent of all destru ctions, the dest ruc­
t ion of Platon ism. 

2 . LLICIUT I LIS AND THE SI MULAC RUM 

f ollowi ng Epicuru s, Lucretius was able to determin e as " natur alism" 
th e speculative and practical object of philosoph y. His imp ort ance in 

phi losophy is tied to thi s double determinati on. 
The produ cts of Natu re are inseparabl e from a diversity which is 

essential to them. But to think th e diverse as diver se is a difficult task 

on which, acco rding to Lucretius, all previous ph ilosophies had run 
aground. ' In ou r world , natura l diversity ap pears in three int ertwined 
aspects: the diversity of species; the diversity of individual s which are 
members of th e same species; and th e diversity of th e part s which 

togeth er compose an individual. Specificity, individua lity, and heteroge­
neity. Th ere is no world which is not mani fest in th e variety of its part s, 

places, rivers, and th e species which inhabit it. Th ere is no individual 
absolutel y identical to anothe r indi vidual; no calf which is not recogn iz­
able to its moth er ; no two shellfish or grains of wheat which are 
indiscernible. There is no body co mpo sed of homogen eous parts­

neither plant nor str eam which does not imply a diversity of matt er or 
a hetero geneity of element s, whe re eac h animal spec ies, in turn , may 
find th e nourishment appropriate to it. fr om these three po int s o f view, 
we can deduce the diversity of 'vvorlds themselves: worlds are innum er­
ab le, often of different species, sometim es similar, and always composed 

o f hcteroge n<:'ous elements. 
W hat right ha, ·e we to make thi s inference? Natu re mu st be thought 

of as the prin ciple of th e diverse and its production. Rut a prin ciple of 
the produ ction of the diverse makes sense only if it does nor assemb le 
its ow n elements into a whole. We shou ld not read th is deman d as 
circu lar, as if Epicurus and Lucretius had meant to say that the pr inciple 
of the dh ·erse had itself to be diverse. The Epicurean the sis is entir ely 
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different: ~ature as the prod uct ion oJ the di\'ersc can on ly be an infinite 1/ y 
sum, that 1s, a sum which does not tota lize its ow n dcme nts. Th ere is 
no combination capable of encomp assing all the cleme nts of Natu re at 
once, there is no uniqu e world or tota l universe. Physis is not a determ i­

nation o f the One, of Being, or of the W hole. atu rc is not collectiH', 
but rather dist ributiv e, to the exte nt that the laws of Natu re (foedera 

narurae, as opposed to th e so-ca lled .foedera .faci) distribut e parts which 
cann ot be tota lized. Natu re is not attributive, but rather conj unctive: it 
exp r<:'sses itself through "a nd," and not throu gh " is." Thi s and that ­
alternati ons and entwinin gs, resemblances and diffe rences, attrac tions 
and d ist ractions, nuanc e and abruptn t'ss. Nat ure is Harleq uin 's cloak, 
made entirel y of solid patches and emp ty spaces; she is made of { 
plenitu de and void, beings and nonbeings, with each one of the two Y 
posing itself as unlimit ed while limiting the other . Being an add ition of 
indivisibles, sometim es similar and sometim es different, atu re 1s 111-

clcecl a sum , but not a whole. With Epicuru s and Lucretius th e real 
noble acts of philosophical pluralism begin. We shall find no con t radic-
tion betw een the hymn to Venus-Natur e and to the pluralism which 
was essential to this ph iloso phy of Natu re. atur e, to be pr ecise, is 

power. In the nam e of thi s pow er thin gs ex ist one by one, wit hout any 
possibility of their be ing gathered togeth er all at once. Nor is there any 
possib ility of th eir being unit ed in a combinati on adequa te to Natur e, 

which would exp ress all of it ar one lime. Lucretius reproa ched Epicuru s' 
predecesso rs for having believed in Being, the One and th e Whol e. 

These concepts arc th e obsessions of the mind, speculati ve forn1s of 
belief in the.:Jcnum, and the theo logical forms of a false philoso phy. 

Epicur us' predecessors identified the principle with th e One or the 
Whole. But what is the one if not a parti cu lar perishable and co rruptibl e 
object whic h we co nsider arbit rari ly in isolation from e\'e ry other 
object? And what forms a whole if not a part icular finite combinat ion, 
tilled wit h holes, which we arbitraril y believe to join all the elements of 
tlw sum? In bot h cases, we do not understand di, ·ersity and its produc­
tion. We may gene rat e the di, ·erse out of the One only if we presuppose 

that an)' thing may be born out of anything, and th us that some thing 
rnay arise from nothing. We may ge nerate the di ,wSl' out of th e whole, 
on ly if we presuppose that the clemen ts which form thi s whole arc 
rnntra ries capa ble of being tran sformed into one ano th er. Thi s is but 
anot lw r way of saying tha~ onc thing produces ano ther by changing its 
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natun· and that sonwthin g i~ born out of nothing . lk causl' ,mtinatural ­
ist phiioso plwrs did not ~,-ant to co nsider the ;o id, the ,·oid encom-

passt·d n ·t·n ·thin12. Thei r Hc·ing, their On e and tht' ir Whole art· artificial 
~ .... ~ '-

and unnatural, always corruptib le, fleet ing, porou s, friahl<'. or brittlt'. 
They would rat her say that "b<'ing is nothin g" than recognize· that th ere 
arc ·beings and there is void- th at there are simp le bC'i ngs within the 
mid and that th ere is ,·oid wit hin comp ound bc·ings. 2 for the diH-rsit y 
of the diverse, philosop hers have substitut ed the identi cal or the cont ra­
dicto ry, and often both at oner . However, the Natur e o f thin gs is , ~ 

coo rdinati on and disjun ction. Pithcr identity nor co ntradi ction, it is a 
matte r of resemb lances and differences, composit ions and deco mposi­
tions, "every thin g is fom1ed out of conn ectio ns, <lcns ities, shocks, 
encou ntc·rs, concurr ences, and motions." l 

Nat uralism req uires a highly st ructur ed pr incip le of causality to acco unt 
for the pr od uction of the diverse inside different and non -totalizab le 
comp osition s and combinati ons of th e elemt'nts of Natu re. 

1) The atom is that which must be thought , and that which can on ly 
be th ought . The atom is to thou ght what the sensible object is to the 
senses: it is the object which is essentially addressed to thought , the 
object which g ives food to thought , jus t as the sensible obj<:'ct is that 
which is g iven to the senses. Th e atom is the absolute real ity of what is 
perce ivt·d. Th at th e atom is not, and cannot be percci, ·cd, that it is 
essenti ally hidden, is the effect of its own nature and not the imperfec ­
tion of ou r st'nsibility. In th t' first place, the Epicurean met hod is a 
method of analogy: the sensible object is endow ed with sensible parts, 
hut ther e is a minimum sensible- which repr esmts the sma llest part of 
the object; similarly, the atom is t·ndo"-cd with part s that an' th ought , 
but there is a minimum tho ught \\'hich r('ptTscnts tlw smalk-st part of 
the atom. The indivisible atom is formed of though t minima , as the 
divis ible object is co mposed o f sms iblc minima. 4 In the second place, 
the Epicurean method is a method of passage or transition: gu ided by 

analogy, and, as the srns ible is rnm posed and decomp osc-d, " "' go from 
the sensible to the thou ght and from the thou ght to the sensib le by 
means of transitions. We go from the nuet ic to the sensible- analogue, 
and conversely, throu gh a series of steps conceived and established 

acco rdin g to a proc ess of exhaustion . 
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2 ) Tlw sum of atoms is infinite, precisely lwcause atom s an· d cment s 
"hich do not form a totalitv. Hut this sum wou ld not be infinite if the 
, oid \\ '(•n' not also infinite. ·1·hc mid and tlw plenum arc intcrla c:ed and 
distributed in such a mann er that the sum of the void and the atoms is 
ihdf infinit e. Th is thi rd infinit_v ex p1-esst•s the fimclamcntal correl ation 
betwee n the atoms and th e void. Lip and do\\'n in tl1C' void result from 
the rn rrdati on between the void itself and the atoms; the weight of 
atoms (1110\Tment from top to bottom) rl·sults from th<' co rrd ation of 
the atoms with th e ,·oid. 

3) In tlw ir fall the ato ms collide, not b<'causc- of th t>ir diffe ring 
weights, bu t because of the clinamen. Th e clinamen is the reason for the 
collision, it relat es one atom to ano th er. It is tied in a fundam ental 

manne r to the Epicu rean theo ry of time and is an essential part of the 
systl'm . In the void, all atoms fall with equa l velocity: an atom is no 
more or less rapid wit h rc's pect to its weight than ot her atom s which 
mo re or less hind er its fall. In the void, the ,·elocity of th <' ato m is equ al 
to its movement in a unique direction in a minimum <?J" continuous time. Thi s 
minimum ex presses the smallest possible t<·rm during which an atom 
mon·s in a gi \'cn dir ection, before being able to tak e ; noth cr di rection 
as th e result of a co llision wit h ano ther atom. Th<'rc is ther efore a 
minimu m o f t ime, no less than a minimum of matt er or a minimum of 
the atom . In agree mPnt with the nature of the atom, this minimum of 
cont inuou s tim e rc-fors to tlw app rehensio n of thou ght . It expresses the 
most rapid or bric·fcst thought : the atom movc-s "as swiftly as thought. " 5 

But, as a result, we must conct· ive of an originary direction for each 
atom , a!, a synth esis which wo uld gi,·c to the move ment of the ato m its 
initial direc tion, wit hout which ther e wou ld be no co llision. Thi s 
synt lwsis is necessari ly accomplished in a tim e smaller than the mini­
mum of co ntinu ous tim C'. This is thC' clinamen. Th e clinamen or swerve 
has nothing to Jo wit h an ob li9uc movemen t which would come 
an- idcntally to modify a \'t'rtical fall.<' It has always bee n present: it is 
not a St'<"onclarv mo,·cment, nor a seco ndarv determination of the 
mon •nwnt , whi~·h would be produ ced at any ,time·, at any place. The 
d mamen b the original drtcm1ination of the direction of the movement 
of tlw atom . It is; kind of conaws- a differential of matter and bv the 
~anw token, a differentia l of thou ght, basc·d on the metho d of ~-xhaus-
t ion. Thl' nwanings of tlw terms which c1ualify it have in fact thi s origin: 
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"incerrus" doc s not mean indetermin ate, but rath er unassignab le; "pau­

lum " "incerro rem1Jore," "inrervallo minimo" mean ''i n a time smaller than . I 

th e minimum of t·ontinu ous, think able time." 
4) Thi s is why th<' clinamen manifests neither contin genc)· nor in­

determination. It manifests something entir ely d ifferent, th(• lex acomi, 

that is, the irreduc ible plur ality of causes or of causal S('rics, and the 
impos sibility of bring ing causes toge ther into a whole. In fact, the 
clinamen is the determinati on of thc meaning of causal series, where 
each causal series is constituted by the movement of an atom and 
conserves in the encount er its full independence. In the well-known 
discussion which set the Epicurean s and Stoics again st each ot her, the 
probl em was not di rect ly relatin g to co ntingency an<l necessity, but 
rather to causality and dest iny. Epicur eans and Stoics alike affimr 
causali ty (no motion without a cause); but the Stoics wish also to affirm 
dest iny, that is, the unit y of cau ses "among themselves." To this, the 
Epicureans object that one cannot affirm destiny without also int rodu c­
ing necessity, that is, the absolute linking up of effects with one anothe r. 
It is tru e that the Stoics retort that they are not at all introdu cing ' 
necess ity, but that th e Epicureans, for their part, cannot refuse the 
unit y of cau ses wit hout falling into co ntingency and chance. 7 Th us, the 

tru e probl em is whether th ere is a unity of causes amon9 ihemselves. Must 
the thoug ht of Natur e br ing causes toget her into a who le? Th e big 
difference betwe en the Epicureans and the Stoics is that th ey do not 
enact th e samf' cleavage of the causal relat ion. Th e Stoics affirm a 
differenc e of natur e betw een co rporeal causes and their incorpor eal 

effects. As a result , effects refer to effects and form a conju9acion, 

whereas causes refer to causes and form a unity . The Epicur eans, on the 
co ntrar y, affirm the indep endence of the plurality of the material causal 
series, in virtue of a sll'en,e 'vvhich affects eac h; and it is on ly in this 

objec tive sense that the clinamen may be called "c hance." 
s-) Atoms have variou s sizes and shapes. But the ato m cannot have 

just any size what soever, since it would in this case reach and ove rtak e 
the sensib le minimum. Nor can it have an infinity of shapes, since every 
diversity in shape implies either a permut ation of the minima of ato ms 
or a mu ltiplication of these minima which co uld not be pur sued to 
infinity without the atom, again, beco ming sensihle.8 The sizes and 
shapes of atom s are not infinite in number, there is however an infinity 

of atoms of the same size and shape. 
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6) Not eve ry atom combin es with anot her as they mee t; otherwis e 
atoms would form an infinite comb ination. The shoc k, in fact, repels as 
much as it combin es. Atom s combine as long as their shapes allow it. 
Battered by other atom s which break apart their hold, their combina ­
tions come und one, losing thei r d emmt s which go on to jo in oth er 
compo unds. If atom s are said to be "specific seeds" or spenns, it is 
because atoms cann ot be joined togethe r in every possible manner . 

7) l:H·ry combin ation being finite, the re is an infinity of combina­
tions, but no combina tion is formed o f a single species of atoms. Thu s, 
atoms arc spec ific seeds in a seco nd sense- they constitut e the hetcr­
ogcncit)' of th e diverse in a single body. Nevertl1eless , different atoms 
in the body tend , in virtu e of their weight, to be d istribut ed in 
acco rdance with their shapes. In our wo rld , atoms with the same shape 
group toge ther, forming th ereby \"ast compounds. Ou r wor ld distri butes 
its clements in a way which allows the eart h to occupv the center 
"exp ressing" tho se element s which go on to fom1 the sc;, the air, and 
the ether (ma911ae res).

9 The philosop hy of Natur e presents to us the 
heteroge neity of the diverse with itself, and also the resemb lance of the 
di,-crsc with itself. 

8) There is the powe r of the diverse and its produ ction , but there is 
also the powe r of th e reprodu ction of the diverse: it is importan t to see 
how this seco nd powe r is derived from the first. Resemblance pro ceeds 
from the d iverse as such and from its diversity. There is no world or 
body that loses clements at every moment and then finds new of the 
same shape . Th ere arc no worlds or bodies which do not have their 
similar in space and tim e. Th e prod uction o f any comp osite entity 
prc-sup1~o~es that th e different cleme nts capable of forming it be them­
sdl"cs m~nite in numb er. They would have no chance of comin g 
toget her , 1f each one of them, in th e void, wer e the onlv member of its 
kind or limit ed in num ber. But since each one of th e~ has an infinite 

n~mber of similar elements , th ey do not prod uce a compos ite entit y, 
without their equivalent s having the same chance of renewing their 
parts, a1:d l'Vm of reprod ucing a similar complex entity. 10 This argu­
nwnt of probability holds especially for worlds. Intra- worldly bodies 
~1a'"e also at their disposa l a principle of rep rod uct ion. Thev arc bo rn 
111 fa ·t . I d I · - ' '. <.: , into a rca )' rn mp ex set tmgs, each one of which gath ers a 
maximum numbt-r of c-lcmcnts of the same shape· earth sea air ether 
th<· . . ' ' ' ' ' 

ma9nae res or great strata which co nstitute ou r world and arc 
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conncct<·d to om· anotlwr throu gh imper ceptibl e tran :,,ition s. A dct('r­
mim·cl boch- has its plan· in one of the se realms.11 As this bod y loses 
l'ndles:-.h- tlw dt ·ments of its compo sition, the realm in \\"hich it is 
immer s;·d offr·rs it new on es-w heth er it offers thl 'Sl' dl·ml· nts to it 
dircctlv, or \\"hc-ther it tran smit s them to it in a determin ed ord er from 
thl' point of tht· other n·alms with whi ch it communi catl'S. Mon'~ ,·er , a 
l>odv will itself haw bo<lies similar to it in other places , or tn the 
l'k.,'.icnt ""hich produ ces and nou rishes it .12 It is for this reaso n that 
Lucre tius acknow ledgl'S a final aspect of the pr incipll' of causa lity: a 
bodv is born not on ly o f <ll·tcrmim·d clement s, ""hich arl' like the seeds 
pro ~lucing it; it is ~rn also into a de termined set ting, \\"hich is ~ike a 
mot her suited for its n·pro<luction. Th e hetcroge ncit) ' of the d1\'ersc 
forms a sort of vitalism of seeds, but the resemblant ·(' of th ,· d iverse 

fom1s a sor t of pant heism of moth ers.11 

Ph\' sics is aturalism from the specu lati, ·e point of vie\\". W hat is 
css,ential to ph ysics is to be found in the theo ry of tlw infinite, and of 

the spatial and tempor al minima. The first t\\"O books of Lucretiu s 
co nfom, to thi s fundamrnta l object of phys ics: to de,ermme irhar ,s really 

i,yinite and ll'hat is not, and to dist inguish the tru e from the false inlinit c. 
What is tru lv infinit<.· is the sum of atoms, the rn id , the sum of ato ms 
and the void: the numhl· r of atom s of the same shape and size, and the 
numb er of combination s or world s which are simi lar to (or different 
from) ours. W hat is not infinit e arl' the part s of the body and of th ,· 

atom, the sizes and shapes of th l' atom, and above all, every worldly or 
intra -wo rldly comb inati on. We mu st obscn ·c that , in thi s <leterm ina_ti~n 
of the· t rue and the false infinite , ph ysics operates in an apode 1ct1c 
mann l'r; and it is hen· at the same time that it discloses its subordination 

to pract ice and l'thi cs. (W h,·n ph)•sics pro ceeds hypo thet ically, on the 
other hand, as in the c·xplication of a finite phen omenon, it has little 
bearing on et hics). 14 We mu st therl'for<.· ask why th e apocleictic dete r- . 
min ati~ n of the tru e and th e false infinite is, spt•culati, ·dy, the necessary 

means of ethi cs and pra ctice. 
Th e goal or object of prat ·t ice is pleasu re. Hence practice, in_ t_his 

sense, only reco mm ends to us the mc·ans of suppr essing ancl a,·01dtng 
pain. But our pleasun ·s ha\'C' much mor e fo17:1idablc obstacle s than ~ur 
paim: phant oms, superstitio ns, terror s, the fear of dc·ath-e, ·crythm g 
that tend s to disturb the soul. 15 T hl· picture· of humanity is one of a 
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troub led humanity, more terrilic•d than in pain (e, ·cn the plague is 
defined not only by tlw pain and suffc·ring it transmit s, but by the 
di~turhance of th e spirit wh ich it institutes). It is this disturban ce of the 
:,,mil \\"hich increases sufferin g, renders it im inc ible -a lthoug h its origin 
b mon' profound and is to be found ds('\\' hen•. It is c:omposc<l of two 
d,·me nt:-: an illusion whic h arise:,, from tlw bod) · of an infinite capacit~· 
l<>r pll·asure; t hen a sernnd illusion, c·ast in the mind, of an infini te 
durat ion of the soul itself, which b, gin· n ove r without rest raint to the 
idea of an infinity of possible sufli·ri~g:,, followi ng dl'ath .16 And the· t\\"O 
illusions arc linkl'd: th l' fear of infinite punis hm ,·nt is the· natural price 
to he paid for ha,·ing unlimit ed dc·sircs. It i on this ground that one 
mu~t Sl'l'k out Sisyphu s and Titvo:-.; "t he fool's lifl' at lengt h becomes a 
hell on <'arth. " 17 Epicurus goes :o far as to say that if inju;ti ce is an cdl, 
ii g reed, ambiti on, and c, ·en debauchcn · are evi ls, it is because the, · 

ddi\'C'r us up to the idc-a of a punish.,.;en t whi ch mav occ ur at an~ 
in.,tant.

111 
To be clc-li\"ercd without dcft·nse to this turmoil of the soul i~. 

prl'cisdy, the co nd ition of man , or th<· produc t of this double illusion. 
" ... As it is, ther e is no wa, • of' resistance and no po\\"er because 
t'H'rla:-ting punishmc ·nt is to ix', f<·arccl after death ." 19 Thi s is' whv, for 

I ucrctius as for Spinoza late r on, the religious man displays t\\"O aspec ts: 
,l\ idity and anguis h, CO\'etousncss and culpabi lit)·- a stra nge co mpl ex 
that gene rates crimes. The spi rit 's disquietude ii. thl'refor e broug ht 

,~bout by the fear of dying whl'n we arc not yet dead, and also by the 
l1·ar of not ~·et being dead once we already are. T he en tire prob lem is 
that of the- sou rce of th is distu rbance or of these tw o illusions. . 

It is at thi s point that we· note the intc·rvention of a hri lliant , t hough 
dillinil t , J.:picurcan thcor) '· Bodil's or atomic compou nd s ne, ·er cease to 
l'l'rlit partic-ularly subtle, lluicl, and ten uous eleml' nts. Th l'Se sc•cond­
d1•grl'e compound s arc of t\\"o sorti.: either th ey l'ma nate from th l' depth 

of hodies, or t hey de tach themsd"es from the surface of things (i.kins, 
tunics, or \\'rapp ings, envdopcs or barks - what Lucret ius c-alls simu la-
c 1-.1 and J.:picurui. calls idols). Insofa r as th l·,· affect the animus and the 

,111111w, th ey acco unt for St'nsihlc 9ualitie ., . Sounds, sm('II:-., tastc·s, and 
tcmpcratun·s refer l'spccia lly to the emissions from thl · dc•pths, "lwn ·as 
'i, ual detc·m1inations, forms, and colors n·fl'r to the simu lacra of the 

~urfan •. But thl' situ ation is e,·cn more compli cated than this, since c·ac:h \ 
' 1'1lM ' seem:- to combine infom,ation of the dept h with infom,atio n of 
tlw ,urfan·. Emission~ ar ising from the depths pass thr ough the su rfa<:e, 



and thl' ~upl·rlicial en\'d opc!>, .:i~ tlwy de tach tht·msl'h-l'!, from tht· obje ct, 
.:in· n-pl,ll'l'd h~· fornwrl~ com·l·alcd str ata. oiSl'S from tlw <lq>th, for 
exampll·, become , oicc~ "hen th<'y tin<l in certain 1w rforat cd stirfaces 
(the mouth ) the n mditions of thei r articulati on. Con\'C'rscl~·• th e simu­
lacra o f tlw !,urfacc are ahll' to pro vide co lors and fom1s only if ther e is 
light , "hi ch is emitt ed from th e depths. In any ca!>e, em issions and 
simulacra are obviousl y under stood, not as atomi c ro mpou nds, but as 
qualitil'!, app rdwnd c·d at a distance on and in the objec t . Distan ce is 
gil'l'n hv tllC' st ream of air that emissions and simulacra push before 
~lwm, a: it passes through th l' sensor y organ. 20 Thi s i!> ,, hy th e objec t is 
pl·rce in·d as it mus t be pl·r-cei\'ed, rclatin · to thl• statt' of s imulacra and 
cmi!,sions, th e distance the y have to cross ovt' r, th e ob!,tades the y 
enrnun tc·r , the· distorti ons to wh ich the y submit, or the t·xplosions of 
,, hich the y arc the center. At th e c•nd of a long journe y, the visual 
enw lopes do not strih · us with the same vigo r; shouts lose their 

cfo,tinction. But always, the· property of being related to an object 
subsist s. And , in the case of touc h - the onJy scnsc ,, hich grasps th<.• 

objec t without an internwdiar y- th c sur face d emcnt is related to 
depth, and what is app rehend ed when ,, e tou ch th e surface of the 
objt·<.:t is percdvt·d as residing in it5 inne rmost depth .1 1 

What is the origin of thi s appurtenan ce to the object, whose emis­
sions and simulacra arc nt·verthdess detaclwd ? It seems to us that their 

tatus, in the l:picun ·an philoso phy, is ins<'parable from the theory of 
tim e. Th eir essential c:harac:te .-istic, in fact, is tlw speed with which they 
tran ·rse space . It is for this rl·ason that Epicuru s uses the same formu la 
for the· simulacrum and the atom (th ough pcrhap ~ not in the same 
se·nsc): it mow !> "a s s\\'iftly as th ought ." On the basis of the analogy, 
ther e is a mmrmum of sem,ble 11me no k-ss than there i~ a minimum of 
thinbblt · timt ·. /usr a~ tlw swerve of th<' atom o<.Turs in a tim e smaller 

than the minimum thinkable tinw, so that it has alread y happened 
within thl' smallest time that t·an be thought , /rke,me the emi!>sion of 
!,imulana oC<."urs in a time smallt•r than tht· minimum sen~ihle time, so 
that tht·\ ' an • alreadv then· in the smalll'st time that can lw st'nscd and . . 
MTrn to lw ~t ill ,,ithin tlw obje·ct aftc-r tlwy ha, e n.·at·hed us. " ... In 
onl' monwnt of tinw 1w rcein· d by us, that is, ,, hile one ,, ord i:, being 
utt<'rcd, man~ tim l'!, an· lurking ,, hich reason unck•r!,t,rnd s to Ix- there, 
th ,ll is ,, hy in an)· gi\'cn monwnt all thl·M· ,·arious images arl· present, 
n·ad) in l·wry plan· .... "'l Tlw simulacrum i!, thu s impcrn·ptibll·. The 
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1111a{!l' ,1lorll' b s<·nsible, which COIWl' \ 'S c1ualit v, and which is made up of 
th•,· H'r~ rapid !,U<.-ccssion, and tht · ~ummati;,n of many identi cal !>imu­
lacra. What we haw said with respect to tlw spc<'d of tlw formati on of 
, 1111111.11 ra applie·s also, alth ough to ,1 ll·,~er dt·grec·, to ema nations from 

11,1, 1kp th!,: simul acra arc s\\'iftcr th.:in l'manati ons, as if there \H ' n ' , in 
tlw < ,bl. of M·nsible tim e, cliffl'n·nti ah, of di\'er se orde rs. !I We· an' thu s 
ahlc to ,et' on what th<.· originality of the l:pirnr ean met hod is founded, 
,nsofor a!> it combi m·s the resour<Ts of analogy and gradati on. Th e 
tlwon of' tim e and it!, '\•xhau sth e" character a!,sun· thl· unity of the 

1,,0 ;~pccb of the ml·thod . l·or then · b a minimum of scnsibk: time as 
"di ,h a minimum of thinkable tinw, and in both cases a tinw smaller 
than thl' minimum. But, finally, th(· analogo us tim('s, or their ana logous 
(ktc·m1inations, arc organized in a gradation, a gradation, which causes 
w, to pass from the thinkahl" to the sensible', and vice \'l'rsa: 1) a time 
,ma ll<'r than tht> mi11imum of thinkabl e time (an mcerrum tempus brou ght 
abou t by thl· clinamen); 2) a minimum of rn ntinu ous thinkabl e time (t he 
~rX'ed of the atom travding in a single direction); 3) a time smaller than 
the minimum of sensible tinw (punctum 1.:mpom. o<.:cupil·cl b~· th e simula­

crum): and 4) a minimum of continu ous sensible time (to \\'hich the 
,ma.q.: t·orr t·~pon<ls, which assures the· 1wn :ept ion o f' the object) . H 

Tlwn· i~ )'('ta third species, distinct from the emanat ions issued from 
the dq >th and from tlw simulation s deta<"h<'d from the surfac e of things. 
These an· phantasms, which enjoy a high ckgrcc of indepmclcn ce wit h 
n·spt•t·t te> objec t~ and an cxtrem<' mobility, or an cxtn·mc inconstancy 
in tht· images which they fonn (since thl')' are not renewed by the 
rn nstant !,upplic·!> emitt c·d by the object). It seems that here th<' image 
stand s for the objt·ct itsdf. Ther(· arc three main varieties of thi s nc\\' 
'>pt·dc·s of simulana: tlwolo gical, oneirit, and erotic. Tht·o logica l phan­
ta ms are made up of simulacra \\ hid, intl ·rsect spontan<.'ous l~· in the 
,k~, lormin g imnw nst· imagc·s out of the cloud s- high mountains and 
tigun•!, of giants . .,., In am· case, simulana are c,Trvwlwr e. Wl' do not 

~ , , 

ll'JM• to lw imnw rsecl in th<'m, and to be batt ered by th em as if by 
\\J\(''· Being HT) far from the objects from ,,hi ch they c·manate, and 
ha\'ing lo!,t ,, ith them any di rec t conn <'ction, thl' y form the·sc· gra nd 
autonomou, figun ·!,. Thl'ir indq>t·ndence makes thC'm all the more 

,uhj 1·n to d1,tngl'; orw might say that the~• danct', that tlw~· speak, that 
tlw~· modil) ad inhni tum tht ·ir tone:- and ge!,ture s. It i!, tr ue, therefore, 
,h I lunw "ill latt·r reC'all, that at the o rigin of th<' hc·lief in god~ then· is 

~ ~ 
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not pcm1anence , but rathc-r whim and the variability of passions.
26 

Th e 
second genre of ph antasms is co nstitut t:d by simulacra which are 
parti cularly subtl e and agile, coming from different objects. Th~y are 
apt to merge togc thcr1 to conden se. and dissipate, and arc-too.s wift.a nd 
too tenuous to offer themselvc-s to sight . But they arc- capab le of 
supp lying th<' animus with visions which pertain to it in its own right: 
cent aur s, Ce rberus- like creatur es , an<l ghosts; all of the images which 
corr espond to desire or, again and especially, <lrc-am images. Not that 
desire is creative here; rath er, it render s the mind att enti ve and makes 

it choose the most suitabl e phanta sm from among all o f the subtl e 
phanta sms in which we arc immersed. Th e mind , mor eover , isolated 
from th e ext ernal wor ld and co llected or repressed when th e body lies 
dormant, is open to these phanta sms. 27 And as for the third genr e, the 

eroti c phantasms, they too arc co nstitut ed of simulacra issuing from 
very diverse objects and are apt to be condensed (' 'what was befor e a 

woman seem s to be changed into a man in ou r grasp"). The image 
constituted by th ese simu lacra is doubtless conn ected \.vith the actua l 
love object; but , unlike what happens in the case of the oth er needs, 

the love object can not be either absorbed or possessed. The image alone 
inspires and resuscitat es desire, a mirage which no longe r signals a 
consistent realit y: "But from man' s aspect and beautiful bloom nothing 
comes into th e body to be enjoyed except thin images ; and this poo r 
hope is often snatched away by the wi__!),d~ -

Tim e itself is affirmed in relation (o mo vement. his is why we speak 
of a tim e of thou ght in relation to the mm,ement of the ato m in the 
void, and of a sensible t ime in relation to the mobile image which we 
per ceive, and w-hich causes us to perceive the gualiti es of atomjc 
compound s. And we speak o f a tim e smaller than the minimum of 
thinkab le tim e, in relation to the clinamen as the determ ination of the 
movement of the atom; an<l o f a tim e smaller than the minimum of 
sensible tim e, in relatio n to simulacra as compon ents of the image (for 
these co mponent s, thc r(' are evt'n <lifferential ordt'rs of swiftness­
pro found emanations being less swift than surfa ce simulacra, and surface 
simulacra being less rapid than the third species). Perhap s mov ement , 
in all of thest· senses , is constituti ve of "events" (e11ema, what Epicuru s 
calls S)'mpcoms), in co ntr ast with attribut es or pr operties (conjuncw), so 
that time mu st he called th e event of events, and the "symptom of 
sympt oms," which is entailed by movemcnt .29 f or attribut es are prop -
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t·rt ics which cannot be abstra cted o r sc-p"rat ed from bodie s: for ex­
ample, the fonn, dimension, or wc-ight of the atom; or the gua lities of a 
compound which express the atomic disposition without which it 
\\'Ould cease to be what it is (th e warmt h of the fire or the liquidit y of 
\\'atcr). But the event expr esses rath er what is happ ening, with out 
destroy ing the natur e of the thin g- thu s, a degree of movement 
compatible with its order (the movement of compound s and their 
~imulacra, or th e movement s and co llisions of each atom). And if birth 
and dea th , comp ositio n and deco mposition are events, th is is so in 
relatio n to clements of an order infer ior to the order of compound s, 
whose existence is comp atible· with the variati on o f movements in a 

passage at th e limit of the correspondin g times. . 
We are thu s able to pro vide an answer to th e guestion of the false 

intinite. Simu lacra are not perceived in themselves; what is perceived is 
their aggregate in a minimum of sensible tim e (image ). Th e mo vement 
of the atom in a minimum of continu ous thinka ble tim e bears witn ess 
to the decl inatio n, which nevert heless occ urs in a tim e smaller than this 
minimum. Similarly, the image bears witn ess to the success ion and 
summation of simu lacra, which occ ur in a tim e smaller than th e 
minimum o f continu ous sensible tim e. And , in th e same way th at th e 

clinamen leads th ought to false conceptions of freedom, the simulacra 
lead the sensibility to a false impr ession of will and desire. In virtu e of 
their speed, which causes them to be and to act below the sensible 
minimum, simulacra produce che mira.ge ef a fa lse i,if/ni1e in 1he ima.ges which 

they.fo rm. They give birth to the doub le illusion of an infinite capacity 
for pleasure and an infinite possibility of torment - thi s mixture of 
avidity and anguish, of cupidity and culpabilit y, which is so chara cteris­
t ic of the man of religion. It is parti cular ly with the th ird and swiftest 
species, the ph anta sms, that one witn esses the developm ent o f the 
illusion and the myt hs which acco mpan y it. In a mixtur e of theo logy , 
eroticism, and onC'irism, amorous desire possesses only those simu lacra 
wh ich lead it to know bitt erness and torm ent , even into the pleasur e 
which it wishes were infinite. O ur belief in gods rests up on simu lacra 
which set·m to dance, to change their gestur es, and to shout at us 
pro mising etern al puni shment-in short, to represent the infinite. 

He)\\ arc we to prevent illusion, if not by means of the rigorou s 
dist inct ion o f the tru e intin itc and th<' co rrPct appreci ation of tim es 
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neste·J one· within tlw other, and of the passages to th (' limit \\'h id 1 they 
i1111Jlv? Such is tlw m('aning of aturali sm. Phant asms them beco me 

, ~ ' 
objec ts of pleasure, even in tlw c·ffect which they produ ce, and which 
linally app ears such as it is: an dfo ct of swiftn ess or lightn ess whi ch is 
att ached to the external interl<-rence of ,-ery d iverse ohjecti>-as a 
co ndensation of success ions and simult aneities. Th e false· infinite' is the 
prin ciple of the disturb ance of spirit . Th e spc-ntlati,-c ohjc·c.:t and the 
practical obj('ct of philosophy as Naturali sm, sc il'ncc and pleasure, 
co incide on thi s point : it is a lways a matt er of dC'nouncing the illusion, 
the false infinite, the· in fin it~· of religion and all of the thco logico-c roti c­
onciric myths in whi ch it is ex pr('ssed. To the qu estion "wh at is tlw use 
o f ph iloso phy?" th l' answe r must be: what other objec t would han · an 
int erl'st in holdin g forth th e image of a free· man, and in denouncing all 
o f th e forces which neC'd myth and tr oubled spirit in order to establish 

th eir power? Natur e is not opposed to custom, for th t're are natura l 
customs. Natur e is not oppost'd to conventi on: th at th e law depends 
upon co nventi on s docs not l'xd ude the l'xistence of nat ural law, that is, 

a natur al function o f law "hi ch measur es the illegitimacy of des ires 
against th e disturb ance of spirit wh ich acco mpani es them. Natur e is not 
opposed to inventi on, inventi ons lw ing discoveries of atur t' itself. But 

atur e is opp osed to myth. Desc ribing the history of hum anit y, Lucre­
tiu s oITe' rs us a sort of law of comp ensation: man's unh appin ess con1_es 
not from his customs, co m-ent ions, inventio ns, or indu str y, but from 

th<' side of myth ""hich is mixed with them, and from th<' false infinite 
whi ch it introdu ces int o his fedin g:, and his works. To th<' origins of 

language, the discovery o f li re, and the first metals royalty, WC:'alth , and 
propert y are add ed, whi ch are mythical in tlwir prin ciple; to the 
com-enti ons of law and justice, th<' belid " in go<l.s; to the use of bronze 
and iron, th e de\'d opmcnt of war ; to tlw inn• nti ons o f art and indu str y, 

luxur y and frt·nzy. The event s which bring about the' unh appin ess of 
humanit y arc inscparabk· from tlw myth s which rrnd er tlwm poss ible. 
To distingu ish in men what amount s to myth and what amount s to · 

~ ; 

Natur e, and in Natur e itse lf, to dist inguish what is trul y infinit e from 
what is not- such is the practical and speculati, ·l· object of aturali sm. 
Th e first philoso pher is a natur alist : lw spt·aks about natun >, rath er than 
sp<'aking about the gods. I !is co ndition is that his discourse shall not 
introdu ce into philoso phy rww myths that would ckpri H· NaturT of all 
iL~ posit i\"ity. A(·th T gods arc the myth o f religion, as (k stin~· is the 
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,mt h of a false ph ysics, and Being, th<' O ne and tlw Wh o le an · the 
rn~·tl1 of .1 false philosop hy tota lly i~1prcgnatecl by theo logy. 

· Nt·V<'r has the ent t'rpri sc of '\ km, ·stil ication' ' been carri ed furthl-r . 
The lll)·th is always the expr l'ssion · of the false infinit e and of the 
dbtu rhann· o f spir it. One of the most profound co nstant s of atu ralism 
is to de noun ce t',·crything th at is sadn ess, 1.·,·er)"thing that is the cause 
of ~.idrwss, and (',·crythin g that m·<'ds sadn ess to l'XCrcise its powe' r. 10 

l·n>l11 I .unT tius to Nietzsche, th e same ... ·ml is pur sued and att ained . 
>Jaturalism makes of th ought and scnsibilitv an affim1ation. It dir ccts its 
attack against the prestigl'" of thl' negati, ·t•; ,it <leprh·cs the negative o f all 

its po" c r ; it refuses to th e spirit of the negative the right to speak in 
the name of philoso phy. Th e spirit of t he negative made an app carancl' 
out of tlw sensible; and linked the intel ligible to the O nC' or the Wh ok . 
But this W hole, thi s On e, was but a nothin gness of thought , just as the 
appea rance was a nothin gness of sensation. aturali sm, acco rding to 
L u<..n·tius, is the thought o f an infinit e sum , all of the elements of whi ch 
arc not composed at onc.:c; but , conversely as well, it is the sensation o f 
finitt· rn mp ound s which are not add ed up as such with one another . In 
thC'se tw o ways, the multipl e is affirmed. The multipl e as multiple· is the 
objnt of affirm ation, just as the diver se as diverse is the object of joy. 
The inlinite is the absolut e intelligible de•ter·mination (perfection) of a 
!>Um which docs not form its d cments into a \\'hole. But the finite itself 
is the absolute sensible determinati on (pe rfection) o f everyth ing whi ch 
is composed. Th e pure positivity of the finite is th l' object of the senses, 
and the positivity of the ,wit ablc infinit e is th e object of thought. Th t'rc 
is no oppos ition betw ee n these tw o point s of view, but rath er a 
corrda tion. Lucr etius established for a long tim e to come the implica­
tions of naturalism: the positivity of aturt ·; Naturalism as the philoso­
ph~· of affirm ation; pluralism linked with multipl e affirmati on; sensual­
ism rn nnec tt·d with the joy o f the diverse; and the practical criti9u c· of 
all rn~·st ifications. 
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I I. Phanta sm and 

Mod ern Literatur e 

3. KLO SS()WS KI O R IH) DIE S-LAN<.i UAC.iE 

Klossows ki's work is built up on an astonishing paralleli sm betw een 
bod y and language, or rath er on a reflection of on e in the ot her. 
Reasoni ng is th e operation of language, but pantomim e is the operation 
of the body. On th e basis of moti ves yet to be det ennin ed , Klossows ki 
think s that reasoning has a theo logical essence an<l the fonn of the 
disjun ctive syllogism. At the other ext reme, the bod y's pantomime is 
essent ially perverse and has the form of a disjun ctive arti culatio n. 
fo rtun atel y, we have at our disposal a guiding thr ead in order to 
und erstand bette r thi s point of depart ure . Biologists, for exampl e, teach 
us that the developm ent of the bod y proc eeds by fits and start s: a but t 
of a limb is dete rmin ed to be a paw before it is det ermin ed to be the 
right paw, etc . It is possible to say that the anima l body "hesitates," 
and that it proceeds by way of di lemma s. Similarly, reaso ning procee ds 
by fits and starts, hesitat es and bifurcates at each level. Th e body is a 

disjunctiv e syllogism ; language is an egg on the roa<l to differentiation. 
Th e bod y sea ls and co nceals a hidd en language, and language forms a 
glorious bod y. The most abstr act argu mentation is a mimi cry, but the 
bod y's pantomim e is a seq uence of syllogisms. One no long er knows 
"'"hctlwr it is the pantomim e which reasons, or reasoning which mimics. 

In a certain respect, it is our epoch which has disco vered perve rsion. 

280 

(l doc s not need to descrilw bchad ors or undt · rtake abo minabl e ac­
vount s. Sade m'eded to do so, but he is now taken for grant ed. We, on 
tlw other hand , loo k for the "stru ctur e," that is, the form wh ich may 
lie tilled hy these desc ripti ons and accounts (since it makes th em 
possible), but the stru ctur e does not need to lw tilled in order to he 
called pern·rse. What is pcn-cr sc is prccisdy thi s objectiv e power of 
)wsitatio n in the hody: thi s IJaw which is neither left nor right; thi s , ~ 

<ktt·rmination by ht s and sta rts; this differentiati on ncvC'r suppr ess ing 
the undifferenti ated which is di\"idcd in it; thi s suspense \\"hich mark s 
each mom<'nt o f difference; and thi s imm ob ilization which marks each 
mome nt of the fall. Gombrowi <-7. entitl es Pornographia a per \"erse no ,·cl 
,, hich contain s no obscene talc s, but only sho\\"S young suspend ed 
bodil's whic h hes itate and fall in a frozen mon ·mcnt. In Klosso\\"ski, 
who makes use of a complet ely different techniqu e, sexual descr iptions 
appcar \\'ith great force, but only in orck r to " fulfill" th e hes itation o f 
bod ies and to dist ribut e it int o the part s of the disjun cti\'e syllogism. 
Thl · prese nce of such descriptio ns assume s therefore a linguistic func­

tion: being no longer a question of spea king of bod ies such as they are 
prior to, or outside of, lang uage, th ey form, on the contrar y, wit h 
\\ords a "glo rious body" for pur e minds. T here is no obscc>ne in itself, 
sa~·s Klossows ki; that is, the obsce ne is not the intru sion of bod i(•s int o 
language-, but rat her thei r mutu al reflectio n and the act of language 
""hich fabri cates a bod)· for the mind. Thi s is the act by wh ich language 
transcends itself as it reflects a bod y. "T here is not hing mo re verbal 
than the exc.Tsses of th e flesh .. .. Th e reiterated de scripti on of the 
carnal act not onl)' reviews the tran sgression, it is itself a tra nsgression 
of language by language." 1 

In anothe r respect , it is our epoc h which has disCo\"erccl theology. 
Orw no longe r needs to bdi c,-c in God. W e seek rather the "stru ctur e," 
that is, tht· fo nn whi ch may be filled with belief.-;, but the stru ct ure has 
no need to be tilled in order to be calkd " theo log ical." T heo logy is now 
the science of nont>xist ing entit ies, the manner in which tlwst· t·nt ities 
- di, ·i1w or anti-di virw, Christ o r Antichrist-animat e language and 
makt· for it this glorious bodv which is di\"ickd into di;jun~ tions. 
Nictzschl•'s prediction about th~· link between God and gramma r ha~ 
lw("n n·alized; but this tim e it is a recogn ized link, willed, acted out , 
rninwd, " hesitated," de, ·dopcd in the fuli sense o f the disjunct ion, and 
plan•d in tlw sc-n·icc of tlw Anti christ - Dion) ·sus crudticd. If pcrwr -

P II r\ N T A ~ 1\<I A N I) M O I H . I~ N I I T I· R :\ T LI R lo 2 8 1 



sion is the- po\\'er bt'fitting th<' bo<ly, equi\'OCity is th<' pnm.·r o f thc-ol­
ogy ; thc-y arc rdlc ctl·d in 0 0 (' anot her. If 0 11(' is the- pantor1imc par 
c·xccllcrK<', tlw other is reasonin g par c-xcdl ence. 

Th at \\'hich ac.Tount s for the surpri sing chara cter of Klosso wski's 
work dcrin ·s from thi s: the unit y of theology and pornography in thi s 
n-r y particular sc-nse. We must call it a superior pornology. It is his 
own " ·av of trans cending metaph vsics: mimetic argum <'ntati on and 
syllogisti~ pantomim e, the'"' dilemma ' in the body and clw disjunction in 
tlw syllogism. Tlw rapes of Robertc pun ctuat e n ·asoning and altc·rna­
tivt•s; co nversd y, syllogisms and dilemm as art' rdl ectcd in tlw posture s 
and the ambiguiti es of the bo<ly.2 The bond of reasoning and descripti on 
has always been the foremost logical probl em - its most noble fo,·m. 
We can sec it clearly in the work of logicians who cannot gc·t rid of thi s 
probl em, perhaps because th l')' raise it in very ge neral condition s. The 
difficult and <lecisive co ndition s arc those in which th e description 

con cerns the pcr\' ersion of bodi es in patho logy (the disjun ctive organ ic 
cascade), and reasonin g con cerns the equivo city o f language in th eology 
(th e disjun ctive spiritua l syllogism ). The probl em of the relatio n be­
twem reasoni ng and descripti on had found a first soluti on in the- \\'Ork 
of Sade, which was of the great C'st th eor etical and technical , philosoph­
ical and literar y importan ce. Klosso wski opens up some very new paths, 
to the extent th at h<' poses th e-co nditi ons of our mod ern con ception of 

pl' rvc-rsion, the ology or anti -theo logy . Everythin g begins with thi s bla­
zon, and thi s reflection of th l· body and language . 

The parallel ism pres(·nts itself in the first instance betw eC'n scem9 and 
speaki119. Aln·ady in the Des for cts' novel and its gossip-voyeur, " seeing" 
designated a very special ope-ration or co nt t>mplati on. It dt>signated a 
pur e vision of reflections which multipl y that which they reflect. The se 
rdk ctions o ffer the rn yeur a mo re inten se-participation than if he had 
himself experi enced these passions, th t· double- or the rdle ction of 
which he n0\\' sun Tvs in thl' faces of oth ers. Thi s is the case in 
Klosso.,,vski's work s, ~vhcn Oc ta\"(' estab lishes th<· law o f hospitalit y 
acco rding to which he "g i,·es" his wife Robert e to the guests. He 
att empt s to multipl y Robertt·'s essence, to create as many simulacra and 
rdk ·ctions of Rolx-rtt· as ther <' arc person s establishing relations with 
her. and to inspire Robert c to emulate somehow her own doubles, 
thanks to which Octave, th e ,·oyl'Ur, possesses and is abk to kno\\' her 
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bet ter than if he had k<'pt her, quite simply, for himsl'lf. "It was 
nn-css t11·y that Robert e lx·g in to appr ecia tt' hl' rsclf, that she be intcr-
1·stcd in finding herself aga in in the 0 111• whom I dab oratn l with her 
O" n clements, and that litt le by little she might wish, th ro ugh a sort of 
emu lation of her own double , to sur pass even those aspects which d rew 
tlH•fllSl'h-cs in my mind. Hence it was import ant that she be constantly 
~urrou nckd by idk· young mcn in quest of opportunit ies." 1 Such is 
vi~ual possession: we possess thoroughly only that which is already 
posst'ssc-d; not simply possessed hy another, for th e oth<·r here is but an 
intcrmcd iarv and, in the last analvsis, has no ex istence - but rather 
possessed b)' a dead oth er , or by ;p irits. W e possess thorou ghly only 
what is expropri ated, placed outside-o f itself, split into two, reflected in 
the gaze , and multipli ed by possessi\'e mind s. This is why Robert e, in L<' 

.\ou{fleur. is the object of an important problem: can there be "o ne and 
the same den• ased for two widows?" To possess is thu s to gi"c ove r to 
possession and to see th e givm mul t ipliecl in the gift. "Such common 

partaking of a dear but living being is not without analogy to th e 
ck\'Ot<'d gaze of an artist" 4 (thi s stran ge theme o f theft and gi ft it will 
b<· r<'call; d , app ears also in Jovcc's Exil~s). ' 

The function of sight co nsists in doubling, di\' iding, and multipl ying, I 
\\'hC'n·as the function o f the ear consists in re-sonatin a in bringino about 

b' b 

resonance. Klossowski's entir e work 1110 \' C'S tow ard a single goal: to 
.ssun- the loss of pm onal idcntitv and to dissolve the self. Thi, is the I 
shining tro phy that Klosso wski's ci,ara cters bring back from a voyage to 
the cdgt· of madn ess. Rut as it happm s, th e dissoluti on of the self ceases 
to lw a pathological determinati on in or<ler to beco me the miohticst 

~ 0 

powe r, rich in positive and salutar y pr omises. Th e self is "co rrupt ed" 
only he-cause-, in the first instance, it is dissolved . Thi s happens, not onlv 
to th1· sd f \\'hid, is ollSl' n 't'd and loses its identit y under t lw gaze, bu·t 
to the obst-rn· r also, who is set outside of hcrsdf and is multipli ed in 
hl'r O\\ "fl gazt'. Oc tavc announces his pcrvcrs{' pro jen " ·ith respect to 
Rolwrh·: "T o bring lw r to ant k i1)a te that she is sc·cn ... , to crKou raoC' 
I ~ b 
ll'r to fr1•t· th<' gcstun ·s from this sen timent of self with out C'\'('r losino 
~i~ht of ht'rsd f ~ . . , to attribut e them to hc-r rd k ction, to the poi 1~t of 
mmiicki ng lw rsdf in some mann er." 5 But he also knows wd l that, as a 
l"<'~ult of his obse n ·ation, he- loses his O\\'n idcntit ,·, sets himsel f outside 
01 hirnsdf, and is mult iplied in the gaze as ..;,ud, as the other is 
mu lt ipli('d und t-r the ga,-c- ancl that th

0

is is thl' most profo und content 
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of th<' idea of J-.,·il. T h<' t·:-:-ential relation, that is, the comp licity of sight 
with spt·cch ap 1wars. For what can one do, vis-a-v is <louhles, sim~ilacra, 
or rdknion s, other than speak ? Wit h respec t to that \\'hich can on ly 
he Sl'l'll and ht•ar<l, whi ch is never confirmed by anotlwr organ and b 
the ohjl'Ct of Forgetti ng in memory , of an Unim aginahk in imaginatio n, 
and of an Unthinkabl e in thought - what else can one do, otlwr than 
speak of it? Language is itsdf the ultimate double which expresses all 

doubles - the highest of simu lacra. 
rr cud elaborate d some active- 1:>assivc couples co ncerning the voyeur­

ist and ex hibiti onist mod es. T his schema, howe, ·er , does not satisfy 
Klossowski, who th inks th at speec h is the on ly activ ity co rresponding 
to the passivity of sight, and the on ly action corr espondin g to the 
passion of sight . Speec h is ou r active co ndu ct with respect to reflec­
t ions, echo es, and doub les-fo r the sake of bringing them togeth er and 
also o f elic iting them. If sight is perve rse, so too is speec h. fo r clearly it 
is not a matt er, as in the case of a child, of speaki ng 10 doub les and 10 

simu lacra. It is a matter of speaking of them. To whom ? Once again, to 
spirit s. As soo n as we " name" o r "designate" somet hing or someone , 
on the conditi on that this be do ne with the necessary precisio n and 
above all the necessa ry sty le, we "de nou nce" as well: we remove the 
name, or ra ther cause the multipli c ity of the denominat ed to rise up 
under the nam e; we divide, we reflect the thin g, we gi,·e, unde r the 
same nam e, many objects to sec, just as see ing gives, in a glance, so 

much to speak abo ut . O ne neve r speak s to someo ne, but <![ someone to 
a po,\ 'l' r apt to reflect and di, ·idc it. T his is wh)' one does not name 
somet hing '.\'ithout also denou ncing it to a spirit, which serves as a 
st range mir ro r. Octave, in his splmd id conceit, says: I did not speak to 
Robc rt c, I did not name 'a sp irit' for her . On the contrary , I named 
Robertc to the spirit and, in thi s way, 'denou nced ' her - in orde r that 

the sp irit might reveal what she hid , and in ordt·r that she finally 
liberat e what was gath ered under her namc .6 ·ometimes sight indu ces 

spee ch, and somet imes speec h k•ads sight. But there is always the 
multipli cat ion and the reflection of what is seen and spo ken - as well 
as of the person who secs and spea ks: the speake r parti c ipates in the 
grand dissolu tion of selves, and even co mm ands or pro vokes it. Michel 
Foucau lt has written a fine article on Klossowsk i, in wh ich hl' analyzes 
the play of double s an<l simulacra, of sigh t and language. He att ributes 
Klossowskian caH·gories of sight to them: simu lacrum , similitude, and 
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:,;irnulation.7 Catego ries of language corrc:-.pond to them : c, ·ocation, 
prol'ocatio n, and revoca tion. Sight splits what it secs into two and 

111ultipli<'s the voyeur; likcwist·, languagl' denounces what it says and 
rnultipli<'s the speaker (thu s the multiplicit y of superimp osed ,·oices in 

/ c .\ou/Jlcur ). 
Tl~.1t bodies speak has bcm known for a long tim e. Klossowsk i, 

ho" c, er, designate s a point ,, hid1 is almost the center at which 
lan!!uage is formed. Bt·ing a Latinist, he inrnkcs Quinti llian: the body is 
t·a1;ab l~ of ges tures which prompt an understa nding cont rary to what 
tht·,· indicate. In language, the c9uh ·ak·nt s of such gestur es arc called 
"soim~ms. " 8 fo r exa mpl e, one ann may be used to hold off an aggressor 
whik the od wr is held open to him , in seem ing welcome. Or the same 
hand ma)· be used to hold off, but is incapable of doing so wit hout also 
offering an ope n palm. And there is also this play of the fingers, some 
being held ope n, and ot hers, dosed. T hus, Octave has a co llection of 
sc-<.Tl't paintin gs by the imaginary painter Tonncrr c, who is close to 
Ingres, Chasscriau , and Courb et, and knows that paintin g is in the 
sokci sm of bodies, as, for exam ple, in Lucrezia's ambiguous gesture. 
Hb imaginary descriptions are like shining stereotypes pun ct uating La 
R,froca1ion. And in his ow n drawin gs-ca nvasses of great beauty ­
Klossowski willfully leaves th e sexua l organ indeterminate, provide d 
that he overclctcrmin cs the hand as the organ of solecisms. But what, 
prt'cisdy, is the positivity of the hand, its ambiguous gestu re, or its 
"suspende d gestur e" ? Such a gestu re is the incarnat ion of a pow er 
which is also internal to language: diJcmma, disjun ction, and disjunctive 
syllogism. With regard to the paint ing represen t ing Lucrezia, Octave 
writes : 

If ~he ~·icld~. ~he ob,·iously betrays; if he- docs not yield, she will still be 
consid<'red as having betrayed since-, kilk·d by her aggressor, she will lw 
~land('r<'d on top. Do we see her yield, because she b resolH:d to be dorw 
,l\\ a~ "ith, a~ :.oon a:. she makes her downfall known? Or did ~ht• first make 
up h!·r mind to yid<l, n·ady to disappt'ar, afta ha,·ing ~pokm? o doubt, :,h(• 
yi1•lcl:, lwcauM• :-.lw rdlen~; if she did not n·llcct, :.he \\ ould kill herself or 
"ould han · hcr~l'lf kill!•cl immediate(\'. No", as sht• reflects hcr~df in lwr 
dl·ath prnjl'l' t, she throws hc-rsclf in;o the- ann.s of Tarquin and, as Saint 
Augu,'.i1~1· insinuates, urg1•d perhaps by hl•r own t·o,·<·tousnc-ss, she-punishes 
hl•r,(•11 for thi~ confusion and thi:, :,olc-cism. A~ O,·id ~aid, the thing amount:. 
to ,utn1mbing to the l't-ar of di:-.honor. I \\ oulcl say that she succumbs to her 
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own C:O\Ttousn('ss, \\ hid, ~plits into two: the cove rt ou~ness of lwr own 

modl'stv abandon s modc .,ty in order to n·di scovn itself carnal .'1 

. . 

Hen·, in tlwir identit y, the proliferati ng di lemm a and the suspe nded 
gcstu1T rl'pre sent both th e determinati on of the hodv and the mon •­
;,wn t of language. But the fact th at the comm on d~nw nt is reficc11011 

indicates somethin g else lws ick s. 
T he body is language because it is essent ially "llexion." In reflection, 

the co rporeal llex ion seems to be divided , split in two, opposed to itself 
and reflected in itself; it appea rs tinally for itself, liberated from every­
thin g that ordinaril y concea ls it. In an exce llent scene· of La Rlfrocacion, 

Robt>rt e, thru sting her hands into the tab ernacl e, feels them grasped by 
tw o long hand s, simi lar to her o-.,vn .... In Le S01!/fleur, th e two Roberte s 
fight , clasp hand s, and loc k fingers while an invit ed gues t "prompt s": 
make her separate! And Roberc ce soir ends with Robe rte's gestur e- her 
holding out "a pair of keys fo Victor, which he touc hes thou gh never 
takes ." Thi s is a suspended scene, a genuin ely frozen cascade, which 
reflPcts all th e dilemma s and syllogisms with which "th e spiri ts" had 
assa ilc•d Rober tc durin g her rape. But if the body is flex ion, so too is 
language. An entir <' reflec tion of words, o r a rdle ction in words, is 
necessa ry for the flex io nal chara cter of language to appear, finally 
liberated of e\'crythin g that cove rs it up and conceals it . In an admirab le 
tran slation of the Aeneid, Klossowski makes this poin t obv ious: stylistic 
rC'S('arch must bring forth the image ou t of a llcxion rc-Hcctcd in two 
word s- a flex ion that would be opp osC'd to itself and reflected on itself 

in wo rds. Such is th e positive- powPr of a superior "solec ism, " or the 
force of poet r)· cons titut ed in the da sh and co pulati on of word s. If 
language imitates bodies, it is not throu gh onomatopoeia, bu t throu gh 
tlex ion. And if bodi cs imitat c language, it is not thr oug h organs, but 
through flex ion. Th C'rc is an entire pantomime, internal to language, as 

a disco urse or a story within t lw body . If gestur es sptc'ak, it is first of all 
bC'cause words mimic gcstun ·s: "Vi rgil' s epic poem is, in fact, a theate r 
when' words mimic the gestun' s and the m<·ntal stat es of the characters. 
... Wo rds, not bodies, strik e a pose; words, not garm ent s, arc wo\·en; 
words, not am1ors, spa rkle .... " 10 Th ere would lw a grcat deal to say 
about Klosso wski's syntax , whi ch is itself mad e of cascades, suspens e, 
and rdk ctcd fk·xions. In fk·xion, acco rding to Klosso wski, thl·rc is a 
doub lc "transg ression " -o f language by thc flesh and of the flesh by 
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languag('. 
11 

I le was able to d<·rin- from this a stvlc and a mimic.TV-a 

1x11~ic~lar language and a parti cular body at once: , 

'v\'hat is thc ro le of these suspmdcd scenes? It is less a que stion of 
graspi ng in them a perscvc ration or a continu ation than of grasping 
them as th e object of a fundamenta l r<·pctiti on: "Lill · n ·itcratin g itself 
in orde r to reco\'c r its hold on itsdf du rirw its fall- as if ho ld ing its 
hn·ath in an instantan eo us apprch cnsion of i~ origin; but the reitcra~tion 
of liti.· h:,, itself would hc hopdc-ss with ou t the simul acrum of the art ist 
\\ ho. b:,· reprodu cing this spectacle, sucn ·eds in delivering him self from 
rcitl·ratio n." 12 Thi s is the str ange theme of a savino rc1Jetit ion that 

~ b . ' 
sa\'cs us first and foremost from rq>cti tion. Psychoanalysis, it is tru e, 
taught us that we are ill from repl't ition, but it also taught us th at we 

arc ht'ak-d th rough repetiti on. l e Soeffleur is, prec ise ly, the acco unt of a 
sah-ation or a "cu re. " Th is cure, howc•ver, owes less to the atte ntion of 

the disturbin g Doctor Ygd rasil than to theater rehearsals and to theat ­
rical repe titi on. But what must th eatri cal repe titi on be for it to be 

capahlc of securing salvation? Th e Roberte of l e Sot!fJleur plays Roberte ce 
~o,r and she divides herself int o tw o Robe rt es. If she repeats too exac tlv, 
if sh(· acts the role too naturall y, rcpetiti on misses its mark, no less th;n 
if she played the role badly and reprod uced it aw kwar dly. Is this a new 
insolublc dilt·mma ? Or shou ld we rat her imagine tw o sort s of repetition , 
one false and th e other tru e, onc hopeless and the other saluta ry, one 
const raining and the othe r libera ting; one whi ch would have exact ness 
as its contradi ctory critC'rion, and another which would respond to 
other criteria? 

One tlwnw run s throu gh thc entir c wo rk o f Klossows ki: th e opposi ­
tion bctwci•n <'xchangc and tru e repctiti on. For exchangc implies only 
rc·semb lancc, even if the resemblance is ext reme. Exact ness is its crite ­
rion, along wit h the eq uivalence of exc hanged products. Thi s is thc false 
rqw tition \\'hich causes our illness. T ru e repC'tit ion, on the other hand , 
appears as a singu lar behavior that we display in relation to that which 
cannot lw exc h~1ngcd , replaced , or substit u~cd- like a poem that is 
ri·pi·atccl on the co ndit ion that no word mav be changed. It is no longe r 

a 111,Htn of an equ i\·alcncc bc-twecn similar thin gs: it is not c,·cr~ a 
'1:1.ittcr of an idcntit) · of thi · Same. Tru e repctiti on ;d dr csscs something 
~•ngular, unchan geable, and differe nt , without " identit Y." Instcad of 
i·xchanging th<' similar and idcn til)1ing the Same, ic <;uchcnticaces 1he 
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different. Th e opposition is develop ed by Klossowski in the following 
~anne r : Theodor<:, in Le Soeffleur, takes up again Octaw'~ "law s of 

hosp itality," \\'hich consist of multi!)lying Robe rt e b~· ijil'in9_ h er to th e 
gues ts. Now, in this resumpti on, l heodo rc comes up agamst an odd 
circu mstance: th e hotel de Longchamp is a stat e instituti on where each 
spo use must be "declared,'' in acco rdan ce wit h financial rules and 
norm s of c9ui valence, in ord er to serve as the object of exc hange and 
contribute to th e sharing of men and women. 1 1 

Theodo re how ever 
comes to see, in the institution of Longchamp , the caricatur e of, and 

the co ntrar y to, the laws of hospitalit y. Doctor Ygdras il tells him: 

You insist absolutely upon giving without return and never receiving! You 
cannot live without submitting to the universal law of exchange. . .. The 
practice of hospitality, such as you conceive it, cannot be unilateral. Like any 
hospitality, this (and especially this) requires an absolute rcciprodt y in order 
to be viable; that' s the hurdle you don't want to overcome-t he sharing of 
women by men and men by women. You have to carry it through to the en?• 
to consent to exchange Robcrtc for other women, to accept being unfaithful 
to Robcrte as you persist in drsiring that she be unfaithful to you.

14 

Th eodo re doesn't listt'n. He knows that the tru e repetiti on is in the 
gift, in the eco nom y of the gift which is op posed to the mercan tile 
eco nom y of exchange ( ... homage to Georges Bataille). He knows that 
th e host and his reflection, in both senses of the word, are opposed to 
the hotel ; and that in the host and the gift, repe titi on surges forth as 

the highest pow er of the un exc hangeable: "t he wife , prostitut ed by her 
hu sband , neve rth eless remains his spouse, and the husband 's un-ex-

h bl 
· ,. 15 c angca e possession. 

How is it that Th eo<lore gets bett er following his trip to the edge of 
madnes s? He was ill and we are now co nce rned -,,vith his recovery. To 

be precise, he was ill so long as th e risk of an exchange had come to 
compromi se and gnaw away at his att empt at a pur e repetition. Were _ 
not Robe rt e and K's wife exc hanged to the point that one could not be 
distinguished from the ot her, eve n in the stru ggle in which they clasped 
hand s? And was not K himself exchanged with Theodor e, in order to 
takt' eve rythin g from him and to divert the laws of hospitality? Th eo­
dor e (or K?) gets well, when he und erstand s that repetition is not to be 
found in an extr eme resemblan ce, nor in the exactness of the ex­
changed, nor e ,·cn in a reproduction of the identic al. Being neither th e 
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identit y of the Same no r the 1 . .'qui, ·alcnce of the similar , repetitio n is 
foun<l in the int ensity of the Different. Th ere are no two ,Yomcn who 

~oo_k alike, and wh_o can be taken for Robe rtc; th ere are not t\\' o beings 
111s1d<' Robe rt c- mside tlw same woma n. But Robc rtC' Jesignates an 
" intensity" in herself ; she compr ises a difference in itself, an i~e9ualitv , 
the characteri stic of which is to ret urn or to be repeated. In short , the 
doub le, th e reflection, or th e simulacrum opens up at last to surr end er 
its secret: rep etiti on does not presuppo se the Same or the Similar­
these are not its prer e9uisites. It is re-petition , on the co ntr ary, which 
produces the only "same" of that \\'hich di ffers, and the onlv resem­
blance of the different. Th e co nvalescent K (or Th eodo re?) ec hoes 
Nict'l.sche's convalescent Zara thu stra. All "d esignations" arc brou ght 
down and arc " denoun ced" in ord er to make room for the rich system 
of int ensities. Th e couple Oc tave- Robert e refers to a pur e difference of 
int~nsity in . thought ; the names "Octave" and " Robert e" no longe r 
dt>s1gnate thmgs; they now express pu re int ensities, risinus and falls. 16 

This is the relation betw een frozen scenes and repeti~on. A "fall," a 
" 1·1·r " " · " A d c 1 1erence, a suspension are re · ecte in the resumption , or in 
repetition. In this sense, th e body is rcAt>cted in language : the character­
isitic of language is 10 wke bock inro itsel f the frozen scene, to make a 
"sp iritual" event out of it , or rather an advent of "spi rit s." In language 
-a t th e heart of language - the mind grasps the body, and the 
g<·stures of th e body, as th e object of a fundamental repetition . Oiffer­

cnc_e giv~s thing s to be seen and multipli es bod ies; but it is repetitio n 
which o ffers thing s to be spoken, auth enticates the multipl e, and makes 
of i_t a spiritual evt•nt . Klossows ki says: " In Sade, language, intolerable 
to 1tsdf, does not reach exhaustion , despit e being unleashed on the 
same \' ictim for days on encl .... There can be no tran sgression in the 
carnal act, if it is not lived as a spiritu al e,·cnt ; but in order to cease the 
object, it is necessa ry to loo k for, and reproduce the (;'vent, in a 
reite rated desc riptio n of the carnal act." 17 After all, what is a Porn og­
raplwr ? A Pornog raph er is one who repeats and iterates . That an author 
is essentially an iterator must tell us something about the relation 
hvtwi-en language- and body, of the mutual limit and tr ansgression that 
l'at·h one finds in the oth er. In Gombrowi cz's novel Pomo9raphia. the 
l'l'ntral scenes ar<' the frozC'n sce nes: tho se which the hero (o r heroes?) 
- ,·o)T llr-spcakcr-man o f l<'tt<·rs, man of the theat er - imposc(s) on 
t\\'o young peo ple; sce nes which dcrivt' th eir pcn ·crsity from th e mutual 
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indiffcrc-ncc on l\' of the rnurw pt>oplc-; but also scenes which culminate 
, • I:, 

wit h a downfall or a difkrc ncc of l~·vd, resumed in a. H'f' ~ition of 
lamn.ragr and ,·ision; scenes of possess ion, prope rly spea king, s111ec the 

ym~g people haw their minds posse ssed, be ing fated and denou nced 
by th(' ,·oy('Lrr-sp('akt· r. 

0 , no, the whole scene- \\'Ould not han · h('Cn so shocking had it not been so 
inu>mpatiblc wit h their natural rhythm , so set, motionk ss, and alit-n .... On-r 
tlwir hca<ls, tlwir hand s toudwd "ac:cicknta lly." And as they touched, they 
pulled them down abruptly and violmtl y. i-:or some time thl')" both gazed 
attentive ly at tht'ir joined hands. Then they suddenly lcll do\\11-it \\'as 
impossiblt: to tell "'ho had hccn pushed by \\'hom - it looked as though thrir 

hands had pushed them ovcr. 18 

It is good that two auth o rs, so new, so important, and yet so diffe rent , 

cncounte-r each ot ht' r on the tht>mt• of body- languag e, of pornography­

rcpet ition, pornograph er- repea tt>r, and write r-it e rat or (/imfrare11r-itira­

re11r). 

What is the dilemma? How is the disjun cti, ·e syllogism , which exp resses 

the d ilemma , made up? Th e body is language; but it may concea l t he 

speec h that it is- it can hide it. The- body ma y, and ordin arily do es, 

w ish for silence w ith resp('Ct to its works. In this case, repre ss<'d by the 

body but also project ed, d<'ll·gated , and ali<'nated, speec h becomes the 

discours<> of a beautiful sou l t hat spt·aks of laws and virtu es whi le 

keep ing silent over the body. It is dear, in this case, that speec h itself is 

pure, so to speak, bu t that tlw silence on which it res ts is impure. By 
holding its silence, at once cow ring up and ddcgating its speech, t he 

body delive rs us over to sik·nt imagini ngs. In the scene o f her rape by 

the Co lossus and thl' Hu nchback (that is, by spirit s which in themselves 

mark a difference o f levels as the ultimat c rea litv), w(· hear Robc rte say: 

"W hat arC' you go ing to do wit h us, and what ;n, we go ing to do wit h 

vour flesh? Shall we C'at it since it is still able to speak? O r shall we treat 

it as if it had to maintain si!C'ncc forever? ... How co uld (you r body) be 
so delicious if not by ,·irtue of thl' speec h whi ch it conceals?" i-1 And 

Oc tav<' savs to Robe rt e: "You have- a boclv wit h which to cove r your 

spcC'd1." 20 In fact, Robe/re is thc- presiden ,t of the censorship com mis­

sion; she speaks of virtu c-s and of laws; she is not witho ut auster ity, she 

has not killed the " lwautif ul soul" ,.vithin hcrsdf. ... Hc-r wo rds are 
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pure, thoug h her silence is irnptm ·. For in this sik-rKt' shl' imitat es thl' 

~pirits; thus she provokl' S them, slw pro, ·okcs thei r aggn·ssion. The y act 

on hl'r bod~·. inside her bodv, hal'ing take n on the form of "undcsira bk· 
thoughh," at once co lossa l 'and dw~rlish. Such is the first tcr111 of the 

clilcn~ma: either Robe-rt e keeps c1uiet but pron,kt·s the aggression of 
~pirib , her silenCl' bei ng all th<' rnon· impur e as her sp<-cch is ever mo rc­

so .... Or there must be an impur e , obscl'ne, and impious languag<' in 

onkr for silc-ncc to be pu re, for language to be a pur e language which 
rl'sidn, in thi s silence. "S peak and ,,T disappear," say t he sp irits to 
Rohl'rtc .21 

1 )m•s Klossowski simp ly mean that speak ing pre,Tnts us from think­

ing abo ut nasty things? No; the pun ' language which produces an 
impure silence is a provocation of the mi nd b~· t he bod y; similarl y, the 

impur<' language which produ ces a pure silC'nce is a re,•ocarion of the 

body hy th e mind. As Sade's heroes say, it is not the bodie s which are 

presmt that exc ite the libertine, but rat her the great idc·a of what is not 

there. In Sade , "pornography is a form of the batt le of the mind against 

the llesh." Mor«" precise ly, what is revoked in the body? Klossowski's 

ans\\'c r is that it is the integ rity of the body, and that because of th is 

tlw identity of the person is somt>,-vhat suspe nded and volatilized . T his 

answe r is undoubtedly very co mplex. It suffices, howe, ·cr, to make us 
Sl·ns(' that the body-language dilemma is es tablished betwcm two rela­

tions of the body and languagl' . T he cou ple "pu re languagl'li mpur c 

siknce" desig nates a cer tain re lat ion, in \\'hich languauc brings the 

identity of a pc-rson and the integrity of a bod y togct h;r ir~ a rL·sp~nsibll' 

self, but maintains a silcncl' abou t all the forct>s which cause· the 

dissolution of th is self. Or languaue itsdf becomes one of these forces 
" .::-

and takes charge of all these forces, giving tlwr ebv to thl::' disint egrated 
body and the Jissolved self access t~ a ~le tKl' ,:hi ch is that of inno­

n·nn·. In this case, we• have th<' ot her term of the dik-mrna: "impure 

language / pun· silence." In ot her words. the alternath ·(· is betw<'cn t " ·o 

puritil's , the false' and the true, tlw pu rity of respo nsibility and the 

purity of innocence, the purity of Memory and the pu rit:, of forgetf ul-
11~·,.,. Posing tlw problem from a lingu istic point o f \'iew, Le Baphomer 

~.,y~: ,•uher tlw words are reca lled but their scnst' remains obscu re; or the 
M·nsl· app(·a rs when the memor y of tht' words disappear s. 

J\fore profoundly still, th (' nature of t he dilemma is theo logical. 
( kta, (' is a prokssor of theology . Le Raphomer is in its l'nti rety a 
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th<·ologica l nOH'l, \\'hich opposes the system of God and the system of 
the Antic hrist as the tw o tem1s of a fundam ental disjunr tion.~2 The 
ord er of divine creation in fact ck pend s on bod ies, is suspend ed from 
them. In the order of (.;od, in the ord er of ex istt'ncc, bodies give to 
mind s (or rather impose on them) two pro perties: identi ty and immor­
ta lit~' , personality and resur rcctibilit y, incommun icability and int egrity. 
Says the docile neph ew Antoine wit h regard to Octave's sed uctive 
theo logy: "W hat is incommuni cability- lt is the prin ciple acco rding to 
which the being of an individua l would not be att ributabl e to se\'eral 
indi, ·iduals, and which co nstitut es prop erly th e self- identi cal person. 
What is the pri, ·ati, ·e function of the person?- lt is that of rend ering 
our substan ce incapable of lx·ing assumed by a naturt ' e ither inferior or 
supe rior to ou r ow n. " 23 It is insofar as it is tied to a body and is 
incarnated that the mind acqui res personalit y: separat ed from the body, 
in deat h, it recove rs its equirn cal and mu ltip le power. And it is insofar 
as it is brou ght back to its body that th e mind acquir es immort ality, the 
resurr ect ion of bodies being the condition of the survi\'a l of the mind . 
Libc-rated from its body , decl ining or revoking its body, the spirit wou ld 
cease to Pxist-rath er , it would "subsist" in its disqui eting powe r. 
Death and dup licity , death and mu ltiplicity are therefor e the true 
spiritual determination s, or the tru e spiritua l e\'ents. W e mu st under­
stand th at God is the enemy of spir its, that the orde r of God run s 
co unt<' r to th e order of spirits; in order to estab lish immorta lity and 
personality, in order to impose it forcefully on spirit s, God mu st depe nd 
upon the body. He submit s the spir its to the privative function of the 
person and to the privati ve function of resurr ection. Th e out come of 
God' s way is "the life of the flesh." 24 God is essentia lly the Traito r: he 

co mmit s trea son against sp irits, tr easo n against breath itself, and, in 
ord er to thwart th eir riposte, doubl es th e treason by incarnat ing him­
self.25 " In th e beginning was treason. " 

The order of God includ es th e following clements: the identit y of 
God as the ultimat e foundati on; the identit y of the ·world as the amb ient 

; 

environment; the identi ty of the person as a well-founded age ncy; th e 
identit y of bodi es as the base; and finally, th e identity of language as th e 
power of deno1in9 everything else. But thi s order of God is con stru cted 
against anot her order, and thi s ord er subsists in God and weakens him 
little by littl e. It is at thi s point that the story of Baphom et begins: in 
the service of God, the great maste r of the Templars has as his mission 
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the sorting out o f spirit s and the pre\'ention o f their mixing togethe r 
" ·hile await ing the day of resurn ·ction. Thus, there is already in dead 
sou ls a certain rebe llious intenti on, an intention to escape from God' s 
judgment: "T he most ancient souls lie in wait for the most recently 
arri ved, and merging by means of affinities, each agrees to efface with in 
the othe rs his own responsibility." 26 One day, th e gra nd master recog­
nizes a spirit whic h has worm(;'d its way into his presence-t hat of 

Saint Theresa! Dazzle<l by his prestig ious guest, th e maste r compl ains to 
her about the "compli cation" of his task, and about the ill will of the 
spirit s. Rather than indulge him, howe\ ·er, Theresa begins an ext raordi ­
nary discourse: th e num ber of the elect is closed; no longe r is anyone 
dam nable or sanctifiable; spir its are somehow liberated from God 's 
orde r ; they feel themselves released from resurrection; and they are 
prepa red to penet rate up to six or seven of them in a single embr von ic 
body in order to unburd en themselves of their person and their re;pon­
sibility. Th eresa herself is a rebel, a prop het of rebellion. She an noun ces 
the death of God, His over thro w. " I am exclud ed from the numb er of 
the elect." For a young theologian whom she loved, she was able to 
obtain a new existence in anoth er body, th en a thi rd .... Was thi s not 
proo f that God had abandon ed His order, th at He had abandoned th e 

myths of the incommuni cable person and the definitive resurr ection, as 
well as the theme of "on ce and for all" impli ed in these myths? Indeed, 
an order of perversity had exploded the divine order of integr ity: a 
pcr\'e rsity in the lowe r world where an exube rant , storm y natur e reigns, 
full of raping, sham eful debauchery and tra\' esty, s ince several souls 
enter togethe r into the same body, and the same soul may possess 
sc,·eral bodies; a perversity up above, since spirit s are already mingled 

~:gether. God can no longe r guarant ee any identit y! This is the great 
pornograp hy," the revenge taken by spi rits on both God and bodie s. 

And Th er<-sa an nou nces to the grand master his desti ny: he himself will 
no longer ha\'c th e capacity to sort out spirit s! Then, seized by a sort o f 
rage and jealousy, but also by a mad temptation and a dual desire to 
chastise Ther esa and to tr y her, and finally by the di,.ziness of the 
'.lilcmmas wh ich tr ouble hi~ thoughts (for h-is c~nsciousness had sunk 

into "disconcertin g syllogisms"), th e grand master "insufll atcd" the 
lirl':1th/- . . . l'TI I • spint (,nsl! ,,e e so1!ff/e) of Theresa into th e ambiguous body of a 
:·oung man, a young page who had once t roubled th(;' Templars and had 
hl't' n hi I · · - · · • mg< unng an 1111t1at 1on sce ne. His body, suspend ed and rotatin g, 
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markccl h:· hanging. mir ani lous ly conserved, and rcs(·rn ·d for a funct ion 
which is goino to m·er t hro\\' God's order, rc·ccivc-d Ther esa's breath -

~ b t 
an anal insulllation which elicits in the pag(•'s body a stron g genital 

react ion . 
This is tlw other term of the dilemma, the systl-m o f breath s/spirit s, 

the order of the Anti chri st, which is opposc<l point for point to the 
cli\'irw order. It is charac-tt•rized by the dcat h of God, the dest ructi on of 
the \\'Orld , tlw dissolution of th ; pl·rson, the disintt' gration of bodies, 
and thc shiftin g function of languagc which now exp resses only inten s­
ities . It is fre9uently said that philosop hy th ro ughout its history has 
changed its cc·ntcr of perspecti ,·e, substituti ng the point of ,·iew of th e 
linit c· self for that of the inf-inite divine substance . Kant " ould stand at 
the turn ing point. Is thi s chang(', however , as imp ort ant as it is dai med 
to be? Is thi s whe re the imp ortant di fference is to be found? As long as 
\\'e maintain the formal idmtit y o f the sdf, doesn't the self remain 
suhject to a divine order , and to a uni9ue God who is its foundatio n? 
Klossows ki insists th at God is the sole guara ntor of the ident ity of the 
sdf and of its sub stanti ve base , that is, of the intcgrit~· of th e body. One 
cannot conse rve th e self with out also holding on to God . Th c death of 
God essentially signifies, and essenti ally entails, the disso lution of the 
self : God's tomb is a lso th e tomb of the sclf.17 Thu s, th e di lemma finds 
perhaps its most acute ex pression: the ic.lmtity of the self always refers 
to th e idmtit v of somc thing outsid c of us; thercfo re, "if it is God, ou r 
identitv is f)ll; e <Jrace · if it i; th e ambirnt wo rld where cve rvthin g begins 

J • C' ' .,; "--= 

and enc.ls by den otation, our identit y is but a pun · grammatica l joke." 28 

In his ow~ wav , Kant had forescc-n this when he subjected to a 
co mm on, at k•a~t spt·n ilati, ·c, death rational psychology, rati onal cos­

mo logy, clml rational theo logy alike. 

As it happens, it is with n•gard to one of Kant 's thes es on theo logy, an 
odd and part icularl y ironic th(·sis, that th<' problem of the disjunctive 

syllo.qism takes on its full imp ort : God is pr C'sentcd as the prin cip le or 
mast<:>r of thc disjun ctive syllogism. To und erstand this thes is, we must 

rC'call the link that Kant posl'S in general bctwe cn Ideas and syllogism. 
R<·ason is not ddinC'cl initiallv by spec ial notio ns which one might call 

' ' f " ldl·as." It is rathC'r defirwd bv a certain wav of tr eating the concep ts o 
tlw under standin g: a co ncept . !wing g iven, ~eason seeks another "'h ich, 
tah· n in the tot alit:, of its extension, conditi ons th e att ributi on of the 
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lirst to the objcct to which it rdi.·rs. This is the natu re of th (' syllogism. 
l·or exampl e, "mo rtal " being a concept attribut ed to Socratcs, one-see ks 
tlw conCl'pt which, taken in the full range of its l'Xt<'nsion, l·onditi ons 
thb att r ibut ion (all men). T hus, tlw dq>i~>~"ITI('nt of reason wou ld pose 
no particu lar problem if it did not run up against a difficu lty- namel y, 
that tlw under stand ing makes usc of original concept s called "ca tego­
ries." These are alrca(!y attrihutl'd to all ~bjn :ts of poss ible cxpc ricr~n•. 
~o, "'hen r<'ason encount ers a catego r~•, ho\\' is it go ing to be able to 
!incl ano tlw r concept capable, in a ll its extens ion, to co ndition thc 
attrib ut ion of the catego ry to all objec ts of possible experience? It is at 
this po int that reason is forced to im -ent supra- conditionin g notion s, 
" ·hid1 \\'ill be called " Ideas." It is th ere-fore in a st·condarv wav that 
reason is defined as the facult v of Ideas. We "'ill ca ll "Ide;" a ,; ot ion 
takl'n in all its ex tension which co nditio ns the att ribu tion of a catego ry 
of relat ion (su bstan ce, causality, comm unit y) to all objects o f poss ible 
expe rim cc. Kant 's genius lies in his show ing that the self is th e Idea 

"'hic h co rrespo nds to the catego ry of substan ce. Indeed, the se lf condi­
tions not only th e- attributi on of thi s category to phenomena of inner 
srns(', hut to those of outer sense as well , in virtu e of their no lcss grea t 
immediacy . T hus, the self is revealed as th e universal prini cplc of the 
catego rical syllogism, insofar as th is relates a ph enomeno n dete rmin ed 
as a predica te to a subject det<'rmin ed as substan ce. Kant shows also 
that the world is t he Idea which co nditi ons thc at tr ibuti on of the 
l·,1t<·gory of causality to all ph enomena. In this way, the world is th e 

unin-rsa l prin ciple of the hypo theti cal syllogism. Thi s extraordinar y 
'.h<'ory of the syllog ism, which consists in discove r ing the ontologica l 
implications of the latte r, \\'ill thu s find itself faced wit h a thi rd and 
final task, a task whi ch is by far the most ddi cate : there is no choice, it 
i~ _left for God as the third Ide a to ensure the attribut ion of the catego ry 
0 1 comm unit v, that is, the masien- o{ the disj1mc1fre srlloqism. God is hen • 
•1l !vast pro, ·i.~ionally, depri\'C'd ~f' his traditiona l l:iai1~1s- to have ere~ 
Jtl ·d !->Ubject~ or made- a world -a nd no\\' has \\'hat is but an appare ntl y 
humb le task, namch·, to enact disjunctions, or at least to found thl·m. 

_I lo" is this possibk ? At this point the irony conws throug h: Kant is 
going to sho\\' that, under the name of the philosop hical Chris tian God, 
nothin g hut thb has e ,·c-r been under stood. In fact, God is ddi rwd by 
tlw ~um tot al of all possibilit\', insofa r as this sum cons titut es a~ 
"orig inary" matl-ria l or tlw "' h~lc-of rcalit: ·· Tlw realit) ' of t•ac:h th ing 
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"is derived" from it: it n·s ts in effect on the limitation of this tota lity, 
"inasmuch as pm't of it (reality) is ascr ibed to the thin g, and th · rest is 
exdU<kd - a procc·dur e ""hich is in agrct'mt'nt wit h th(' 'e ither- or ' of 
the disjuncti H' major premi se and wit h the det ermi nation of the object, 

. I h f' h b f I 1· · · " 29 
in th<' minor premi se, t 1roug one o · t e mem ers o t 1e < 1ns1on. 
In sho rt , the sum total of the possible is an originary material from 
which the ('xclusin· and complete detem1inat ion of the concept of each 
thin o is derived thro ugh disjun ction. God has no ot her sense than that 
of f'c~mding thi s treatme nt of the disjun ctive syllogism , since distribut ive 
un itv docs not allow us to co nclud e that his Idea represents a co llective 

or singu lar unit y of a being in itsl' lf which wou ld be rep resented by the 

Idea. 
In Kant, th erefore, we' see that God is n•vealcd as the master of the 

disjunct ive syllogism only inasmuch as the disjunction is tied to exclu­
sions in the rc>ality which is derived from it, and thu s to a ne9a1il'e and 
/imiracil'e use. Klos~owski's the sis, wit h tht' new critique of reason that it 
implies , takes on therefore its full significance: it is not God but rat her 
the Ant ichri st who is the- maste r of the disjunctive syllogism. Th is is 

because the anti-G od detc·rmin es the pas.m9e of each thin g throu gh all 
of its possib le predi cates. God, as th e Being of beings, is rep laced by th e 
Baphonwt, the ' 'prince of all modificati ons," and himself modifi cation 
of all modifications. Th ere is no longer an)' orio-inarv realitv. The 
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disju nct ion is always a disjun ction; the "eithe 1·-or" is al·ways an "eit her-
or." Rath er than sign ifying that a cert ain number of predi cates are 
excludc-d from a thin g in virt ue of the identit y of th e co rrespo ndin g 
co ncept, the disjunct ion no.,.,· signifies that each thing is ope ned up to 
the infinity of prt•dicatcs thr ough which it passes, on th e conditio n that 
it lose its identit y as co ncept and as sdf. The disjun ctive syllogism 
accedes to a diabo lical prin cipk and use, and simu ltaneo usly the dis­
jun ctio n is affim1ed for itself without Ct'asing to lw a disjun ction; 
diwrocn ce or difference becomes objects of pure aflinn ation, and "eit her­
or" beco mes the power of affirma t ion, ou tsid<' tlw conceptua l condi­
tions of the identit y of a God, a ,-rn rld, or a self. Dilemma and solecism 
acqui re as suc h a superior positivity. We hal'e seen. hall'crer. holl' efien 

ne.qati,·e or exclusive disjunctions still subs1s1 in K.losson-ski's ll'ork: between 

exchange and rcpe111ion; betll'een /anc9ua9e concealed /,y the bo1\' and the .qlorious 

body.Jbrmed by lan911a9e: andfina ltv. between God\ order and the order '!f' the 
An11chris1. But it is prcci sdy insid<· God's ord<·r, and on lv the re, that 
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disjunct ions have the negatin· value of exclusio n. And it is on the other 
side, inside the o rder of th e Antichrist , that the disjun ction (difference, 
diH' rgcnce, de-centering) becomes as such an affirma tive and affinn ed 
power. 

What is this oth er side, thi s Baphonwt system of pur e breaths or mortal 
spirits? Th ey do not ha, ·e th e person's ident ity; they have deposed and 
1·e,·okcd it. But they neve rthel ess have a singular ity, or eve n mu ltiple 
singular ities; they have fluctuation s form ing figures on the crests of 
wa,-es. W e reach here the point at whic h th e Klossows kian myth of 
brea ths/spirit s becomes also a philo sophy. It seems that breat hs, in 
themselves and in ourselves, mu st b(:' conceived of as pur e int ensities . 
In th is fonn of int ensive qu antiti es or degrees, dead spirit s have "s ubsis­
tence," despit e th e fact that they have lost the "exis tence" or extension 
of the body. In thi s form th ey arc singular, though th ey have lost the 
ident ity of the self. Intensities compr ehend in themselves the unequal 
or the d ifferent -e ach on e is alread y difference in itself-so that all 
of the m are compr ehended in the manifestation of every on e. This is a 
world of pu rl" intentions, as Baphomet ex plains: "no self-esteem pre­
vails"; "every int ention may yet be permeated by other int entions"; 
"on ly the most senseless int ention of the past hopi ng for th e futur e 
could tr iumph ove r anoth er int ention" ; "·were another breath to come 
to t·ncount er it, the y would then presupp ose eac h other , but each one 
~ccording to a rariable iniensity ef intention." Th ese are pre- individual and 
impersonal singulariti es- the splendo r of the indefinite pronoun ­
mob ile, commu nicating, penetrating one anot her across an infinity of 
~egrees and an infinity of mod ification s. Fascinating world where th e 
identit y of the self is lost, not to th e benefit of the identit y of the One 

? r the unity of the Whol e, but to the advantage of an intense multipli c­
ity and a power of metamo rph osis, where relat ions of force play wit hin 
0 11<' anotlw r. It is the state of what must be called "complicacio." as 

oppos<'~I to .the Chri stian simpl!ftcaiio. Roberie ce soir had alread y displayed 
~)ua n • s effort to work his way into Robc rte, to insert his own 
1nt<'nti_on (his intensive intentionalit y), and to gi,·e her thereby ove r to 
oth<·r t · ·f I . b -111 1:nt1ons- even I t 11s wen · v "d enouncing" her to the spirits 
who rap1' her. lO And in Le Baphomet, ·Theresa is "in sufllated " into th e 
hod" of thl' , , · d r h cl . . . . ) oung pag( , m or er to 1orm t e an rogynous or Prince of 
mod ification who is offered up to the intent ions of ot hers and gives 
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him~d f to otlwr , pint s for participation: " I am not a cn ·ator who 
cnslaH'!, hl' ing to \\ hat he crl·atl'S, his c-rc-ation in a singll· ~d r, ancl thi~ 
self in ,1 sing(:, body . . . . " The system of the Ant ichri st is the system o f 
simu lacr,1 <~>pmcd to th t· world o f idt·ntiti es. But, a), th l· :..imulacrum 
di:-mi.,:-c:, ident ity, speaks and is srok1·n, it takes hold at th l· ~ame tim e 
of both st'l'ing and speaking and inspires bot h light and sound . It opens 
up to its difft·rl·nn· and to all other di ffer ences. All simula cra rise· to the 

~urfan-. formin g thi s mobile· ligure at the crest of tlw \\ a\·es of intrns ity 

- an intense ph antasm. 
Om · can set' how Klosso \\'ski goes from mw sense of th<· word 

"mtcntw ·· to another -co rporeal int ensit~' and ~poken intentionality . 
Th<· ~imulacrum lX'comes phantasm , intensit~· becomes intentionality to 
th e l'Xtcnt that it takes as its obje ct anoth er intensity which it c:ompr e­
h(·n<ls and is itself compr ehended , itse·lf tak en as its object , on to the 

infinit) ' o f inten sities throu gh which it passes. Thi s is to sa~· that there 
is in Klosso wski an entir e "ph enomenology," \\hi ch borr<ms from 
schola~tic philoso phy as mu ch as Husserl did, hut which tra cts its ow n 
path s. As for tlw passagt• from intl'n sity to intc·ntionali ty, it is the 

passage from sign to sense. In a fin<> anal)·sis of ietzscht-, Klossowski 
intc·rpr ets the "sign" as the trace of a fluctuati on, of an intensity, and 
"sense" as the movem ent by which intensity aims at itself in aiming at 
the other mo<lifil'S itsdf in modifving the otlwr , and return s finally 
onto it!> ; wn tracl'. 11 ~ dissoh-ecl Sl~f opens up to a seri es of role~, 

sinn · it gives risl' to an intt•nsity which alread y compreh ends diffcren~e 
in its<•lf, the un ec1ual in itsdf , and which pcnetrat t·s all oth ers, across 
and within multipk · hodi cs. Th t·re is alwa~·s another breath in my 
breath , anotht ·r thou ght in my thou ght , another possession in what I 
pm,scss, a thousand things and a th ousan<l beings impl icated in my 
compli catons: t•n ·rv tm e thought is an aggression. It is not a question 
of our undc·rgo ing · inllucn n·s, ln 1t o f lwi;g " insufllations" and lluctua~ 
tion~. or merging with th em . Th at C'\'crythin g is so "co mplicated ," that 
I 1113)' be an ot hl'r, that somc·thing <'lsc thinb in us in an aggression 
\\ hich is the aogression o f thought , in a mult iplication which is the 

~ ~ f 
mult iplication of th t· body, or in a \' iolencc \\ hich is the violl' nce o 
langu age - this i~ the jo~·ful messag<·. for \\ C are M> ~urc of li"ing again 
(with out 1Ts u1-reTtion) onlv lwt·aust· so manv beings and things think in 
u~: ht-caw,c "\ \ l' still do· not knO\\ l'Xat·i'h- if it i:. not othl'rs who 
co nt inue to th ink \\ ith in u~ (but \\ ho an· ~lwM' otlwrs \\ ho form the 

oubi<k in relation to tni s irn,ick• \\ hid, \H' hd icw ou rsdw·s to h<•?)-
1·"·ry th ing is brou ght back to a singk db courst·, to fluctuati ons of 
intc nsit~, for instance, which corre~poncl to the thought o f l'\'l' ryo ne 
and no one." 

31 
At the saml' t im<· that bodies lose th l·ir unit v and the 

~cir it:- idl'ntit y, language loi.t•s ib de not ing fun~tion (its disti~ ct :.ort o f 
intl'grit Y) in orde·r to discon ·r ., value that is purl'l v cxprl'ssiw or, as 
Klo:\O\~·ski says, " emotional." It disco n ·r:- thi$ \·alu~, not with respec t 
to ~ollll'Olll' who l'x presses him~d f and \\ ho would Ix- mon·d , but \\ ith 
rc~pt t to soml'thin g that is pun·ly <.'Xl>rl'.~sed, pur e moti on or pur e 
"spi r it " - sense as a pre- individual s ingularit)', or an int ensity which 
n>llll':, hack to itsdf thr ough others. Th is is how th<' nam e " Robc rt e" 
did not des ign ate a person, but rather l'xpn ·sscd a prima~ • intensity, or 
that Baphomet emits the difTen.·ncc- of inten sity that con stitut es his 
naml', B-A BA ("no prop er name subsist~ in the hypl'rboli c br('ath of 
m~· nanw, any more than th e cle\'ated iclc·a that each o ne has o f himself 
is ahk to withstand th e dizziness of my statur e" ). H The· \·alues of 
c·xpressivc· or c-xpressionist language arl' pro\'oc ation, rc\ ·ocati on, and 

l'rnca tion. h o ked (cxp ressed ) are thc s ingular and compli cated spirit s, 
which do not possess a body \\ ithout mult iplying it inside the S)'St('m of 
reflcTtions, and which do not inspire languagc with out proje cting it into 
the intensi\'c system o f resonan ces. Re\'okl•d (denounced ) arc c:orp oreal 
unicit)·, 1w rsonal identity, and the false simplicit)' of language insofar as 
it is sup posed to denote bod ies and to manifest a sdf . As tlw spirit s say 
to Rohc•rtt·, " \\ e can ht evok<·d ; but vour boch· can also be revoked ." 34 

Fro m inten sitv to intenti onalitv: ~-very int~nsity wills itself intend s 
itself, re turns 0 1~ its own trace, ; epeats ·and imit ; tes itself th; ough all 
the otlwr:-. Thi i. is a mo\-cment of sen se \\ hich must he detem, inc-d as 
the· c•t1•rnal return. l.e S01_1ff/e11r. a no"d of malad y ancl convalC'~cen cc·, 
alrl·ady <'nck·d with a re\'elation of tlw eternal return ; and \\ ith Le 

&phomct. KlosSO\\ ski creates in his wo rk a grandi Ol>l' ~equ el to Za rathus­
tra. T lw d iOicult~. ho wC\'l'r , lil•~ \\ ith tlw intl'rpr ctati on of tlw phr ase· 
"the i:rl!mal rerurn of the .\ame." For no fo rm of ick·ntil\ ' i~ lwn..-c·nt t·1·taincd , 
sinu• l'.1<:h dissoh l'd sdf returns thr ough itsd f onl~'. by passing into the 
ot lwr,, and \\ ills it:-d f onh · through a ~eric·i. of rok·s \\ hich are no t its 
m, 11• li1H·n~it~·. lw ing alrea~ly difTe; c-nn · in itself, oprn s on to disjoint or 
di, vrg,·111 M'rics. But sincl' the sc-ries an· not subje•ct to the co nditi on of 
th · · I · 1· . 1 I< 1·11ttt~ o a u>nl.'l'pt 111 gc·nl'ral , no more than the entit \' \\ hich 
tra\i-r,1•:- tlwm i:, ~11hjcct to ~he icknt it~· of a :.df a., inclhi ciual. the 
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disjun ctions stay disjun ctions. Their synth esis, howeve r, is no longer 
exclusive or ncgath ·e, and they take on, to the contrar y, an a/li rmati ve 
sense by means of which the mob ile entit y passes throu gh all th e 
disjoint scri<'s. In short, diverge nce and disjun ction as such become th e 
object of affirmation. Th e tru e subject of th e eternal return is th e 
intensity and singu larit y; the relat ion bE>tw een the eternal retu rn as 
actua lized int enti onalit y and the will to pow er as open intensity deriv es _ 
from this fact. As soon as thC' singularit y is app rehended as pre­
individual, out side of the identit y of a self, that is, as .forw iw us, it 
communi cates with all th e ot her singulariti es, without ceasing to form 
disjunction s with them. It doc s so, however, by passing through all of 
the disjoint term s that it simult aneo usly affirms, rath er than by distrib ­
utin g th em in exclusions. "T hu s, all I have to do is to will myself again, 

no longe r as the outco me of pre\·ious possibilities, not as one acco m­
plishment out of a thousa nd, but as a fortuitou s moment, the very 
fortuit y of which implies the necess ity o f the integra l return of the 
whole series.',3 5 

What the e ternal return exp resses is thi s new sense of th e disjun ctive 
synt hesis. It follovvs that t he et ernal retu rn is not said ef the Same (" it 
destro ys identiti es") . On th e contrary, it is the only Sarne, whi ch is said 
of that which differs in itself-th e intense, the unequal, or the disjo int 
(will to powe r). It is indeed the Whole, which is said of that which 

rema ins unequal; it is Necess ity, which is said of the fortuitous alone. 
It is itself univoca l: univocal BC'ing, language or silence. Howeve r, 
univoca l Being is said of beings which are not univo cal, unjvoca l 

language is appli ed to bodi es whi ch are not univo cal, "pur e" silence 
surrounds word s whi ch are not "pur e." On e could thus search in vain 
within the eternal return for the simplicity of a c ircle and the conver­
gence of series around a cent er. If th ere is a c ircle, it is the circulus 

ritiosus deus: difference here is at the center, and th e circumfer ence is 

the eternal passage through the divergen t series. It is an always <lece n­
tered ci rcle for an ex- centri c c ircumfer ence. Th e ett' rnal return is 
indeed Coherence, but it is a co herence which do es not allow my 
coherence, the coherence of the world and the co herence of God to 
subsist. 36 Th e Nietzschean repetition has nothin g to do with the Kier­
kegaardian repetition; or , mor e gene rally, repetiti on in the eternal 
return has not hing to do with the C hristian repetiti on. for what the 
Chri stian repetition brings back, it brings back once, and only once: the 
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wealt h of Job an~ ,the child of Abraham, the resurr ected bod y and the 
recove red self. l here 1s a difference in natur e betw een what re turn s 
"one(' and for all" and what return s for each and evcrv time, or for an 
in~inite numb er of tim es. T he etern al return is indeed r'he Whol e, but it 

is thl' Whol_e which is said of disjoint memb ers or diverge nt series: it 
docs not l>nng everythin g back, it docs not bring about the return of 

that which return s but once, namel y, that which aspires to rece nter the 
d rdc, to render th e series convergent , and to resto re the self, the 
world, and God. In the circle of Dionvsus, Christ will not return· th e 
<~rdcr of th : Anti chri st chases the oth~r order away. All ef that wh;,h is 

.founded on Cod and makes a ne9ative or exclusfre use ef the disjunction is denied 

and excluded by the eternal rewrn . All of that which comes once and for all 

is referred_ back to the ord er of God. Th e phanta sm of Being (eternal 
return ) bn ngs about the ret urn only of sirnulacra (will to power as 
simulati on). Being a co herence which do es not allow mine to subs ist 

the_ eternal re turn is _th e non sense which distribute s sense into diverg en; 
sen es over the entir e circum ference of the decent ered circle-fo r 

"madne'.~s is th e ~os~ of the wo rld and of oneself in view of a knowl edge 
with neith er begmnmg nor end." 37 

4- MIC IIE L TOURN I E R AND TH E WORLD 

W I T II O UT O TH E R S 

f T~t' goa t a!)ru~tl y stopp~d grazing and loo ked up wit h a sta lk of grass 

_
1ang1_ng fr~":1 its_ lips. Then 1t seem ed to grin and reared up on its hind legs; 

~n this p~s.1t1on 1t too k scv<.'ral steps toward Frid~y, waving its forefee t and 

_o~ldmg its immense horns as though acknowledg mg a thr ong of spec tators. 
l his aston ishing pcrfom 1ancc turn ed Friday rigid with amaze ment. Wh en it 

was within a few yard s of him th e goat dropp ed its forefcC't to the ground and 

Sud_d<'nly chargC'd lik<' a batt ering- ram- or a great arrow feath C'red with fur 

~ its head lowered and its horns aimed at rrida y's chC'st . Frida\ · flung himself 
~,dC'wav. a r ·t' f d 1 k . , 

• s , irat ion o a sccon too ate. A mus ·y smd[ fill<'d his nostril s .... 1 

. _This lwautiful passage relat es hida y's battl<· with the goa t, in whi ch 
h-id · · -·11 b 

a~ \\ 1 e wou nclccl, bu t the goat will die: "Th e great goa t is 
dl·ad ,, l Th F . I . " 

. · en rn ay annou nces his mysterious proj ect: the dead goat 
will flv an 1 . . ·11 I A . • ' < smg- 1t w1 Je a ymg and mu sical goa t. In the first stage 
of tlw pr . ·ct I k . f h k· - . . OJ<: , 1e rna cs use o t es ·m. fh e hair is removed , the skin 
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is \\'ashed, pumin· d , and spread out on a \\'OOden structur e. Bound to a 

fishing pok, th e goa t amplifi es the least movement of tlw lint', assum es 

th (' role of a gigantic cdC'stial hobb cr, and tran sc ribes tlw \\'atl'rs ont o 
the sh. As fo~-;he seco nd stage , Friday makc·s use of thl' lwad and th e 

gut a1~d fashions from tl1C'm an instrum ent ; he places it in a d t'acl tr ee 

in ord er to pr odu ce an instantan eous symph ony ""hose sole pe-rform er 
mu st be the \\'ind. Thi s is how th e di n of the earth is in turn tran sport ed 

to th e heavens and becom es an organ ized , celestial sound - pan sonorit y 

- a "mu sic that was trul\' of th e clem ent s." 1 In the se tw o ways, th e 

great goat frees th e Eleme;1ts. It \\'ill be notc·d that th <' earth an i air act 

less as parti cular element s than as two complete and opp osed figur es, 
each on<', for its part, ga th ering the· four element s. Th <' earth , however, 

ho lds and subsum es th em , co ntain s th em with in th l' depth of bodi es , 

wh ereas the sky, wit h the light and the sun , sets th C'm in a free and 

pur e state, <lc lin ·red from the ir limit s, in or der to form cosmic surfa ce 

energy-b t' ing one and ye t chara cte ristic of each d em ent. Th er e is 
then·fore a terre stria l fire, \\'ate r, air , and earth , but th ere is also an 

ae rial or cde stial earth , wat e r, fire, and air. Th ere is a stru ggle bctv.·cen 
earth an<l skv, with the impri sonmen t o r liberation of all four clem ents 

at stak e. Th~ isk is the fronti er or fidd of this stru ggle. Thi s is wh y it 

is so important to know \\'h ich way the stru ggle will swing, and wheth er 

it is capable of pourin g out int o t he sky its fire, earth , and \Vate r - or 

of beco ming so lar. Tl1l' islt' is as mu c:h the hero of the now! as Robin son 

or Frida v. I~ changes shape in th e co ur se of a series of di\'i sions, no less 

than R; binson h~ s<'lf changes his form in th e cour se of a series of 

nwtam orphos es . Robinson 's subj ec ti\'e series is inseparabl e from the 

se r ies of t he stat es of th e islan<l. 
Th e end result is Robinson bt·coming ekmental on his isle, with the 

isle itse lf render ed to th e d cment s: a Robin son of th e sun on th e solar 

isle -a Uranian on Ur anu s. It is not th e orig in th en "'hi ch matt ers 

hl·re but on th e c:ontrarv th e· out co me or th e tinal result , which is. 

rcad~ cd t hrou gh all sort s ~I: avata rs. This is the first important cliffert'nce 

with Dc·foe' s Robin son. It has often been said that th e them e of 
Robinson in Ddo e's work was not only a story, but an "in strum ent of 

resea rch " - a resea rch whi ch start s ~ut fro~ the ck sert island and 

aspires to reconst itu tt• the orig ins and th e rigorous ord er of \\'Orks an~ 
conque sts whi ch happ en wit h t ime. But it is clear that th e resea rch is 

twi ce falsified. On om· hand, th e image o f th <' orig ins pr esupp oses tha t 
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" hicl1 it trie s to generat e (sec, for l'xampk , all that Robinson has pulk ·d 

from thl' wreck). On the o th er hand, th e \\'o rld whic:h is reprodu ced o n 

the basis of this orig in is th C' e9ui\ ·ak nt o f the real- that is, l'Conomic 

- 1\orld, or o f the world as it \\'Ould be, as it wo uld have to be if th ere· 
"t·n · no sexualit y (see th e elimin a tion of all SC'xualit v in Dd <w's Robin­

~on) . 
1 

Must \\" C conclud e th at Sl'xuality is the only fanta stic prin c iple 

.1hlc to bring about th e deviation of' the \\'Orld from th e rigorou s 

crn nomic ord er assigned by tlw orioin? Ddo t·'s work was in "short 
\\l' ll- int t·nti oncd: wh at bcco~ cs of a ~a n \\'ho is alone , with o

1

ut 0 °th en, : 

on a dcsC'rt islan<l? But th e pro blC'm "' as poo rly posed. for , instead of 

bringing an ase xual Robin son to an orig in which rcprodu ces an t·co­
nomic- wo rl<l similar to our own, or to an arche type• of our own, one 

shou ld have led an asex ual Robinson to ends quire dj/Terent and direroent 

from our s, in a fanta stic wo rld which has itst•lf dc\'iated . By raising th e 

prob lem in te rm s of end, and not in te rm s of origin, Tourni c r mak es it 
imposs ible for h im to allow Robin son to leave th e island. Th e end, th at 

is, Robinson 's final goa l, is "d ehumani zation," the coming toge t her of 

th_e libido and of the free element s, th e disco very of a cosmic energy or 

of a great elemental Health which can su rge only on th e isle- and only 

to the l'Xtent that the isle has beco mc ae rial or so lar . Henn • Miller 

spok_<' of th e wailin g of the fundammtal element s helium , oxygt:n, silica, 

and mm. Und oubt edly, t herl' is som ethin g of Miller and even Lawrence 

in th is -~obinson of _helium and oxygen: th e dead goat alrea<ly organizes 
thl' wailmgs of th e fun<lamental clements. 

But the reader also has th e impr ession that this g rea t Health of 
fou rn it-r's Robin son co nceals somethin g, which is not at all like Miller 

or Lawrence. Co uld it not be th at th e esse ntial deriacion which this 

I ll·ah h impli l's is inseparable from desert sex uality ? Tourni er 's Robinson 

is 0 ppos1'd to I )d oe's in virtul · o f thrt ' e stri c tlv , rdat cd charac tC'ristics : 

lw is rd at cd to ends and goals rath er th an to ~rig ins; hl' is st•xual; and 
thi •si· l'nds r<'presc nt a fanta st ic dc \·ia tion from our world unclC'r llw 
i1_1llu1·n~·t· of a tra nsfonn ed sexuality, rath er t han an l'COnomi~· repr oduc­
tion of ou r \\ o rld , under the imp act of a continuous effort. Th is 

l_i c,hin~on do l's noth ing pl'n Trsc, pro pl·rly spea king. Y\'t, ho w an" we to 

lrn • our sl·ke~ from the impr t·ssion th at he is him s; lf pe·n ·e rSl', acco rdin g 
to h-vud' f ti · · 1· I I I ... s l l' n1t1on o t 1<· one 1\· 10 c l'Viates \\ ith r<'sp('ct to aims? For 
l )l'fol· it1\~ · th · · • 1· I J> t · h ·· us c sam< t 1111g to re ate' , o )mson to t c on gm and to 
h.h( • hi1 j II ~· · '" n proc U<:e a wor < co ns1stl'IH \\'1th ou r o\\' n ; it i~ th1• ~anw thin o 
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for Tournic-r to re late him to aims and have him deviate or diverge with 
respect to the- aims. Related to orig ins, Rob inson must pecessa rily 
reprodu ce our world, but related to ends, he must dcdat c. T his is an 

odd ckdation, alt hough it is not one of those of which i-:reud spok e, 
since it is solar and takes clement s as its objects : such is th e sense of 
Uranus. " If this [solar coitio n] is to bt· tran slated into hum an language, 
I must consider myself feminin e and the bride of th e sky. But that kind 
of anthropom orphi sm is meaningless. Th <' truth is that at th e height to 
which Fri<lav and I have soared, difference of sex is kft behind. hida y 
mav be i<lcn.tified with Venus, just as I may he said, in human terms, to 

op; n my body to the- embra ce of the sun. " 5 If it is true that neuro sis is 
the negat ive of perversion, would not perversion, for its part, be the 

elemental aspect of neuro sis? 

Th e co ncept of perversion is a bastard co ncept - half juridical, half 
nwdi cal. But ncith c·r med icine nor law an' t'ntirdy suited to it. With 
regard to toda ~·'s renewed inter est in thi s concept , it seems that we 
sc·ek the reaso n for its quite ambiguous and contin gent connection with 
law as wdl as with medic ine in th e- w ry stru ctu re of perversion. Th e 

point of de partur e is as follows: perversio n is not defined by the~ 
of a ce rtain desire in the syste m of drh ·es; th e per\' ert is not someone 
\\'ho desires, hut someo ne-who introdu ces des ire-into an entirel y differ­
;~svste m and makes it plav, within this ws tem, the role of an internal 
limit : a virtu al cc-nter or z~ro point (th e '"' e ll-known Sadean apath y). 
The per\"ert is no more a des iring self than the Other is, for him, a 
desired object endowed with real ex istence. Tournit'r's novel is never­
thel ess not a th esis on perversion . It is not a nm·el with a thes is (roman 

a these). It is neith er a no\'d of characte rs (roman a perso1111a9es), since 
ther e arc no Ot hers nor a novel of internal analvsis, since Robinson has 
v<>rv little int erior it,:. It is an amazing novel of :o mic ad\"entur cs and of 
cos;n ic a,·atars. Ra;hc-r than being a .. the sis on perversion, it is a novel 

whic h dcH·lops the \'ery thesis of Robinson: the man without Ot hers 
on his island. The " thes is," however, makes that much more sense 
since, instead of refr,r-ring to a presupp osed origin, it ann oun ces ad ven­
tur es: "'hat is goi ng to happc-n in the insular \\'o riel wit hou t Others? W_e 
will initia llv trv to find out what the term "Others" means on the basis 
of the e/Jcc;s oi· tht · others: we ,, ill seek the cffen s on tlw island of the 
ahsenc~-of Oth ers, we· will inl\' r the effects of the presence of Ot hl'r S in 

our habitu al world , and we will co ndudc what the-Ot hc-r is, and what 
it means for the O ther to be absc·nt. Th e t·ffects of the absence of 
Othe rs arc the real adventures of the- sp irit: this is an ex perimental , 
induc tiH' novel . Und er the circum sta nces, phi losophical reflection can 
garner what the no vel re,·eals with so much force and life. 
.. T he first effect of Others is th at around each object that I perce ive 

or each idea that I think there is the organ ization of a marginal wor ld, 
a mantle-or backgro und, whc·n.· ot lw r objects and other ideas may come 
l:>rth in accorda nce with laws of tra nsition \.vhich regulat e th e passage 
lrom one to another. I regard an object, then I di\'ert m y attention, 
letting it fall int o the backgrou nd. At the same time, th ere ~-omes forth 
from the backgro und a new object of my attentio n. If this new objec t 
does not injur e me, if it do es not collide with me with the violence of a 
project ile (as when one bump s against somet hing unsc-en), it is beca use 
the first objec t had already at its disposal a compl ete margin wher e I 
had already felt th e preexistence of objects yet to come, and of an 
entire field of \'irtualiti es and potentialities which I alreadv knew were 
capab lc of being actualized . Now, such a knowledge or 'sentim ent of 
marginal ex istence is possible only th rough ot her pc-ople. " ... for all of I 

us thC' presence of o ther people is a powe rful element of distra ction , 
not only because th ey co nstantly break into our activities and interrupt 

~ur t~ain of thou ght , but because the mere possibility of th eir doing so 
1llummes a world of concerns situ ated at the edge of our consc iousness 
bu~ capa ble at any moment of beco ming its cent er . " 6 Th e part of the 
ohic·ct that I do not see I posit as visible to Ot hers, so that when I will 
hav<' wa lked around to rc·ach thi s hidd en part , I will have joined the 
Othe rs behind the object, and I will han ~ totalizecl it in the way th at I 
had already anti c ipated . As for th t' objects behind mv back, I sense 

t~cm rn ming together and formin g a world, precisely because they arc 
\'lsible to, and arc- seen by, Ot hers. And what is depth. for mc, in 
accordance with which objects encroa ch upon one- another and hide 
heh incl one another, I also li\'e through as being possible ll'idth for Ot hers, 
a. \\idth upon which they arc a ligned and pacified (from the point of 
1 

ll ' \\ of ano ther dept h). Jn short, the Ot her assures the mawi ns and 
transitions in the 11 oriel. He is the swc-C'tness of con tigu ities and resem-
blantTs 11 • • I t I c- · • 1· I · · ~ rtgu a c·s t w trans101·111at1ons ol orm am background and 
th1• ,. · · . 1- I . I . anat1ons o < < pt 1. H<' preH·nts assaults from behind . I le hits the 
'

1 orld with a ht·ne, ·olent mur muring. He makes thinos incline toward 
"' ~ 
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one anot her and find tht'ir natural comp lement s in one-anothe r. When 

one· complain s ahout th e meann ess of Ot hers, one forgets this other and 
cn·n more frigh tening meann css - namdv, the meannes s of things we re 

<.. • <.. 

there no O th er. Th e lattC'r rdativiz es th e not- knmrn an<l the non-

per ce i\'cd , because Ot hers, from my point of ,·iew, introduce the sign 

of th e un se(•n in what I do sec, makin g nw grasp what I do not perce ive 

as \\'hat is pt·rcepti blc to an Oth er. In all these respects, my des ire 

passes throug h O th ers, and thro ugh Ot hers it rece i,-cs an objec t . I 

desire· not hing that cannot be see n, th ought, or possessed h;· a possib le 

O th er. Th at is the basis o f mv des ire. It is alwa vs Ot hers wh o relat<.' my , , 

1 cks irc to an objec t . 
What happ ens wh en O th ers a re m issing from the stru c tur e of th e 

world ? In that case, th ere re igns alone th e brutal oppositio n of th e sun 

and ear th , of an unb t'arab lc light and an obsc ur e abyss: th e "s ummary 

law of all or nothing." The known and the unk now n, the percc h-cd and 

unp erceived confro nt one anoth er absolutel y in a battle \\'it h nuan ces. 

"M y vision of the island is reduced to that of my own eyes, and what I 

do not S('C of it is to me a to tal unkn ow n. l:\'erywher e I am not tota l 

da rkness reigns." 7 A har sh and black world , with out potentia lities or 

virtu a lities: th e catego ry of th e poss ible has collapsed. Instead of rela­

ti, ·ely harmoniou s forms surging forth from, and go ing back to , a 

backgrou nd in acco rd anc e ·with an ord er of space and tim<', only 

abstra c t lines now ex ist, lumin ous and harmful - only a groundl ess 

abyss, rebe llious an<l devou ring. Not hin g but Ekm ent s. The abyss and 

t he abst ract line have- r<'placcd the rcliC'f and th e backgrou nd. Every­

thin g is imp lacab le. I ladng c<'ased to str etch out and bmd tow ard one 

anothe r, ob ject<; rise th reateningly; we discove r th en wickedne ss w hich 

is no longer t hat of man. On e might say that each thin g, having bee n 

rid of its relie f and redu ced to its harshest lint's, slaps us in t he face or 

strike s us from behind. Th e abse nce' o f the Oth er is fdt wh en we bang 

against thin gs, and wh en the st up efying swiftnes s of ou r actions is . 

revealed to us. " aked ness is a luxu rv in which a man mav ind ulge 

himself with out danocr onlv when h~· is warmlv surround :.d bv h is 
~ ., . " 

fdlO\•v man. for Robinson , while his soul had not yet und ergo ne any 

changl', it was a trial of desperat e temerity. Stripped of its threadba re 
garm ent s- ,,·orn, tatt e red, and sullied , but th e fruit of ci\'ilizc·d millcn~ 

~ ia, and impr egnated with human assoc iations - his vulrwrable body 
was at thl' mercv of c·,·cn · hostil e dement." 8 T here arc no longer any . , ~ 
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tr,1ns1t1ons; go ne is the SW<'<'lnc-ss of contigu 1t1cs and resemblan ces 

11 hich allo \\'ed us to inhabit th e world. No thin g subsists but insupe rab le 

,kpths, abso lute distances and diffi:rcnccs or, on th e cont ra ry, unbeara ­

hk rqwtitio ns, looking like pre cise!:· sup erim pose d length s. 

B:· t'Olnparin g the prim arv cfliTts of tlw Ot her 's prese nce and thos e 

ol his abse nce, we arc in a ,;os it ion to sa: · what the Oth er is. The er ror 
,ii' phi loso phi ca l th eories is to rcdu n· th e Ot her sonwtim1..•s to a parti c­

ul.11' ohjcc t , and somet imes to ano tlwr subjec t. (E\'c n a co nceptio n like 

:--.art n· 's, in Bcin,q and No1hm.qness, was sat isfied with t he· uni on of the t\\' O 

determi natio ns, makin g of th e Other an objt·c t of 111)' gaze, eve n if he in 

turn gaz1..·s a t me and transfo rn1s nw into an object.) But th e O th er is 

ncithl' r an objec t in th e field o f my per ception no;- a subj ec t wh o 

pl'rn·i , l'S me: th e.· Oth er is initiall y a ~tructun : of the perceptual field, 
withou t which th e entir e field co uld not func tion as it doc s. That thi s 

stru ctu1T may be actualiz ed by real chara cte rs, by ,·ariab le subjec ts­

ml' for you and you for me - does not pr(·,·ent its preex istence, as th e 

condition of organizat ion in ge neral , to th e terms which actual ize it in 

each org anized per ceptual fie ld- your s and min e. T hus th e a priori 

01/icr. as th e absolute struc t ur e, establis lws th e rclativitv of othe rs as 

t1..-rms act ualiz ing th e structu re wit h in each field. Bu( \\'hat is t his 

structun ·? It is th e stru ctur e of th e possibk•. A frightened co untenan ce 

i~ the expre ssion of a fright en ing possible world, or of something 
lrig lw·ning in t he· world - some thin g I do not yet sec . Let it he 

unders tood that the possible is not here an abstra ct catego ry des ignat ing 

some thing whic h clo1..·s not 1..·xist: th e expr essed pos sible world cc rtainl v 

l'Xists, hut it doc s not exist {actua ll:·) out side of that which expre sses i~. 

Th~• terrified co untenan ce' bears no rese mblance to th e ter r ify ing thin g. 
It nnplicates it, it envelo ps it as somethin g else·, in a kin d of torsion 
whid1 situ at1..·s what is c·x1)rcssed in th e cx1Jr<•ssin11. Wh en I in turn and 
• t;. ' 
lo r m~· part, grasp the reality of what the Ot her \\'as expr ess ing, I <lo 

nothing but 1..·xplicat c the O ther, as I ck\'dop and rea lize th e c.·orrc ­

~pond ing possib le world . It is tnw that the Othe r alr1..·ad y hcstO\\'s a 

n· rtain rea lity on the possibi lities which he cnrn mpa ss1..·s- ;·spcc ially hy 
'P1·ak ing. Th e otlwr is th e existcnn · of th e cm·ompasscd possible·. 
1 angu.1g(' is th r 1Ta lity of th e· possible as such. Th e self is th e dcwlop­

nwnt and th (' exp lication of what is po ssible, th e pro cess o f its rea liza­
li<,n in tlw at·tu al. l' ro u:-.t says of tlw p<'rcciw d Alberti ne that she 

<'lll ompas:-.cs or l'Xpn·sscs th e lwac:h and th e breaking of thl ' wa, ·es: " If 
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she had ~ecn me, what cou ld I han ' represented for her? At the heart 
of what uni\'ersc- \\'as she per ceiv ing me?" Love and jealousy ~viii lw the 
attempt t<> de"dop and to unfold this possible world named "Alb er ­
tine." (n short , th e Othe r, as stru ctur e, is rhe expression c?f a passrble world: 

it is the ('Xpresscd , grasped as not yet c·xisting outside of that which 

cxprcsse·s it. 

~:ach of thcse men was a Possible world, ha\'ing its own l·ohercnce, it~ ,·alucs, 
ib sources of attraction and r<·pulsion, its center of gra\'ity. And with all the 
differc•nccs between tlwm, l'ach of these possible worlds at that moment 
shared a \'ision, t·asual and superficial, of the island of Speranza. which caused 
them to act in common, and which incidentally contained a shipwrecked man 
called Robinson and his half-castc servant. For the present this picture 
occupied their minds, but for each of them it was purcly temporary, destined 
,·cl")' soon to be rt turned to the limho from which it had hcen brielly pluc~ed 
h\' the accident of thl· \Vhi1ebird's gctting off course. And cach of the~c possible 
":orlds nai"cl>· prodaimed itsclf the reality. That was what other people were: 

the possible obstinatdy passing for the real.
9 

And we can go C\'C O furth er in our und erstandi ng of the effects of 

the presence of Others. Modern psychology has elabora ted a ri~h series 
of categor ies to acco unt for the functioni ng of till' perceptual field and 
the variatio ns of the object within thi s field: form-bac kground ; depth­
lengt h· thcme- potC'l1tialit y· profiles-unit\' of the object; fringe-ce nte r; 
text -c~ntext; tht·tic- non;h ,et ic; transitiv~· state s-s ubstant ive parts; etc. 

But the corr esponding philosophi cal prob lem is perhaps not w ry we ll 
raised : one asks wheth er these categories belong to the perceptual field 
itself b(•ing imman ent to it (monism), or whethe r the y refer to subjec­
tiw synthe ses ope rating on the subject matt er of perception (dualism). 
It would be wr ong to take excep tion to the dua list interpr eta tion on 
the pr etext that per cep tion docs not occ ur through a _judgme ~tal 
intdle ctual synth es is; one can cert ainly concei\'e of pass1v~ s~ns1bl_e 
svnth <·ses of an entirel y different sort operating on this mat erial (m this 
s~·nse·, I lusscrl nt' \"('r renoun ced a certain duali sm). b ·en so, we doub t 
that duali sm is co rrccth · definc·d as long as it is t'stablished between the 
matt<·r of the pt.·rn' pt~al field and the prc- rdlectivc synth eses of the 
ego. Th e· tru e dualism lies d st•where; it lies between th e effet·ts of the 
"~tru ctur e O ther" of the perceptual field and tht.· dfccts of its absence 
(what percepti on would be \\ ere there no Othe rs). We mw,t und erstaod 
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that the Ot her is not one stru ctur e amo ng ot hers in the field of 
perceptio n (in the sense, for exampk, that one would recogn ize.· in it a 
diffi.•rt·m·c· of natu re from objects). /1 is the srrucwre which conditions rhe enrire 

JdJ and its funct ioning, b)· renderin g possib le the constitution and 
applica tion of the precedi ng catt·go ries. It is not the <'go hut th e Ot her 
,,~ st ruct ure which renders pt·rn ·ption poss ible. Thu s, the aut hors who 
inter pret duali sm poo rly arc a lso the au thors who can not ext ricate 
tlwmscln ·s from th e alte rnatiH· an :ord ino to whi ch the Othe r would be 
eithe r a parti cular object in the fide! or ~noth er subject of th e fidd . In 
ddining thC' O ther, toge ther with Tourni er , as th e express ion of a 
possib le world, we make of it , o n the co ntr ary, the a priori prin ciple of 
tht.· organization of every perceptual field in acco rda nce wit h the cate­
gories; W (' make of it th e stru ctur e which allows this fun ctioning as the 
"cat,·go rizat ion" of thi s field. Real dua lism th en appears wit h the 
ab),t.·nce of th<' Other . But what is happ ming, in thi s case, to the 
perceptual field? Is it stru ctur ed acco rding to other cat ('gories? O r docs 
it, on th (' contrar y, open onto a very special subject matt er, allowing 
us to penC'trate into a parti cular informal n·alm? Thi s is Robinson's ad­
, <·nture. 

Th<' thesis- the Rob inson hypot hesis- has a grea t ad vantage: the 
disappea rance of the stru ctu re-Ot her is prest."nted as the result of 
rircums tances on th e d,·scrt isle. To be su re, the str uctun ' conti nues to 
~un ·iH· and function long an er Robinson on the island encoun ters any 
actual term s or characte rs to actualiz e it. But there co mes the moment 
when thi s is over : 'T hose lig ht s have vanished from my co nsciousness . 
l·or a long time, fed by my fantasy, they co ntinu ed to reach me. O \\ it 
i!> over , and the darkness has closed in." 10 And , as we shall see, when 
Robinson m count ers Friday, ht.· will no longe r appreh('nd him as an 
Otl1cr. And when a ship finally appr oaches, Robinson knows that he 
,·an no longe r restore men to the ir function as Ot hers, since the 
!>tructun· th ('y would th ereby fill has itself disappeared: "Th at was what 
<>lh l'r p<'oplc were: t lw possible obstinat d y passing for the r,·al. All 
Robinson's upbrin ging had taught him that to rejec t th<·ir affirmation 

""~ cru d , ego tistical, and immoral; but t hi~ "a s an attitude of mind 
that h(' had lost durin g the years, and now h(' wondered if he could 
l"\ t·r rernvl· r it." 11 Is not thi s progrcssi,·e though irreve rsible disso lution 
ol the· structur e " ·hat th e pen ·ert , on his inter ior "isle," at tain s by other 
nwans? To put it in Lacania n t,·rm s, the "fo rdusion" of Ot her; br ings 
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it abou t that oth l' rs (/es au cres) arl' no longe r appr ehcnckcl as Ot ht·rs (des 

a 11truis). sinn· the stru ctur e which wo uld givC' th (•m thi s plan· and this 
function is missing. Hut is it not then the whole of our percl' ivcd \\'Odd 

that co llapses in the interes t of somethin g d se . .. ? 
Let us return to the effr·cts o f the presence of Othl-r~, such as they 

follo\\' from the definition "Ot her = an expr C'ssion of a poss ible 

\\'o rld ." Th e fund amenta l e ffec t is the distin ction of m, · consciousness 

and its objl'Ct . Thi s dist inction is in fact the result of tlw stru ctur e­

Othc r. fillin g the " ·orl<l with poss ibilities, backgrounds , fringl·s, and 

tr ansitions; inscr ibing the possibility of a fright ening world whm I am 

not yet afrai<l, or, on th e contra ry, the possibilit y of a reassurin g wor ld 

"'hen I am rea lly fright ened by th e world ; encomp assing in differ ent 

respec ts the world which pres ent s itself befor e me developed ot herwise; 

co nstitutin g inside the world so ma ny blisters \\'hich co ntain so many 

possible world s- thi s is the Oth er.12 Henceforth, t he Ot her causes my 

co nsciousness to tip necessa rily into an ' ' I was," int o a past which no 

longer co incides with the ob jec t. Hefore th c-appearan ce of the Other, 
th (•re was, for exa mpl e, a reassuring \vorld from whi ch my conscious­

ness could not bC' disti nguished . Th e O ther then mak es its ap1x~arance, 

ex pressing th<' possibility of a frightening world whi ch cannot be 

developed with out the one prec:eding it passing away. For my part, I 

am not hing other than my past ohjec ts, and my self is made up of a 

past world, the passing away o f which was brou ght abou t prec isely by 

the Other . If tlw Other is a poss ible world , I am a past wo rld . "f hc 

mistak e of theo ries of knowledge is that tlwy postulat e the contempor­

aneit y o f subj ect and objec t, whereas one is constituted on ly through 

the an nihilati on of the othl·r. 

Thm suddenl v thl're is a click. The subjl'Ct br<'aks awav from the object, 
din·sting it o{ a part of its rn lor and substance. Thcr<' is ; rift in the scheme 
of things, and a whok• range of ohjl'cts crumhll'S in becoming me, each object 
transferring its quality to an appropriate subject. Tlw light bl'comes th<' eye 
and as such no longer exists: it is simpl)' tlw stimulation of the n·tina. The 
smell lwc:onws the nostril - and the world <kdar es itself odorless. The song 
of thl' wind in the trec·s is disa"owcd: it was nothing but a qui\'ering of the 
timpani .... The subjc-ct is the-disqualilied object. M)' eye is thl' rn rpsc of 
light and color. Mv nose· is all that remains of odors when their unreality has 
b; cn dcmonstratec·I. M,· hand rd"utl'S the thing it hold,. Thus thl' prohlcm of 
awarcm•ss is horn of a~achronism. It implies the simultaneous cxi,tc·nn · of the 
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,u hj,·ct with the object, whose mvstr-rious relationship to himself he seeks to 
ddirw. But subject and object ca,;not l'Xist apart from one another since• tll<'v 
,ire rnw and the same thing, at first intcgratl'd into the real world and the~ 

• I J ~ 
, ·,1, 1 out hy it . 

The Ot her thu s assures the distin ction of conscio usness and its objec t 

.1~ a temporal distin ction. Th e lirst d'f<:ct of its pn:se ncc concerned 

span· and the distribution of categ orie s; but the second effect , \\"hich is 

per haps the more profound, con~erns time and the distributi on of its 

dimensio ns- what comes before and "h at comt'S afte r in time. I lo\\" 
rou ld there sti ll be a past when tlw Ot her no longer functions? 

In the- Ot her 's absence , conscio usness and its objec t are one . Th ere { 

is no longe r any possibility of error, not only because the O th er is no 

longe r there to be the tribun al of all real ity - to debate , falsify, or 

H·rify that whi ch I think I see; but also because, lacking in its st ru : tur e, 

it allows consc ious ness to ding to, an. d to co incide wit h, the objec t in l 
an ete rna l present. "A nd it is as though, in co nsequen ce, mv clays had 

rearranged themselves. No longe r do ~hey jost le on eac h oth er 's. heels. 
Eadi sta nd s separat e and upri ght , proudly affirmi ng its own wo rth. And 

since they are no longe r to be d istinguished as t he stages of a plan in 
process of exec ution, they so resembl e each oth f•r as to be sup er imp osed 

in my memory, so that I seem to be ceaselesslv reliving the same 
I "1-1 '· · b 1· h . t ay. LOnsc1ousness ceasC's to e a 1g t cas t upon objec ts in order to 

lwconw a pure phosp horesce nce of thin gs in themselves. Robin son is ( / 
but the co nsc iousness of th e island , but the co nscious ness of th t> island 

is tlw con scious ness the island has o f itse lf- it is the islan d in itself. 

Wl' undl' rstand thu s the parado x of th<' dese rt isle: the ont> who is 

ship\\"reck(·cl, if he is alone , if he has los t the structur e-Ot her, disturb s 

nothing of thC' dese rt isk·; rather he co nsec rates it. The island is nam c<l 
Spl'ranza, hut "'h o is the "I" ? "Th e que st io n is far from an idle onC', nor 

is it ew•n unans\\"erabl c. Because if it is not him then it mu st be 
'i11 " I 5 ·,-1 R I . . I · <'rnnza. 1us o >mson pro gn'ss1ve y nears a ren· lation: initially he 
<'XpC'ric·m:ed the loss of O ther s as a fund amental disorder of th<· \\"orld · 

nothi ng subsistnl but the oppos ition of liaht and night. En·rvt hing, 
I h ~ '"' ., "-' 
Wc-anw armful, and the world had los t its tr ans itions and ,·irtualitv. 

_B_ut lw disrn ,·c..-s (slo wly) that it is the Other wh o disturb s the \\'Orl;J_ 
1 hl' Ot her \\"as th e trouhk-. Having disappear ed, it is no longer only the 
d,1y~ ""hich are redr essed. Thin gs an ' a lso, no longt·r bdn g pulled do""n 

h~- O tlwrs mw on top o f the ot her. So too is desire, no longe r being 
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drawn down on top of a possible object or a possible world expressed 
by Other s. The de sert isle initiat( 'S a straightening out and a genera lized 

erec tion. 
Consciousness has becom e not only a phospho rescence internal to 

thin gs but a I-ire in their hea<ls, a light over each onl', and a "soa ring /." 
In this light , somethin9 else appears, an ethereal double- of <'ach thi ng. " I 
seemed to glimp se anoth er island . .. . Now I have been transport e<l to 
that oth er Spera nza, I live perp etually in a moment of innocence ." 16 It 
is thi s ext raordi nary birth of the erect doubl e that th e novel excels in 
describing. But what exactly is the d ifference betwee n the thing such as 
it appears in th e presence of Others and the doubl e which tends to 
detach itself in their absence? The Ot her presides O\·er the organ ization 
of the world into objec ts and ove r the tr ansitive relations of these 
objects. Th ese objects exist only thr o ugh the possibilities wit h which 
Ot hers filled up the world ; eac h one was dos ed onto itself, or ope ned 
ont o other objects, only in relation to possible world s exp ressed by 
Ot hers. In short , it is the Oth er who has impri soned the elements 
within the limits of bodi es and, furt her still, within the limits ofth"t: 
eart h. For the earth itself is but a great body which retains the eleme nts; 

it ~ ear th only to the extent that it is peo pled by Ot hers. Th e Ot her 
fabricates bodi es out of the eleme nts and objects out of bodies , just as 
it fabricates its own count enance out o f the wo rlds it expr esses. ~ . 
the liberat ed double, when the Ot her collapses, is not a replica of 
thin gs. It is, on the cont rary, the ne"l-v up right image in which the 
elements are released and renewe d, having become celestia l and forming 
a thou sand capricious elem c-ntal figures. To begin with, there is tFie 
figure of a solar aml dehumani zed Robinson: "Sun , are you pleased with 
me? Look at me. Is my tr ansfom1ation sufficiently in the manne r of 

your ow n radianc e? My beard, which pointed earth ward like a cluster 
of earthb ou nd root s, has vanished, and now my head carries its glowing 
locks like a flame reaching upward to the sky. I am an arrow aimed at 
you r heart . . .. " 17 It is as if the entire eart h were trying to escape by 
way of the island , not only restor ing the ot her elements which it unduly 
kept und er the influence of Ot hers, but also tracing by itself its own 
etherea l do uble which rend ers it celestia l and mak es it co nverge with 

the other elements in the sky for the sake of solar figures. In short, the 
O ther, as it encom passes the possible wo rlds, prevents the doubles from 
standin g erect. The O ther is the grand le\'eler, and consequ ently the 
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tk-s tru cturati on of the Ot her is not a disorganization of the world, but 
an uprig ht organizat ion as op posed to the recu mbent organization; it is 
the new uprightn ess, and the deta chment of an image which is verti cal 
.1t last and with out thi ckness; it is the detachment of a pur e cleme nt 
"h ich at last is liberat ed. 

C.1tastroph cs have been necessary for this produ ction of doubles and 
t•kmc nts: not only th e rites of the great ckad goa t , but a formidabl e 
explosio n in wh ich the island gan· t:p all of its lire and vomit ed itself 
out throug h one of its grott os. Thr ough the catastro phes, howeYer, the 
nt·"·I\· crcctC'd desire learn s th e natur e of its tru e ohject. Isn't it th e case 
that ;rnturc and the earth had alrl'aclv told us that the object of desire is 
neithe r the hody nor the thing, bu~ only the Image? When we desi re 
Ot hers, arc not ou r desires brou ght to bear upon thi s exp ressed small 
possible world which th e Ot her wrongly envelops, instead of allowing 
it to float and fly above the world, dc\'dopccl onto a glorious doubk ·? 
And whe n we obst' rvc a butt erfly pillaging a flower that exac tly rescm­
bl<·s the abdo men of the female of the species and then leaving the 
Hower carrying on its head two horns of pollen, we are tempted to 
condudC' that bodi es are but detou rs to the attai nment of Images, and 
that sexua lity reaches its goa l much bette r and much more promptl y to 
th<' ('xtent that it eco nomi zes this detou r and add resses itself direc tly to 
Images and to the Element s freed from bodies. 18 Rob inson' s deviation 

is tlw conjun ction_ of the libido and t!ie .sl~I!)£.!ill; but the full story of 
this deviatio n, so far as ends arc concerned, encompa sses th e straight ­
ening up of thin gs, the earth , and desire. 

I low manv effort s and fabulous adventur es were necessary for him 
to arri ve at ;hat point. f or Robinson's first reaction was despa ir, and 
thi!> reaction exp resses th e prec ise moment of neuro sis at which the 
structur e-Ot h(' r is still functioning, th ough tl,l'rc is no longt' r anyone to 
lill it out or to actualize it. In a certain mann er , and since it is no longer 

occupied by real beings, it funct ions all the mo re rigoro usly. The others 
Oe~ autres) arc no longer attac hed to th e stru ctur e; the stru ct ure func­
tions in a ,·acuum, with out being any less exac·ting because of this . It 
<·ndll•s;,I)· clriws Robinson back into an unr ecognized personal past, into 
tlw snart's of memory and the pains of hallucination. Thi s moment of 
rwuro~i;, ( in which Rob inson is \Yholly "rl'p ressl'd") is embodied in th t' 
n-aflo1nn.g-placc that Rob inson sha res with the pcccaric·s: "On ly his eyes, 
nos(•, and mouth were actin ·, alert for edible· wel'd and toad spawn 
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driftin g on th e surfac<'. Rid of all ter rC'stri al bon<ls, his th oughts in a 

half stup or pur sul·d vestiges of memory '>vhich em<'rg(·d like p)1antoms 
from th e past to dance in tlw blu e gaps be tween motionless foliage. " 

19 

Th e seco nd m om ent , howeve r, reve als t hat tht · struc t ure-O th er 

beg ins to crumbl e . Pullin g him self from th e wallowing-place , Robinson 

see ks a substitut e for Otl w rs, somethin g capable of maintaining, in spit e 

of eve rythin g, th e fold that Oth ers grant ed to thin gs - namely, ord er 
an<l wo rk. Th e orckrin g of tim e by nwans of th e cleps~•dr a, th e estab­

lishm ent of an o ,·erabun<lant pr odu ction, or of a codC' of la\\'s, and the 

multipli c ity of official titk s and fun ction s that Rob inson ta kes on- all 

of this bears witn ess to an e ffort to repopul ate th e world with Oth ers 

(who wou ld still be him sdf ), and to maintain th e e ffec ts of th e pr esence 

of O th ers wh en th e stru c tur c has failed. But th e anom aly mak es itself 

felt: Defoe's Robinson docs not allow himse lf to produ ce beyond his 

need, thinkin g that ev il beg ins with surplu s produ ction; :rourni er~s 
Robinson , how eve r , throw s him sdf into a "fr enetic" pr odu ction, tlie 
sole evil being that of co nsumin g, sincc one alwa ys co nsum es alon e and 
for on eself In line with thi s work activit y, and as a necess ar y co r relate ' , 
to it, a stran ge passion for relaxation and sexualit y is developed. Some-

tim es stoppin g his clepsydra , ge ttin g used to th e bott omless night of a 

grotto, or coating his body with milk , Robinson mo\'es deep into t he 

inn er cente r of th e island and finds an ah-eo lus to curl up in, as in a 

\ 

lar val envelope o f his own body. Thi s is a r<'grcssion mu ch more 

fantastic than th e regTcssion of neuro sis inasmu ch as it reaches back to 

th e 1-:arth-Moth er - th c pr imordial Moth er: " He him self was that sup­

ple dough, caught in a hand of all-powerful sto ne. He was th e bean, 

caught in th e massive ind estru c tibl C' Hesh of Speranza." 20 Wh ereas wo rk 

used to conscrn · th e form of objt>cts as so man y accumul ated vestiges, 

inrn luti on gives up e ,-cry form ed ohjcc t for th e sake of an inside of the 

Ear th and a princ iple of bur ying thin gs in it. The impr ession one has, 
howeve r, is th at th est• two ver y different behaviors arc singularly 

co mplem entar y. In both cases, th ere is frenzy- a double frenzy defin~ 

ing th e moment of psychos is- which appears d ea rly in th e return to 

th~ Earth and the cos mic gcncalogy o f tlw schizophrmi c, but no less in 

work, in th(' produ ction of nonconsumabl e sc hizophr enic object s which 

pro cce cls by way of piling up and an :umul ation. 21 At thi s poi nt , it is t he 

stru ctur t>-Oth er which tends to disso lve: th e psyc hot ic atte m pts to 
J comp ensate for t he abse nce of rea l O th ers by estab lishing an orde r of 
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hum,111 ,·estiges, and for th e dissolution of stru ctur e bv organizing a ~ 
supl·r hum an filiation. · 

Nl'uros is and psyc hosis-t his is the advrntur e of depth. Th e stru c­

lUIT-Other orga nizes and pacifies dep th . It render s it lil·ablc. Thi s is 

"Ir; · the ag itati ons of this stru ct ur l' imp l~· a diso rd er , a distu rban ce of 

dept h , as an agg ress ive return of the bo tt om less abyss th at can no 

longe r lw conjur ed away. 1:vervth ing has los t its se nse, <·,·c-rvthin g 

hc<~mws ~imu/acru m and ires1i9e- l~\'cn ~w obj l'Ct of work , th e 101-c~I one, 
till' \\'oriel in itself or th e sd f in th e \\'o rld .. . ; th at is, unl<'ss there he 

some sor t of salvation for Robin son; un less he invent s a nl·w dim ension 

or a th ird se nse for t he expr ession " loss of O th ers"; unl ess th e abse nce 

of the O th er and th e dissoluti on of its stru ct ur e do not simpl y disor ga-

nize th e \\'Oriel but , on th e contrar y, op en up a poss ibility of salvation . 

Rob inson mu st re turn to th e surfa ce and disco n ~r surfaces. Th e pur e 

surface is perhap s what O th ers we re hiding from us. It is pc:-rhap s at th e 
surface, like a mist, that an unkn own image of thin gs is de tached and, 

from the ea rth , a new surfa ce energy \\'ithout poss ible oth ers. fo r th e 

sk;· do<·s not at all signify a he ight which would merely be the inverse 

image of depth. In opp os ition to th <· deep ea rth , air and sky desc ribe a 

pure su rface, and th e sur veying of th e fid<l of th is surfa ce . Th e so lipsist 

sky has no de pth : " It is a stran ge pr cjudi<:e which sets a higher value on 
dl·pth t han o n br eadth , and which acce pt s 's uper ficial ' as meanin g not 

'of \\·ide l'Xt<·nt ' but 'o f littl e depth ,' whereas 'd('cp,' on th e o th er hand , 

signifi<'s 'of gn 'at dep t h ' and not 'o f small surfa n·.' Y ct it see ms to me• 

that a fel·ling such as love is be tt er measur ed , if it can he measur ed at 

all, h~· tlw <'Xtl·nt of its sur face th an by its dcgr,·e of depth .'' 22 It is at 

tlw surfan· that doubles and eth ereal lm agc-s first rise up; th en th e pun • 

and free 1-:lcment s a rise in th c ce lestial sur veying of th e fie ld. T he 
gmera li;,n l e rec tion is th e <;>rec tion of sur faces, th c ir rcc tif-ication -t hc 

disappea rance of th e Oth ers. At th l· sur face of th(· isle and th c O\"C'rarch- I 
ing sk~·, simulacra ascend and beco me phantasms. Doubles wi thout re­

sc_tnhlann• and de nw nts with out co nstraint - thes e arc th l· two aspec ts ;< 
01 tlw phan tasm. Thi s restru c tur ing of th e world is Rob inson's grt·at 

I lt•alth - tlw rnnc 1ucs t of the gn ·a~ l--kalth, or the third ~l·nsl· of th e 
" 1th ~ ol' ( )tlw rs." ~ 

. It i~ hl'n· tha t Friday inh ' rH·m·s. !-=or th e main character , as th e titl e 
111<li<-,lll's, i., th e young boy, Frk!_ay. He alone· is able to guidC' and 

con,p ll·te th e nw tamo rph osis that Rob inson bega n and to revea l to him 
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its sens<.' and its aim. He will accomp lish all of this innoce ntl y and 

sup crficiallv. It is Frida y who destro ys th e economi c and mora l order 
th at Robir~son had establi shed on the island. It is he who 

I 
brings 

R.obinson to dislike th e coomb, having grown for his own pleasur e 

anoth er specie s of Mandrak e. It is he who blows up th e island as he 

smokes th e forbidd en toba cco near a po .. vder keg, and restores the 
earth , but also wat er and fire, to the sky. It is he wh o mak es the dead 

goa t ( = Robin son) Ay and sing. But it is he, abov e all, who pr ese nts to 
Rob inson th e image of tht' personal doubl e as th e necess ary co mplem ent 

of th e iamge of th e island : "Robin son turn ed th e qu estion ove r in h is 

mind . fo r th e first tim e he was clea rly envisaging th e poss ibility that 
within th e c rud e and bruti sh half- caste who so exasperat ed him another 

Friday might be· con cealed - just as he had once suspec ted, before 

exp lorin g the cave or disco ver ing the coo mb, that anoth er Speranza 
might be hidd en beneat h his culti vated island. "n Finally, it is he who 

leads Rob inson to th e discovery of the free Elem ent s, which are mo re 

radi cal than Images or Doubl es s ince th ese latt er ar e form ed by t hem. 

What is to be said o f Frida y, if not that he is a mischievous child, 
who lly at th e surfa ce? Robin son will alwa ys have ambival ent feelings 

abou t Fr iday, since he Sa\'ed him only accid entall y, havin g m issed when 

he shot at him wantin g to kill him. 

What is essenti al, how ever, is that Fr iday does not function at a ll 

like a redi scovered Ot her. It is too late for that, th e stru ctur e has 

disapp ear ed. Som etim es he functi ons as a bizarr e objec t, sometim es as a 

strang e accompli ce . Robin son tr eat s him som etim es as a slave and tries 

to integ rate him int o th e econ omic orde r of the island - that is, as a 
poor simula crum - and som etim es as th e keeper of a new sec ret whic h 

thr eat ens that order - that is, as a mysteriou s pha ntasm. Som etime s he 

treat s h im almos t like an obj ec t or an animal, som etim es as if Friday . 

were a "b eyond" with respect to him self, a "b eyond " Friday, his own 

doubl e or image. Som etim es he treat s him as if he were falling short of 

th e Oth er, som etim es as if he wer e tra nsce ndin g th e Oth er. T he 

d ifference is essential. For t he Oth er, in its normal functioning , ex­
pr esses a poss ible world. But thi s poss ible world exists in our wor ld, 

and, if it is not develop ed or rc>alized with out changing th e gua lity of 

our world, it is at least develop ed in accordanc e with laws which 
co nstitute the ord er of th e real in ge neral and the success ion of tim e. 
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But Frida v fun ctions in an entirclv different way- he indicate s another, 

supp ose(ll,y tru e world , an irr edl ;cible double whi ch alone is ge nuin e , 

and in thi s oth er worl d , a double of th e Othe r who no longer is and 

cannot be. Not an Oth er, but som<.>thin g wh olly o th er (un tout- autre) 

than the Oth er ; not a replica, but a Doubl e: on e wh o reH·als pur e 

dt' ment s and disso lves objec ts, bodies, and th e earth. "It seemed, 

inck ed, that (Fr iday) belonged to an entirel y d ifferent realm , who lly 

opposed to his ma ster' s ord er of ea rth and husbandr y, on whi ch he 

could have on ly a disrupti ve effect if an)1one tri ed to impri son him 

" ·ithin it. " 
24 

It is for thi s reason that hc is not even an objec t of desire 
for Robin son . T hough Robin son em braces his knees and looks into his 

eyes, it is only in order to gra sp th e lumin ous doubl e wh ich now barely 
retains the free element s ,..vhich have escaped from his bod y. "As to my 

sex uality, I ma y not e that at no tim e has Friday inspir ed me with any 

sodomite desire. For one thin g, he came too late, wh en my sexualit y 

had already becom e elementa l and was dir ec ted toward Speranza .. .. It 

was not a matt e r of turnin g me back to huma n loves but, whil e leaving 

me still an elemental, of causing me to change my e lem ent. " 25 Th e 

Oth er pulls down (rabat): it dra ws th e elcments into th e earth, th e eart h 

into bodies, and bodies into objec ts. But Friday inno ccntl y mak es 

objcc ts and bodi es stand up again. He carrie s th e earth into th e sky. He 

frees th e clement s. But to strai ght en up or to rec tify is also to short en. 

Th (· O th er is a stran ge detour- it brin gs my desires down to obj ec ts, 

and my love to world s. Sexua lity is linked to generati on only in a detour 

which first chann els th e difference of sexes thro ugh th e Oth er. It is 
initially in th e Oth er and thr ough th e O th er that th e d ifference of the 

sexes is found ed. To establi sh t he world w ithout Oth ers, to lift th e 

world up (as Frid ay do es, o r rat her as Rooinson perce ives that Friday 
does) is to avoid the de tour. It is to se parat e des ire from its object, from 

its dctour throu gh th e body, in ord er to relat e it to a pur c cause: the 

Eh•m ent s. " ... So also has perished th e fram ework of instituti ons and 

m~•t hs th at pem1its des ire to becom e embodied, in th e twofo ld se nse of 

the wo rd- th at is to say, to assum e a posit ive form and to exp end 

itsel f in th e body of a wom an." 26 _!3.obin son can no longe r appr ehend 

himsclf , or Frida y, from thc point of view of a differ entiat ed se x. 
Psychoanalysis ma y well sec in thi s abolition o f th e de tour , in this 

~t>paration of th e cause of des ire from its oojec t, and in t h is return to 
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the dements, thl· sign of a dea th instinct -a n instinct which has 

lwconw solar. 

En-rYthing here is hctitious (romanes11ue). including tht'on ·, which merges 
with. a m~ccssarv fiction - namel y, a cert ain th eory of ;he Other. hr st, 

J , 

\\ T must atta ch a great importancc to the notion of the Othe r as 
st ru ctu rt': not at all a particular "form" insi<lc a perceptua l ficlcl (distinct 
from the form "object" o r tlw form "a nimal") , but rath er a systc-m 
which conditions the functioning of the entire perceptua l lid<l in 
general. We must there-fore distinguish tht· e1 priori Other. which desig­
nates this stn H.:tu rc, and tht' concrete Other, which designates real te1·ms 
actua lizing the stru ctu re in concrete fields. If this concrete Other is always 
someon e.::'.._I for you and you fix me- that is, in each per cep tual field 
the sub ject of ano ther fid<l-t lw a priori Ot her, on the ot her hand, is 
no one since stru ctur e-is transce ndent with respect to the tern1s whic h 
actu alize it. How then is it to be defined? The t·xprcssiYencss wh ich 
defines th e stru ct ure-O ther is constitut ed bv the category of the pos-, " , 
sible. Th e a priori Oth er is t lw existence of the possiblt' in general, insofar 
as th e possible t·xists only as expre ssc-d-tha t is, in somethin g express­
ing it which docs not resemble what is t'xprC'ssed (a torsion of the 
c·xpre ssed in that -vYhich expresses it). When Kierkegaard's hero de­
mand s "t he possible-, th C' possible or I shall suffocate," when James 

_longs for the ''oxygen o f possibility," they arc only invoking the a priori 

l 
Ot her. We have t ried to show in this sense how th<' Ot her rn nditi ons 
the enti re perceptua l field, the app lication to this field of the categories 

":' of th e per cein'<l object an<l the dime nsions of the pe rcc i\'ing subject, 
ancl finally, the dist ribution of concrete Other s in e·ach tidcl. In fact, 

- perccptu; I laws affecting the rn nstitut ion of objects ( fo rm-backgrou nd , 
etc.), the temporal dctc·rminat ion o f th e subject, and the.· success ive 
de, ·clopment of worlds, seemed to us to dc•pend on the possible as the 
structu re-O ther. l::Ycn desire, wheth er it be dc·sire for the· object or 
desire for Others, depends on this stru ct ure. I desire an object on ly as 
cxpn ·ssed by the Othc·r in tlw mode of th e possible; I desire in the 

' Oth er only the possible worlds tlw Other expresses. The Ot her appears 
as that which o rganizes Element s into Earth , and earth into bodies, 
bodies into objects, and whic h regulates and measures objc·ct, percep­

tion, and desire all at o nce. 
What is t lw se·nst· or the· "R obinson'' fiction? What is a Rob insonade? 

3 1~ Al'l'I N l)IX 

A world without Ot hers. Toumie·r assumc·s that Robinson, throug h 
mu ch suffe ring, discovers and conque rs a great Health , to the ex tent 
that things end up being organized in a manner quit e different than 
their organizat ion in the presence of the· Others. Th ey libcrat<' an image 
wit hout resemblan ce, or their own double which is normally reprcssc·d. 1 

This doub le in tu m libera tes pure elements which an · ordinarily held 
prisone r. The world is not disturbc·d hY the abst'nce of th e Ot her ; on 
tlw contrar y, it is the glorious double ot: tlw world "'hi ch is found to be 
hidden by its presence. This is Robi nson's discon• rv: the disrnvc-n· of 
tlw sur face, of the elemental bevond, of the "o tl~crwise-Ot her", (d~ 

/'Autre qu 'auirui). Wh y then do ,, ~-han· the imp ression that this great 
I lealth is perYersc, and that th is "recti f·ication" of tlw world a~d of 
desin· is also a deviation and a pc·n -crsion? Robinson exhibits no 
p<'rYerse beha vior . But every stud y or ewry novel of pen •crsion stri ves 
to manifest the ex istence of a "pe rverse stru ctu re" as tht• pri nciple from 
which pen ·erse behavior eventua lly proceeds . In this sense, the pcn ·erse 
st ructur e may be spec ified as that which is oppose d to the stru ctur e­
Ot her and takes its place. And just as conc rete Ot hers arc actual and 
,·ariabk terms act ualizing this stru ctur e-Ot her, the pervert 's behaviors, 
always presuppo sing a fundamental absmce of th e Ot hers, are but 
,·ariablc tt·rm s actualizing th e pt'rversc' stru ctur e. 

Why does the pervert have the ternkncy to imagine himself as a 
rad iant angel , an angel of helium and fin·? Why docs he ha\'c-agai nst 
the earth, fertilization, and the objects o f desire- the kind of hatred 
"'hic h is already found systema tized in Sade? Tou mier' s novel docs not 
intend to c·xplain-it shows. In this manrw r, it rejoins, bv very different 
\\'ays, recent psychoanalytic studie s which may renew the st~tus of the 
rn ncc-pt o f pt'n ·ersion and disentangle-it from the• moralizing unccrt aintv 

in "'hi ch it was maintained by the combin ed forces of p~ychiat r~• and 
th<· law. Lacan and his schoo l insist profound lv on the rwct·ssity o f 
unders tanding pern· rse beha,·ior on the basis 'of a struc111re, an~I of 
defining this structure which conditions bcha, ior. Thev also insist on 
the manrn·r in \\'hich desire und ergoes a sort of displacemem in this 
structure, and th e mann c-r bv \\'h ic:h tht' Cause of dc·sire is thu s dc' tached 
from the ohject: on the way.i n \\'hich the djfference '!I sexes is disarnwe d 
h)· the· 1wn crt , in the intcn·st of an androgynous \\'orld of doubles: on 
the· annulment of th e O ther inside per\'ersion, on tht' position of a 
"lwrn nd the Oth er" (un au-de/a de /'Autre) or of an "o tlwrwise OthCc'r" 
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(un Au1re qu 'aucrui). as if tht' Ot her <lisengagcd in the eyes of' the pervert 
his own mecaphor: finally, th ey insist on perver se "desubjccth·a tion" ­
for it is certain that neither the \'ictim nor the accomp lice function as 
Ot hcrs.27 !-=or example, it is not because he has a need or a desire to 
make the other suffer that the sadist strip s him of his qualit y of being 
an Ot her. The converse is rath er the case: it is because he is lacking the 
stru ctur e- Oth er and lives within a completely different stru ctur e, as a 
condit ion for his living world, that he appreh ends others sometimes as 
victims and sometimes as accompli ces, but in neither case does he 
appr ehend them as Others. On the contrary, he always appr ehends 
them as "otherwis e Oth ers" (Au1res qu 'awrui) . It is strikin g to see in 
Sade's wo rk to what extent victims and accompli ces, with their neces­
sary reversibility, are not at all grasped as Oth ers. Rath er, they are 
grasped sometimes as detestable bodies and somet imes as doub les, or 
allied elements (certainl y not as doubl es of the hero, but as their ow n 

double s, always out side of th eir bodies in the pur suit of ato mic ele­
ments). 28 

Th e fundam ental misinterpr etation of perversion, based on a hasty 
phenomenology of perverse behavior and on certain legal exigencies, 

consists in bringing perversion to bear upon cert ain offenses committ ed 
against Others. Everything persuad es us, from the point of view of 
behavior, that perversion is nothin g without the presence of th e Oth er: 

voyeurism, exhibitionism, etc. But from the point of view of the 
stru ctur e, the contr ary mu st be assert ed: it is because the stru ctur e­
Oth er is missing, and is replaced by a completely different stru ctu re, 
that the real "o thers" arc no longer able to play the role of terms 

actualizing th e lost prim ary stru ctur e. Real "others" can only play now, 
in the second stru ctur e, the role of bodies-victims (in the very part icular 

sense that the pen ·ert attribut es to bodies), or the role of accomplices­
doubl es, and accomplices-elements (again, in the very particular sense 
of the pen ·ert ). The wor ld of the pervert is a world with out Ot hers, 
and thu s a world without th e possible. The Other is that which renders 
~ possible. Th e perverse world is a wo rld in which the category of the 

necessary has completely replaced that of the possible. Thi s is a strang e 
- Spinozism from which "oxyge n" is lacking, to th e benefit of a more 

element ary e:-nergy and a mor e rarefied air (Sky- Necessity). All pen ·er­
sion is an "Ot her-cide," and an "a ltru cide," and ther efore a murd er of 
th e possible. But altruc ide is not committ ed throu gh pen ·ersc beha \'ior , 
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it is presupp osed in the perverst' st ructure. This docs not keep the 
pervert from being a pervert , not cons titutionall y, but at the encl of an 
adventur e which surely has passed thro ugh neurosis and brushed up 
against psychosis. This is ·what Tourni cr suggests in this ex traordina ry 
novel: we must imagine Robinson as pcn"Crse; the only Rob insonade 

possible is perversion itself. 

S'· ZO L A AND TH E C R AC K -UP 

In La Beie humaine th e following celebrat ed passage can be found: 

The family was really not quite normal, and many of them had some flaw. At 
certain times, he could clearly feel this hereditary taint, not that his health 
\\'as bad, for it was onJy nervousness and shame about his attacks that had 
made him lose weight in his early days. But there were attacks of instability in 
his being, losses of equilibrium like cracks or holes through which his person­
ality seemed to leak away, amid a sort of thick vapour that deformed 
c,·erything . . .. 1 

Here Zola launches an important theme, one that will be taken up in 
other form s and by other means in modern literatur e and one always 
found to have a pri vileged relation ship with alcoholism : the th eme of 

the crack-up (Htzgerald , Lowr y). 
It is important that Jacques Lantier, the hero of La Bece humaine, be 

sound, vigorous, and in good health , for the crack does not designate a 
route along which morbid ancestral clements will pass, marking the 
body. Zola in fact happ ens to expr ess himself in this mann er, but this is 
only a matte r of convenience. It may even be th e case for certa in 
characte rs- the weak and th e jitt ery. But to be precise, th ey are not 
the ones who carry the crack-o r it is not by ,·irtue of this alone that 

they carr y it. Heredity is not that which passes th rough the crack, it is 
the crack itself- the imperceptib le rift or the hole. In its tru e sense, 
the crack is not a crossing for morbid heredit v; it alone is the heredita ry 
and the morbid in its entir ety. From one health y Rougo n-Macqua;t 
body to anoth er it tran smit s nothin g oth er than itself. Everything rests 
on the paradox, that is, tht' confusion of this heredity with its vehicle 
or means, or the confusion of what is tr ansmitt ed wit h its tr ansmission 
- the paradox of this tr ansmission which tran smit s nothin g oth er than 
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its<'lf: th(' n· r<"hra l crack in a vigo rous body or th e <Te,·in· of th ought. 
With the exc<'ption of accident s, as we shall sec, th e "soma .. is ,·igoro us 

and hc-alth\'. Kut the- '9erme11" is th e c rack-no thin g hut the crack. 

Un der thc ~e co nditi ons , th e c rack tak('s on the appca"ranc<' of an epic 

destirw, <10ing from one stor )' or one bodv to another, formirw the n'd 
• ~ ~ ' b 

thr<"ad of the Rougo n-Macquart. 

What is distribu ted arou nd th e crack? What is it that swa rms at its 

l·dges? It is what Zo la calls th e temperamen ts, th e insti ncts, "t he big 

ap pet it('s." But " temp era ment " or "instinct" cloes not designate a 

ps)1cho- phys io log ical entit y. It is a notion far mor e r ich and conc rete­

a " no velistic" notion. Th e instin cts designate th e co nditi ons of life and 

sur virnl in gene ral - th e conditi ons of the conservation of a kind of life 

det e rmin ed in a histor ica l and soc ial milieu (h<·re, th e Seco nd Empir e). 

Thi s is why Zo la's bourgeois can eas ily nam e th eir vices, th eir lack of 

generos ity and th e ir ignomini es as virtue s; com-ersely, t his is why th e 

poo r are ofte n red uced to "inst inc ts" like alco holism , which epx ress the 

histo rical conditi ons of th t·ir lh·es and their only way of putting up with 

a histo rica lly determined life. Zola's " naturali sm " is a lways historica l 

and soc ial. Instin ct , or app etite, has th er<'fore dh ·erse faces . Somet imes 

it ex pr esses the mann er by which th e body co nse rves itse lf in a g iven 

favorable <'m·ironm ent ; in thi s sense, instin ct is itself vigor and lwalth. 

Sometim <'s it ex pr esses th e kind of life th at a body im·en ts in orde r to 

turn to its ow n advantagt· \\'hat thl' environm ent gives, C'vcn if it has to 

destroy o th er bodies. In this case, instin c t is an amb iguou s pow er. 

Som etim es it ex pr essc·s tht' kind of lif<" with out whic h a hodv co uld not 

supp ort its histor ica lly determined cx istm ce in an unfavorable em·iron ­

ment , eve n if thi s means the destruction of itself ; in thi s se nse, alcohol­

ism, pervl'rsions, illnesses, and ew n se nilit y are instin cts. Instin cts te nd 

to co nsl'rvc, insofar as thC')' always l'xp rcss the <'ffort of perpetuating a 

way of life. But th is way <?f ljfe. and th e inst inct itsdf, may be no less 
destructive t han "consen ·ative" in th e stri c t sense of th e word. Inst incts 

manif <'st dege neration , th <' sudde n arri, ·al of an illness- th e loss of 

hea lth no less than hea lth itself. No matt t·r what fom1 it tak es, instinc t 

is never confused with th e crack. Rather, it mainta ins stri ct though 

variable relati ons \\'ith the crack: sometimes, and thanks to th e health 

of the body, it cove rs it over and mends it , as best it can, for a great(' r 

or shorte r length of tim e; sometim es the inst inct widens th e crack, 

prov iding it wit h anoth er orient at ion which causes th e pieces to splin -
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te r, pro rn king thereby an accident in the <kcrepit state of th e body. In 

L'AssomoJT, for <'Xample, in the housl' of Gervaise, the alcoholic instinct 

rn mes to double th e origi nal defect of th e crac k. We leave aside for th e 

moment t he question of knowing whetlwr there arc any l' 1·o luti ve or 
ideal inst incts capabl e of transforming th<' crack . 

Thr oug h t he c rack, instincts s<'ek thl· objec t which co rrespo nds to 

them, in th e histo rica l and soc ial circumsta nces of the ir kind of life: 

wine, money, powe r, women .... One of the femi nin e typ es pr(·fcrrcd 

by Zola is t he nervous woman, crus lwd under an abundance of black 

hair, passive, hidd en to herself, sonwone who will unleash herself in th e 

romantic encount er (such is the l·asc with Th erese in Therese Roquin, 

written b<'fore the Rougo n series, and a lso w ith Severin c in Lo Bete 

humaine ). A te rribl e encount er between nerves and blood, an enco unt er 

betw een nervous and sanguin e temperaments repr odu ces the Rougo n 's 

orig in. The enco unt er causes th e crack to reso nat e. Th e characte rs who 

arc not of th e Rougo n family (like Scvcrine, for exam ple) may inte rvene 

as objects to wh ich th e instin ct of a Rougo n is fastened, but also as 

being them selves pro vided "vith instin cts and temp era ment , and finally 
as accomplices or enemies who prov ide ('vidence of a sec ret crack 

affec ting th em and linkin g up with th e oth er. The spider- like c rack: in 
the Rougon-Macqua rt family, everythi ng culm inates with Nana, a healthy 

and nice g irl basica lly, with a ,·igoro us body, who makes hersel f into an 

ob jec t in ordl·r to fascinate the ot hers and to communi cate her c rack or 

to revea l th e crack of others-a foul germen. T he privileged role of 

alco hol a lso belongs here: it is und er cove r of thi s "object" that the 

insti nct brings about its mos t profound linkage w ith th e c rack itself. 

Th e meetin g of instin ct and objec t forms a tixed idea, not a feeling. 

If Zo la th e non ' list inten ·enes in h is novels, it is primaril y in ord er to 

say to his reade rs: loo k out , don 't think that it is a question of feelings 
here. We know \>veil t he insiste nce with which Zo la, in Lo Be1e humome 

as well as in Therese Roquin, exp lains th at crim inals have no n'morsc. And 

the re is no love for lovers - exce pt when the instinct is truly ab lt> "to 

patch ove r " (the crack) and to become evo lutive. It is not a 9uest ion of 

love or remo rse, but of torsions and brcakings or, on the contra ry, of 

lulls and ap p<'as<·ments, in rdations between temperaments which arc 
always stretc hed ou t m ·er the c ra<.:k. Zola excels in the description of 

the hricf ca lm com ing bcfon· the grand deco mp os ition (" it is now 
lT rtain ; then .: was a progressive diso rgan ization, like a cr imin al infiltra-
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tion ... "). Then· arc obviously several reasons in Zola's \\'Ork for this 
refusal of feeling in the interest of the fixed idea. First, \\T must recall 
the style- of the p<'riod and the importan ce of the physiological schema. 
" Physiology," since Balzac, had played the lit erary role that is toda y 
wsted in psychoanalysis (the physiology of a countr y or region, of a 
profession, etc.). Moreove r, it is true that, since Flaubert feeling has 

been inseparab le from a failure, a bankrupt cy, or mystificati~n, and that 
what th e novel rela tes is the imp otence of a char acter to co nst itute an 
inner life. In this sense, natura lism introdu ced int o the novel three sort s 
of characte rs: the man mark ed by an inner bank rup tcy, that is, the 
failure; the man living artificial lives, that is, the pen ·ert ; and the man 

possessed by rudim entar y sensat ions and fixed ideas, that is, the beast . 
But in Zo la's work, if the encou nter of instinct and its objec t does not 
succee d in forming a feeling, it is always because it occurs o,·er the 
crack, from one edge to the ot her . It is du e to the existence of th e 
crack, the great int ernal Void. The entir e natur alism therefor e acqu ires 
a new d imension. 

In Zola, therefore, two unequal coex ist ing cycles interfere with eac h 
oth er : small heredity and 9rand heredity, a small historica l hered ity and a 
great cpical heredi ty, a somatic hered ity and a germinal hered ity, a 
heredity of instincts and a heredi ty of the crack. No matt( 'r how stron g 
or con stant the connection between the two may be, they are not 

confused. The small heredity is the heredit y of instincts, in the sense 
that the conditi ons or kinds of life led by the ancesto rs or paren ts may 
take roo t in th e descendant -so metime s seve ral generation s later ­
and act in her as nature. A healthy foundatio n, for examp le, is rcdiscO\·­
erecl; alco holic degradat ion is passed from one body to the ot her; or 
instin ct-object synt heses arc tran smitted at the same tim e that life­

styks are reconst ituted. W hate ver leaps it may undertake, thi s heredit y 
of instincts tran smit s something well-detem1incd. It " reproc.luccs" whate ,·cr 
it transmits; it is a heredit y of the Same. But this is not at all the case 
wit h the ot her hered ity-t he heredi ty of the crack-for, as ,,vc have 
seen, the crack t ransmit s nothing ot her than itself. It is not tied to a 
cert ain instinct, to an int erna l, organic determinatio n, or to an exte rnal 
ev<·nt tha t could fix an objec t. It tran scends life-s tyles; it therefore run s 
its cou rse in a cont inuou s, imperceptible, and silenr way, formi ng th e 
com plete unit y of the Rougon-Macquart. The crack transmits only the 
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crack. That which it tra nsmits docs not allow itself to be dete rmin ed, 
being necessarily vague and diffuse. Transmitting only itself, it does not 
reproduce that which it tran smit s. It docs not reprodu ce the "same." It 
repro duces not hing, being content to advance in silence and to follow 
the lines of least resistance. As the perpet ual hered ity of the Ot her , it 
always tak es an ob linue line being rcadv to change directions and to ; I l C .I 

alter its canvas. 

Zola's scientific inspirat ion has often been noted. But what was the 
import of this inspirat ion which was dc rh·ed from th e medka l research 
of his time ? It bear s prec isely on the disti nction benvee n the two 

heredities, which was elaborated in the contempo rary medical th ought: 
a homologous and welJ-de term incd hered ity and a "d issimilar or tran s­
fom1ational" heredit y, with a diffuse character , which is defining a 
'' neuropat holog ical family." 1 Now , thi s distinction is interest ing because 
it easily replaces th e dua lism of the hereditary and the acquired, or even 
because it renders th.is dua lism impossib le. Indeed, the small homolo­
go us hered ity of th e instincts may very well tran smit acqui red charac­
teristics. Th is may even be inevitable to th e extent that the formati on 
of the instinct is inseparab le from historical and socia l condit ions. As 
for th e gra nd, dissimilar hered ity, it has with the acqui red charac teris­
tics an enti rely different , thoug h no less essen tial , relation ship : it is a 
question here of a d iffuse pot enti ality which is not actualize d unless a 
tra nsmissible acq uired propert y, whether internal or external , were to 
give it some parti cular det erminati on. In oth er words, if it is tru e that 
the inst incts are formed and find their object only at th e edge of the 
crack, th e crac k conversely pursue s its co urse, spreads out its web, 
changes di rect ion, and is actualized in each body in relat ion to the 
instincts which open a way for it, somet imes mendin g it a litt le, 
sometim es widening it, up to the final shatt ering-whi ch is always 
assured by th e wo rk of the inst incts. The co rrelation betw een th e two 
orders is thu s co nstant and reac hes its highest po int when th e inst inct 
has heco me alco holic and the crack a definitive break. The two orders 
arc tightly joined toget her, like a r ing within a larger ring, but they are 
neve r co nfused. 

Now, if it is fair to note th e influen ce of scientific and medical 
th C'ories on Zo la, ho,,,,· unfair would it be not to emp hasize the transfor ­
matio n to which he suhmitted them the wav in wh ich he rec reated the 
notion of the two her<'ditie s, and th; poetic ,force which he gave to thi s 
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notion in onk r to make of it the rww stru ctur e of tlw "fami lial 
roman ce." In thi s cas~\ the novel intcgrat es two basic d cml' nt s which 
were· pr-c,·iousl\' lo reign to it : Dr ama, wit h the historic hl'redit v of 
instin cts; and Epos, with the epical heredit y of the crack. As they ; ross 
each ot her, th ev form the rh ythm of th e work , that is, tlw v assure the 
dist ribution of ' sou nds and ~ilence. Zo la's novels arc filk'.d wit h the 
sou nds of the instincts, and tlw "b ig appe tit es" of the characters which 
form a prod igious din. As for the silence which run s from om· novel to 
the ot her and beneath each nove l, it l'sscntially belongs to the crac k; 
beneat h the noise of the instin cts, the crack silently exte nds and 
transmit s itself. 

Th e crack designates, and this emptin ess is, Death - the death 
Instin ct . The instin cts may speak loud, make noise, or swarm, but they 
are unabl e to cove r up thi s mo re profound silence, or hide that from 
which they come forth and into which they retu rn : the death instin ct, 
not mere~· one instinct amon9 others. but the crack itse lf around which all 
of the insti ncts co ngregate. In his homage to Zo la, at once profound 
and reticent, Ce line finds Freudian tones to mark the universal pres­
ence, benea th the no isy instin cts, of th<' silent death instin ct: 

The sadism which is today everywhere springs from a desire for nothingness 
which is established tk t·p within man, especially in the mass of men - a sort 
of amorous, almost irn•sistibk· and unanimous impatienct' for d"ath .. . . Our 

u-ords reach the insrmcts and sometimes rouch them: bur ar rhe same time 11·e learn thar at 

rim poi111 a11d.fore1•er, our poll'er comes /0 a hair. . . . In the-play of man, the death 
Instinct, the silent instinct, is dt'ddcdl y wdl placed, p<'rhaps alongside egoism.3 

Hut whateve r Celin e think s of it, Zo la had already discove red how the 

big appetit es gravitate around the d<:'ath inst inct; how they swa rm 
thr oug h a crack which is th e crack of th e deat h instinct; how death 
app ears beneath every fixed idea; how the death instinct comes to be 
recognized heneat h <'very instin ct; how it alone co nstitut es the g rand 
hcrcdit v of th e crack. Ou r words reach onlv as far as the inst incts, but , , 

it is from the- other agency, that is, from th<' dea th Instin ct , that they 
rt·ct'ive their sl'nsc, nonsense, and combinatio ns thereof. Und erlying 
C\'cry histo ry of the instin cts is the epo s of death . We cou ld say initially 
that the instin cts cover over death and cause it to retr eat; but this is 
temporary, and even th eir noise is fed by deat h. Lo Bete humam e, with 
regard to Roubaud , stat cs th at " ... in the troubk-d darkn ess of his 
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1-ll'sh, in his <lcsirc that had lwcn sullit' d and was hh·di ng, there 
sudd enly rose up th e necessity of ck·ath ." Misard 's tixcd idea is the 
disco very of his wife 's sa,·inus; but he is unab le to pu rsu<' thi s idea 
with ou t ' the murd er of his "~fe and the demo lition of th<' house in a 
silc-nt face- to-face st ruggle. 

In Lo Bete humaine, t he essential is tht· deat h inst inct of the main 
charactt' r, the cerebral crack of Jacc1ucs I ,anti er, the train co ndu ctor. As 
a young man, he has a clear premonition o f th(· mann er in which the 
death instin ct is disgu ised berwat h c1·c1;· appetit e, the Idea of dea th 
bcnc•ath ev(' ry fixed idea, th e grand hcr('dit y beneath the small, wh ich 
is hdd at bay- wom en, at first , but also wine, money - that is, 
ambit ions wh ich he co uld qui te k-gitimatd y have. He has g iven up thC' 
instin cts; his sole object is the machine. H(' knows that the crack brings 
death into every inst inct , that it pu rsues its work in and thr ough thc 
instin cts; he know s that at the beginning and the end of every instin ct 

the re is a quest ion of killing, and per haps of being killed as well. But 
the silence whi ch Lantie r created within himself, in orde r to oppos e it 
to the deeper silenc<' of th e crack, is suddml y interrupt ed: Lanti er has 
sern in the flash o f an inst ant a murd er committ ed on a passing train 
and has seen the victim thro,m onto the t rack; he has guessed the 
assassins, Rou baud and his wife , St~verinc. And as he begins to love 

Scvc-rin c and to discover the r<'alm of the instinct, death spreads ou t 
within him - for this lo,·c-has come from death and must return to 
death. 

lk ginnin g with th<' crime th at thl ' Rouba uds committ ed, an en tir(' 
system of ickntili cations and rl'pe titi ons is cle\'d oped whi ch forn1s th<' 
rhythm of the boo k. Initially, Lantie r idl·ntifics immediatel y with the 
crimi nal: "Th e ot hC'r, the man who held th e knife in his tist, had dared! 
Oh to hav<.' t he nerve, satisf)· him self and th rust the knife in! It was he 
that the desi re had to rtu red for ten years!'' Rou baucl killc-d the Prcs i­
cl('nt out of jealousy, having underst ood that the latte r had raped 
Scvcrin e when sh<· was a child and madt· him marry a taint ed woman. 
But aftn tlw crinw hl· identifi es in a c<Ttain mann er wit h th(· President . 
It is his turn to 6ri,·t· Lanti er his wife-taint ed and cr iminal. Lantit-r begins 
to Ion· S1~\'cri1w, because she has parti c ipated in th(· c.:rimt·: " It was as 
though sh(' wcr-c th l· cl ream which had har bOH'cl within his llcsh." At 
this point, th C' tripk calm makc-s its ap pcaranc<': the calm of torpor 
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falling m·t·r tht' mar r iage of th <' Roubauds; the calmness of Severin e, 
rcd iscm·cring her innocence in her love for LantiC'r ; and espec ially, the 
calmnl'SS of Lantier , rediscovering with Severinc the sphen' of instincts 
and imagining that he has filled in the crack; he belien· s that he will 
ne,Tr J(' sir(' to kill SC\·erine- th e one who killed ("to possess her was 
to possess a powerfu l chan11, and she had cured him .. . ") . But there is 
already a tripl e disorganization coming to take the plac(' of th(' calm, 
and follow ing unequal cade nces. Roubaud, after the crime, has replaced 
Sc-verine wit h alcohol as the object of his instinct . Sevcrine has found 
an instinctive love which gives her innocence; but she cannot help 

gettin g it tangled up with the n('ed for an explicit confession to her 
lover who has nonet heless guessed e,·erythin g. And , in the st-cm· in 
which Severine had bee n waiting for Lantier, just as Roubaud had been 
waiting for her before the crime, she tells her lover the whole storv; 
she detai ls her confession and thru sts h<'r des ire in the remembran ce ~f 
dea th (" th e thrill of desire lost itself in anot her shudde r, that of deat h 
which had come back to her" ).4 fr eely, she confesses th e crime to 
Lantier , just as, under cons traint, she had confessed to Roubaud her 

relations "vith th <:> President, provok ing thereby th<' crime. She is no 
longer able to conjur e away and to divert th e image of dea th which she 
caused to raise, except by proj ecting it onto Roubau d and by urging 
Lantier to kill him ("(La ntier) saw himself with th e knife in his hand, 
plung ing it into Roubaud' s throat as Roubaud had done to the thr oat 
of the President ... "). 5 

As for Lant ier, Se\'erine's confession d id not te ll him anything new, 
yet it terrified him. She shou ld not have spoken. Th e woma n he 10\·ed, 

and who was "sacred" to him to the ex tent that sh<· enveloped within 
herself the image of deat h, lost her power as she confessed, and 
des ignated another possible victim . Lantier docs not succeed in killing 
Rouba ucl. He knows that he will be able to kill on l)' th e object of his 
instinct. Th is paradoxi cal situation- in which those about him (Rou­
baud, Se\'erine, Misard , l·=lore) kill for reasons drawn from ot her in­
stincts, but Lantier (who neverth eless bears th(' purc dea th instinct) 
cannot kill- can be resoh-ed on ly thr ough the mur der of Scn.·rine. 
Lant icr learns that the mice of th e instincts had decei\ ·ed him , that his 
"instinc ti ve" loH' for Sc-n·rine had onlv seemed to fill in the crack and 
that the nois(' produced by the inst inc:s co,·en ·d o,·<-r th(' sik·nt lns,tinct 
of death only for a moment. 1-k karns that it is S6·e rine whom he 
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must kill in order for th e small her<:'dity to link up with the grand , and 
for all the instincts to enter the crack: To have her dead, like the earth!; 
" the same kind of stab as for Presiden t Grandrno rin , in the same place, 
with the same savagery ... the two mu rders were coupled together . 
Was not one the logical ou tcome of the oth er?"6 Scverine senses a 
danger all around her, but she inter prets it as a barr ier betwee n herself 
and Lantier , due to Roubaud' s existence . It is, however , not a barri er 
between the two of them, but the spider-like crack in Lantier 's brain 
-its silent working. After murd ering Scvcrinc, Lantier will have no 
remor se: always this health , thi s sound body-" Hc had neYer felt 
bett er , had no remorse and seemed relieved of a burd en, happy and at 
peace"; " .. . ever since the murd er he had felt calm and balanced and 
had enjoyed perfect health." 7 But this health is even mo re ludicrous 
tha n if the body had fallen ill, undennin ed by alcohol or by another 
instinct. This peaceful, healthy body is no more than a terrain ripe for 
the crack and food for the spider. He will have to kill ot her women. 
With all of thjs health , " he had finished living, th ere was no longer 
anythin g before him exce pt this profou nd night , a limitless despair in 
wh ich he fled. " And when his old friend, Pec9ueux, att empts to throw 
him off the train, even his bodily protest, his reflexes , his instinct for 
preservation, his strugg le against Pec9ueux, are ludicrous react ions 
which offer Lant ier up to the grea t Instinct all the more clearly than if 
he had committ ed suicide, and carry him away, along with Pec9ueux, 
towa rd a comm on death. 

The force of Zo la's work is in scenes with different partn ers which echo 
one another. But what is it that assures the distr ibution o f scenes, th e 
range of chara cters, and the logic of th e Instinct ? Th e answer is clearly 
the trai n. The novel opens with a sort of ballet of engines in the station. 
In parti cular, th e flee ting sigh t of the President 's murder is, in the case 
of Lantier, preceded , glimpsed at, and followed by, passing trains which 
assume' diverst' functions (ch. 2). The t rain appears first as that which 
rushes by, a mobile spectacle linking th e whole earth and men of e\'e ry 
or igin or e,·ery countr y: yet it is alread y the spectacle spread out before 
a dying woman -a n immobile crossing gua rd being murde red slow ly 
hy her husband. Then a second tr ain appears, seemingly this time 
forming a g iant body, tracing a crack on it, and communi cating this 
crack to the t'arth and to the houses- and ' 'o n either side ... eternal 
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passion and <'tcrnal crime." x A th ird and fourth train show the clcml'nt s 
of the tn1l'k: tkep trenches, ('mbanknw nts-barricades, and ttmrn.·ls. A 
fifth, with its lights and headlamp s, carries crimt' within it, since the 
Rouhauds an· committin~ thei r murde r inside it. rinall" a sixth train "' . 
links together the forces of the unconscious, indiffert·nc~· and menace, 

~ ' 
orazing on one s ide- th e head of the mur de red man and on the other 
clic h<~dy of the voyeur-a pur e de ath Instinct, blind and <kaf. f-lo..,v­
t•,-er clamorous the train may be, it is deaf-a nd in this wa, ·, silent. 

The real mean ing of the tr ain ap pear s with Uson , the. locomotive 

driven by Lantier . Initi ally, it had taken the place· of all th l:' instinctual 
objec ts that Lanti er had renounced. It is itself presented as hadn g an 
instinct and a temp(Tam ent: " ... she needed too much oi ling, th e 
cylinder s in parti cular consumed quite unrea sonab le qu antities of oil, an 
insatiabl e thir st , a re-al debaud,." 9 Now, what app lies to the locomotive 
applies also to huma nity, where the- din of the instincts rd c.·rs to a 
secret crack- the hu man Bc-ast. In the chapter which tells of the trip 

undertak en during the snows torm, Uson plunges headlong over the 
track as if into a narr ow crack in which it can no longe r a<.h-ance. And 
when it finally frees itself, it is the engine that has crack ed, "stri cken 
somew here by a mortal blo,,,v." The journe y dug out the crack that the 
inst inct - the app etit e for oil- had co ncealed. Beyond the- lost in­
stinct, the machine is rcvc'aled more and more as the image of death or 
as the pure death Insti nct. And when rl ore provokC's the derailment, it 
is no longe r dear whether it is tlw machine that is assassinated or 
whether it is the machine that kills. And in the final sce ne of the novel, 
th e ne,v machi nC', without a co nducto r, carri es its cargo of d runk en, 
singing soldiers toward death. 

The locomo tive is not an objec t, hut an epic symbol, a great Phan­
tasm, like the ones which oftC'n appear in Zola's work , reflecting all of 

the thcm<'s and situati ons of the book. In all of the Rougo n-Macquart 
novels there is an enormous fantasized object that plays th e roles of 
place, witn ess , and agmt. Tlw epic characte r of Zola's ge nius has often 
been empha sized, visible as it is in the stru cture' of th e work and in the 
success ion of planes, eac h Oll l' of which exhausts a t lwme. Thi s is 
evident if one comp ares La Bere humainc with Therese Raquin. a nove l 
prcn· ding tlw Rougo n-Macquart serit·s. The two books shar<.-' man y 
similaritie s: the murd c-r which tics th(' co uple; the progression of death 
and the pro ce·ss of disorga nizatio n; tlw resemhla nn· of Thfr t'S<' and 
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Sf\'e rine; and the absence of n·mors<: or tlw de·nial of int crior ity. Rut 
"f11crese Ra'{um is th(' tragic version, whereas I.a Bere Humvme is the epic 
\'ersion. W hat really takes c.Tntcr stage in Therese Raquin is instinct, 
tcmptTament, and the' opposition of tlw temperament s of Thfrt·se and 
Laurent. And if the re is a transc<·ndcnn·, it is on ly that of a judgC' or of 
an incxorabk witne ss who svmho lizcs the trag ic destiny. Th is is why 
the role of the' sym bol or of ;lw tr agic god is l;cld by Madam<· Raquin, 
the mute and paralyzt'd moth C'r of thl· murd er victim, prl' sent throug h­
ou t the decompositio n of tlw lon .-rs. Th e drama. thC' adventure of the 
instincts is reflected onlv in th l' loqos r<'prcsentcd bv the mut cm'ss of 
the old :rnman and by l;er ex pressi\'l' fixity. In th<' ~-are la,·ished upon 
her by Lauren t and the theatri cal deda ratio ns made by Thfri- sc on her 
bd ,alf, t here is a trag ic intensity which has rarel y b<'<'n equa llt-d. But to 
be precise, thi s is only tht• tragi c prl'ligu ration of I.a Bete humaine. In 
Therese Raquin, Zo la docs not yet makC' us<· of th<' C'pic method which 
animat es the Rougo n-Macquart cntnprisl'. 

W hat is esse ntial in the epic is a double r<'gister in which the gods 
actively play out , in th eir ow n way and on ano ther plane, the adventur e 
of men and of their instincts. The drama in this case is reflected in an 
epos-the small genealogy is reflected in a grand genealogy, the sma ll 
hered ity in a big hered ity, and a small maneurer in a lar9e maneul'cr. All 
sort s of conseque nces follow from thi s: the pagan charac ter of the epic; 
the opp osition bC'tw een epic and tragic destiny; the ope n space of thC' 
cpos as op posed to the dos ed space of tragedy; and especially, th e 
diffe rence of th l' symbol in the epic and the tragic. In La Bete lwmaine, it 
is no longer a mere witne ss or a ju<lgt·, bu t rather an agent or a field of 
action (the- train ), which plays th e role of the symb ol wit h respect to 
the stor y and enacts the large man eun ·r. It traces therefore an ope n 
span : on the scale of a nation and a cidlizati on, in contra st to the· dosed 
space of "/Mrese Raquin, which is dominated solely by the old woma n's 
gaze . "So man y men and wom en were rushing past in the thund{·r of 
trains ... It was a fact that all the world went by, ... Rut thl'Y went by 
in a !lash and slw was ncvc'r quite- sure she rl·ally had scl:'n tlwm." 10 

Tlw doub le register, in La Bete humaine, co nsists of noisy instincts and 
tlH' nack - tlw silmt ckath Instinct. As a resu lt, t'V<·rything that hap -
1wns occurs on t\\ o lc,-els: the levC'ls of love and death, of soma and 
.cJNmcn. of th<· two hC'n·diti<'S. ThC' story is dupli cated by an epos. Th e 
insti ncts or t<·mpcranwn ts no longer occu py the c·ssC'ntial position. The y 
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swarm about and 'vVithin the train, but th e train itself is the epic 
representation of the death Instinct . Civilization is evaluated from two 
pt'rspcct in·s, from the point of view of the instincts which it determin es 
and from the point of view of the crack which detern1incs it. 

In the wo rld of his tim e, Zo la discove red the possibility of restoring 
the epic. 1-=ilth as an element of his literatur c-" putrid litera tu rc"- is 
th e history of the instinct against the backgrou nd of death. The crack is 
the ep ic go d in the histo ry of the instincts and th e condition that 
rende rs this history possible. In responst· to those who accuse him of 
exaggeration, the writer has no logos, but only an epos, which states that 

one can never go too far in the descripti on of deco mp osition, since it is 
necessa ry to go as far as th e crack IC'ads. Could it be the case that th e 

death Instinct, by go ing as far as possible, would turn back on itself? Is 
it not perhap s the case that the crack, which is only appa rentl y and for 
a short time filled ove r by the big appe tites, tran scends itself in th e 
di rect ion it itself create d ? ls it possible, since it absorbs c\ ·ery instinct, 
that it co uld also enact th e tr ansmut ation of the instincts, turn ing deat h 
against itself? Would it not ther eby create inst incts wh ich would be 
evolut ive rath er than alcoholic, erotic, or financial, that is, either con­

serving or destroying? Zo la' s final optimi sm, his rose-co lored novels 
among the black, have freque ntly been noted. It would be a mistak e, 
however, to interpr et them by invoking some sort of alternatio n; in 
fact, Zo la's optimi stic litC'ratur e is not anything other than his put rid 
litera tur e. It is in one and th e same movement - the mO\·ement of the 
epic- that th e basest instincts are reflected in the ter rible dea th 
Instinct, but also that the death Instin ct is reflected inside an ope n 

space, pe rhaps e\'en against itself. What Zo la's soc ialist op t imism means 
is that the prol etariat already makes its way throug h the crack. The 
train as an epic symb ol, with the instincts it tran spor ts and tlw deat h 
Instinct it repr esents, is always endowed wit h a futur e. The final 
sentences of La Bete humaine are also a hymn to th e futur e- Pecqueux 
and Lantier are thro wn off the train , as th e deaf and blind macnine 

carries th e soldiers, "a lready silly with fatigue, drunk and bawling," 
to ward deat h. It is as if the crack run s throu gh and alienate s thou ght in 
order to be also th e possibi lity of though t, in other word s, that from 
the vantage point of which thought is developed and n ·coven.'d. It is 
the obstacle to thought, but also th t' abod e and pow er of thoug ht - its 
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field and agent. Le Docteur Pascal, the final no\ ·el of the series , shows this 
epic point of the tu rning back of death upon itself, of the tr ansmuta tion 
of instincts and of the idealization of thl' crack, in the pure clement of 
"scie nt ific" and " progress ivist" thou ght wherein the genealogical tr ee 

of the Rougo n-Macquart burn s. 
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1 :44-9ff. As he anal_p:t·s th<' cw nt, "the rap<' of T~•ndan ' us' daughter ... ," 
I ucrl'tius t·ontrasts crenra (ser\'itudc -lihcrt y), po\'l'rty -\\'calth, \\'ar-p<'an•) 
with con111nrra (rea l qualiti es \\'h ich arc insepa rable from bodies). E\'c-nts 
arc not c•xactl~· in<:orporC"al entiti es. They are prcst' ntcd nc\'erthelc ss as 
not existing by thcmsdves - impassihlc, pure resu lts of the mo"emcnt s 
of matter, or action s and passions of hod i<·s. It does not seem like-I\' 
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thoug h that tlw Epicureans (kvcl opcd th is theory of the <'\'l•nt - pcrhaps 
lwcausc they hcnt it to the demand s of a homogeneous causality aml 

subsumed it umk·r their own conception of the >1mulacrum. Sl'e appendix 

2. 

S'· On the-account of Stoic categories, SC'l' Plotinu s, 6 : 1. 2 S'· Sc·e also Brchier, 

P· 43 · 
6. This description of the pu rse compri ses som e of Car roll' s best writin g: 

.~1·/l'Jc and Bruno Concluded. ch. 7. 

7 . "J"his discovery of the surface and this critiqu e of depth r<·prc•smt a 
constant in modern literature . The y inspire the work of Robhe-Grilll·t. In 
another fonn, we find them again in Klossowski, in the relation b<•tween 
Rol)(·rt e's epidermis and her· glon :: SCl ' Klossowski's remarks to this effect 
in the postface to Lois de /'hospi1ali11f. pp. • 3S', 344; see also Michel Tour ­
nier\ l'riday. tran s. Nom1an Drnn y (Nl'w York : Panth eon Books, 198 5, by 
arrangcmmt with Double-day), p. 67: "It is a strange prejudice which sets 
a higher value on depth than on breadth, and which accept s 'superficial' 

as nwaning not 'o f wide· ex tent ' but 'of little depth,' whereas 'deep,' on 
the other l1and, signific·s 'of g rl·at depth, ' and not 'o f small surfacc.' Yct it 
seems to me that a fl'c ling sud1 as love is bett er measured, if it can be 
mcasurcd at all, by the extent of its surface than by its degree of depth ." 

See app<·mlixes 3 and 4-

T HIRD ~ l· lll f:S CH T Ii i'. l'R O l' OS I T I ON 

1. Sl'C th l' thecwy of "connectors" (embrayeurs) as prcscntt'd by lk nn •nistc in 
Problcmes de lin.911is1iquc .qencral ( Paris: Gallimard, 1966 ), ch. 20. We s<'parat c 
" tomor row " from vcsterdav or todav, sincc "t omorr ow" is first of all an 
cxpression of hdicf and ha; onh· a sc:condar v indicati, ·e ,·alue. 

2. For exampl e, when Bricc Parain opposes d~nominati on (denotation) and 
demonstr ation (signification), he und erstands "d emonstrati on" in a man­
ner that cncomp~sscs the mor al scnse of a program to be fulfilled , a 
promi se to be kept, a possibility to he realized - as, for cxamplc, in a 
"ckm cmstrati on of love " or a phra s<' such as " I will love you always." See 
/{echerches .rnr la nuwre et les.Jonctions dt1 lan.qa.qe (Paris: Gallimard , 197 2), ch. 

~-
3. I )t'scart cs, Pnnctpes. 1: 1 o. 
+· Sci· Lewis Carroll, Loniq11e sans pc111c. ti-ans. Gatt cgno and Coumc-t (Paris: 

I krm ann 197 2). For th1• abund ant litcrarv, logical, and sck ntitic bibliog­
raphy co~n· rning th i~ para<iox, rt'fn to Ernc: t Coumct 's comm entari es, 
pp. 28 1- 288. 
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S'· Brice Parain, ch. 3. 

6. Bertrand Russell, An lnquir}' Imo Meanin9 and Truth (London : George Allen 
and Unwin, 1940). 

7. Ibid., p. 179: "We may say that what c,·cr is assert ed by a significant 
sentence has a certain kind of possibility." 

8. Hubt•rt Elie, in an excellent book, La Complexe si9nfficabile (Paris: Vrin, 
1936 ), exposes and comm ents on the doctrin es of Gregory of Rimini and 
Nicolas d'Aut recourt. He point s out the extr eme resemblance to Mei­
nong' s theories, and how a similar polemic was rep eat ed in both the 
ninet eenth and fourt eenth centuri es. He docs not, however, indicate the 
Stoic orig in of the problem. 

9. On the Stoic different iation of incorporeal entiti es and rationa l repres en­
tatio ns, compos ed of corporeal tr aces, see E. Rrehier, pp . 16-18. 

10. See Albert Lautman 's remark s on the subject of the Mobius strip: it has 
"b ut a single side, which is essentially an ext rinsic property, since in order 
to give an account of it the str ip must be broken and unt wisted. This 
presupposes of cou rse a rotation around an axis exte rnal to the surface of 
the strip. Yet it is also possible to characterize this unilatera lity by means 
of a purel y intr insic property . . .. " Essai sur Jes notions de structure et 
d'existence en mathematiques (Paris: Herman n, 1938), 1: 5"1. 

11. We do not have in mind here the parti cular use Husserl makes of 
"s ignification" in his terminology, eith er to identify it or to bind it to 
"sense." 

1 2. Th ese tem1s, "inherence" and "extra-Bein9," have their correlat es in Mei­
nong 's term inology as well as in that of the Stoics . 

1 3. l o9ique sans peine, preface , pp. 19- 20. 

l· O URTH SE RI ES O F DUALITI ES 

1. Th e Gardener 's song, in Sylvie and Bruno, is formed of nine stanzas, of 
which eight are dispersed in the first book , the ninth appearing in Sylirie 
and Bruno Concluded (ch. 20). A (French) tran slation of the whole is given 
by Henri Parisot in Lewis Carro/J (Paris: Seghers, 1952), and by Robert 

Benayoun in his Amholoaie du Nonsense (Pari s: Pauvert, 195'7 ), pp. 1So-182. 

1· 1 l· T II ~ l: RI E~ ( )I- Sl: NS E 

1. Sec G. Frcge, Uber S11m und Bedeutun9, Zeitschrift f. Ph. und ph . Kr., 1892. 

Th is principle of an infinite proliferation of entiti es has e\'oked littl c 
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ju~tilicd rc~btancc o n the part of many rn ntcmpo rar)' logicians: see R. 
Carnap, .1/eonm,q and Neccisiry (Chicago: University of Chk·ago Press, 1947 ), 

PP· I 30- 1 31!. 
2. Thl' trans latio n here omits a clause• of the original text . The· original tex t 

is a~ follows: "T his passage, which was tr anslated very inelegantly in order 
to lw faithful to Carroll' s termin ology, distinguishes a s<'ri<'s of nomin al 
entities." Tr. note. 

3. I lusscrl, Ideas, tran s. W. R. Boyce Gibson ( cw York: Collier, 1962), 

SC'ction 1 24. 
4 . Sc<' Hubert Elie, le Complcxe S19n!ficabile. And Maurice de Ganclillac, Le 

.1/om·emenr docrrrnal du IX<-au.\' /\"' s,ecle (Paris: Bloud et Gay, 19S' 1 ). 

>· On the paradox of contingent futur es and its imp<>rtancc in Stoic thought , 
sc<' P. M. Schuh! , Le Dominareur ct /es passibles (Paris: P.U.F., 1960). 

6. Sec Et ienne Gilson's comm cntar i<'s, in L'f.tre et /'essence (Par is: Vrin, 1948), 

pp . 120-1 23. 

-;IxT II Sl: RI I: !\ ON Sl:HIA I ILATIO 

1. Jacques Lacan, £cries (Paris: Seuil, 1966), "Le Scminair<' su r la letrre l'Olee." 

2. SC'c Michel fo ucault , Raymond Roussel (Paris: Gallimard , 1963), ch. 2; with 

r<'spcct to scrics, sc·e in particular pp . 7 SIT. 
3. Pierrc Klossowski, Les Lo,s de /'hasp11al11e (Paris: Gallimard, 196s-), Avcrt issc­

ment , p. 7. 
4. Wit old Gombr owic.·1., Cosmos (New York : Grove Prcss, 1970). With rcspct·t 

to the preceding discussion, sec app<·ndix 1. 
>· Sec• Lacan's "Le Mvthe individud du 1cnoM\" (Pari~: t'. D.U., 19n). Th is 

test is essent ial to ~he serial method, but is not repr int ed in Ecrits. 

6. Ecrits, p. 2s-. T he paradox here dcscrihcd must he named Lacan 's paradox. 
A Carro llian inspiration is often in c,·idenn· in Lacan's writi ngs. 

St,VI- T II SI-Hit-<; 01- l:!\OTFHIC WOIU)!, 

1. On the proced ures followr d hy Rabe lais and Swift, see Emil{' Pons' 
classification in Swift'~ ()eurres (Paris: Gallimard, Plciade, 196S"), pp. 9- 12. 

2. Both t-lenri Parisot and Jacqu{'S B. Bruniu~ ha,·e prod uced tim· (fr ench) 
translations of " Jahhcrn cx:ky." Parisot 's i~ n' produc<•d in his / cwif Carrol/: 

Brunius', along with a comm entary on th<' words in the po,·m, can he 
found in thC' Cah,ers du Sud ( 1948), no. 287. Both aut hors also citC' \'ersio ns 
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of "Jahhcrn ocky" in d i,·erst· languagl·~. W<· borrow the tl·nm that W l ' u~e 
sonwtin ws from Parisot, sometimes from Brunius. Antonin Artaud 's tran s­
lation o f the first stanza of the p()(·m will be· considen·d late r, as th is 
adm irab le text poses problem~ which no longer perta in to Carroll. 

3· Michc·I Butor, lntroducrion aux .fra,qmenr, de "/·11111e,qans Wake" (Paris: Galli­
mard , 1962), p. 1 2. 

l::IG H T II S l: IU l:S 01- ST HU CTU IU: 

1. C. Levi-Str auss, " Intr oduction a l'oe uvrc de Marccl Mauss," in M. Mauss, 
Sociolo9ie er anrhropaloaie (Paris: P.U.E , 19s-o), pp. 48- 49. 

2. Th e parallel with differentia l calculus may seem both arbitrary and old­
fashioned. But what is old-fashioned i~ only the infinitist int erpr etation of 
calculus. Already at the end o f the nineteenth centu ry, Wcirstra ss gave a 
finite interpr etati on, ordinal and static. very close to a math emat ical st ruc­
tur alism. The th eme of singularit ies rc~a ins an essent ial piece of the 
theory o f differential equations. Th c best stud y of the history o f the 
dilTcrential calcu lus and its modern st ructural int erpret ation is C. B. 
Boye r's The HislO')' ef the Calculus and Its Concep111al Derelapmenr ( ew York : 
DO\·er, 19s-9). 

INTH Sl: H II · ~ 0~ TIi i: PR OH I 1:MATIC 

1. Earlier, "n eutral " sense seemed to us to be opposed to the singu lar no 
less than to the other modalit ies. For singu larity was defined only in 
relation to denotation and mani festat ion; the singular was defined as 
individual or personal, not as pun ctual. Now, howevcr, singularit:,' belongs 
to the neutral domain . 

2. Peguy, Cl,o (Paris: Gallimard, 1932), p. 269. 
3. Novalis, L'Encyclopedie, tran s. Mauricc de Gandillac (Paris: Minuit , n.d.), p. 

396. 
4. Proc lus, Commenra,res sur le premier /,rre des Elemenrs d'Eucl,de. tr ans. Ver 

Eccke (Paris: Desdfr de Brouwer, 1948), pp. 68ff; trans. in English with 
intr oduction and notes bv Glcnn R. Morrow, A Commenrarr on the First Book 

cf Eucl,d's Elements (l' rin~eton: Princeton Uni versity Pres;, 1970), pp. 63-
67. 

f. Sec Albl'rt Lautman , Essoi sur /es narions de s1ruc111re et d'exmence en ma1hema-

11ques (Paris: Hcm1ann, 1938), 2:148- 149; and ,\ 'om-el/es recherches sur la 
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strucwre d,alecuqu~ des marhema11ques (Paris: Hennann , 1939), pp. 1 3- 1 )• On 
the rol<• of singularities, Essa,. 2: 1 38- 139; and le Prableme du temps (Paris: 
Hermann , 1946), pp . 41-42. 

Pl'.-guy, in his own way, had seen the essential relation of the event or 
singularity with the categories of problem and solution: sc<' Peguy, p. 269: 

" ... and a problem whose end we cou ld not see, a problem without a 
way out ... " etc. 

6. The Dynamics cf a Parii-cle. 

l"~NTH S l,IUh S OF TIii , IO hAL GA MI : 

1. On the idea of a time smaller than the minimum of conti nuous time, see 

appendix 2. 

2. J. L. Borges, f"icciones (New York. Grove Press, 1962), pp. 69-70. Th e 
parable of the tort oise and the hare seems to be an allusion not only to 
Zeno's paradox but to Carroll's as well, which we have already considered, 
and which Borges takes up anl·,, · in Other l11q111sirions (Austin: University of 

Texas Press, 1964). 
3. J. L. Borges, F,cc,ones. p. 141. In his Historia de la e1er111dad. Borges docs not 

go so far and seems to conceive of the labyrinth a~ only circular or 

cyclical. 
Among the commentators of Stoic thought , Victor Goldschmidt in 

particular has analyzed the coexistence of these two conceptio ns of time: 
the first, of variable presents; the second, of unlimited subdivision into 
past and future . Le Sysieme sroii:,en er /'idec de temps (Paris: Vrin, 19n), pp. 
36-40. He also demon strates that there exist for the Stoics two methods 
and two moral attitudes. But whethe r these two attitudes correspond to 
the two times is still obscure: it does not seem so, according to the 
author's comment s. Moreover, the 9uestion of two very different eterna l 
rl'turns, themseln·s corre sponding to the two tinws, docs not appear (at 
least directly) in Stoic thought. We shall return to these points. 

4 . Mallam1c\ "M imi9ue," Oeui-res (Paris: Gallimard, Pleiade, 194s-), p. 310. 

{- le "L.frre" de ;lfallarme (Paris: Gallimard, 1978): sec Jacques Scherer's study 
of thr "boo k's" stru ctur e, and notabl y his comments on the four frag­
ments (pp. 1 30- 1 38). It docs not seem, however, in spite of the places at 
which the two works meet and in spite of certain common problem~, tha t 
Mallarmr knew Lewis Carroll: even Mallarmc's Nursery Rhymes, which 
relate thC' story of I lumpt y Dumpt y, depend upon other sources. 
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1. See Scxtus Empiricus, Adrersus Loaicos. 8: 1 33. "Blituri" is an onomatop oeia 
which expresses a sound like that of the lyre; "skmdapsas" designates the 
machine or instrument. 

2. This distinction corresponds to th<' two forms of nonsense· proposl'd by 
Russell. Sec Franz Crahay, Le Fomwlismc lo91co-ma1hematique ct le probltmc Jc 

nan-sens (Paris: Bellcs-Lettr es, 19r,). The Russdli an distinction seems to 
be preferable to the very genera l distinction propo sed by Husserl in his 
loaical lm·es1i901ions between "nonsense" and "counter-sense," and which 
inspires Koyre in Epimenide le menreur (Paris: Hennann, n.cl.), pp. 9IT. 

3. Sec Lh i-Straus s' remarks with respect to thl' "zero phoneme" in "Int ro­
duction a !'oeuvre de Marcel Mauss" in M. Mauss, Svciolo91e et anrhropolon1e, 

P· s-o. 
4 . In pages which harmonize with the principa l theses of Louis Althusser, 

J.- P. Osier proposes a distinction between those for whom meaning i to 
be recovere d in a more or less lost origin (wheth er it be divine or human, 
on tological or anthropological), and those for whom the origin is a sort of 
nonsense, for whom meaning is always produced as an epistemological 
surface eITect. Applying this criteria to Marx and Freud, Osier est imates 
that the problem of interpr etation is not at all the problem of going from 
the "de rived" to the "originary," but in comprehending tlw mechanisms 
of the production of sense in two series: sense is always an "eflect." See 
preface to Feue rbach's L'Essence du chrisrramsme (Paris: Maspero, 1968), 

especially pp. 1 s--19. 

rWJoLFTll Sl, IU !cS 01- T il le l'ARAOOX 

1. Boltzmann, Lecture on Gas Theory. trans. S. G. Rrush (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 1964). 

2. See Cicero, Academ,ca, sectio n 29. See also Kierkegaard 's remarks in the 
Ph1losaph1cal Fra9menrs. which arbi trarily lend suppo rt to Camca des. 

I lllRTl · l-"l l ll '>1- RII - :-, CH TH!c '>l.'lllLOl' ll RI I (.' A ND 

I Ill · LITTI I (;IRL 

1. "Perspl'lldicace" is a schizophrenic portmanteau word J esignating spirits 
,, hich an• held abo, e the subject's head ( pcrpend,culmre. perpcndit ·ular), 
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and whk-h arl' \'c ry perspicacious (pc rspkaccs) . Citl'd bv Georg<· Duma s, Le 

Sumaturel cl /es d,eux d 'opres /es maladies mell(a/es (Paris: P.U.F., ~946) , p. 303. 

2. Antonin Art aud, "L'Arvc ct l'Aume, tent ative antigramm aticalc contrc 
Lewis Carro ll," L 'Arbalete ( 1947 ), no. 1 2: 

" II <-tait roparant, ct les vliqucux tarand s 

Allaient en gibro yant et en brimbulkcl riq uant 
Ju squ c la lo la rourgh l' est a rouarghc a rangmbd e 

ct rangmbdc a rouarghambd t': 

Tous lcs folomita rds rtaic nt lcs chat s-hu ant s 

Et les Ghorc Uk'h atis dans le Grabug,' um cnt." 

3. Letter to Henri Parisot , le11res de Rodez (Paris: G.L.M., 1946). 

4. Louis Wolfson, "Le Schizo et les langues ou la phoncti9u e chez I<' 
psychoti9u e," Les Temps Modernes (July 1964), no. 2 18. 

}• Freud, "The Unconscious," in Me1apsycholo9y ( 191 }). Citing the cases of 
two patient s, one of whom perce ives his skin, and the other his sock, as 
systems of little holes which are in perpetual danger of becoming enlarged, 
Freud shows that this is a prop erly schizop hrenic symptom which could 
not fit either a hysteric or an obsessed. 

6. Antonin Artaud, in La Tour de jeu, Apri l 1961. 

7. With respect to lett ers-organs, sec Antonin Artaud, " Le Rite du peyotl," 
in Les Tarahumaras (Paris: Arbalete, 1963), pp. 26-32. 

8. See in 84, 1948: "No mouth No tongue No teeth No larynx No esophagus 
No stomach No intestin e No anus I shall reco nstru ct the man that I am." 
(The body without organs is fashioned of bone and blood alone.) 

9. See Wol[5on, p. 53: in "dere,)a," "the apos trophe between the palatalized 
,, and they represent s what is called the soft sign, which in this word 

functions in such a mann er that a compl ete consonant }' is pron ounced 
after the (palatalized) I'; this phoneme would be palatalized in a ce rtain 
mann er without the soft sign, and as a result of th e following soft vowel 

- here represented phonl't ically by }'a and being writt en in Russian by a 
single chara cter, having the fom1 of a capital R back to front (pron ounced 
dire \ra: the accen t of intensity falls of course on the second syllable; the I 

open and brief; the d, r, and r palatalized or as if fused with a yod)." See 
also on p. 7 3 the sd1izophr enic's comm entary on the Russian word 
/011D',Hi. 

10. In a very fine stud y, Strucwration dynamique dons la schizophrenie (Bern: Ver lag 
Hans Hub er, 1956), Gisela Pankow has taken the examinati on of signs in 
schizophrenia very far. In connection with the cases related by Mrs. 
Pankow, special notice should be made of the analysis of fixed alimentary 
words which exp lode into phoneti c bits: the word "CA RAMELS," for 
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exampl e, on p. 22. Also of parti cu lar int erest is the dialectic of the 
container and contain ed, the discovery of polar oppos ition, and the theme 
of water and fire which is tied to it (pp. 57-60 , 64, 67, 70); the curiou s 
invoca tion of fish as the sign of acti\'c re\'ol t and of hot water as a sign of 
liberation (pp. 74-79); and the distinctio n of two bodies - the open and 
dissociated body of the man-flower, and the head withou t o rgans which 
serves as its compl ement (pp. 69-7 2). 

It seems to us, however, that Mrs. Pankow's interp retati on minimizes 
the role of the head without organs. It also seems to us that the regime of 
sig ns lived in schizoph renia is compr ehended, at the level beneat h sense, 
only throu gh the distinction between bodily signs- passions and corpo real 
signs-action s. 

1 1. It is in this sense that, in Carr oll, im·cntion is essentially vocabular, rath er 
than syntactical or g rammati cal. As a consequence, portmant eau words 
can ope n up an infinity of possible interpretations by ramifying the series; 
neverthel ess, syntactical rigor eliminates a cert ain numb er of the se possi­
bilities. The same holds tru e in Joyce, as Jean Paris has shown in Tel QJ,e/ 
( 1967 ), no. 30, p. 64. The opposit e is the case with Artaud, but only 
because there is no longer a problem of sense prop erly speaking. 

1-0URTEl:NTH SE RI ES 01' DOUBLE CA U SA LITY 

1. Clement of Alexandr ia, S1roma1eis, 8:9: "The Stoics say that the body is a 
cause in the literal sense; but the incorporeal, in a metaph ysical fashion, 
poses in the manner of a cause." 

2. Paul Ricreur , Idles direcrrices pour une phenomenolo9ic (Paris: Gallimard, 1950), 

PP· 43 1- 432. 

3. Husserl, Ideas (New York: Collier Books, 1972), p. 348: "The X in the 
different acts or act-noema ta furnished with a differing 'determinin g 
content ' is necessa rily known as the same ... "; p. 36}: "Ta every ob1ec1 '1ha1 

truly is' there intrin sically corresponds (in the a prio ri of the unconditi oned 
generality of the essence) the idea ef a possible consciousness in which the 

object itself can be grasped in a primordial and also pe1:fectly adequa1.e way 
• .. "; p. 366: "This continuum is mor e closely defined as infinite in all 
di rect ions, consisting in all its phases of appearances of tht• same deter­
min able X ... . " 

4. Husserl, s<'<.:tions 100- 10 1 , and 102/T. 

{. Sec J--~,,: Sartr e, '/be Transcendence '!f the £90 ( rw York : oonday Press, 
19D ). l he idea of an "imp ersona l or pre-personal" tran scenden tal field, 
producing the I and the Ego, is of g reat imponan ce. What hinders this 
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th{·sis from de"dopin g all its conseque nces in Sartrc-'s "ork is that th(' 
impC'rsonal trans n' ndcntal field is still determin ed as th1• ticl<l of a con­
~ciousncss, and as ~uch it must then be unified by itself th rough a play of 
intcntio nalitics or pure ret<·ntion s. 

6. In the Car1esion 1lledira1,oru. monad s, centers of vision or poinb of ,·icw, 
takC' a \'cry important placC' on thC' side of the I as the synth etic unity of 
apper ccption . Among Husserl's commentat ors, it was to Gaston Berger's 
merit that he insisted on this sliding; he was therefore able to object to 
Sartr e that the prc-pc-rsonal consciousness perhap s had no need of th<· I, 
but that it was not able to do without point ~ of ,·iew or cen ters of 

imlividuation. See G. Berge r, Le COfjito dons la philosoph,e de Husserl (Paris: 
Au bier, 1941 ), p. 1 S-4,; tr ans. K. McLaughlin, The COfjito in Husserl's Ph,losophy 

(Evansto n: Northw estern Uni\'er sity Press, 1972). See also Recherches sur Jes 

co11d11ions de lo conna/ssance (Par is: P.U.F., 1941), pp. 190-193 . The object ion 
holds, insofar as the tran scendental field is still determin ed as that of a 
constitutin g "co nsciousness." 

1-ll'Tl::L:NTH !>I-RIE S OF S INGULAIUTIL: S 

1. George Gurvit ch employed the expressio n "vo litional intuiti on" to desig­
nat e an intuition whose "given" docs not limit the activity; he applied it 
to Duns Scotus ' and Descartes' God, to Kant's will and to Fichte's pure 

act. See Morale 1heorlque et science des mcrur s (Paris: P.U.f., 1948), pp . s-4'J. It 
seems to us that the expr ession is in the first instance suited to a Stoic 

will, to a willing ef the event, in the two-fold sense of the genit iv('. 
2. See, in the Ideas, the extraordi nary section 114 (and with regard to the 

juri sdiction of reason, section 1 1 1 ). 

3. Gilbert Simondon, L 'Jndiwdu e1 sa 9enese physico-biola9ique (Paris: P.U.F., 
1~64), pp. 26o-264- Thi s entire book, it seems to us, has special impor ­
tance, since it presents the first thought -out theory of imper sonal and 
pre-individual singulariti es. It proposes explicitly, beginning with these 
singu larities, to work out the genesis of the 1i,1ing individual and th e 
knowing subject. It is therC'fore a new conception of the tra nscenden tal. 
Th e five characteri stics through which we have tried to define the tran ­
scendental field - the po1en11al ener,qy ef the.field. the internal resonance <?f series, 

the 1apol0fj1cal swjace '?f membranes. the or9an1/at1on ef sense, and rhe s1a111s ef the 
problema11c-a re all analyzed by Simondon . Thu s the material of this, and 
of the following paragraph, depends directly on this book, with which we 

part company only in drawin g conclusions. 
4. Se1· Albert Lautman, Le Probleme du temps (Paris: Hcm1ann, 1946), pp. 41-
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4 2: "The geometri cal interpr etation of the theory of dilTermtial equatio ns 
clearly places in evidence two absolutd ~· dbtin ct realities: there is the field 
of dirC'ction s and the topological accident:, "hicl1 may suddenly crop up 
in it, as for example the existe nce of the plane of s111911/ar pomLt ra ll'hich no 
direwon has been a11ached; and then· an• thl · integral cur\' es with the form 
tht•y take on in the vicinity of clw singularitie s of the fiel<l of dim :tions. 
... The existence and dis1ribu11an of :,ingulariti t'S are notions rclati, -c to the 
field of vecto rs defined by the different ial equati on. The form of the 

integral curves is relative to th t• solution of this equati on. Tlw two 
probl ems are assuredJy complementary, sim·e the nature of the singularities 
of the field is defined by the• form o f the curves in their vicinity. But it is 
no less tru e that the field of vectors on o ne hand and the integral curves 
on the ot her arc two essentially distinct math ematical realities." 

~- The best didactic exposi tion of traditi onal metaph ysics is presented by 
Kant in "T he Tran scendental Idea" of the Criuque <?f Pure Reason. Kant 
shows how the idea of a sum total of all possibility excludes all but 

"originary" predi cates and in this way constitute s the completely deter­
mined concept of an individual Being: "for only in this one case is a 
concept a thing-a concept wh ich is in itseu· universal -co mpletel y 
determined in and through itself, and known as the representation of an 
individual." Critique ef Pure Reason, trans. N. Kemp -Smith (London: Mac­
millan, 1929; ew York: St. Martin 's Press), p. 49 1. Thu s, the uni n· rsal is 

but the form of commun ication in thought br tween this supr<·me individ­
uality and the finite indi, ·idualit ies: th r thou ght unin •rsal in any case refers 
to the incli,idual. 

6. Niet7.sche (Kroner, vol. 1} , section 8 3). 

\ I XT L:I: T H SL:IUl: S 0 1- fl-II: S1 AT I C ONTO I OG I CA L Gl:Nt-S I S 

1. A constant theme of L('ibniz.'s corn •spond cnce with Amau lt: God did not 

create a sinning Adam cxa<.·tly, but th<' world in "hid1 Adam ha:. :.inned. 
2. Sec Cartesian ,l/ed11a11ans, section 48. Hussl'rl immcdiatl'i y orients thi:, 

problem toward a tran scendental th<•o~· of th~· Otlwr . With regard to tlw 

ro ll· of the O ther in a stat ic genesis, sec app<' ndix 4 . 

3. Ideas, section 143. 

4-. We thu s distinguish thr ee selections in rn nformity \\i th the Leihniz.ian 
tlwmt·: one which d<•lines a world by ml•ans of convt·rgencc; anot hl·r 
which dd im•:, rn mpletc individuals in this world ; an<l finally, onl' which 
clelinc~ incomplete, o r rath er ambiguou~. C'lt'mcnt:., common to M'\'cral 
worlds and to the correspondin g indi\'idual s. 
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With regard to this th ird sdcct ion, or with regard to the ", ·ague" 
Adam constitut ed by a small number of predicates (being thl· lirst man, 
rte.) which must be completed differently in different wor lds, s(·c Leibniz, 
" Rl'marks upon M. Arnau ld's lett er," The Le,bmz-Arnau/1 Correspondence, ed. 

and tran s. by H. T. Mason (New York: Barnes and Noble, 1967 ), pp. 39-

40. It is true , in this text, that the vague Adam has no existC'ncc; he exists 
only in connection with ou r finite understanding, and his pre<licatcs arc 
only generalities. In the famous text of the Theodicy, on the other hand 
(sections 414- 441), the different Scxtu scs in the diverse worlds have a 
\'Cry special objec tive unity which rests on the ambiguous natur<• of the 
notio n of singularity and on the category of the prob lem from the point 
of view of an infinite calculus . Very early on, Leibniz had elahorated a 

theory of "ambiguous signs" in connection wit h singular points, taking as 
an example the conic sections: see "De la mcthode <le l'Un i\'crsalite," 
Opuscules er .fro9mcms mcdirs de Leibniz, ed. by L. Couturat (Paris: Presses 

Universitaircs de France, 1903). 

{· Borges, Fiwones ( cw York: Gro\'e Press, 1962), p. 98. 

6. One shou ld, howe \'er, note Husserl's curious allusions to a _f,01 or an 
originary mob ile point in the tran scendental field det ermined as the Ego: 

sec Ideas, section 122. 

SEVl:NT l:1:NTII ~l:RII:!> 01- T II E STATIC L OG I CAL G I· I-SIS 

1. In the preface to the PhenomenalO[[)', Hegel clearly demonstrat ed that 
philosophical (or scientific) tru th is not a proposition taken as a response 
to a simple question of the sort "whe n was Caesar born ?" Wit h regard to 
the differen ce between the problrm or thl·mc and the proposition, see 

Leibniz, New Essays, Book 4, ch. 1. 

2. Ideas, sections 1 14, 1 24. 

3. In a very fine book entitl ed Le Cariesianismc ou la l'Critable rcnora rion des 

sciences (Paris: Gauthi cr-Villars, 1843), Bordas-Demoulin shows dearly the 
difference between th~, two exprrssions of circumference: x1 + /- R2 = 0, 
and y dy + x dx = o. In the- first, I am doubtl ess able to att ribut e· diverse 
values to eat·h term , but I must att ribut e to the m one value in part icular 
for each case. In the second, dy and dx arc independent of any particu lar 
\'alue, and thri r relation refers only to the singulariti es which deline the 

trigo nometr ic tangent o f the angll' which the tangen t to the n1n -c makl'S 
with the axis of the ab:.d:.scs (<l~·/dx = - x/ ~•). 
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4. Apuld us, On lnterpretaiion (for the t<"nllinological couple obd1catil'lls-ded1ca-
1in1s). 

~- Plotinus, 2:7. 1. 

l· IGIITl:-1- T II Slo Rllo!> OF TIi i· TIIRl · I IM i\GI ; ', 

01- PHIi 0!>01' 111: R!> 

1. It is strange that Bachelard, seeking to characterize the ictzschean 
imagination, presents it as an "ase<•nsional psychism." L 'Arr er Jes son9es 

(Paris: Corti, 1943), ch. 5. Not only docs he rc<luce to the minimum the 
role of eart h and surface in Nietzsche, but he interpr ets Nietzschca n 
"verticality" as being, first of all, height and ascent. But it is indeed rath er 
depth and descent . Th e bird of prey docs not rise, save by accident; 
rather, it hovers above and drop s clown upon it. It is even necessary to 
say that, for iet?.sche, dept h sen ·es the purpo se of denoun cing the idea 
of height and the ideal of ascent; height is but a mystification, a surface 
effect , which docs not fool the eyc of the depth s and is undone under its 
gaze. Sec Michel Foucault 's comments to this effect in "Nietzsc he, rr eud, 

Marx," 1e1zsche (Paris: Cahiers de Royaumont , Minuit , 1967), pp. 186-

187. 

2. ie1zsche Concra Wa9ner, epilogue, section 2. 

NIN I-Tl:!: TII Sl::RI I:!> OF HUMOR 

1. The Stoics had already elaborat ed a very elegant theory of the Void, as at 
once e.t1ra-Bein9 and insinence. If incorporea l events are the logical att ri­
butes of beings and bodies, the rn id is like the substance of these 
attribut es; it differs in natur e from corporeal substa nce, to the point that 
it cannot e\'en be said that the world is " in" the ,·oid. Sec Brchier, La 

Theone des mcorparels dans /'ancien s1oic1sme, ch. 3. 

2. Diogenes Laertius, lir es ef Eminent Philosophers (Cambridge : I larvard Univer­
sity Press, 19H), p. 297. 

l · Kant, Cm,que ef Pure Reason, "The Tran scendental Ideal." 

4 · Kicrkl·gaard, 11ie Concept c?f Irony (Blooming ton: Indiana University Press, 
hy arrangement with Harper and Row, 1968), pp. 298- 300. 

r- 'ict>-~ch<-, The Brrth of Tra9edy. section {· 
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TWENT I ET II ~ 1- IUI- ~ ON T Iii : MORAL PR OBLE M I N 

!, T () l l . I' 1111 0 SO I' II Y 

1. See Victor Goldschmidt, Le Sys1eme sro"icien er l'idtfe de 1emps (Paris: Vrin, 

195"3)-
2. Cicero, On Di11ina1ion, s-6. 
3. On the irreduc ibility of the incorpor eal "expressible" to an even rational 

rcprc. entation, see Bri-hier's definitive pages, La Tlitforie des incorporels dons 

/'ancien sroii:isme (Paris: Vrin, 1928), pp . 16-19. 

4. Victor Goldschmidt , p. 1 07. 

TWENTY-FIRST SE RI E!, CH T II E EVENT 

1. With respect to Joe Bousquct 's work, which is in its ent irety a meditation 
on th e wound, the event, and language, see two essent ial articles in Cahiers 

du Sud ( 19>0), no. 303: Rene Nelli, "Joe Bousquet ct son double"; and 

Ferdinand Alquie, "Joe Bousquet et la moral e du langage ." 
2. See Joe Bousquet, Les Capita/es (Paris: Le Cerd e du Livre, 19)5"), p. 103. 
J· Maurice Blanchot , L'E.space /irreraire (Paris: Gallimard, 19H), p. 160. 

4. Essay by Claude Roy on Ginsbert , Nouvel Observateur, 1968. 
>· Sec Mauri ce Blanchot, p. 1 ST "This attempt to elevate death to itself, to 

bring about th<' co incidence of the point at which it disapp ears in itself 
and that at which I disappear outside of myself, is not a simple internal 
affair, but implies an immense respon sibility with regard to thin gs and is 

possible on ly throu gh thcir mediation .... " 

TWENTY-SECOND S l: Rll : S-PO H l' l· LAIN ANO VOLl'ANO 

1. F. Scott Fir--1.g('ralcl, The Crack Up ( 1936; New York: New Direction s, 1945"), 

p. 69. 
2. Malcom Lowrv, Under rhe Volcano ( cw York: Lippincott, 196s-), p. >>· 
3. M. Blanchot, i:E.space li11tfraire; pp. 104- 1os-: "By way of suicide I des ire to 

kill myself at a d(·tenninat c mome nt; I connect death to now: yes .. . 
now, now. But nothing shows the illusion, and the madne ss of thi s / ll'anr, 

for death is never pre;e nt .... Suicide, in this rc-spcct, is not a welcoming 
of dea th. It is rather a wishing to abolish it as the future, to deprin ' it of 
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that part of the futu re which is its essc-nce .... We cann ot project killing 
ourselves; we prepare ou rselves for it; \\ T act with an eye toward the 
ultimat e gesture, which neverthel ess st ill belongs to the normal category 
of things to do. But this gestu re is not withi n sight of death, it docs not 
concern it, it does not hold it up in its presence .... " 

4. Fit-£gerald, pp. 80-81: " I only want ed absolute quiet to think out why I 
had developed a sad attitude toward sadn ess, a melancholy attitude 
toward melan choly and a tragic at titu dr toward tragedy- why / had become 

idenc!fied with the objects ef my horror or compassion . . . . Identification such as 
this spells the death of accomplishment. It is something like thi s that 
keeps insane people from wor king. Lenin did not willingly endur e the 
sufferings of his prol etariat, nor Washington of his troop s, nor Dickens of 
his London poor. And when Tolstoy tri ed some such merging of himself 
with the objects of his at tention, it was a fake and a failure . ... " This 
passage is a rema rkable illustration of psychoanalytic theories (especially 
those of Klein) of manic -depr essive states. As we shall see in what follows, 
however, there are two point s which create prob lems for these theori es. 
In the first instanc e, mania is most often prese nted as a reaction to the 
depre ssive state, whereas it seems on the contrary to determine it, at least 
with in the structur e of alcoholism. On the oth~ r hand, identi fication is 
most often presented as a reaction to the loss of the object , whe reas it 
too seems to determin e this loss, to entail it and even to "will" it. 

,. In Lowry as well, alcoholism is inseparabl e from the identification s it 
renders possible and from the bankrupt cy of these identifications. Lowry's 
lost novel, In Ba/lase 10 the White Sea, had identification, and the possibility 
of health and salvation through identification, as its theme: see Selected 

Le11ers ef Malcom Lowry {New York: Lippincott , 196,). In any case, one 
could find in the futur e perfect a precipitation analogous to the one we 
have seen in connection with the past perfect. 

In a very interesting article, Gunther Stein has analyzed the figures of 
the futur e perfect. Th e extend ed futur e, like the past perfec t , ceases to 
belong to man. "To this time , not even the spec ific direc tion o f tim e 
applies- its posit ive sense or direct ion. It is reduced to something that 
will no longer be of the futur e, to an A ion irrclc·vant to the sel f. Man may 
indeed still think and point out the ex istence of this Ai011, but in a sterilt' 
manner , without compr ehending it or rea lizing it .... The '/ will be· (je 

serais) is lwnccfo1·tl1 changed into a 'what will be, I 111// not be' (ce qui sera. je 

11e sera pas). The positive expr ession of this fom, is the futur e perfect: I 

ll'ill hm·e been (j'aurai ete)." " Pathologic de la lib<'rtt, essai sur la non­
idcntifi cation ," Recherches philosophiques ( 19 36- 19 37 ), vol. 6. 
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1. Bocthius, Como/orion (!{ Philo!,()phy, 4. 

2. See Diogenes Laertiu s, r 147. 

J· Marcu~ Aurel ius, The .l/edira11om <!{ ,1/arcus 1\urehus, tran~. George Long 
( C\\ York: P. F. Collier, 1909) 12:14: "Aho, ·e, below , all aro und arc the 
rnon •ments of the clements. But the motion o f virtue is in none of these; 
it is something more divine, and ad\'ancin g by a way hardly obsc n ·ed it 
go('S happily on its road" (Meditati on 6:17; p. 237). Wl· f·ind hl•rc the 
doub le negation of the cycle and of a superi or know ledge. 

TWl:NTY-FOURT II ~l:Rll:S 01 · T il l- <.:OMMUN l <.:AT I ON 

(H 1::Vl:NTS 

1. A general theme of Cicero 's De Faro. 
2. De Faro, 8. 

3. Sec Georges Canguilh cm, le Normal er le parholD[Jique (Paris: P.U.F., 1966), 

P· 9°· 
4. On the ro le of exclusion and exp ulsion, sec the chapter on "contradic-

tion " in Hegel's lo91c. 
~- Nict,r..sche, Ecce Homo. trans. Walt er Kaufu1ann in On the Gencal°llv ef .1/orals 

and &ce Homo (New York: Vintage Books, 1969), p. 223. 

6. On the conditions under which the disjun ction beco mes an affirmative 
synthe sis thr ough a changing of principle, sec appendix 3. 

7. See appe ndix 3. Klossows ki speaks of " this thought so perfectly coherent 
that it exclud es me at the very instant I think it," "Oub li ct anamn ese 

clans !'experience ,·ccuc de !'eternal rctour du mcme," Nierzsche (Paris: 
Cahiers de Royaumont, Minuit , 1967) , p. 234- Sec also the postface to Lois 
de /'hospiralire. In these texts, Klossowski develops a theory of the sign, 

sense, and nonsense, and a profound ly original interpret at ion of the 
Nietzschean eternal return, conceived of as an ex-ce ntri c powe r of affirm­
ing di\'e rgence and disjunction, and which allows neither the ident ity of 
the self: nor of the world, no r of God to subsist. 

T\VI:: ' TY - 1-l rT II ,ERII · ~ OF UNIVOCI T Y 

1. Klossowski, "L a Period<· turinoi se de Nietzsc he," L'Ephemerc, no. ~-
2. Rorgi•~. Ficnones ( <·w York: Gron· Press, 1962), pp. 89- 101. 

HO T W ENT Y - T I I JIU ) :, I: R I I: S O 1- TH I; A I ON 

3. On the importan ce of "emp ty tim!'" in dw elaboration of the event, sec 
B. (.;roethu ysen, "De quclques aspects du ti•mps," Recherches philosophiques 
( 193S"- 1936), \'ol. s: "faery ew nt is, so to speak, in t ime where nothing is 
happeni ng"; and ther e is a perman ence of empty time spanning everything 
that happen s. The profound inten ·st of Joe Bousquet 's book, Les Capua/es, 
is that it raised the problem of language in relation to the univocity of 
Being, beginning with a meditation on Duns Scotus. 

TWl::NTY-!I IX T II :-1-:Rl l::S OF LANGUAt:1-

1. W ith respect to this proce ss of rl'lurn o r reactio n and the internal 
temporality that it implies, sec the work of Gustave Guillaume and the 
analysis of this work carried out by E. Ortigucs in le Discours et le sy mbole 
(Paris: Aubier, 1962). Gu illaume derh-cs from it an original conception of 
the infinitive in "Epoqu es ct niveaux temporcls clans le systcmc de la 

conjugaison frarn,aise" (Cahiers de lin9111stique strucrurale, no. 4, Universitc de 
Laval). 

TWt:NTY-Sl:Vl:NTl -1 Sl: RII; 01- O R ALITY 

1. See Melanie Klein, The Psycho-Analysis ef Children, tran s. Alix Strachcy (Lon­
don : Hogarth Press, 1932). 

2. Sec Melanie Klein's remark s along these lines and her references to 
W. R. D. Fairbairn's thesis, according to wh ich "in the beginning, only 
the bad objec t is internalized ... " (a thesis rejected by Klein): De1,elopmenis 
in Psycho-Analysis (London: Hogarth Press, 1970), p. 295. 

J· Melanie Klein docs not establish a clifTcrencc of natur es betw een anal and 
urethral sadism and abides by her principle in accordan ce with which 
"the unco nscious does not distinguish between the body's di,·erse sub­
stances." More generally, it seems to us that the psychoanalytic theory of 
schizophrenia has a tendency to neglect the importan ce and dynamism of 
the theme of the body wuhour or9ans. We said the same thi ng earlier in the 
case of Mrs. Pankow. It is, howeve r, much mor e evident in Melanie Klein. 
S<·e Dcl'c/opmenrs m PsJcho-Analj·sis, p. 3 11 , in which a dn'am involving 
blindness and a frock which is buttoned up to the patient' s thr oat is 
intc.,>rctcd as a simple sign of closing o lT, with out the theme of the boch­
wit hout organs being disengaged from it. In fact, body without organ·s 
and liquid spc·d fic ity arc bou nd togethe r, in the sense that the liquid 
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principle-t' nsun·s th<' sokkrin g of th<' pieces into 01w hloc k, even if this 
were a mass of water. 

4 . The rlh·ision wounded-unha m1ed is not to be confused with the d ivision 
partial -complete, but is itself applied to the complete object of the 
depr<'ssive position: sec Klein, Del'ldopments in Psycho-1\no~rsis, p. 201. It 
should not be surpri sing that the superego is "good" am! nevert heless 
cru el, vulnerable, etc. Freud has already spoken of a good and consoling 
superego in connection with hum or , add ing that there remained much for 
us to learn with regard to the essence of the superego. 

5"· Robert Pujol remarks, in Lacan's terminology: "The lost object can only 
be signified and not reco ,·ered .... " "Approch e theori9uc du fantasme," 
La Psychanalyse ( 1964), no. 8, p. 1 5"· 

6. Sec Bergson, L'Ener9ie spinw e/le (Paris: P.U.F., 1976), pp. 101- 102. 

TWl:NTY-E JGIIT II SE Rl l: S OF SEXUALITY 

r. Gilbert Simondon, L '/ndividu et sa 9enese physico-biolo9ique, p. 263. 
2. This forms a constant theme in Melanie Klein's work: at fi rst, the superego 

reserves its repression not for the libidinal drives but only for the destru c­
tive d1·ives which acrn mpany them. See, for example, The Psycho-analysis ef 
Children, p. 134. It is for this reason that anxiety and guilt do not find their 
o rig in in the libidinal drives, even incestuous ones, but in destru ctive 
drives and their repression: "not only would it be the incestuou s trends 
which give rise in the first instance to a sene of guilt, but horror of incest 
itself would ultimat ely be derived from the destru ctive impu lses which 
arc bound up permanently with the child 's earliest incestuous desires." 

3. The first point - that the sexual drives are freed from the impulses of 
conservation or feeding -i s clearly indicated by J. Laplanche and J. B. 
Pontalis: Vocabulaire de la psychanalyse (Paris: P.U.F., 1967), p. 43; and 
"Fantasmc originaire, fantasmes des origines, origine du fantasme," Les 
Temps Modernes ( 1964), no. 21s-, pp. 1866- 1867. But it docs not suffice to 
define this liberation by saying that the drives of conservation have an 
external object, and that this object is abandoned by the sexual impulses 
for something "pr onominal." In fact, the liberated sexual drives do still 
have an object projec ted at the surface: thu s, for example, a sucked-on 
finger as a projection of the breast (at the limit, a projection of one 
erogenous zone over another). All of this is recognized perfectly by 
Laplanche and Pontalis. But, above all, th e sexual drives, insofar as they 
have been connected in dep th with the alimentary drives, already have 
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parti cular objects distinct from the objects of these driYcs- namelv 
parti al internal objects. What must be sc-parated arf' two states of th~ 
sexual drives, two sorts of objects of these· dril'es, and two mechanisms of 
projection. And what must be made the subject of a critique are notions 
like that o f the hallucinator y object, which is indistinctly applied to the 
internal object, the lost object, and the object of the surface. 

Th e importan ce of the second point follows: the sexual drives are 
disengaged from the destru ctive drives. Melanie Klein insists on this 
constantl y. The entire Kleinean school makes a justif,ed att empt to exon­
erate sexuality and to free it from the destru ctive drives to which it is 
bound only in depth. It is in this sense that the notion of the sexual crime 
is discussed by Paula Heimann (De,·elopmenrs in Psycho-Analysis, pp. 328-
329). It is indeed tru e that sexuality is perverse, but pervers ion is defined 
first of all by the role of the parti al erogenous zones of the surface. The 
"sex crime" belongs to anoth er domain, in which sexuality acts only in a 
depth mixtur e with the destru ctive drives (subversion rather than perver­
sion). In any case, we should not confuse the two very differr nt types of 
regression under the very general theme of a return to the "pr egenital" 
(the regression to an ora l stage of depths or the regression to the oral 
zone of the surface, for example). 

4. On the "bad" and the "good" penis, see Melanie Klein, The Psycho-Analysis 
ef Children, pp. 233 and 26{. Klein notes forcefully that the Oed ipus 
complex implies the previous position of a "good penis," as well as the 
liberat ion of libidinal dri ves with respect to the destru ctive drives: "For 
only if the boy has a strong enough belief in the 'goodnes s' of male 
genitals- his father' s as well as his own -c an he allow himself to 
experience his genital desires towards his moth er . . . , he can face his 
Oed ipus hatr ed and rivalry." Comributions lO Psycho-Analysis 192 1-1 945 

(London: Hogarth Press, 1948), pp. 381- 382. This does not mean, as we 
shall see, tha t the sexual position and the oedipal situation do not have 
their new anxieties and clange rs-fo r example, a specific fear of castra ­
tion. And if it is tr ue, in the early stages of Oedipus , that the superego 
directs its severity first of all against the destru ctive dri ves, " it is only in 
the later stages of the Oedipu s conAict that the defense against the 
libidinal impulses makes its appearance .. . " (The Psycho-Analysis t?f Children, 

P· I 34, n.). 
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I N l· V I 1'1\BL Y P\I N l :, 111· 1> 

1• S,•<· rrc·ud, Beyond 1he Pleasure Prmople, ch. 4- This entir e chapter is essential 
to the bio-psychic theory of surfat:es. 

2. All of the great interpretation s of Oedipu s necessarily integrate• dem ents 
bo rrow C'd from the preceding positions, the schizoid and the <lcpressivt>: 
thu s, 1-!i::ilderlin's insistenct> on withdrawal and turnin g away refers to a 

prcocdipal position. 
3. Th e theory of desexualized energy is outlined by FrC'ud in The l:.,qo and 1he 

Id. ch. 4- We di\·erge from th<' Freudian acco unt on two point s. First , 
rreud oft ,·n exp resses himself as if the narcissistic libido could as such 
imply a dcscxualization of cncrg)'· Thi s cannot be maintain ed to the extent 
that the phallic ego of secondary narcissism still makes use of object 
relation s with parental images (restoration, summ oning) . In this case, 
<lesexualization com es about only with the castration complex defined in 
its specificity. Second , Freud calls this desexualized energy "neutral "; he 
means that this energy is abk to be displaced and is capable of passing 
from Eros to Thanat os . But if it is the case that it is not cont ent with 
joining Thanat os or the death instinct, if it is the case that it constitute s 
it, at least in the speculati,·e form that the instinct assumes at the surface, 
then "neutral" must have a comp letely different meaning, as we shall see 

in the following paragraph s. 

TIIIR T ll:TH S l, 1{11:S 0 1· T Ii i: P II ANTAS M 

1. Sc,· rr eud, '/11e Wo!{ ,1/an, Section {, 
2. Sc,· J. Laplanche and J. 8. Pontalis, " Fantasme originaire, fantasme des 

origines, o rigine du fantasme," Les Temps ,1/odernes ( 1964 ), no. 2 15, pp. 
1861 - 1868: "A father seduces a daughter -s uch would be, for example, 
the concise formula of the fantasm of seduction. Th(' mark of the primar y 
process is not here the absence of organi7.ation, as is occasionally said, but 
rather the parti cular character of the stru ctur e: it is a scenario with 
multiple entran ces, where nothin g says that the subject will find her 
position straight awa)' in the term "daughter" (fille): we ma)' also see it 
rc\'olve around th e tem1 "fat her" or en ·n the tem1 "seduces. '' This is an 

essential point of the <:ritiquc which Laplanchc and Pontalis address to 
th l' thesis of Susan lsaa<:s, "Th i' Natur e and Fun<:tion o f Phantasy," in 
Dc.-elopmenis m Psycho-Anolj·s,s. Isaacs, mod eling the phant asm on the drive, 
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gives to the suhjcct a determin ed act il'C' plac<-, C'l'en if the active revert s 
back to the passive, and convcrseh•. To this Laplanchc and Pontalis objl'Ct: 
" Docs it suffice to recognize in the fantasm of incorporat ion the equiva­
lence Ix-tween eating and heing eatrn ? Insofar as the idea of the subject 's 
position is maintained, even if it is passive, have we r<•achcd the most 
fundam ental structur e of th<· fanta~m?" 

3. On the link betw een the re\'ersa l of contr aries and the turnin g back on 
oneself, as well as on the value of tlw pronominal in this respect, see 
rr cud, "Th e Instincts and Th eir Vicissitudes,' ' in Jlewpsycholoay. 

fr eud 's text on con1rad1crory meanm.9s m pr1m1111'e ... o,ds has been criticized 
by Emile Benvcniste, "Rcmarqu es sur la fonction du langage dans la 
decouvert e freudienne," Problemes de lin911is1ique 9l nerale. lknvenistt ' shows 
that although a language might not can: · a certain category, it cannot 
grant it a contradi ctory expression. Reading Benveniste, however, one has 
the impress ion that language (lan9 ue) is necessar ily con fused wit h pur e 
processes of rationalization . But docs not language (/an909e) nel'erthcl ess 
imply paradoxi cal procedur es with respect to its manifest organization, 
even though the se procedur es are not at all redu cible to the identification 
of con traries ? 

4 . Luce lrigaray, "Du Fantasme ct du vcrbe," l' Arc ( 1968) , no. 34- Such an 
att empt must of cour se rely on a linguistic genesis of gramma tical relations 
in the verb (voice, mood , ten se, person). Examples of such geneses arc to 
be found in the work of Gusta\'C Guillaum e, l:.poques e1 nll'eau,t 1emporels 
dam le sp 1eme de la canju901son.franraise, and in tlw work o f Damourett c and 
Pichon, fasai de 9rammaire Jranraise, vol. }· Pichon himself underlines the 
importan ce of such studi es for pathol ogy. 

{- Susan Isaacs, "Th e atur c and Function of l'h antasy," in Dc1·elopmen1s in 
Psycho-llnaljrsis. 
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1. See Laplanchc and Pontalis, "fant a~mc originairc, fanta~mc des origi1ws, 

origin<' du fantasmc," Les Temps. llodernes ( 1964 ), no. 2 1~. p. 1853; l'ocabu­
laire de la psychanatrse. pp. 1 {8- 1 { 9· 

2. Pierrl' Klossowski, a"ertissc•ml'nt and postface to Lois de /'hosp11a/11i. 
!· It was l:dmond Perr ier who, from an ern lutionist perspe<:ti\·e , d early 

articulatl'd a tlwory of thl' "conflict lwtween the mouth and the brain ." 
I le dl'monstrat, •d how the dc\'clopm ent of the ncr\'ous systl'm in \'l'rtt·­
brat<"s brings th(• n· rebral cxtr cmit )' to take on thc position occupied by 
the mouth in th l· annelids. I le dab oratl'd the concept of a111wde in order 
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to account for these o rientations and these changes in pos1t1on and 
dimen~ion. I le employed a meth od inherited from GcoITrov Saint-Hil aire 
- the ml'thod of ideal foldings-c ombining in a compk x' manne r space 
and tinw . Sec " L'Origine des embran chements du regne animal," Scientla, 

May 1918. 
Thl' biological th<'ory o f th<' brain has always born l' in mind its 

C'ssentially superficial character (its ectodem1ic origin, nature-, and function 
o f the surface). Freud reassert s this and draws a grc·at deal from it in 
Beyond 1he Pleasure Prmc,ple. ch. 4- Mode m studies insist on the relation 
between areas of cortical projection and topological spac.x-. "Th e projec­
tion in fact convert s a Euclidean space into a topo logical space, so that 
the cort ex cannot be adequat ely represente<l in a Euclidean manner. In a 
strict sense, it should not be necessary to speak of projection with respect 
to the cortex, although there may be a g<'omC'trical sense of the term 
which is applicable to minor regions. It would rath er be necessary to say: 
a conversion of Euclidean space into topological space ... " a mediate 
system of relations restoring the Euclidean stru ctur es. Simondon, L · Jnd...,du 
et sa 9enese physico-b1oloa1que, p. 262. It is in this sense that we speak of the 
conversion of the physical surface into a metaph ysical surface, or of an 
induction of the latter by the former. We can thus identify the cerebral 
and metaph ysical surfaces: it is less a question of bring ing about the 
materialization of the metaph ysical surface than of following out the 
projection, conversion, and induction of the brain itself. 

r ll l R TY-ShC.:OND SI- IU l· S ON T Iil · D I FF l: 1{1-NT 

KI N D S (HS I-RI ES 

1. Th e object may apparently Ix· the same: the breast for example . It may 
also seem to h<' the same with respect to diITC'rcnt zones, as is the case, 
for exampl e, of thl' finger. In any case, th(' breast as an internal partial 
object (sucking, suwon) will not h<' confused with the breast as a surface 
image (suckling, suroremenr); nor will we confu se the linger as an image 
projected over the oral zone or over the anal zone, etc. 

2. We must notice fr cud 's use of the word "series," either with respect to 
his presentation of the complet e Oc·dipu s complex, in its four elements 
(The f.no and ,he Id. ch. 3), or with respect to his theory of object choice 
(Three &says on 1/ie Theory ef Sexualil)', Essay 3). 

With respect to the conception of two ('\'l'nts or two s<'rics, refe r to 
thl· commentaries of Laplancll<' and Pontalis, " Fantasmc originaiH', fan­
tasmc de~ origincs, originc du fantasmc," Les Temps ,1/odernes (1964), no. 
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21~, pp - 1839- 1842, 1848-1 849. It i!> cssl·ntial that the lirst or prcgcnital 
stage (the obser..-ation o f coitus at the age o f one and a half in the case of 
the Wolf Man, for example) should not be understood as such. As 
Laplanchc and Pontalis say, thl• first stage and correspo nding pregenital 
images arc fragmented " in the ~aics of moments of the transition to auto­
croti cism." 

3- These series may be qu ite variable· but they arc always discont inuous. 
Above all, the pregenital series put s into play not only partial erogenous 
zones and their images; it also scti. in motion pre-Oe dipal parental images 
fabricated in an entirely djffcrcnt manner than they will be later on, and 
fragmented according to the zones. This series therefore necessarily impli­
cates adult s in relation to the child, without the child 's being able to 
"co mprehend" what is in question (parental smes). In the seco nd series, on 
the oth er hand, it is the child or young man who conducts himself as an 
adult (filial series). For examp le, in Lacan's analysis of the Rat Man there is 
the series of the father who affected the child ,·cry early on and belongs 
to the familial legend (debt -friend-rich woman-poor woman); and th ere is 
also another series with the same terms, disguised and shifted, that the 
subject later on recovers for his own account (the debt playing the role of 
the object = x, bringing about the resonance of the two series). See 
Jacques Lacan, Le ,llyrhe indinduel du ne,•rosi (Paris: C.D.U., 19_n). Or 
anoth er examp le: in Proust' s Remembrance, the hero under goes a series of 
amorou s experiences of the prcgcnital sort with his mother; he then 
undergoes another series with Albertine. But the pregenital series has 
already put into play, in a mysterious noncompr chensivc or pre-compr e­
hensive mod e, the adult model of Swann's lovC' for Odett e (the common 
theme of The Cap111,e indicating the object = x). 

4. At the t·hain 's o rigin, on the contrary, when the disjunctions arc related 
only to the good objt-ct of the depressive pos ition, the d isjuncti\'e synth e­
sis has but a !imitative and negative use. 

S"· Sec Robert Pujol, "Appr ochc thcorique du fantasme," Lo Psychanalj,se, no. 
8, p. 20: the basic unit , the phoneme as it functions in relation to anothl'r 
phonm 1e, "esca pes the adult inasmuch as his understand ing is henceforth 
attun ed to the sense which comes from sonority and no longer to tlw 
sonority itsd f. We suggest that th<' subject mfans docs not hear th is with 
the same car; he is sensitive only to the phonemic opposition of the 
signifying chain." 

6. Scrgt· l.(•claire, Psycha11at 1ser (Paris: Scuil, 1968), especially pp . 90-9 5". 
7- With rcsp<Tt to th(' word "Poord 'jcli," its first aspect or the first scrks it 

subsunws. sec S. Lt•dairc, pp. 11 2-1 1 {- W ith respect to the second asp<'ct 
or second S('ries, l.C(' pp. 1 { 1- 1 r 3. Lc-clairc correctly insists on the nc-c<';,-
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sit)· of con~ickrin g initially thl' first aspect in its own right, without yet 
disc-us~ing scnsc-, which emerges only with the second. In this respc-ct, he 
remind s us of an essentia l Lacanian rule, that of not bl•ing in a hurr y to 
eliminalt' nonsense from a mixtur e of series which would want to be 
prematurel y significant . Moreover , the distinctions which arc to be made 
belong to several domains - not only between the surface series of 
sexuality but between a series of the surface and a sequenn• of the depth s. 
for example, phonemes tied to the erogenous zones ancl complex words 
tied to their coordinati on could be confused respectively with thc- literal 
values of the fragmented word and with the tonic values of the schizo­
phrenic "b lock" word (letter s-o rgans and inarticulate word). In this case, 
however, there is only a remote cor respondence between a surface orga­
nizatio n and the ord er of depth which it summon s, or between the 
nonsense of the surface and the infra-sense. Leclaire hims<'lf, in anoth er 
text, gives an example of this gcnn•: take, for instance, an oral noise of 
the depth like "kroa": it is very different from the ,·erbal representation 
"croque" (crunch or crackle). This representation necessarily forms part of 
a surface series linked to the oral zone and capable of being associated 
with other series, whereas the ora l sound is inserted into a schizoid 
sequence of the sort "croque, 1ro11e, cro11e ... " Sec "No te sur l'objet cle la 
psychanalysc," Cah,ers pour J'Analj-se, no. 2, p. 16s--

8. Th e ,·oicc from above, on the contrary , has at its disposal designations, 
manifestatio ns, and significations, without formative clements, dist ributed 
and lost in simple intonation . 

T 111 HT Y - T 111 H D St H 11· S O I' A LI <: I· ' S A DV I! NT LI HI: S 

1. In both cases the cat is present, since he appears initially in the Duchess' 
kitchen and then counsels Alice to go to S('e the hare "o r" the hatt er. The 
Cheshire Cat's position in the tree or in the sky, all of his trait s, including 
the terrifying ones, identify him with the superego as the "good" object 
of the heights (idol): "(The Cat) looked good-natur ed, (Alice) thou ght: 
still it had ,,e,y long claws and a great many teeth, so she felt that it ought 
to be treated with respect." The theme of the <·ntity of the heights, which 
slips away or withdraw s, but w~ich also fights and l·aptur es internal 
objects, is a constant in Carroll's work-it will be found in all of its 
curelt y in the poems and narratives in which angling occu rs (sec, for 
example, the poem "The Two Brothers," in which the younger broth er 
serves as bait). In )yfr1e and Bruno, the good father, withdrawn to the 
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kingdom of fairies and hidd en lwhincl the voice of a dog, is essent ial; thi s 
masterpiece, which also put s into pla~· the th<'me of the two surfaces­
the common surface and the magk or fairy surface- would requin • a 
lengt hy commentary . !-=inallv, in relation to the whole of Carroll's work, 
the tragic poem "The Thr e; Voices" is of particular importan ce. The first 
", ·oic<.>" is that of a severe and boisterous woman who creat es a terror ­
filled scene· of nourishment ; thl· second voin· is terrifying as well, but has 
all of the characteristics of the good Voic<.> from abo,·e which causes the 
hero to stamm er and stutte r; the third is an Oed ipal ,·oice of guil t , which 
sings the t<'rror of the result in spit<' of tlw puri ty of the intentions ("And 
when at fi ·e the unpitying sun/ Smiled grimly on the solemn fun,/ 'Alack,' 
he sighed , 'w hat ha,·e I done ?' "). 

2. We would like to cite an example which appears to us important in 
dealing with such an obscure problem . Ch. Lascgue was a psych iatrist 
who, in 1 877, "iso lated" exhibiti onism (and created the word ); in this 
manner , he did the work of a clinician and a s~'lllptomol ogist: see Ewdes 
medico/es, • :692-700 . Now, when he presented his discovery in a brief 
article, he clid not begin by citing cases of manifest exhibitionism . I le 
began rather with the case of a man who daily places himself in the path 
of a woman and follows her evcn ·wherc with out a word without a 

, ' 
gesture (" his role restrain ed to acting as a shadow "). Lascgue thus start s 
out by implicitly giving the reader to understand that this man is alto­
get her identified with a penis. It is only then that he cites manifest cases. 
Lascguc's method is the method o f an artist : he hegins with a novel. It is, 
witho ut doubt, a story initially created by the subject; but it took a 
clinician to recognize it. It is a nr urotic novel, since the subject is satisfied 
with embody ing a partial object that he actualizes in his whole person. 
What then is the difference between such a liwd , neurotic, and "fam ilial" 
novel and a novel as a work of art ? Th e symptom is always taken up in a 
nO\·el; but the novel sometimes detenni ncs the ocwoliza11011 of the symp­
tom, sometimes, on the contrar y, disengages the e,·ent which it counter­
actualizes in ficti,·c characters. (What is important is not the fictin· nature 
of the characters, but what explains the fiction, namely, thr nature of the 
pure event and thl• mechani sm of counter -actualization .) For examp le, 
Sad<' or Masoch make a no,·cl-work o f art out of what sadist~ or maso­
chists tran sform into a neurotic and "familial" now l-cn •n if thev write 
it. 
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rlllRTY-1 OllRTII ,1 RII · '> 01- l'IUM ARY ORDI-R AND 

)\f-CONDARY ORGANIL:ATION 

1. Depth is not by itsdf constituted in series, but it is umk·r the condi tions 
of thl· phantasm that it accedes to the ser ial form. On the structure of the 
phantasm, see appendix 1. 

2. It is int.Iced in terms of "know ledge" (saroir) that Lacan and certain of his 
Jisdples pose the problem of pcr\'crsion: sec the colle<:tion Le Desrr er la 
perms,on (Paris: Scuil, 1967). Sec also appendix 4-

3. Freud demonstrated the existence of crimes inspired by the superego. But 
it is not, it seems to us, inevitably or necessarily through the intcm,ediar y 
of a sentim ent of guilt preexi sting the crime. 

4. In fact, the abuser demands the expulsion of the \'ictim, forbi<ls anv 
response-but also withdraws by feigning the maximum disgust. All ~f 
this bears witness to the appurtenance of abuse to the manic depressive 
position (frustrat ion), whereas obscenitv refers to the excremental schiz­
oid position (hallucinated action-passi~n). Th e intimate union of insult 
and obscenity is therefore not explained, as Fercnczi believed, solely by 
means of the repression of objects of infantile pleasure which wou ld 
return "in the form of swearing and maledktio ns"; it requires rath er the 
direct fusion of the two fundamenta l positions. 

{, We cannot here follow Lacan's thesis, at lt>ast insofar as we understand it 
as related by Laplanchc and Leclaire in "L' lnconscient," Les Temps Moclernes 
(Jul y 1961), pp. 111ff. According to this thesis, the primary orde r of 
language would be defined through a perpetual slippage of the signifier 
over the signified, and each word would ha\'c a single sens<' and would 
refer to other words throu gh a series of equivalents that this single sense 
opens to it. On the contrai: •, as soon as a word possesses se,·eral . enses, 
organized according to the law of metaphor, it is in a certain manner 
stabilized. At the same time, language abandons the primary process and 
founcL~ the secondar y process. Unil'ocity, therefore, defines the primary, 
and equivodty the possibili~• of the secondary (p. 112). But univocity is 
here considered as the uni, ·ocity of the 11-ord, and not as the uni\'OCity of 
Reing which is said of all things in one and the same sense- nor of the 
language which says it. It is thought that what is univocal is the word, at 
the risk of concluding that such a word d0<·s not exist, having no stabil ity 
and being a "fiction." It seems to us, on the cont rary, that cqui, ·ocity 
charactc•ri:1,cs accurately the m ice in the primary pron'&~; and if there is 
an cssl·ntial relation between sexua lity and equivocity. it takes th(' form of 
a limit of the equivoca l and of a totalization which is going to render the 
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uninx:al possible-as the ,critablc characteristic of the unconsdous 
secondary organization. 

APP£ 1 DIXES 

I. S IMU LAC RUM A O A IC I E T PIIILOSOPIIY 

I. PLAT O ANO TIii: S IMULA CHUM 

1. Scph1s1. 2 36b, 264c. 

2. Jacques Derrida has recovcrd this Platonic figure in his analysis of the 
relation bNween writing and logos: the father of the logos, logos itself, 
and wri ting. Writing is a simulacrum , a false suitor, insofar as it claims to 
take hold of the logos by violence and by ruse, or even to supplant it 
without passing through the father. Sec "La Pharmacic de Platon," Tel 

Que/, no. 3 2, pp. 121T., and no. 33, pp. 381T; trans . 8. Johnson in Dissemina­

tion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981 ). The same figure is also 
found in the Statesman: the Good, as father of the law, the law itself, and 
,·arious constitu tions. Good constitutions arc copies; but they become 
simulacra as soon as they violate or usurp the law by evading the Good. 

3. Th e Other, in fact, is not only a defect which affects images; it itself 
appears as a possible model , which is opposed to the good model of the 
Same: sec Theaeretus, 176e; Timaeus. 28b. 

4. Sec Republic, 10:602a. And Scphist, 268a. 
{. X. Audouard has shown that simulacra "a rc constructions which include 

the angle of the observe r, so that illusion is produced at the very point at 
which the observer is found ... . It is not really on the status of nonbcin g 
that the accent is placed, but rather on this slight gap, this slight distortion 
of the real image, which happens at the point of l'iew occupied by the 
obsen ·cr, and makes possible the constitution of the simulacrum- thl' 
work of the sophist." "Le Simulacrc," Cahiers pour /'l\nalj,se, no. 3. 

6. With rc.~pect to Hegel, Althusser writes: "A drcle of circles, consciousness 
has but one center which alone determines it: there would have to be 
circles with ot her centers, dccc-ntcrcd circles, in order that the center of 
rnnsciousncss be affected by their cfficacy-bricAy, that its cssencc be 
ovcrdetnmin ed hy them ... " Pour .1/ar.t (Paris: Maspero, 1970), p. 101. 

7- On thl• modern work of art, and on Joyce in part icular, sec Umberto !::co, 
l'Oemre ou,·crte (Pari~: Seuil, 196{). On the cons tituti on of clil'crgent sc·ries 
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and tlw manner in which thl·y resona te and communi calc at th<' heart of 
a chao~, sc,· the profou nd commC'nts made by W . Gomhrowicz in the 

prefacl' to his novel Cosmos. 
8. Sl' C' Hlanchot, "Lc Rire des diC'uX," La .\'ou,.elle Ren ie Fran,aisc. July 1965": 

"A univC'rS(' in which the image ceases to be secondary in relation to the 
model, in which impos tur e lays claim to truth, and in which, finally, there 
b no longer any origina l, but only an eternal scintillati on where' the 
ahsC'ncl' of origin, in the splendor of diversion and reversion, is dispersed " 

(p. 103). 
9. Beyond Good and fail, Sl'Ction 289. English translation by R. J. I lollingdale. 

1 o. On the reticence of the GrC'cks, and notabl y of Plato, with resp<"ct to the 
C't<"rnal return, sec Cha rles Mugl<"r, Deux 1/iemes de la cosmoloaie 9recque 

(Paris: Klincksieck, 19n ). 
11. Pierre Klossowski, Un s, .Jimeste desir (Paris: Gallimard, 1963), p. 226. Sec 

also pp . 216-218, where Klossowski comments on sectio n 361 of the Gay 

Science: "Th e pleasure of simulation, explodin g as pow er, driv ing back the 
so-c alled chara cte r, subme rging it at tim es to the point of extingui shing 
it . u 

2. LU C R l.:T ILI S AND TH I· S IMU LACRUM 

1. In the enti re critical part of Book 1, Lucretius docs not cease to demand 
a reason for the di\'(:rsc. The different aspects of diversity arc d<"scribed in 
Book 2, 342-376, 5"81- )88, 661 -68 1, and 1op - 106E>. Translaiors' noie: 

passages of the De Rerum Nat.ura cit<"d arc· from Rouse and Smits' trans la­
tion (Camb ridge: Loeb Classit-al Library, Han •ard Univcrs it~· Press, 191) ). 

2. Sec Book 1, the critiqu e of I leraclitu s, l:.:mpcdocles, and Anaxagoras; on 
the nothin gness which cats into these pre-Epicurean conception s, sec 

1 :6p - 669, and 7 0-762. 

3. 1:633-63 4-

4. 1 : )99-6 34, 7 49-7 p. 
)· Sc•e Epicuru s, Lerrer 10 Herodatus. 61-62 (on the minimum of continuou s 

time ). 

6. 2:24 3-2)0. 
7. Thi s is one of th l' prin cipal themes of C icero's De l-a10. 

8. 2:483 - 499 . 

9 . ):449 - 45"4-
1 o. 2:) 41-s-68 . 

I I. ): I 28- I 3 I. 
1 2. 2: 1 o68: "cum locus est praesLO." 
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1 3. 1: 168. Ami 2:708: "seminibus cem s certa _qcnetnce." 

14. Sel' 1-:picuru s, le11er 10 Herodotm. 79. 

1 ) • Th<" introdu ction to Book 2 i~ built upon the following opposition: to 
avoid pain as much as possible, a few things will suffice; but to overcome 

the soul's agitation requir es a more profound art . 
16. Lucretius insists sometim es on one, sometimes on the othe r of these 

aspec ts: 1:110- 119; 3:41-73; 3:978-,on; 6:12-16. On the infinite capac­
ity of pleasures, see Epicuru s, .lledi1a11ons. 20. 

17. 3:1023. 

18. Epicurus, ,l/edi1a1ians, 7, 10, 34, H· 
19. 1:110- 111. 

20. + 24) -2 60. 

21. 4:26) -2 70. 

22. +1 94-798. 
2 3. Visual simu lacra have two advanta ge"s over deep emanati ons: precisely 

because they detach themseh-es from the surface, tlwy do not han ? to 
modify their order or their shape, and consequently arc rcpre scntati, ·e; on 
the other hand, they move with mu ch great er velocity, since they encoun­

ter fewer obstacles. Sec 4=67-7 1, 199- 209. 

24 . Th e analogy of this gradation is cl,,arly seen when Epicurus says of 
simulacra, and of atoms, that they arc "as swift as thought " (le11er 10 

Herodotus, 48); it is also apparent whC'n Lucretius applies to the swiftness 
of simulacra the same expr essions as those he uses when speaking of the 
swiftness of atoms in the void (4: 206-208 and 2: 162- 164). 

2). 4:130 -1 42. 

26. ): 1169ff. In fact, Lucretius appeal s to two cocx isting clement s- th<' 
mobility of the phanta sm and tlw permanen ce of the celestial order. 

27. 4:77 2 IT. 96 2 IT. 
28. 4: 1094- 1096. 

29. Sec Scxtus Empiricus, Adrersus .lla1hema11cos, 1 o: 219. The theory of the 
event, such as it is givrn to us in Epicuru s's tex t (Le11er to Herodotus, 68-

73), and in Lucre tius ( 1:440- 482) , is at once rich and obscure. It is also 
too brief. Insofar as the void alone is an incorpo rl·al ent it~·, the event docs 
not properl y speaking have the status of an incorporeal entit y. Certainl y, 
it does have an essentia l relati on to the simulacrum and , in the last 
analysis, with th<" movement of the atom (47 1-477 ). The Stoics grant the 
e,·ent a well dctem1inecl statu s because they cleave causali ty, so that 
clTcct s differ in natur e from causes; tl1is cannot be the case for the 
Epicurean~, who di, ·idc• the causal relation in accordance• with seric-s which 
conslTH' a homogendt y of cause and dfc-ct . 

JO. Obviou sly, we should not m nsicl('r thc tragic descripti on of the plague as 
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the end of the poem. It coincides too neatly with the legend of madness 
and suicide, which Christians propagat ed in order to demonstrate the 
unhappy personal end of an Epicurean. It is possible of course that 
Lucreti us, at the end of his life, had become mad. But it is equally vain to 
invoke the so-ca lled facts of life in order to draw a conclusion about the 
poem, and to treat the poem as an ensemble o f symptoms from which 
one could draw conclusions about the "perso nal" case of the auth or 
(brute psychoanalysis). It is certainly not in this manner that the prob lem 
of the relation of psychoana lysis and art is to be posed -sec Thirty-Th ird 
Series of Alice's Adventu res. 

II. PH ANTASM AND MODERN L IT E RATUR E 

3. KLOSSOWSKI 0~ BODIES-LANGUAGE 

1. Un si.funesre desir (Paris: Gallimard, 1963), pp. 126- 127. 

2. In Le Bain de Diane (Paris: Pauvert, 195"6), the disjunctive syllogism becomes 
a general method for the interpreta tion of myth and for the reconst itut ion 
of the corporeal in myth. 

3. La Re,•ocation de /'Edie de Names (Paris: Minuit , 195"4), p. 5"9- Th is book 
fonn s, with Roberre ce soir (Paris: Minuit, 19n) and Le So11Jleur (Paris: 
Pauvert, 1960), a trilogy which was reissued under the title Les Lois de 

/'hospiralire (Paris: Gallimard, 1965"). 

4. La Revocarion, p. 48. 

s-- La Rerocarion, p. s-8. 
6. Roberre, p. 31 (this chapte r is entitl ed "La Denonciation"). 
7. Michel Foucault, "L1 Prose d'Acteo n," Nourelle Rerne Franfoise, March 

1964. 

8. La Rfrocarion, pp. 1 1- 1 2. 

9. La Revocarion, pp. 28-29. 

10. Introduction to the (French) tran slation of the Aeneid. 

1 1. Un si.funesre desir, p. 1 26. 

I 2. la Rerocarion, P· I)• 

1 3. Le So1_,fJle1.1r, pp. S" 1 ff, 7 1 ff. 
14. Le S01!/Jleur, pp. 2 1 1, 21 2, 2 18. 

1 5". Le Soeffleur. p. 2 14. 

16. See postface to Lais de /'hospitalire: "A name, Robertc, has been a specific 
enough designation of the first intensity"; in the same manner, the coup le, 
as wdl as the epidc nni s and the glove, do not designate things - ratht·r, 

they stand for intensities (pp. 334-336). 
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17. Un s, Junes1e desir, pp. 1 26- 1 27. 

18. W. (;ombrow icz, Pornoarcifio, trans. Alastair Hamilton (New York: Grove 
Press, 1968 ) , pp. 1 2 1, 1 3 1. 

19. Roberre, pp. 73, 85'. 
20. Roberie, p. 1 3 3. 

2 1. Roberre. p. 85'. Wit h respect to this mon ·mcnt of the pure and the impure, 
see Un si.funesre desir, pp. 123- 125". 

22. Le Baphomer (Paris: Mercure de France, 1965"). 

2 3. Roberie, pp. 43-44-
24. Roberre, p. 7 3. 

25". Roberre, p. 8 1. 

26. Le Baphomer, p. 5"4-

27. Un s1.funes1e desir, pp. 220-22 1: "When Nietzsche announces the death of 
God, this amounts to saying that Nietzsche must necessarily lose his 
identity . . .. The absolute guarantor of the identity of the responsible self 
disappears on the horizon of Nietzsche's consciousness, which in turn 
merges with this disappearance." 

28. Les Lais de /'hospilalile, postface, p. 337. 

29. Kant, "T he Ideal of Pure Reason" in Critique <?f Pure Reason, trans. Kemp­
Smith (London: Macmillan, 1929), p. 491. 

30. Roberie, p. n-

3 1. "O uhli et anamnese clans ('experience vecue de l'eternel rctour de Meme," 
in Nietzsche, Cahiers de Royaumont (Paris: Minuit, 1967). 

32. "Oubli ct anamnese," p. 233. 

33. Le Baphomer, p. 137. On pur ely expressive or "emotiona l" language, in 
relation to the notion of S1immun9 and in oppositio n to the function of 
designat ion, sec " La Periodc tur inoisc de Nietzsche," L 'Ephemere ( 1968), 

no. 5', pp. 62-64-

34. Roberie, p. 84-

H · "Oubli et anamnesc," p. 229. See also " La Periode turin oise de Nict7$ehe:" 
pp. 66-67, 83. 

3<>. Les Lois de /'hospiralire, postface. See also "Oubli et anamnese," p. 2 33. "Is 
th is to say that the thin king subject will lose its identity with a coherent 
thought which would exclud e it from itself?" 

!7. Les Lais de /'hospiralire, postfacc, p. 346. 

+· MIClll-:1 TOLIRNIJ-R AND TIIE WO R LD WITIIOLIT OT lll;R S 

1 • \!endred, ou /es lunbcs du P<1cffiq11e (Paris: Gallimard, 1967 ). English transla­
tion, Friday. trans. Norn1an Denny (New York: Pantheon Rooks, 198,, by 
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arrangement with Doubleday), pp . 186- 187 . Translacors · nore: references 
arc to the English tran slation. 

2. P. 190. 

3. P. 198. 

4. O n Defoe's Robinson, sec Pier-re Machcrey's remarks, which show how 
the theme of origin is tied to an economic reproduct ion of the world and 
to the elimination of the fantast ic in the interest of an alleged " reality" of 
this world. Pour une rhiorie de la producrian liwfraire (Paris: Maspero, 1970), 

pp . 266-2 75. 

)• P. 2 1 2. 

6. P. 38. 

7. P. ST 
8. P. 32. 

9 . P. 220. 

10. P. H· 
11. P. 220. 

12. Tourni er' s conception clearly contains Leibnizian echoes (the monad as 
expression of the world ); it also contains Sartr ean echoes. Sartr e's theory 
in Bei119 and No1hin9ncss is the first great theory of the Other, because it 
tran scends the alternativ e: is the O ther an object (even iJ it is a parti cular 
object inside the perceptual field), or rath er a subject (even if it is anoth er 
subject for another perceptual field)? Sartr e is here the precursor of 
stru cturali sm, for he is the first to have considered the Other as a real 
stru ctur e or a specificity irreducible to the object and the subject. But, 
since he defined this strn ctur e by means of the " look," he fell back into 
the categories of object and subject, making of the Other the one who 
constitut es me as an object when he looks at me, even if this means that 
the Other wou ld himself become an object when I , in turn, look at him. 
It seems that the stru ctun.· Ot her precedes th e look ; the latt er, rath er, 
marks the moment at which someone happens to fill the stru ctur e. The 
look brings about only the effectuati on or the actualization of a stru ctur e 
which must nonetheless be independently defined. 

I 3· Pp. 94 -9 6. 

14. P. 204-

15. P. Ss-. 
16. P. 205. 

17. P. 203. 

1 8. Pp. 1 1 s-- 1 16. 

i9. Pp. 40 - 41. 

20. P. 10s-. 

21. Sec Henri Michaux's descripti on of a table made by a schizophrenic in Les 
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Grandes epreuves de / 'esprit (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), pp. 1 s-6ff. Robinson's 
constru ction of a boat which cannot be transport ed is not without 
analogy. 

22. P. 67. 

23. P. 172. 

24. P. 180. 

2s-. Pp. 211-2 12. 

26. P. 1 '3· 

27. Sec the c~llection Le Desir er la pemrsian ( Paris: Scuil, 1967 ). Guy Rosolato 's 
article, "Etud e des perversions sexuelles a partir Ju fctichisme," contain s 
some very interesting, thou gh too brief, rema rks on "sexual difference' ' 
and "t he double" (pp. 25-26) . Jean Clavreul's article, "Le Couple perv­
ers," shows that neither the victim nor the accomplice takes the place of 
an Oth er; (on "desubjectivization," see p. 110 ; and on the distinction 
between the cause and the object of desire, sec the same author's "Rem­
arques sur la quest ion de la realite clans les perversions," La Psychanalyse, 

no. 8, pp. 29off. ). It seems that these studi es, founded on Lacan' s strn ctur­
alism and on his analysis of the Verleu9nun9, are in the course of develop ­
ment . 

28. In Sade there is the ever-pr esent theme of molecular combination. 

~- ZOLA AND T H I: C RA C K-UP 

1. Emile Zola, La Bete humaine, tran s. L. Tancock (Markham : Penguin , 1977), 

p. 66. 

2. In an article on "F reud et la science," Jacques Nassif brieAy analyzes this 
conception of dissimilar heredity, as we find it, for example, in Charcot. 
It opens the way to a recognition of the action of external events. "It is 
clear that the tern1 'family' is taken here in both of its senses: that of the 
classificatory modd and that of the parental relationship. On one hand, 
maladies of the nervous system constitut e a single family; on the other, 
this family is indissolubly united by the laws of hC'redity. These laws allow 
the explanation that it may not be the same malady that is dcctive l)' 
transmitt ed, but only a diffuse ncuro-pat hological disposition which, on 
tlw basis of nonhereditar y facto rs, would become specific in a distinct 
illness," Cahiers pour /'analyse ( 1968), no. 9. Clear ly, the Rougon-Mat·quart 
"fam ily" ope rates in both o f these senses. 

l- "Ce line I," L'/-/erne. no. 3, p. 17 1. 

4. I.a Bew humaine, p. 2 27. 

{. La Bere humame, p. 267. 
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6. La Bece humame, pp. 33 1, 33 2 • 

7. La Bece humaine, pp. 335', 36 1. 

8. La Bece humaine, p. 5'8. 

9. La Beu: humaine, p. 1 ,5', 

1 o. La Bete lwmaine, pp. 5' 5', ,6. 
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Index 

A hstran thinkPr , I 56-57 

Absurd, th e, I 5, 69, 13S; distinct from 

non sense, 35; paradox of, 35; phil os ­

ophy of, 71 

.~b) ·ss, I 06, 164, 182, 306; g roundles s, 

139-40 ; in Nie tzc he, 108; re turn to, 

3 I 5; SansJond, I 06 -8; undilTcre n­

tiat cd, 103, 106-7 

Affide nt, I 5 I , I 52, I 55, 244, 322; 

f'n •nt and, 53- 54 

.-ktion(s), 9 1, 94, 95, 192, 207; c.:orp o­

rc·al signs, 34 3n IO; and C\'cnts, 182 ; 

ncr) ·day and pur e Cl'Cnt , 238; of l'X­

h'rna l c, ·l·nts , 377n2; in languag,•. 

184: opp os ition bf't\\' n• n int ended 

and acco mplish ed, 207-8; phanta sm, 

n·su lt of, 210 
:\, tualization, 114; first lel'e l o f, I 1- 12, 

113,115, 116; tinw of, 168 

.~nu,1li✓.ation of tht' c ,-ent, 146, I 4 7, 

148, 149, 152, 186 ,21 0 , 2 12; h~• th e 

.1, tion, I 50; in di stinct \\'Oriels, indi -

, idua l,, 172; doubling of, 16 1; indi ­

l'iclual~ and, 177, I 78~ monwnt of: I 5 1; 

1110, ·,·m, •nt of; 167 -68; phantasm and , 

22 1; 1m1poral, I 00-9; "illing, I 59 

Adso rpti on, 206, 2 11, 2 1 3 
!lcnc,d, 286 

< 

Ac·stlw t i<·s, duality o f, 260-61 

Aflim 1ation , 123; of disjun c tion, 172; of 

di\'(•rgencc-, 172, 174, 175; poW<·r o f, 

260-61 . 296, 297; in naturali sm, 79; 

sce ne suspc-ndcd in. 31, 32. 33, 35; 

S)'ntlws is, 241 

Aggn ' ssion(s), 220-2 1; th <>ug ht as, 298 
Aggn ' ssin·nc·s s, 192, 19 3, 20 I 
Ailly, Pif'rr c d', 20 

Aion, 10 1, 12 1, 136, 141, 144, 2 15, 

24 1; actor hd<>ngs to, I 50; and 

C hrono s, 77, 132; e ffec t on , 5; in 

en- nt s, 5 3; infinitcl~- su hdi l'is ihlc 

time, 60, 6 I , 63-64; past , present, 

and future ·, 164-68; purf' infinitin· a.~. 
185; pun • lint• o f, in spl'culathe fi,m,, 

209; sens,• in. 81, 166; S<'rit·~ <>f. 67 , 

162-68; str att'git · lim · of, 64 , 176; 

surface organintion tl,·t<'m1in<'d b)·, 

166-68: of surfa t'l'S, 175-76; tw o si­

mult a1wous din· c tions o f: 79; uni vo­

cal Bei ng as pure· form of . 180 

Alco hol, 156, 16 1 

Alt-oho lism, I 54 , I 57, I 58-60 , I 93, 2 19. 



Ako holi, m (ronrmucJ) 

349115; and crack -up, 32 1; dqm :·ssi1·, · 

,l, 1wct or, I 59; a, in,tinct, 322, 32 3, 

315 
Al<'ator)' point, 56, 94, I 03, 11 3, 1 16, 

166: Aion, straight line tra" ·lc·d by, 
64: of d,·, ,·xualiz,·d encrg~•• 241; in 

,kn·lopnl{'nt of language, 8 1; dis­

placed, 6 5, 137, 141; ideal fonn, 19, 

59; inMantam'Ou,, 167; in proh l,·m,, 
114; of singular points , 114; in Stoic· 

philoso phy, 146; and suh,bll·ncc of 

God, 176 
;\lice m \\1011dula11d (Carroll). I, 9, 10, 

43, 56, 234- 36; alim,·ntai: · oh,ession, 

of, 23-24; eaucu, -rat ·e in, 58; di rec­

tion, 77, 78-79; double s (in), 79-80; 

double ,l<h·cntur ,· of, 75; paradox, 32; 
paradox of repn·,sio n, 30- 31; part, 
of , 234-36 ; schizophrc ·nic d,·mcnt, 
in, 9 2; ,,· ries in, 234 -38; s,·rir s in se­

rialization, 41; ,i ngularitic·, of, 80; as 

stoi: · of oral regn ·s, , 37; surface in 

adn •ntur rs of, 124 

Alic<·'s adwnture s, 142-43; n •" ' rsals in, 

3; seriC', of, 234-38 
Alimentar y dri\'<'S, 2 16, 225, 24 2 

Alimmtar\' obsC'S,ion, of Alin·, B-2 4 

Alimentary , yst<'m, 198 

Alimentar v words, 3421110 
:tl,qmd, 19, 26, 44, 49, 180; lihcrati on 

o f, 22 1; s,•nsc a,, 22, 31 

Ahhu sscr, Louis, 341114 

Amhiguou, ,ign, 114, 116, 346n4 

,\mor.[011. 149, 151 
Amplitude ·: monwnt of, 26 1; ,,· ri,·s of, 

242, 244 

Anality, 187, 2 19, 246-47, 248 
Analogy, 179, 180, 194, 268, 275 

Anal stag,-. I 96, 24 5 
Anal th em,·, 189 
Arrnlyt it· pn ·dicat,·,, I 12- 13, I I 5, I 16 

Anal ?Om·. 196, 245 
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And, ·nt philo soph~·. ,imula, rum and, 

25 3-79 
Ancn lotc·s, 142, 148: in ph ilosoph~·· 

128, 129-30 

Animu s/anima, 27 3. 276 

Anonymity, "ill of, 100 - 1 
An,",·~. 56 

Antichrist, 28 I, 292 , 296: ordn of, 294, 
297, 30 I; , ~·, tern of, 298 

Antin om~·: parad ox in fonn of , 48 -50 

Anti.,tllf'lll'S, 1 l 2, 133 

Anti -thc·olog)·, 282 

Anxi<'ly, 20 1, 202-3, 204, 205 , l52n2 

Aphorisms, 128, 14 2 

App<·aranc<'(,), 20-24 , 25 l 
Appn n· ption, 10S, 344n6 
App, ·t iH·s, 332; and d,·ath instin r t, 326-

37 
AriMotlr , 6- 7, 18, 254, 259 

Aristo tdianism, I 05 

Arnault, 345n I 

Art, ideal gam,· and, 60; ps~-choana l~·sis 

and, 137-38; thco r~·· 260 · 

Artaud, Antonin, 87, 88, 89, 9 1. I S7, 

I 9 3, 34 3n I I; antinomi C' sc·ric·, in, 86; 

confrontation wit h Carroll, 83-86, 

9 1-93; "Jahh,•rwock y," of. 89-90, 

B9n2 
A,l ·,·nt, 247; philoso plwr h,·ing of , 127-

28, 135; S<x..-atic irony as, 132-38 
A,,,,..·nt ,, rol,· and n·turn of. 144-4 5 

As,,..·rti on, 14 
As,odations (in languag,•), 8S, 90 

A,trol~ -. 17 1 
Atom(,), 268- 7 1, 274, 276, 277; m lli­

"ion of: 269-70; d,·cll·n,ion of, 18 3; 

infinit<', 269, 272 

Attitud e (wnn•p t), 355n 3 
Allrihut, ·s, 94, 276- 77: in A ion, 165; as 

pn ·dicat,· concept , 97 
Auto -,·roticbrn, 197, 199, 203, 225; 

ph an tasm and, 2 16 
Autonorn\' of th ,· dTc·, t, 95 

Autr eco urt. Nicholas d ', 19 
A ,·in·nn,-, 34 

B ahylonian lotter y, 6 1 
BaLhc-lard, GaMon, 347n I 

Bad obj,·c 1', 190, 227 

Balzac, I lono re de·, 324 

&phomct, l e (Klo,,,,owhki), 29 1-94, 
297-98 , 299 

Bataille, (j,•nrgcs, 288 

B,·t·oming(,), S, 164, 165; of dc-pths, 

175- 76; and languages, 8, 11; para ­
dox of, 8, 11, 33 

B,•c·oming-mad , 7, 78 , 141; o f drpths, 

163, 164-65 ; etc·mal return of, 263; 

serie wdin·ctions of; 79-80; in simula ­
t·rum, 268 

B,·c·oming unlimited, 7-8 , 9, 258 

Bdng, I , 9 1, 259, 267, 279; divine, 105 ; 
,·tcrnal r<'lum, 264 

&·ms and .\'01hm9ness (Sartr e), 307, 
366n 12 

B,·licfs, 13, 16; scnse of, 17- 18, 19 
lk1wenist, ·, 13, I 5 

Jk rgcr, Ga, ton, 344n6 

lkrgson. I l<'nri, 28 
lk , t (the ), model of, 59 

Mic humamc. Lo (Zo la), 32 1, 32 3, 326-
27, 330-32 

R.:wnd 1he Pleasure Prmnple (1--n·ud), 
156n3 

Birth, 2 !7, 277 

Rmh of "fr.,,qed,1. the (N i,·tzch,·), 107 

Blan,·hot, Maurin·, 15 1-52 , I S6, 222, 
2l8 

Bl.rnk \\ Ord, 67 

Bodi,·,, 4, 94, 313, 143; -a,·tion,, 143; 

a, t·au,e,, 61; communit ·ation in 

d, ·pt h, 189; cli,int,·gra tion of, 194; 
,·xpn ·, .,ion ., of, 272- 75; ,·thin of, 

142-·H: ,•1·t·nt,, 182; frontil ·r h.·t\\ ('c·n 
l.lnguag,· ,md, 167; lront iC'r lwt,H ·,·n 

propo sition ., and, 125; gro undin g lan ­
guag,· . 134, I 35: hum or and , 135; 

111t1·11>rc·tat ion o f. 87; intc~c·ction s in 

monwnt, of, 167 ; - languag,· 280- 301 · 
lo" of unit y by, 299; ;;,urd,:r and • 

tJ ,tratio n conce rn , . 208; op,·r at ional 
nwcll'l of (to ,·at/to hl' ,·att·n), B-24; 

pa, , ing to inc·orpor<'al, skin , urfocC', 

I 0- 1 I ; -pa, sions, I 31, 143; pa,.,,ions 

and l'l'il int c·ntion s a,, 143; pc·n ·1·r­

.,ion ., of, 286: prC'St'nt and , 162-63, 

165; prindpl<' of repr od uction, 27 1-

72; ~en,e produ ced by, 124-26; s<'pa­

ratt·d from words b~· S(•nsc·, 9 1; as 
,i mula cra, 164; sound-dTcct., 166; 

,ound, and, I 8 1-82, 186, 187; speak ­
ing, 285-86 : and stat e of affairs, 4-7, 
12 

Bodil~· zones, 196 -97, 203, 2 18, 24S; 

M·xual orga nizat ion of, 198, 199-20 1 

Bo<l~·: as aggrt-gate of lcners, 23 1; de-

1<·lnp ment of, 280; dualirv of , 90; 
fragmentnl, 87, 92, I 88, ·, 92; glo­

riou, , 88; h,·,i tati on, 280, 281 :"intcg ­

rit)' of, 294; language. 23-24, 280, 

28 1, 282, 285- 87, 289, 290-94, 296 , 

300-1; schi, ophreni c, 87 , 88, 9 3; sex­

ual, 197; thn ·aterwd bv ,·oice 194· 
wound ed, 204, 205 , • • 

Hoel)· without organs, 129, 188, 189, 

193,198, 224, 3S ln3; death a, dri"c, 

19, 199; ,·go in, 203; and good oh­
j,·,·t , 190, 192 

B()(·hmer, 106 

B0<·1hius, 162 
Bolttm ann, 77 

Borcla, -DC-moulin , 346n j 

Borg,·,. J. L., 6 1, 62, I 14, 176 
Bou,qtwt , JO(•, 148, 149, 15 1, 157, 

3Slnl 

Brain, mou th and, 2 33, 240 -41, 242, 

355n 3 
Bn·ath, -,pi rit ,, .?97 -30 1; ')' lt'lll of, 294 
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Hn·ath- \\ onk 88 
Bn·hil-r. bnil, ·. 5 
Hn·nt ano. 1-r,uv, 10 
Bri, ,,·t. )<"an- l'i,·rn·, 140 
Hrnnrrnr,. J,uqut•, B., 83, H8n2 
Butor. Mid,a(•I, 47 

C.,nnih,,lbm, 130, 131, 143, 202, 206, 
H9; orality and, 187 

Carro ll, Lewis, 20, 74, 80, lB. 129; Ar­
taud's confrontation with, 83-86, 9 1-
93; dcM'xualil.iltion in, 238; doubl, ·,. 
39, 79-80; D,1 u11mics of II P11r11clc, the, 

55; ,·ntity of th, · !wight, th, ·nw in, 
358u I ; e,otc ric worcl~ in, 4 3-44, 2 34; 

,·n-nt :,/things/~tate of affairs, cliffcr­
l'nn· lx-t\\een, 9- 11, 34; grammar in, 
9 1; //11n1111/J '!f the Snark. tire, 46 ; idt·,,1 
ganw in, 58; im·cntion in, 34 3n 11; 
" Jahhcrnock~ ·." 4 5-46; language, 
means of, 12; method o f prohl, ·nb 
and ,-olutions in " ork of, 56; paradox 
of, 17, I 8; parad ox of logil· in, 16; 

paradox of nnllralil ) in, 3.S, H; par ­
adox of n·gn •:,., in, 29-31 ; par ,lllox of 

, ter il1· division, in, 32: 1x·n 'l'r,ion in, 

144; ps)·choanal~·ti( diagnosis of tlw 
work of, 237; r<"Ul'J tiona l math.-m.it­
ics of, 55-56; ,chiwphr,·nia in, 92-93; 
scn,, •tnon,,·nM· in, I I I, 117; ,,•rial 

ml'thocl in, 36, 41-4 3; scrk-s in, 64, 
65. 86-87; ~) l11e am/ Bruno. I 0, 11, 
13. 26- 27. 4 2-43. 44, 55; 'Thm · 
Vnitc,, tlw," 359nl ; TI1rn119h th,· /, ,ok-

1119-<,/cm. I, 9- 10, 4 3, l 16; to ,•at/ to 
he- ,-.ncn, , pl·l'ifrc ahanatiH •, in, 2 3, 
16-1.7, 37; "T"o Broth ,·r,, tlw," 
3 58n I; ...:,· 11l>0 . Ilic,· ,n ll'1111Jcrland 

l '.irroll ,,fT,·l t, 70 
Carroll\ par.,doi-. HOnl 
CN r,1tion, 201, 203 , 106 . 107, 208, 

209,21 1, 2 19, 121 , 141; mmpl,·..:, 
101. 206,219,110. B l ; ton trari, ·, 

17 2 

of, 175-76; rn nH·rg,·nu· of dq>th 
into partial ., ur fac,·, . 217 ; ,·riticJu•· of, 
11; di~mis.--al of, 111 humor, I 36; 
dl'pth, disturha m,· of. l l 5; drht ·, in. 
I ')8- 99; c-fTet~t, 2 10; ,·go in, 20 3; ex­

plo ration of, I 08 ; fear. 15 3n4; good 
objec t ,·xt ra,·ts, Voin· from. I 9 3-94; 

histor.· of, 187-95; hullo" lull, 188-
89; h;.mor and, 14 I; int,•rnal tl·n,ion 

ol, 189-90; loss of ,·11·rything in, 2 39; 
in ' il-11.cht·, H7nl; (k tlipu, complex 
and, 20 5; in origin ol. of ph,mt,:i.m, 
2 18, 2 19; Oth, , r., and , 307; prni, in, 
200. 202; phallu, JS agt'nl of, 2 37; in 
philosophy, 128-29, 130, I 33; physic, 
of mixturc s in, 112; n •action of 
height to , 198: rt·prt'~st•cl by height. 
.243-44; risk, 236; in !'-.toit·bm, 143; 
Sub\'t'r,ion of, 24 3; th inkt·r of, 2 19 

Ca, t ration trac,·: lwconw, lirw of 
though t, 2 19-10; de,dopmcnt of, 
,md phanta sm, 2 18- 19; phallic lint• 

nwrging "itl, , 228. 232 
Ca1t-gorical ,~·llogism, sdf as uniH·rsal 

prindpl c of, 295 
Cat, ·j:(ori, ·s, I 39, 295; di,tribu t ion of, 

311, 318; in pt·q >,•tual hold. 308, 309 
Cau,alit y. 59, 144, 270 , 272, 295; d, ·a, ­

age of, 6-7; aturalbm in prindplcs 

of, 268 
l'aust·A-ITnt, 7, 8, 59, 94; in hocli,·,, 4-

5; inf,·rl'lll'l' in, I 3: st•ri,·, in, 9 5 
<:au,,·~, ho,li,·, as, 4-5; l' \\ ' llb and , 210-

21: irn ·dudhle pluralit~ ol, 170: of 
phanta,m -,·,·l·nt, 2 1 I; prl'~<"nt and, 
161-63; unu y of, 132, 143, 144, 163, 

169. no 
Cfli nc. 326 
l', ·nlt' r. I 0-t; dt ·t·l·nh•n•d, 176. 264; db ­

plan·d, 183 
Chann·. 180, 270 ; allim, ation nl, 60: 

/\ion a,. 64; di- i,ion and apportion ­
nwnt in game.,. 58, 59: ritual in 

garm·,, 60-n I 

Chao,, I 39-40, 260-6 I. 263 , 266; ,·t,·r ­
nal n ·turn, 264 

l 'ham -n>,mo, (Ch,1osmos) in Carroll. 
111, 176 

C!ll'.~hin· Cat, 235. 236 

l'hild(rt•n), 82-83; 2 10; in Artaud and 
( 'arroll, 91: good int,·ntion, of, 204 -
5; d,·, ·,-lopnwnt in, 229, .2 30. 2 l 1, 
232; ,c hi:1oid po,i tion of, 9.2 

t'hrn no,, 60, 6 1, 64, 144, 176; and 
Aion, 77, I 32, 162, 163, 165; God 
,1,, 150; pa,t, present, and futur e-in, 
162-64; prc~cnt, of, 168 

Chr: ·sippu,, 8-9, 80, 129, 130, 131, 
I 34, 136. 170; effect, 70 

Cin ·ro, 144 

Cird,'(s): cle('(·ntcrring o f, 26 1; and ctc·r­
nal return, 300- 1; monocc·ntric, 260; 
of prop osition, 22; of tim(', 150 

Clmamen, 269- 70, 275. 276, 277 
l 'ogito , 14, 15, 102, 123, 139 
Commo n sens,-, 75, 77-80, 102, I 19, 

148; ('()mplcm entarity with good 
st·nse, 78; dC'Stro~·ed hy parad ox, 3; 
in I lu.,scrl, 97-98; produn •tl b~· pa.<­
"' c g,·n,·sis, 116- 17; n•pr<•S('ntat ion 
in, 14 5 

Com muni cation: th rough inrnmp os, ihil­
it~·. 174 

l'ompa tihility. 170, 171; alogical, 172. 
177 

l'om po,,ihilit ~, I I I. 171-72 , 2 59-60 
Co11<11m, 269 

l'o nn ·pt(,), 6, 19, 34, 115, 170, 17 1, 
NS; attrihutt·s a,,, 97; lo,-,, of id,·ntit, 
and, 174, 296; prima1·~· of tlw " I" ir; 
r•·lation to, IS. I 8; n ·a,on and, 294-
95; , ignifit·ation in. 24 1 

( 011/111<1/1<1, l! 

l'onju rwtion , 47, 174, 175; rda tion, of, 
170, 17 1; of,< ·ric,, 225, 221', 

( '0111unc lrw ,,·ri,·,. 174; in Carroll, 2H 
( ·0111wwtin· ,y nthl',i, , 175. 229. 2 31; in 

'l' 'l.llJI st·ri,·,, 2 32 

( 'onm·( lion, 47: of s<·ri,•s, 225 
(.'onnnti\l' ,~'lllht-,.i,, 174, 175, 129, 

212: in Carroll, 2 34 
l '1111,, ulu, rwss, I 02- l ; 122, 12 3; <·ff,·t t 

of pr,·,..·nce of Oth, •r., on, 310- 1 I, 
311; phant a, m and, 2 17; position , of. 
101; ,, ·..:ualit) in. 244; thl' tran, n·n ­
dt'nta l and. I 04 

Con,ump tionsk xpr,·,,ion, dua lil)', 85 
l'onting, ·nt fotun •s (parad ox) . B 
Contradi ction, 69, 111, 173, 178; cln,·1-

opnwnl of, 17 5; of cH•nts , 170-7 1 ; a, 
primith ,· words, 2 13; schrw ph r,·nic 
manrwr of Ii, ing. 87, 88, 89, 9 1-9 1; 

prin d pl<', B - 34, 35, 74-75 
Contrari es: affirmation of distann• of'. 

172-7 3; rn mpat ibility of, 177 
Cornw g1•ncc·. 259, 260; circle of, 183; 

of dh·1·rgc·nt sc•rics, 183: ideat ional 
n·nte r of, 174-75; phalllL~ a;, agent 
of, 227 : of JX>ints of view, 174; of 
sc·ril-s, 17 1, 172, 176, 225 , 226 , 227, 

228, 229, 134: wor ld cons tit uted on 
t lw ha,b of .,1-rics, I 09- 10, I I , I I 3, 
114, 116 

Coordination. 268; of ego, 203; of •·rog­
t·nou, ✓Onc-s, 200: phallus as agent of, 
227, 2 31- 32: ohl·ric s, 225 

Copy. 2, 7, 263, 165 , 266; Plato nic, 
259; simulan um and, 253, 256-58: 
\\'oriel o f, 26 1, 166: and icon, 256-57 

Cosm<X, 48 
(.'ount,·r-a,·tuali✓ation, 150, I 5 I, 152, 

157, 161, 175-76, 178-79, 22 1; pn·­
-.cnt of, 168; in P") l hoanal~ ,is, 2 1 2: 
ultimatt• sr·n.-.· of, 178 

( 'ounll·r-st ·n,..-, 12, HI nl 
Court cl,· C, ·lx·lin. 140 
Crack ( the-), actua li:,nl a, dq>th, of 

hex!~. 222: n· n·hral, 24 I; in de,·clop­
nwn l phant a,m, 2 18- 19; in hi,t ory of 
in>tim·ts, 332; lwr••dtt~ of, 324-25, 
326; of tlw ,d i~ 176; ,il,· nn· , I SS-58, 
160-6 1; in ,ur fac,·. 165: tran· of c,1'-
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Crac k (con11n11eJ) 
tration as, 208-9; in Zo la, 32 1-2 3, 

n4, l 33 
Crock lip. the ( Htzgaa l<l), 154-55 

Cram ·. St<·plwn, Red Bad9e c?[ Coura,qe. 

the. 10 1 
Cr..111'ius, 2, 25 
Cn;<,ltv, I 90-9 1, I 92-93; theater or, 90 

Culpability, 202-3, 204, 205, 206 

Cyn ics, 9, 129, 130, 132, 133 

D eath, 145 , 149 , 151-52, 153, 176, 

208 , 2 17, 22 1, 222 , 26 1. 277, 292 , 

326; aspects of, 156; by cas tr ation, 

206, 207; in C'\'ent , I 56 ; figur es of. 
209; inco rp oreal/personal. 156 ; pro b­

lem of, 84 

D,,ath instin ct , 198, 208 . 209 . 239, 240, 

318, 326-27 ; in silence, 241 ; in Zo la, 

327-29, 330, 33 1 

Defoe-, Daniel, 302-3 , 3 14 

Dcnegati on, 208 
Denotati on(s) (indi cations), 12-13, 14, 

15, 16- 17, 18, 19-20 , 35, 37, 52, 86, 

96, IOI , 104, 135-36, 184, 24 1, 245; 

affec ted by qu ality, qu ant ity, relation, 

modality, 32-34; dua lity in propos i­
tion, 25-26, 28 ; and ex pr essions, 

182-83; cqui\ 'Ocity of, 247; of C'\'(•ry­

clay language, 248; hum or and, 14 1; 
and language, 182 , 232; of nam C'S, 

36-37, 67, 68; nonsense of, 136; of 

propos itio ns, 167, rela tion o f, 118- 19, 

120; and sensc--objec t rdati on, 97 , 

98; se nsible repr esentations and, 145; 

series of, 37, 4 3; significa tions, 242, 

244; signi fier in, 38; so un d, 166, 187; 
speec h, 18 1 ; \'e rb as, 184; of \'OiCC', 

194; of word , 87; world as prin cipl,, 

of, 176 
Dcpr essi\'C past, pr esent , 192 

l k pr c-ssi\'e pos ition, 187 -88, 193, 194 -

374 I N l)l ; X 

95, 197, 202, 208; in good ob jC"ct, 

190; move• from sd1iwi d to, 229, 

232; penis and, 200; phantasm­
C'\'ents, 2 11; and ph antasmatic lifr·, 

2 I 6; reac tion to schizoid pos ition, 
198 

Dl'prc-ssh·c split , 192 

Ocpth (s), 186 . 188 , 189, 20 1, 224 , 245; 
ad\' cnt ures of, 31 5; in Alice's ad\' en­

tur cs, 234-35, 237; bl'mmi ng of, 2 13; 

bott omless, 246; in Ca rro ll. 9 , 10 

D,,pth of bodies , 5-6, 23, 87 . 88, 94, 

142; Artaud 's languag<· in, 84, 93; 
c-missio ns from, 27 3-75, 276 ; mixtur e 

in, 130-3 1; and produ ction of se nse , 

124-2 6; silC"nt cr ack irKa rn at,·d in , 

155, 156-57 

Depth -surfa ce di stin ction, 187 

Desca rtes, Ren e, 14, 15, 344n I 

Dese rt island, 302 , 303 , 304- 5; parad ox 

of, 309-30 
D,·sexuali1,ation, 208 , 220 , 238, 242- 43, 

244; force d ITIO\'Cmc-nt repr C"sent s, 

239 
Dcsirc(s), 13, 16, 220-2 1; 3 11- 12, 3 I 3, 

319; false impre ssions of, 277; imagC' 

co rrc-spond ing to, 276; in p\-rn·r sion, • 
2 19; and Robinson, 3 17- 18; sC'ns<· of, 

17- 18; unlimit n l, 273 , 277, 278 

Destiny, 169, 170 , 270, 278-79; allinna ­

lion o f, 169; and nt·n·ss ity, 6 
D<·stru cth ·,· dri \'CS, 188, 20 I, 202, 203 , 

209, 222, 225, 24 2, 24 3, 352n2; libid­

inal libe ration from, 203, 204; sex ual 

dri\'l' S di sengaged from, 244 , 353n3 

Dialec tic, 2 5 5; Plato nic, 254 

Dialec tics, 8, 2 1, 128 ; o f hum or, 9; sin­

g !<-CC'nl<'r of, 260 

Dickens, Charlc-s, 349n4 
!Jiffercncc(s), 173 , 26 1-62, 289; au thc-n­

tifil'a tion of, 287-88, suppr ession of, 

172; of intens it ies, 297; intl'n sity of. 
289; internali z(·d , 262; in Na hm ', 

268; as obj,·t·t of afli nn at ion, 296, 

197; origin of , I 16; O thers and, 17, 
simulac rum and, 298 

Di0 c rent iation, 28 1 

Diges tiw -d cstru cti \'e stage, 245 

l)ikmm a, 285, 286, 287, 290-94 , 296 

Diogenes La,•rtiu s, 8, 128, 129-30 , 142 
Diogc-nc-s the Cy nit', 129, 130, 135 

Dionysus, 107, 129, 139, 28 1, 30 1 

Disjunclion(s), 47, 174, 176, 268, 285 , 

292; aflirm ath ·c power of, I 83, 24 1; 

in Alit'c-'s ad\' cntur es, 235 ; and ex clu­

sions in reality, 296; goo d object as 

sour ce of, 227; multipl e, 66; ncga­
tiv<·l<-xd usi\'c, 296- 97, 30 1; as objt·ct 

of aflinn at ion, 300; in phant asm, 2 15; 

creations of, 170, 17 1; singulariti es 
distribut ed in , 2 14 

Disjuncti\' e syllogism , 364n 2; God as 

prin c iple o f, 294-97 ; in Klosso wski, 

280 , 28 1, 282, 285, 290-94, 300- 1 

Disjun cti\'e synth esis, 67, 68- 69, 174, 

2 14, 226; allinnat ion o f, 176, 177, 

178 , 179; in Carr oll, 234; of hetcr­

ogc-neo us se ries, 229; portmant ea u 

word , ground ed in , 46-47; in sexual 
series, 23 1-32 ; univ oc ity of Be ing, 
179-80 

Disparity, 26 1-62 

Displacemc-nt , SO, 5 1, 53, 2 17, 224, 
228 -39 

DissymmNr y, 26 1 

Distance-. 173, 176 . 179, 185, 2 15, 274, 

307 ; aflinnati on of, 178 ; inlini tive, 
175 

Distribut ion, lixity o f, 59, 76, 263; in 

goo d se ns<', 75- 76; of singulariti es, 
59-60, 70, 345n4 

Divn ge nn·, 113. 114, 260; a0i nnati on 

nf'. 174 . 175 , 177 , 265, 296 , 297, 

300; of disjunction, 17 2; loss of, 4 3; 

of 1x ,ints of ,·it' \\', 17~; of sc·rics, I I I , 
17 1-72 , 226. 229, 260 , 26 1 

Di\!•rgc nt s,·rk., . 174, 175, 176, 299 , 

lO I; in Ca rroll, 2 34, 2 36; ('011\'l'r-

g{'nce of: I 83 ; in simul acr um , 262 , 
264 

Din· rse (th<'), 279; dhwsi ty o f, 266 , 

268; heterogeneity and rc·semblann· 
of. with itsPlf, 27 1, 272; po wer of, 
27 1-72 

l) h·ision, ml'th od of, 253 - 54, 259; Plato 

tl'x ts on, 256 ; pu rpos,· of, 254-55 , 

256; s,·rn nd iron) ' of, 254-55 
Doae11r l'ascal, Le (Zo la), 33 3 
Dosto)·,·,·sky, 1-co dor. 247 

Dou bl\'(s), 122-23, 124, 284 , 289 , 3 1 5; 

in Carroll, 79-80; cn ·ct, 3 12- 13; and 

humour , 14 1; language as ult imate, 

284 ; O thers and, 3 19; personal, 3 16, 

3 17; pcr\'ersion and , 319; in Sade, 
320 

Double causality, 102, 108; parad ox of, 
144; of phantasm-e\'e nt, 2 1 I ; series 
of, 94-99 

Dr y reiterati on, see Paradox of sterile 
di \'ision (o r dry re iteration) 

Dualism, 6- 7, 233, 308-9 ; hcredity/ac­
guir('(I, 325 ; Platoni c, 2 

nu ality(ies) , 23-27, 37, 66; of aesthetics, 

260-6 1; Idea/ image, 257; of orality, 
84-85, 86 

Oun s Scotus, 344nl, 35 ln 3 

DJnamics of l'arti-cle, the (Carro ll), 55, 56 
Dynamic gm es is, 186 , 19 3-9 5, 2 1 5, 

229- 30, 241 , 246 

Ea ting, 186, 187, 240, 242 

Elli--l't(s), 4- 5, 6 1, 62, 270; in alco hol­

ism, I 59-60; au tonom)' 01: 95; l' \'{•nt s 
arc- (as), 2 1 O; the ide ntical inco rpo ­

r<'al, 7-8; phanta sm in, 2 10- 11; re la­

tions of, 169; smsc as , 70- 7 1, 86 

!:go, 208; and dea th , 222; dh ·ision of, 
192; forma tion, 188; good subjec t, 

190-9 1; id and , 188-89; ld,·a and , 

192; as know ing subject, 113; narcis­
sistic, 197 ; phan tasm in, 2 12- 14 ; pn ·-
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l·go (wn11nrm/) 
• rdl<·cti-.· ,vnt h,·><·, of, 308; of M't'• 

ondar\' n,,;t i,-.,bm, 2 12, 2 16; i,urface 

in d,-,:,,Jopnwnt of, 203-4; tran,n·n­

d, ·ntal in, 116; unh ersal, I 15 

H('nll'nb, 248, 302, 303, 304, 306, 317-
18; Ire<:, 315, 316; impcr>0nal, 312; 

lilwr,ll('d, 313, 3 19 

l~m1wdodl'~, 128. 129; and hna , ,to ry 
of. 128 

l:mpt y squa n ·, 47 , 56, 65 , 72-73; d rcu­
lation of: in stru ctured st·ri<":,, 7 1; ('S­

s,·ntial to ,tru ctur c, 5 1; in nor1't ·nse, 
8 1; parad oxica l clement a,, 66; phal­

lu, a,, 228; in sign ifying ,,-rit'>, 50, 

5 1 

l:nc~ ·• 107, HS; rn,mic . 302, 303; d<'­
se xualizt'cl, 208, 2 18, 222 . 241, 24 3, 

245; finite, 110; n,·utral, 2 13; poten­

t ial, 103, 10-1, I 10, 344n3; sexual, 

248; supt •rlicial. I 04 , 199, 203; ,ur­
fan•, 124 , 315 

l:n\'dopnwnt , co nstituti on of ind h idual 
ai. tT ntcr of, I I I 

Epictetus, 144 

Epicur,·ans, 6, 94, 18 3-84, 269-270, 

273-79 

kpicurus, 266-67 , 27 3 
cquhocity, 185, 19-1, 24 1, 246-47, 248, 

282 

h ogl'nous Lorws, 197, 199, 22 2-23, 

229 , 243; in Alin·'s adwn tur cs , 2 16; 

coo rdinati on of, 200; and languag,•s, 
230- 31; 5,•rics of , 225; and sexu al .-t·­

r il-s, 232 

l:ro,, 239, 241 

ho t ic phanta sm, 275 , 276, 277 , 278 

1:.,o t,·ric language.\ 140, 141 
bot<·rit · \\ Orel,, 4 2-47 , 50, 51, 183; 

blank \\ Ord dcsigna t<'d b~·. 67; in 
Carroll, 43 -4-1, 234, 238; rn nstnlt" ­
tion of, 23 1- 32; d,•noted hy por tm an­

tt ·au \\onl, 47; par adoxk ·al ,· lem,·nt 

376 INIHX 

in, 66; sc•cr,•t 01: 175 ; tkd to prob ­

lem and c1ue, t ion, 56; th, · time, 62 
l:sscnn'(s), 7 1, I 35, 2 57, 2 58; abolitio n 

of the wo rld o( 2 5 3; and appearance, 

253, 266; of cH·nt, 2 1-1; rq>lac,•d by 

sense, I 05; a, s,·n.w, 34-JS; statt '> of, 
34-35 

l:tcrnal r<'turn, 6 1, 62, 64, 1-19, 165 , 

176, 240, 26 3-65; indi, idua l and, 

178; sense and, 299- 30 1; phanta,m ai. 

sit,· of, 220; uni, ·tKity of lking .i,, 

180 

1:th ic,, 31, 149, 169; phvsb and, 272; 

Stoic, 142-44 

hent(s), 64 , 65 , I 32, 17 I, 176; and 

acdde nt, 53-5 4; commun ication of. 
174, 185, 214; communica ting tlw 
unh ·oc·ity of being to language, 248 ; 

compa tibi lit~• of, I 77- 78; conjugation 
of, I 8 3; rka th as, 156 ; diff<·rent t· 

from th ing, an d ,ta tcs of affairs in 

Carro ll, 9- 1 I; distrihut ed in t \\' O ,e­

ril's rn nstituting metaph ys ica l surfa n , , 

24 I ; double stru ctur e of, 151-52; ef­

len, in. 5, 2 10; cas trati on of, 35 ln3; 

l:picur ean no tion of, 344n4; eterna l 
tru th of, 161; as tlw exprt·ssed of 

proposition, 184, 186; and l'xpcri ­
enn·, 170-7 1; Frt•utlian the·<>!)' of, 

226; hcterog,· rwous sc ri,·s of, 70; 

id,-ational/inrnrpon·al, 8; intinitel~· 

di\ ·isihle, 8. 11 3, 114; lack of pr< '><' IU 

in, 63-64; an d language, 3, 181-8S; 

logit· of, 111; and nwtaph~ ·sical su r­

fact', 22 1-22 ; moda lit~· of, 33-34; 
mnH·nwn t and, 276- 77; natur e of, 
94, 95; (k d ipus and, 2 12; phanta,m , 

213- 14; in propo,ition . 12, 34; proh ­

lt-matic a, mode· of, 54, 56; reali1.a­

tion of. 87. I 0-I; n·lation of, 33, I 7 1; 
r,·p rcsl'ntatio ns of , 245; "'nst· a,, 22, 

107, 167, 176, 180.2 11; "'rie, of. 

37, 38. 148 - 53, 226; ,ignili 1·r a5. 37-

38; singula riti, ·, ,ls, 53, 56; .singul.trit, 
of, 152-5 3; in :O.tnic ,· thi cs, 143, 1+1.' 

146; , urfocc-, 16 7; sym bolic r.-lation 
"ith , talt' of affair,. 240 ; and 

though t, 220-2 1; unique, 178; (ec c1ilo 

A,·tuali✓ation of t'\'cnt; Co mm unica­
tion nf 1'H'nt; Pur e c, ·,·nt 

h ,·nts- ,·fTl'ct,, 12. 23, 145, 169 -70; 
tim,· of, 62-63, 64 

l·x, ,·,s, paradoxit-al clcnwnt as, 66; in 

phallu,, 227- 28 1; in sign ifving ,c·rie,, 
-Ill, 49 -50, 5 1 , . ' 

1-x,·hang,· ,rnd n ·1><•titi on, 287-90. 296 
hhaustion, nwthtKI of, 269, 275 
h,lc s ( Joyn•), 283 

bprcss,-d (t lw), 132-33 

bpr('Ssio n(s), 20, 32, 110- 12, 122 , 166; 

drnotati on an d, 182-8.3; and dualit, · 

rn pr oposi tion , 25-2 6, 28; "expn>ssi­
hll·" of, 86; founded in e,·ent, 182; 

rdation o f, 170; rcp rcs<'ntati ons and, 

1-15-46, 168; suic- s of , 37, 38, 43; 

.,ignitie r a.~ soft· dimension of, 38 
l·xtra-bc-ing, 7, 22, 3 1, 81, 123, 180 , 

22 1; im1x)ss iblc ohjccts in. 35; Void 
in, 347n l 

Fa,rl,aim, W. R. D., 351112 

I-al"·· I 3, 68, 120-2 1, 261; in proposi ­
tion, 14- 15, 17, 19; inlini tin-. 272, 
277, 278, 279 

l·.11nilial roma nce. 20-I, 2 37, 238. 326, 
l 59n2 

l·,1th,·r. 20 5-6. 207 

1-atlwr imag.-, 20-t, 205 
I-ink, hg,.:,. 97 

l·mn,;'I"" ·, I l'cik.·. 40, 260 

I rt✓g,·rald, I·. :O.rntt , I 57, 159-60. 2 19, 
!2 1; (r c1,k Up. lh,·. 15-1-5 5 

I l.lulwrt, 32-1 

1-loJti•d ~ignil11·d: paradoxk,11 th,·nw in, 
-19, 66; ph,1llu, ,,-, 228 

l·loatmg ,ign ili,·r, -t'J- 50; paradn \11,11 
,·1,·mcnt rn, 66; phallu, a,, 228 

h,rn ·d mo, ·,·m,· nt , 2 39--t0, 26 1, 262, 

.?65 
"h1rdu>1un" of Otlwr .,, 309- 10 

"h1unh pi:rso n singu lar." 1-11 
1-n-g•··, paradox, 29 

1-r,·ud, Sigmund, 72, 189, 193, 20! , 

108. 2 1 l. 2 1-1, 237. 24-1, 26 1, 28-1. 
IO l, 304. 34 ln4, 352112; 8e_ro11J the 

Plrarurc Prmnple. 156n 3; dualism in, 

2 11; "familial romann•" in, 20-1; 

phant,ll,rm in, 2 10; Rat Man. 157n3; 
, , hi✓nphrl'llia in, 87, dwo ry of th,• 

l'Wn t. 226; us,· of wo rd "scri,·,," 

156n2; ll 'olf .I/an, 40, 230. 357n l 

Futun · (tlw ), 80 , 150, 15 1; in Aion . 

16-1-65; in alcoholism, 159-60; in 
Chrnno,, , 162 -63, 16-1; dea th in, 156; 

imminent, 63; languagt·, 167; in the 

order of t im<', 6 3; language, 6 1-62 · 
tlw untimel y in rda ti~n t~ . 265 • 

l"utun · 1x-r f, •,·t, 159-60 . 349n5 

G anw~,): implici t model, in, 59; theor\' 
of, 58-6 1 · 

"(.;,mlc·m•r\ ,ong" (Carroll), 44, 46 
(;att,·gnu, J,•an, 12 

Gmital sexua lit~•. 208; scrk, o f, 225; 

/011(', 200 , 20 1, 203, 206 , 207 , 222-23 
t ;,•offroy Saint - 1 lilaire 1-. .. 356,,3 

t;od, 78 . I 10, 138, 139, 245, 247. 292, 

34-tn I; lw lief in, 28 1; ca lrn lating. 

d10o sing. 172 ; a, Chrono,, 150; ex-

1wri.-nn· o f pr c·M·nt, 162; and cli,­
jurwtion, 176; and grammar, 281; as 

gu,1rantor of id, ·ntil\ nf wlf. 29-t; im­

rn11t,1bility of. I 07; ;11ad1· man in his 

imag e, 257- 58; unl,· r of, 292- 9-1, 301; 

,1, principl<' of th ,· di.~junni"<' " 'llo­
g1,rn, 29-1-97; M'nw in. 72- 7 3; ,;, 

Tr.1i1or, 292; \\Ori, of, I 94 
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Goltl,1·hmiclt, Vi110r, 144, 147. HOn3 

Gomhro" in, Wiiold. 39; Pornoaraphm, 
281, 289-90 

Coc><I int,·ntion,. 2 16, 236; punishment 

of, 201-9 

Good ohjn :t, 187 -88, 189, 190-9 1, 203, 
24 5; in Alice·, ad"entures, 236; dis ­

junl'tion, subl>um('d und,·r. 204; ex­

tral·t, Voie<.• from th, · depth, I 93; fa­
tlwr of, 20 1; lost, I 93, 227; p<'nis 

and, 20 I; po.,iticms, 189-9 1, 192 
Good oh jccts of tlw heights, 20 3, 204; 

in Alic<"'s a,h-1'ntur cs, 235 ; Sl'rics con­

,·l-rg1· toward, 227 

Good p('nis, 103, 205, 127 

Good ,,·nsc, 3, 74-76, 78, 97, 102, 248; 

characte ristics of, 76; and nunmon 

sense, 78; dirc·ct ion of, 2- 3, 75, 76-

77. 78; indi"iduation, I I 9, paradox 

of, 80; produ n·d by pasl>h ,. genes is, 

116-17 

Grcck philosoph~•• parad ox of, 17 

Gregor; · of Rimin i, 19 

Grou nd , I 05; undi ITne nti atl'CI, I 06, 120, 
139-40 

Gur\'i tch, Georgl', 3-1-ln I 

Hamm,·r-hlow philo,-ophy, 128-29 

I lrgt· I, 19, 173, 2 13, 253; Phcnomenoloa,1. 

346n I; rep resentation, 2 59-60 
I !eight (,), 20 I, 347n I; in Al in•\ ad, ·en­

tun·,, 236; ca,tra tion of, 206; good 

suhj,·c t belong, to, 189-90, 191; hu ­

mor and, 136, 141; and languag e, 

246 -47; Ol·dipu, complex and, 205; 

pt·ni, and, 200, 202; in philosoph~·. 

127. 128, I 30, I 32. 133; prt·-,e ns1· 
of , I 94; rca,·tion to 1kpth , I 98; r,·­

pn· s.,e, depth, 243- 44; unlimited, 

2-16; mice from, 233 
I l<'imann, Paula, 243, 353113 

I leradi tl·an wo rld, I 31-31, I H, 165, 

205 

I N I) 1: X 

I lerc dit)' , 32 1; db .,imilar, 367112; great/ 

small, 324-36, 329. HI 
I IC'terogc-m·ous sc·ri,·s, 225. 226, 232; 

communica tin g. 26 1; nmju nc·ti\'e H n­
thl·.,b of, 23 1 ;\x><mlinat ion of, 47,' 

67; disjuncti\'l' .,yntlw si, of, 229; ,·w­
tt'ric words suh,u mpti on. 4 5. -16; in 

non,t ·nsc·, 70; paradoxkal ,·lc·mc-nt, 

66; power to aflinn, 260-61; ,ingu­
laritit•s-c·,·ents com pound to, I 03-4 

I lcterog c·ne it)', 262, 263 
I lomog<·nc-ity. in M'ri,.,,, 36. n. 38, 225 

ll ugo. Victor, I 00, IO I 

I fum e, Da,·id, 13, 275 

llu s;.crl, l:dmund, 20-21. 32, 99, IO 1-2, 

I 13, 122, 298, 308; Carrcswn .lled110-
11on;, 344n6; Idea<, 96 -98; I oa1cal lnl' CS-

119011ons, 34 ln 2; noemati c t·ore, 1 12; 

theory of rn n, tituti on, 116 

Hunrm.q o/ the Snork. the (Carroll), 46, 

234 

11 1" (th<•). I 3, 14, 78 . 99, 102, 105; 

c0<c•xtensi\'c with rcpn•sc ntati on, 138; 

crac·kl·d, 141; primac~• of, IS. 17- 18; 
singulariti es , and, 103 

Icon, 259, 16 1, 263, 265 

Id, 190; and ego, 188-89, 191-92 

ldca. 7, 128, 132, 263; action of, 2, 7; 

aut lwntitication, in di"i sion, 256; dc ­

pri\'1•d, 295; and image,, 256, 257; 

kno"kdgc of, 2S8; problem subsists 
in, 54; purl', 137, 138; unh ·ersa lity 

of, I 39 

Ideal l'\l'nt(s) , 50, 52; spatio-t,•m 1)0ral 

rcali1ation of, S 3. 5-1 
Ideal gaml', 72, 116, 180; st·ric, of, 58-

65 
Ide-~ : nlll1h ination of, 131; foundation 

of langu age- in, 134; motiv1· of thcor) ' 

or: 253-5 4; p<-rn· pti on of Oth t·rs and, 

305-6; and •~·llogi,m. 294-95 
/Jca; ( I lu~sal). 96 -98 

hll'lltitica t ion(,). 97, 116, 192, 193, 

349n4; in alrnho li.m, 160, 349115; in 

common s,·ns(·, 78; dc-pressi,·1·, I 88; 
•~·nt h .. ,i, of, I I 3 

Jd .. ntity. I 19, 175. 2 13, 26 1, 262, 291; 

of bodi, ·s. 292; in child , 188; in m m­

mon M'ns.·. 78; of t·on trarie,, 172, 
173, 175, 176, 178, 179,213; of 

c,·enl,, 170- 7 1; of God, 292; of lan­

guagc, 292; loss ot: 78, 141, 174, 

175, 29 3, 296; opposi tes aflinnc-d 

thr oug h, 172; parad ox of the infinit<', 

2-3; of p,•rson, 29 1, 292; of Self, 255, 

294, 297; simula cra and, 265, 298; of 
the-" or iel, 292 

ldol(s), 192, 203. 2 16, 2 19, 22 1. 273; 
origins of images, 227 

l,q11ur. 65 

lmagc(s), 19, 197, 207, 2 16, 2 19, 22 1, 

263, 3 1 3; ldca and , 256, 257; in 

Oedipal int entio n, 2 18; in phanta sms, 

275; in se rial form, 227; scril•s of, 

216; st•rk-s of projec tions o,·c-r, 225; 
succcss iVl' summat ion of simulacra, 

277; a, su rface, 3 1 S 

lmagC's-idols, 256-57 

Impassibility, 144; of phanta sm,, 2 11; of 

M"ries, 95, 96, 100, 10 1 
lmplit-ation, 14, 15. 16, 18, 22 

lmpo,sihk· ohjccts, -See Paradox of th<' 

absu rd (or tlw impo, sihlc ohjc·l·ts) 
lnn•st, 130, 131, 143, 20 1, 202, l04, 

105, 206, 2 10, 2 11 

lnmmpatihilitic-,. alogkal, 17 1-72 , 177-
78 

lnrnmpos:.ihilitic,, 111. 11 3, 114, 171-

72. 260; rdation, of, 170- 7 1 

ln rn rpon•a l: t'ffl'ct, 147, 165, 166, 169-
70, 189; ,·,·c•nt s, in Aion, 165; l,x-u, 

of, I 30; phan ta.,m i, 1·011.,titution of, 
120 

lnd,·lmit,• prnlifr.ration, 1cc Paradox of 

regn·ss ( imklinit(' prolift·ration) 
lnd1·lini1<· pronoun, 297 

lnd, ·xit·al,. I 3 

Indica tion. 1,·c Denotation 
lndiffc.r<·nt·t·, 1-14 

lndh iclual (the•). 99, I I 8-110. 140, 141, 

l-15; hcing and, 247; ,,nd commu ­
nication of ,,,·c·nt,, 177, 178; cll'ri\'l'<l 

from tran,n·ndl'ntal fi,·ld, I ()<J, 116-

17; diH·r,it~ · among, 266; exprt·,sed 
ll'or l<l ,·xi., ts only. 11 I , 116; a, for­
tuituu, t·as,·, 178; a~ intinitt· anal\'ti c 

propo,itinn,, I I 8; process of r,·m'wal 
in, 110; ,ing ularitit ·s, 103; a, ,p<·aker, 

137-38, 140; uni,w sal furn, of the, 

I 37. I 38; ,·is-a-, ·is the world, I I 0, 

113,116 

lmli, ·iduality, 138-39, 266; finitt •, 106; 

.,uprenw o rig inary, 138; uni\'crsal, 
139 

Infinite, 259 , 260, 269, 270, 27 1, 279; 

apod,•i<:tic dctcm,inati on of tlw tru e 

and fal" ·• 272- 77; thc-orv of, 272 
lnlinitin', 5, 184-85, 22 1, i48; phan­

tasm and, 2 14-15, 2 I 6; pun •, 24 1 

lnfr a-scnsc, 93, 175; noisc of ck·pt-hs as, 
233 

lnh cre nn·, 22, 81, 180; Void as, 347nl 

ln,tant (tlw) , 14 7, 165, 176; act or in , 

150; <li,plan·d in lim· of Aion, I 66-
67, 168 

ln,tincts: ha edity of, 324, 325, 326; 

and objn ·t, 323-24, 330, 331-32; 
trammutation of, 332-33 

ln~ufllation, 297-98 

lntt ' nsity , 289 , 298; brt'aths as, 297; clif­
fer,·nn· of, 289; expressc-d by lan­

guag 1•, 294; and int ,·ntional ity. 298, 

299-300; s1·n,l' a.,, 299; as suh j1·1 t of 

l'tC'rnal rl'lurn. 300 

lntl'llti on(,). 2 I I, 220-2 1, 297; (kdi pal, 

205 , 2 18, 244; rd ,·a,e of, a., ,·thkal 

t·atego r~·, 206- 7; rec o/,o Good int,·n ­
tions 

lnt 1·ntionalit~·(i,•,). 105; mm ·e from in­

ten,it~ · to, 198, 299 - 300; spokl'll, 198 
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lnm>1•·lll<lll, 155, 1117, 11111, 192 
lrig,,ra, , I un·, 2 15 
lrc:11,,'<J. 141. 2-16-47. 248: dai,silJI tig­

un ·, ol. I n -40; in Kant's thl'ology. 
294, 295-96; in Plato, 254-5 5. 256; 
:-..11.ratil, I 35, I 37-38; and tragie 

oround, 140 
I ,a:l ,. ~11,-.1n, 2 1 5- 16 

Jahll<'n,Ol·k, 67, 91, 2H 
jahlk·n,tx.k~ ·• 234 . 236 
"jahlwrwock~ ·" (Carroll), 62, 236; Ar-

tauc.l\ n •nc.ll·ring of, 83-84. 89-90. 

3 39n 2; portmanteau "orcl,, 4 5-46 
Jakobson, l{oman, 71 
Jam,·,, William, 318 
Jo\'('t' , janw,, 39, 56, 260-6 1, 164, 

. 343n 11: b,/,•,. 283 

Ka nt, lmmanm ·l, 54, 97, 98, 105, I ~8, 
139, 176, 253, 294, HSnS; cam.alit~ 

in, 6: fomt., of Po"ihility in, 18; on 
d1colngy, 294-97: "ill in, 34411 I 

Ki<-rkq:aard, Siin·n, lOO, 118 
Klt'in. Mcla nll', 187-89, 100,20 1, 202. 

204, 2 1S, 2 16. 2H. H<Jn4, 351113, 

352112 
Klo,,,o\\,ki, l'il·rrl', 39, 40, 176, 178, 

2 19. 264. 280-30 1. B6n7; &rhomcl. 

le. 291-94, 297-98, 299; oppo,ition 
hct\\l't•n 1·xchang<· anti tru ,· rqwtition 
tllt'nll'. 287-90: Re,ocal/011, la, 285-116: 
\ouflleur, I c, 28 3, 285, 286, 2117-88, 

29'1: "''ual <11·,t nption, in, 28 1 
Kncl\\ l,·dg,·: apotldc111, 145: '''°t,-ri,, 

241; limit, of. 107; oh1,·l·t/rn mlition 
ol. 105: and pnn ·r,ion, 160112; th, ·o­
n, ·, ol. I 1 I, trtll', 2 58; t~·,w, or. 146 

Ko.111. I \<,, 14 2 
Kmn -._ Hl112 
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Laran, Jacqm·s. 38, -10, -I I . 200 . 228 , 
229-30, H2, 309- 10, 319, 3601102,5; 
analy,i, o f Hat Man, 357113; L.acan', 

paradox, -18, 338116 
I ack. paradoxkal ,·ll'llwnt ,b, 66: in 

phallus, 227-2 8: in ,ign1hcan t s,·ri1·,. 

48. 49-50, 51 
Languagt•, 8-9, 111, 125, 158, 183; and 

tlw Aion, 167; and tt,·ing, 180, 280, 
181. 282, 28S-87. 289. 190-94. 296, 
300- 1; d,·a, ·ag,' of cau,ality and, 6; 
and l'ommon Sl'nsc/good "·ril'S com­
pll' llWnl,, 78, 79; rn -sy,tcm of scx­
ualil\ ', 61, 243-45; dinwn,ion, of, 2-
3; d~1alit1· of, 85; C'thio of. 14 3; 
<·,·cnLs a;ui, 22, 56; llexional l'harac -
1.-r. 286; formation of, 193-94, 232; 
foundation of, 134-35; in heud. 213; 
of tlw ground , 140; )wight and. 246-
47: irom · and, 137-38; lo~, of denot­
ing lum:lion of. 299; mad,· po,,ihl, · 
lw that "hil'h distingui,h,·, it. 186; 
n;ad<· po.,sihll' h~· wt; rld of ,urfan· cf­
f,·ct,, 11, 166-6 7; negation of e\'t·nts/ 
.-lfru, ancl, 12; o rcl.-r of, 18, 48, 18 I. 
2-11, 2+1, 245-46, 248-49: organii.a­
tion of, 157, 183. 184, 241, 242; 
paradox,·, insist within, 74; pow er 
of, 29: primal ·y of ~ignilication 
as, I 5- 16; in primat·y ord,·r, 120; 
probl,·m of, in relation to univodty 
of !kin g, 3S In 3; and pun · hecom ­
ing, 2; a~ n ·alit\' of thl' po,sihlc, 
I l9, 307; n·lationship of phantasm 
to, 2 15-2 16: satiril ,·alue, of, 246: 
schi,ophrmi c, 82-83, 84-8S, 88, 
91, 92-93; and ,<·n,c\ 25. 240: shift­
ing fur1<'tinn of, 294; "·ri,· ., of, 181-
85: ,c·xual orig in of, 229-33; a, 
, ign empt~· of nwaning , 90-9 I; ,in ­
gulariti,·, "ithin, 50: tahl,· of ,k, d-

7>pnwnt of, as thl' ,urfan·. 80-81. 
246: t.·rliar~· arrangl ·nwnt of. I 19-20. 
2-17. 248; a, ultimate douhlt ·, 284; 

and uni\Otit~ · ol ,,· ril-s, 248; "ithout 
articulation,, 89 

I .,plandw. J .. 2 12. 2 13, 2 16. 352,,3 
l as(·gul', Charil·,. 3S9112 
I autman, Alll('rt, 54 
I ,·claire, S,•rgc, P,_iclwnal;ser, 230- 31 
1,·ibnii,99, 110, Ill, 112,116, 173-7 -1. 

177. 3661112: ,fa •,.,s-pla~•ing L;od, 59, 
60; m mpos.,ihili1~·· 17 1-72; pcr,-on 111, 

I 39; repn·s, •ntation, in, 2 59-60: tlwa­
tt·r of , I I 3-1-1 

I cnin, 349114 
I <'.·,·i-Strau"-~. -18, 49-50 
l ibido. 203, 214, 303, 313; transmuta ­

tion of. 208-9 
I ibidinal driw •s. I 88, 198, 205; libera­

tion of, 199, 20.3. 204 
I ife, 84, 104, 1 S7, 158; as process of 

breaking dm, n, 154-5S , 209 
I iteraturc, Sl'rial method, 29, 40, 42-4 3 
I ogic, 19. 96-99: in Stoic t'thi cs, 144-45 
I ogic of sense, 20. I I I, 248; locall'd at 

th e ,urface, 93; probl em of. 67, 97 

I ost objl'Cl, 19 3, 194 
I O\l', 179, 191, 192-93, 220-2 1, 308 

I ow object, 276 
I m-r,·. Malcolm, 152-55, 157, I 59, 2 19. 

321. 349115 
I ur rctius. 266- 79 

& llar1nt~. 63, 6-1-65, 136 
Mank tl,·pn•,-,,ion, 164, 190, 191, 127. 

H911-I, 160114 
,\.lanibtation, 13- 14, 15-17. 19- 20. 25. 

52. 96, 98, 99, 101,104, 241. 245; 
,·minrnn · of. 2-17; of t'H'l')'cla)' lan­
guag,·, 2-18: humor and. 141; of in­
~••n~ion,. ).97: and languag,·. 182, 
1 H; 1wr,onal, 122: rdation of, I 18-
19, 120; "·If a, prin cipll' of, 176: 
wxu,1lit) and, .?-12. 2-14; in ,ignili,·r. 
18; ,ound in, I 66, 187; n-rh and, 
18-1: of ,oiu·. 19-1; of tlw \\ Ord, 87 

;\I.in 11, Aun·liu,, 144, 166; ,l/ecl1rt111am. 

161 
;\\ ,tr ,. Hln4 

M""" h. 1 n. 359112 
Ma,m ·hi,111, 193. 237 

i\h-1!,1rian,, 129 
,\k inong, 19, 20. 35 
,\ktaph ~, ical ,urfa r t·, 125-16. 207-8 , 

.nil. 1-11, 356n 3; <'H'nt(,) and, 22 I­
ll: forn·d mo, ·c-ml'nl and, 240; 
moH·m1·11t of, 245; phantasm d,·,d ­
op, in. 118; ph)·sical surlan-. pn-pa ­
r,1tion for. 242; proj,·ctions onto, 
2-12-4 I: n·pr,•,s<•, ;,cxual ,urfan· , 244; 

ol thought. 2 I 9. 222-23 
Mill,·r, I knry, 303 
i\llirror, law of (Carro ll), 43 
Mixtttr<', 5-6. 11 l, 130- 31, I 33, 150- 52, 

163; fragnwnt s/liquid, 189; of indi-
, icluals, 116: in1,·ra1·tion of mo, ·c-­
nwnL, of, 167; ph)·,ks of, 132; poi­
,onou,, I 31, 14 3, 163, 187; tim<' of, 

162. 163 
Mixtu1·,·, of bodies. 4, 5-6. 9, 11, 87: 

,., nit and, 182: humor and, 135 
M0tld, 263, 265, 266: di!T,·rent from 

rn pi,·,. 262; tlb tinc-t from ~imula­
crum. l5 3: domain o f n·pr,>sentations 
ddirwd h,· rdati on to. 259: idl'al, 
1 37, I 38:" Platonic, 2S9; simulacrum 

ancl. 253. 256, 257, 258 
MlXkrnity, deluwd by the power of tlw 

, imulam1m, 26 5-66 
Mo<km litt·ratun·. phantasm and. 280-

B 3 
Monad(,). 99. 260. 344116; l:go 1ran­

M'1•ml,, I I 3; a, ,•xpn·,,,,ion of "orld. 
110.111, 112,111, IH, 116, l66nl2 

,\lon taignc-, h ,<11>. I 38 
Moral prohl,•m, in ~trn1· philo,oph~ ·. 

142-47 
Motlwr, 1·a,1ra1,·d, 205-6. 107: a, in­

jun-cl hod~•· 101 
.\.louth, 187; and hrain, 22 I, .N0 -4 I, 
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Mouth (con11fl11eJ) 

242, 355n 3; and thought, 240; -anu,, 
223 

Multiplidt) ', 279, 292, 297 · 
M~th, 254-55, 264, 278-79, 364n2; d r­

rnla r, 255; founding, 256, 263; Na-
I un· and, 278 

N amt·(s), 24; deno tation of: 36, 44, 67, 
68; parad ox of regn 'ss, 29-3 1; s1•n-
thcsis of, 3 7 ~ · 

Narcissistic \\'Ound, 208, 2 1 3, 2 16, 2 18 
Nassif, Jacqu<'s, 367n2 
Naturalism, 266, 268-72, 278-79, 324; 

of Zola, 322; physics as, 272-77 

Nature , 278, 313; and unity of ('aUS<'S, 
270; composition and comb inations 
of clements of, 268-72; dhwsitv in, 
266-68; infinit,· in, 278; mixtur es in, 
131; p0sitivity of, 279 

1cn'ss ity, 137, 169, 270, 300; dl'nial of, 
169, 170; dl'stiny and, 6; hypothesis 
of, 33-34 

Negation, 123, 206-7; sense susp,-nds, 
31, 32, 33, 35 

Negatiw (the), 279 
1eoplatonism, 255 

Nn 1fchateau , Amir(, de, 20 
Neurosis, 222, 304, 3 13, 3 I 4, 315, 321 

Ntutra lity, 122-23; of singu larity , 52; 
,·states, paradox of, 32-35; of stnst, 
95, 96, 100, 101-2, 104, 105, 123-24, 
125, 339n I 

Nil'l:1.~che, 72, 106-8, 157, 173, 174, 
178, 203, 289, 300, 34 7n I; Birih '?[ 
Tra9edy. The. 107; l'lernal n·turn in, 
264; Goel/grammar link in, 28 1; 
Klosso"'ski's analysis of, 298; mad­
ness in, I 98; and orien tation of 

thought, 128-30; task to rel'ersl' Pla­
tonism, 253; the untimely in, 265 

Nihilism, 266 
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Noema (no,•matil'), 20-2 1, 32, 96-97, 
98; attribute no,·mati(', 182, 186, 
2 11, 2 14, 22 1, 2 38, 240; ,·,·,·nt r<'­
latt'd to s,·ries as, 24 1; pc-rn·ptu al, 
20-2 1 

Nocsis, 98 

Noise, 182, I 89, 229, 232, 246, 248, 

274; passage from- to , o in·, 194; of 
depth s/heights, 2.33; m0\'l' to \'Oic<', 
248 

Nomadic distributi on, 75, 77, I 02, 113, 
263 

onsrnse, 8-9, 9 I , 134, 156-57, 246, 

358n 7; in Carroll, xiii, co- present 
with sense, 116-17; of depths, 136; 
distinct from absurdity, 35; <loublC', 
98; etl'l'nal return as, 30 I ; in the 
C\'C'nt, 95; figures of, 91, 95; forms 
of, 341n2; functions of, 83, 24 1; i,k-al 
game thought as, 60; and the meta­
physical surfau· , 244; mobilt•, 86; or­
ganization of, 24 1; passi\'e/ act i,T, 90; 
phallus role of, 228, 242; of pu re 
nnis<', I 89; and sens(', 67, 69-71, 81, 

9 1, 106, 107, 137, 141, 176, 183, 
233; scri(·s of, 66- 73; sc·xuality mim­
ics, 243; of the surface, 136, 166; 
thn 'at to surface is, 82; t\\'0 sides of, 
67; uni\•ot·al Being as, 180 

Nm·alis, 53 

O bjct't(s), 119, 135; alcoholism, 160; 
com mon, 115; of depth, 2 16; of de­
cision, 313; of dri\'C'S, 353n3; cxo­
tcric, 5 1, 66; of hl'ig hts, 2 16; instinct 
and, 323-24; introjected, I 96; intro­
j,·ctccVprojectt'd, 2 16; loss of, l 59; 
perception of Oth1·rs, 305-6, 307, 
3 I 5, 318; in pcm·ptua l field, 308-9 ; 
and pres<·nno/ahst•ncc· of Others, 
305-6, 307, 308-9, 310- 11, .3 I 2- 1 3; 
reanion to sens1-, 97, 98; s,·ric-s of 

(Carroll), 46; and subject, .310-1 I ; 
suhstitutin ·, 198-99 

(kkham, 2. 19 

Occupant without a place, 4 I. 47, 66, 
8 1 

Oedipal St'rits, 226, 227, 228, 232, 24 2 
Oedipal situati on, 24, 353n4; in Alin·'s 

adn-ntures, 237 

Ot·dipus, I 88, 20 I, 202, 205, 206-7, 
212, 222, 226, 237, 244; (·,·olution 
of, 230, 23 I, 232 

(kdipus rnmplc-x, 200- 1, 202-3, 204-5, 
208, 237, 353n4, 356n2 

Onciric phantasms, 275, 276, 277, 278 
O ntological genes is: logical genesis and, 

I 19-20 ; dement of, 118 
Ontology, 179-80 
Oral-anal regression, in Alice's Ad,.enrures. 

37, 236, 237 
Orali ty, 37, 44, 84-85, 86, 181, 187, 

188, 196, 199, 2 19, 223, 225, B l ; 
ser ies of~ I 86-95 

Origin, 302-3, 304 
Osier, J. P., 34 1n4 
O ther(s), 248, 345n2; a prio ri, 307, 3 18; 

concrC'te, 318; effects of, 304-21; 
meaning of~ 307- 10; model of, 258, 
262; presence of, 304-5, 307, 308-
1 O; stru ct ure -, 31.3-15, 3 I 9-2 1; the­
ory of, 318, 366n 12; world without, 
301-2 1 

"O, ·,,rn1an," I 07 

P anko", Gisela, 342n10, 35ln3 
Paradox, I, 16, 69, 80; arguments in, 

145; of Carro ll, 17, 18; direction of, 
75-76 , 78. 79; of double causality, 
144; in forn1 of antimonv, 48-50; 
fr>rming theor) ' of St' nse: 111- 12; in 
good st·ns1•/c ommon S<' nst·, I 17; in 
Grwk philosophy, 17; in nonsense, 
70; in rdatiw · displan·nwnt of st·rics, 

40-4 1; of Sl'rics, 28-35; series of, 74-
8 1; of speech, 232-33; in th e Stoics, 
8-9; of tlw \'Oicc, 194; in translation, 
85; of transmission, 32 1 

Paradox: of the absurd , 35; Actor' s, 
I 50; of contingent futures, 33; of 
duality, 37; of infinite identity, 2-3; 
of neutra lity (or of essc·nce's third 
n, t,Ht·), 32-35; of pun ' hl'rnming. 1-
3; of regrtss (or of indefinite prolif­
,·ration), 28-3 1, 32, 36-37; of signifi­
cation; of ste rile di\'iSion (or dry 
reiteration), 31-32; of surface effcns, 
4-11 

Paradoxica l clement, 8 1, 95, 103, 119; 
t·haracteristics of, 66 -67; con\'cr­

gence of diverge nt series, 183; fig­
ures of, 67-68; instant as, 168; is at 
once word and thing, 67; phallus as, 
228; void as, 137 

l'aradoxit ·al clement in series, 50-5 1, 52; 
as locus of the question, 56, 57 

Parain, Bruce, 17 
Paranoid-schizoid p0sition, 187-88, 192 
Paris, Jt·an, 343n 11 
Pariso1, 1-knri, 83, 90, 338n2 
Parmc111dcs (Plato), 164, 165 
Partial objects. 188, 190, I 91, I 96, 224, 

353n.3; and good objc·ct, I 90; intro ­
ject ion and projt•ction, I 87, 197, 
198, 199; penises and, 204 

Partial zones, 226, 227 
Pascal, 59, 60 
Passion(s), 88-89, 90 , 9 1, 95, 131, 187, 

192, 207, 276; bodily figurC's, 

343nl0; of hody, 162-63; and !'\'Cnts, 
182; c,·er~'da~· and pure E\'cnt, 238; 
phantasm and , 2 10; sens<' and, 94 

Passi\'(' genesis, I 16- 17 
Past, 80, 150; Aion, 164-65; of the al­

coho lic, 158, 159; in Chronos, I 62-
63, 164; of e\'e nt, I 5 1; language and, 
16 7; in th e order of time, 5, 75, 76, 
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Past (rommt1t'd) 

77; unlimit<·d, 6 1-62; untiml'I) ' in n·­
lation to, 265 

Past 1w rf,,,·1, of tlw alrn holi<·. 158-59 , 

160 
l' ,·gu~·. Charles, 53, 340n5 

P,·nis, 200- 1, 202 , 204 , 205 , 206, 227, 

237; abse nce of, 228 , 243; hau/good , 
200; int ernal, 204, 205 

P\'rcc ption, 318; noema in, 20-2 1; prc s­

c·1we of Otlwr s and , 305-6. 307. 

308-9; co nscio usness system, 203; 

perceptual hold , 308-9, 318; Other 

as stru ctur e of, 307 - l 0 

Perri r r, blmund, 355n3 
Person, 98 , 115, 139, 140. 245 ; dissolu­

tion s of, 294; finit e synth etic form 

of, I 06; as finitt> synthe tic proposi­
tion s, I l 8; and inco mpatibilitie s, 

177; and individual, 138-39 , 140; 

manife station s ac·tuali zed in, 24 1; 

repre sentati ons and, 24 7; roman tit · 

iron\' of. 179; singulariti es of, l 03; 

and ',ran sce ndcnt ; I philo soph ~•· 

I 16; "vague" stori<·s, 117; ,·oicc and , 

194 
P,·rsonal: co nst·iousrwss, 98, 99; death, 

156; domain of~ I 3; idrntity, 3; loss 

of identit y, 3, 18, 175. 283 ; , df, 3 

1\·rso nalit v, 292 

Prn ·,,rsion, 133. I 97 , 199, 280-82 . 304-
5. 353113; knowl edge and, 360n 2; 
mechani sm of, 243; and l{obinson. 

303-4; of sp,·ech, 284; and stru cture , 

319-2 1 

Perw rsity. 206 . 243. 293 ; of good in-

tt·ntion s. 207 
P,·n ·crt (the), 92 , 309, 3 19-2 1 

Phacdrus (Plato), 254 , 255 , 256 

Phalli c: ego , 2 12; line, 2 18, 228 , 2 32; 

stage, 229, 230 

Phallus, 200, 20 1, 203, 204, 205, 233; 
in Alice's ad, ·.,ntun·, 236, 237; of co­

ordinat ion an d castrat ion . 227, 2 31-

I N l)LX 

32, 237, 243; in moutl v'hrain co n­

llict, 242; and peni s, 227-2 8; as im­

ag,·, 202, 203, 205, 206, 207, 2 18, 
225, 227 ; as qua si-c:aus,·, 2 I I; in rcs­

onant ·c of se ries, 228-2 9 
Phant asm(s) of , 272 , 275- 76, 277 , 3 I 5; 

of Being, 30 I; chara cteris tics, 210-

16; and diver ge nt serk s, 239 , 240 ; 

formula of, 2 18- 19; h ida~· as, 316; 
intense , 298; mohilit, · of, 2 17; in 

modern litcratun ' , 280- Bl; as ob­

jC'cts of pl<'asure, 278 ; origin of, 2 17-

18, 2 I 9-2 1; as resonan ce hetwt' cn 

p1TgC'nital and O(·dipal snil' S, 226; 

repre se nting C',·ents, 22 1-22; sni es 
of, 2 10- 16, 242; and sexual s,, rics, 

243; of all simulacra , I 65, 265; sim­

ulation as, 263 ; world as, 262 

l'lwn onwn ology, 2 1. 96, I 00 -2 ; in Klos-

sowski, 298 

l'henomenolOfl.Y (Hegel ), 346n I 
Ph,lebus. 2 58 

Philosophcr( s): image of, I I I - I 2, 127-

33; as naturali st, 278 

Philosophy, 107, 123, 127, 135; 1-x:ings 

and co ncept s as, 6- 7; o f breath s­

spirit s , 297-30 I; domain s of repr e­
sentation in, 259-60; false, 279; mo­

dernit y and, 265 ; new co ncC'pt s in, 

I I 6; and onto log_v, I 79 ; perspc ct in · 
,·hangcs with, 294; pr e-Sot-ratic , 

128-29, 131, 132; sync:retism ancl 

practical objects of, 266, 278- 79; us<' 

of, 278; sec c1/so Ant'ient philo so ph y; 

Stoic phil oso phy 
l'h vsical surfa ce·: mo, ·l·m,·nt in, 239; re­

lat ion with ( or metaph ysical surfa n, ), 

242, 243, 356n3 

l'lacc without occupant, 8 I; paradoxical 
rlcmrn t as, 66; phallu s a ... , 228, in 

, ignifving scril'S, 50, 5 1 
Plat<~ 1-'2, 7, 128, I 30, 132, I 33, I 34, 

I 3 5, I 9 I , 264; Crut..) /us. 2, 2 5; 1--~­

s,·nn·s, I 35; on the in,tant, 166 ; 

irony in, I 18, 247, 254- 55, 256; mo ­
ti\'ation s in, 25 3- 54, 256-57 ; Parmm-

1des. 164, 165 ; and simula crum , 25 3-

66; Ph,h·bus, 258 ; Phaedrus. 254, 255, 
256; trinit y of us(•r/ produ ce r/ imita ­
tor, 258 -59 

l'latoni sm, 7, 19, I 9 1, 254, 263 , 265 ; 

aim of, 259; domain of rcpr es<'nta ­
tions, 259; and eternal return , 264; 

images of the philosoph er in, J 27-
28; re\'crsal of; 53, 132, 253, 256 , 
262-6 3, 265 

Pleasur e, 272-73, 277, 278 
Plotinu s, 124 

Plutar ch, 146 

Poe·, Edgar Allan, 38, 40 

Pontali.~, J- N., 2 12, 213 , 2 16, 352n3 
Pop Art, 265 

Pomanraph,a (Go mbrowi cz), 28 1, 289-90 

Portmanteau words , 82, 140, 177-78, 

23 1-32; in Artaud' s "Jabbc rwocky," 

84; and Carro ll, 234; des ignatin g es­

otcr!c word s, 67 ; hetc roge nc·ity, 83, 
92; infinit y o f interpr etation s, 

343n I I; nonsen se exp ressed in, 86; 

and pr oblem s, 56-57; regulatin g se­

ries, 44 -4 7; in schizo phr<'nic lan­
guage, 90 

Pos, ibility(ies), I 8, I 15, 137, 138; God 

ck·fincd by total, 29 5-96; original) ' 
and deriv ed, 139; of perso n, 138-39; 

personal/ individual, I 18, I I 9 
Possible (the), 138, 180, 306; being of , 

35; the· Other is the r xi.stence of: 

307-8; as stn1t ·tur c- Oth er, 3 I 8, 
320 

Po,s ihl,· wo rld : tlw Oth<'r as ,·xpr ession 
of, 308, 309 , 3 I 0-1 1, 3 I 6 

l'n ·dica t,·(s), 2 1; defining persons syn­

thl'tically, I 15, I I 6; ,·xd usion of, 
174 ; primary, I 06 , I 87; logic of, I I I 

Pn·gr nital S<·ri,·, , 226 , 228. 23 2, 24 2, 
357n2, 358n l 

l'n ·- individual (th ,·), 140, 344n 3 

Pn·-s<"ns<·, 194: \'OicP from height s as, 
2H 

l'rl'SC'nt (the-), I, 4, 5, 6 1-62, 75, 76, 77, 

I 66; in Aim,, I 64-65, I 68; o f the 

alrnholic, I 58-59, I 60; in beco min g, 

I , l; in Chr onos, I 62-64 . 168; di-' 

d 1w, I 50, I 5 1; of even t, 63-6 4, I 5 1; 

Cod liv,•s in, I 50; hardl ·ning of, I 58-

59. 160 ; meanings of, 168; rdati\'it y 
of, 162, I 63; untimel y relation to , 
265; of \'erb , I 84 

Prc- ::.ocrat ic philo soph y, I 28-2 9, I 3 I , 
132, 134, 19 1 

l'r ete nder(s), 259, 260; distinguishing 

tru e from false, 254, 255, 256, 257; 
false. 256. 26 2-63 , 265 

Prima~ • narci ssism, 203 

Primary order, 9 I ; scric•s of, 239-4 9 
Primiti\' e wo rds, 2 I 3 

Prob lem, 56, I I 3, I I 4; c·wnts bear on. 

54, 56; ga me of, 60; minimum of 
being in, 56; neutralit y of, 122-23; 

s,' nse expr essed as, I 2 1-23; spatio­

tem poral self-determination of, I 2 1, 
122 

Prob lc·matic, 344n3; as mode of event , 
54, 56; as objec t of th e Idea, 54; 

se ri(•s of, 52-57; o f world of sm se, 
104-5 

Proc lus, 54 

Project ion, 155, 187, 192, 193; mec ha­

nisms of, 353n3; as surfa ce opera­
tion, I 97; willed action image o f, 
207 

Propl ' r name, 3, 13, 24, 70 

l'ro p<'rties, 68, 70 , 76, 276; gro und<'d in 
th,, onkr of tlw pn son, '1 I 5, I 16. 
I 18, I 19 

Proposition(s), 8 , I 2-22, 69, 9 I , I 34. 

186; attribuh · of, 2 1; cird, · of: 184; 

rn nditi onal, 14, 16, I 22 ; conmT tion 

of, 69; rn rrcspondin g to problem,, 
I 2 1-22 ; dimcn,ion of, 44, I 82; du,1l­

ity in. 23, 24, 85; <'\'l'nt in, 181. 182 , 



Prop osition (commued) 
2 14; fonn of possibility of, 18- 19; 

fro ntiers, 86-87 , 125, 132-33, 166 , 

167, 182-8 3; hypothetical, 170; logic 
of , 105; modaliti('S of, 102; noemat ic 

at trihu tc of, 182 ; and par adox of rc­

gn·ss, 29, 31; and parad ox of sterill' 

; livision, 3 1-32; regulatin g series of 
cn- nts (in Carroll), 4 3; relation s with 

states of affairs, 242; relations of, I 2-

22, 118-20 ; sense in, I 9-22 , 24, 25, 

3 1, 32- 33, 34-35, 37, 65, 80, 8 1, 95-

96, 241; se ries of, 37, 38, 43, 44 ; 

signifier as, 38 ; signifi,·d as, 38; verb 

in, 2 15 

Propo sitiona l modes, neutralit y of sense 

as, 10 1-2 

Prous t, Mar cel, 220, 30 1-2; Remem­
brance, 357n3 

Psychanalj,sex (S. Leclair e) , 230-3 1 

Psychoa nalysis, 92-93, 2 11- 12, 287, 
3 17- 18, 319, 324 

Psychos is, 314- 15, 32 1; orientati on of, 

222 

Pujol, Robert, 352n5 

Punishm ent , 2 13; fea r of infinit e, 27 3, 
277; of good kn owled ge, 20 2-9 

Pur e c·vent (s), 63, 123, 134, 14 1, I 52, 

I 72, 207, 2 11; in Carro ll, I; co nsti­

tutiv e element s of, 166-67; eternal 

return of, 176, 178- 79; impriso ned 

in its actuali zat ion, 16 1; neutral infi­

niti ve for, 2 15; nocma as, 2 I ; non­

naturalizab lc- part of , 238; oppos ition 

to, 35; ph antas m as, 2 10, 2 11, 218; 
psychoana lysis as sc ience of, 2 12; an· 

res ults , 22 1; sense as, 19; in Sto ic 

phil oso phy, 147-4 8; as surfa n-, 136; 
univ oc ity as, 180; wo un d as, 148 

Q uality, 1, 7, 12, 178, 187; in 

Chr onos , 165; and denotati on, 32-
33; Sl·nse and, IO I; and signs, 26 1 
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Quanti ty, 7, 12; and denotat ion, 32-33; 
sense and, 10 1 

Quasi-ca uses, 6, 148, 166, 222 , 238; 

event and, 144; gc nd ic fom1 of se ­
ries inherited, 124, 125n26; instant 

as, 168; paradoxi cal ek•nwnt as, 183; 

of phan tasm-eve nts, 2 1 1; rd ation of 

scnsc to, 94, 95, 98; in Stoic phil os­

oph y, 146-47; sub siskn cc of God, 

176 
Quasi-ca usality of eve nts, 33; ,·xpressin · , 

170; iclcational and noc mat ic-, 17 1; 

relations of, 8, 169 

Que stion(s), 136; ga me of, 60; loc us of, 

56; minimum of being as, S6, 57 

Qu intillian, 285 

R eality, 96-97, 137, 260; irony and, 

138; of the Other, 307; of phan ­

tasms, 2 1 0; whole of~ 29S-96 

Reaso n, 112, 294-9 5; critiqu e of (Klos ­

so wski ), 296-97 
Regress, serial fonn of, 36-37; paradox 

~of (inddinit c pr oliferations) , 28-3 1, 

32, 36-37 

Rcgrcssion, 246, 314; mechanisms of, 

244-4 5 
Reg rcssivc synthe sis, 67, 68, 69- 70 

Relati on(s), 12, 97; as ana lvtica l pr edi­
ca tes of mixtur es, 112-·13; and deno­

tati on, 32-33; of force , 297; neces­

sary to thl· co nditioned , 118-20 , 122; 

sense and, IO 1 
Rl'pcti tion, 296 , 300- 1, 307; falsc/ tru e, 

287-88; fund ame ntal, 287-90 

R,·pre scntati on(s), 141, 266; actor, 1 SO, 
1 57; domain of, 259-60 ; and et ernal 

return , 264; of l'vents, 22 1; expres­
sion, 168; Kant' s cri tiqu e of classica l, 

138; logica l use of, 144-46, 147; and 

person, 247; reversal of, 265; n·rba l. 
241, 24 S-46; world of, 24 1, 262 , 

263 

lkp rcssion, 24 3-44 

Repr oduc tion, princip le of, 27 1-72 
Rl·semblan c,·, 257 , 258 , 263, 268; 

din ·rst• with itself, 27 1, 272; ,·aeh 

age and, 287 , 288 ; lost in simul acra, 
257-5 8; o f repn •sentation, 145; b,·­

t\\"('<·n reso natin g serics, 26 1-62; si­
mu lacrum, 262, 265 

Resonance, 28 3; interna l, 26 1; ph allus 

in, 228-29; phantasm projcc ted as, 

239, 240; of Sl'rk·s, 226 , 232; sexual , 
242 

Ressenr,mem, 149, 152 

R,froco11an, La ( Klossowski), 285-86 

Ricoe ur, Paul , 97 

Rimini, Gt'off rcy of, 20 

Robbe -GrillN , 39, 40, 336n7 

Robinson (M. Tournicr), 302-4, 31 1-12, 

31 3, 31 5, 3 19, 32 1; dehumaniz ed, 

3 12; and Frid ay, 3 15- 18 
Robi nso n 's parad ox , 49 

Romanti c iron y, 138-39, 179 

Roma nticism, 138-39, 140 

Ro ugo n-~a cquart series (Zo la), 32 1, 

322, 323, 324, 330, 331, 333 

Rou ssea u, Jean -Jacqu es, Coefcssians. 138 
Roussel, Raymond, 39, 85 

Rules, 58, 59 , 60; lack of, in idea l game, 

58, 59, 60 

Russel l, Bertrand , 20, 83; tw o fom 1s of 

nonsense in, 34 I n2 

S ade (Marquis de), 237, 28 1, 282 , 289, 
29 1, 319, 320, 359n2 , 367n28; sad ­

ism, 193, 2 14, 237, 326, 3S ln3 

Same (tlw ), 6 1, 78 , 264, 324; eterna l 

n ·tum of, 265, 299, 300; idcn tity of, 

287, 289; Platonic model in, 259; 
simu lation of, 263 

Sartr c, J1·an-Pau l, 98 , 102, 105; &m,q 
and ,Vo1hm9ness. 307, 366n 12 

Sa" ill·, Lord Arth ur, 245 
Sd1izoplm·ni c, 153, 157, 193, 2 19, 

3 I 4 

~ch izop hr mia: con tradic tion limit in, 

87, 88, 89; dua lit~• of , 9 1; languag(·, 

84-85, 194 -95; ITIO \'('lll('nt o f: 164; 

philosophica l, 129 ; psyc hoa nalytic 
tlH'<>ry of. 35 ln3; schi~oid pos ition, 

I 89; sni es of: 82-93; thoug ht and , 

209; in wo rk of Carrol l. 92-93 

Schi:i:ophr enic: language, 134; position, 
192 , 197; split, 192 

Sd1izoid position, 192 , 19 3, 194, 202 . 

.208, 224, 360n4; in good ob jec t. 

190, I 9 I ; pt·nis and , 200; phant asm 

life.>, 2 16; r('action of depression, 198; 

tran sition to depression , 229, 232 
Schop<'nhauer, Arthur , 105, 107 

Schrt ·her, Pn' sident, 2 14 

S,·co11<lary narci ssism, 203 , 208, 2 12; 

ego o f, 2 12, 2 16 

Seco ndar y organization , series of, 239-
49 

See ing, 298; and speaking , 282-87 
S<'lection, 25 3, 262; in di"i sio n, 254, 

255 ; elt'ct ive parti cipati on as re­

sponse to pr oblcm of, 255; in etcrnal 

n·turn, 178- 79, 265; hum or and , 

15 1; among pr ctcndcr s, 259, 260 
Self (the ), 78, 9·9, 103, 175, 245, 247 ; 

crack of, 176; as developm ent of the 
possible, 307-8; disso lution of, 14 1, 

283, 294, 298; and divine ord er, 

294; Idea co rrespo ndin g to the cate­

gory of substan c(•, 29 5; identit y of, 

18; lack of identit y of, 174, 296, 
297; narci ssistic, 222; pt>rson/ body 

as, 29 1; point of vi,•\\' of, I 02; sign i­

fied co ncc pt s in relati on to, I 5, 18; 

sdf ~dcstruc tion, 154; suppr ession, 

I 06; as univer sal prin ciple of l·atc·­
gori cal syllog ism, 295 

Seneca, 131-32 
Smsc, 8 1, 172 , 184, 246; in Aion, 166; 

aut onomy o f, in relation l() deno1a-

11on, 33; as bounda~ · llCtween prop o-
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Sens<· (cont 11wed) 

sitions and thing~, 22; in Carroll, 
xiii, 26; cauM·-dfrc t and , 94, 95; of 
contrari l'S, 175; dt'notation o f~ in 
nons, ·nsc, 6 7-68, 69- 71; dirc·ctio n in, 
I , 77, 78, 8 1; distribution o f, be­
tw,·,·n s,·xual series, 242; donation 
of, 6 7-68, 69-7 1, 76, 80-81; doubly 
g,·m·rative , I 0, 120-2 1, 125-26; as 
cllcct, 70-7 1, 86, 341n4; elaborated 

along lines o n surface, 86; C"ss,·nct' 
in, 34-35; and th,· event , 107, 149, 
167, 176, 180, 2 11; expressed hy 
nonscns<·, 67-68; exprcssC"d as prob­
lem to which prop ositions corre­

spo nd, I 2 1-23; figures in, 8 1, 82; 
fom1al and transcendental logic, 96-
99; fragility of, 94-95, 120; gen<'tic 
pawer of, 124-26; incorpar t·al ev(•nts 
in, 145; language and, 25, 240; lorn s 
of, at surface, 125-2 6, 133, 136; and 
th, · log ical propas ition, 119-20, 126; 
loss of, 87-88, 3 15; and the nwt a­
physical surface, 244; mom ent ot: as 
the eternal return, 299-30 I ; neutral­
ity of, 123-24, 125, 145; and non­
sense, xiii, 106, 107, 139, 183,233, 
24 1; operation of, 166; organi7.ation 
of, 24 1, 344113; in paradox of neu­
tralit y, 32-35; in parad ox of regress, 
28-3 1; in paradox of sterile di, ·ision, 
31-32 ; parad oxes of, 75, 77, 8 1; par­
adoxi cal clenwnt bestows in signifv­
ing/s ign ificd Sl'ri<'s, S I ; passive 'ge ;,. _ 
sis of, I 16- 17; of perceptio n, 20; in 

philosophy, 7 1-72; as pn ·-indi\'idual 
singularity, 299; in prop osition, I 7-
18, 19-20, 24 , 25, 31, 32-3 3, 34-35, 
65, 125. 128; psychoanalysis, 92-9 3; 
relation with nonsense, 67, 69-71, 
8 1; seco nclary orga nization of, 120. 
I 2 5, 2 39-49; seric•s of parad oxl's, 28-

35; and sexualit y, 233, 243; sign and, 
298 ; in simultan eous series, 37-38; 
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and transt'end,0 ntal ph ilosop h~,, I 05-
6; as trut h of prohlcms. 12 1; univoc­
it)' of, 248-49 

St·ns,·-objcct relation, 97, 98 

Sa ial form, 36-37, 225, 226-27. 229 
S<"riali7d1tion, 36-4 1 

Sl'l'ial m1' thocl, in Carroll , 39, 42-47 
Serial form, in surfan· organi1.at ion, 224 
St·rit•s, 246; of the A ion . I 62-68; of 

Alice's ad\'cntures, 234- 38; Carroll\ 
theory of, 56; charactcri st ic of spcd­
tication of relation and distrihution 
of, 39-41; C'OCxistcncc· of, 225, 226; 
of com muni cation of c,•cn ts, 169-76; 
correction of, 175-76; convergence 
of, 260; diffcr<'ntiation, 38; disap ­
pearann · of, in schizophreni c lan­
guage, 9 1; divergence of, 260, 26 1; 
of double causality, 94-99; of the 
l',·cnt, 148-5 3; first stage, 356-
57n2 I 3; in (.;arclener's song (Syfrie 
and Bruna), 26-27; good intentions 
arc ine,·itahly puni shed, 202-9 ; ho­
mogeneous , 98; of hum or, 134-4 1; 
of ideal game, 58-65 ; internal sorrow 
of, 244n3 ; kin<ls of, 224-3.3; of lan­
guage, 18 1-85; and mora l problem in 
Stoi,· philosnph)·, 142-47; of non­
s,·nse, 66- 73; of orality, 186-95 ; of 
the paradox, 94-8 1; o f th<· phan ­
tasms, 2 I 0-26; porcela in and vol­
cano, 154-6 1; prim ary ordl-r and 
seco ndary organization, 239-49; of 
the proh lcmatic-, 52-57; rvgu lated hy 
portmant, ·au wor<ls (Carroll), 44-47; 

ramitication of, 183; resonant ,' of, 
104,1 79,232; re"e rsals of, 8; sepa­
ration, seriali.-:ation of, at surfacc-, 
183, 186; of sc·xuality, 196-20 1; of 
singularitie s, I 00-8; of stat il' logical 

gcnc-sis, I 18-26; of static ontologit·al 
gcnesis, I 08- 17; of stru cture·,. 48-5 1, 
52-5 3; of thought , 2 17-2 3; of thrc c 
images of philosophers, 129-33; of 

univodt~·, 177-80; \\'orld consti t utt·d 
on condi tion of converge nce of. I OY. 
111, 114, 116 

Sextus 1-:mpirinis, 66, 114 
SC'xual dri\'t'S, 202, 203, 2 16, 224, 225, 

243, 352113; deta ched from alinwn­
tary dri\'es, 242 ; libcr,ltion of 
235, 239 , 244, 247; and simu,lacra, 
198 

S,·xuality, 197. 199, 2 17, 2 19, 233 , 242, 
245 , 247, 313; w-sys t1' m with lan­
guage, 229-33, 243-45; energy of, 
248; pn·genital, 225; and prescnn :/ 
absence of Others, 3 17- 18; repres­
sion of, 244; and sense, 233 ; series 
of, 196-20 1, 224-33; and surface 
zones, I 99-20 I; and thoug ht, 2 18-
20, 222-23 

Sexual: history, 233, 243, 247-48; lan­

guage in, 229- 3 1; organization, 242; 
pasition, I 88, 197-98, 199-20 I ; prl'­
figuration of orga nization of lan­
guage, 24 1-42; surface, 2 I 9, 232 , 
239; third ag..-nt of, 23 1-32 

S,·xual series: phantasms and, 239, 240; 
and rep ression, 244 

Sign(s), 63, I 04, 26 1, 264, 298; pure. 

176; in schizophn ·nia, 342n l 0; in 
simulati on, 263 

Signilit·ation , 14- 15, 16-18, 19-20, 25, 
34, 35, 52, 96, 99, 101. 104, 167, 
184, 241, 245; analogv of, 247; ab­
su rdity of, 136; in <.:;~roll, 22; as 
rnndit ion of truth, 122; connec tion 
b,' t\\' l'<•n propositions, li1ws in, 69; 
d1·1l'rmination, of, 68-69; of e, ·erv­
day language·, 248; general, 122; t;od 
a.~ prinl'iple ol~ 176; humor and , 
141; hypo,tati1.,•d, I H-35; in lan­
gu,1g1·, 232; p,1radox,·, oC 75; ra­
tiona l n ·prl',l'ntation, an·, 145; n·b ­
tion of, dd11wd h~· th, · form of 
po,sibilit) ', I 19. I 20, 122; \\ ith si'n><' 
,1, prl'dil'al<·, 97, 98; and s<·ri,·,. 70, 

8 I , 126; sexuali ty and . 244; of 
sounds, 166, 187; and spl'cch, 18 I; 
H'rh and, 184; of ,·oicl', 194; of 
word, 87 

Signifit•d ,e rics, 48, 48-5 1. 9 1 

Signifil'r, 37-38 , 40, 4 1, 70; phallus as, 

2 l2; primordial, 48 
Silencl', 194; body and, 290-9 1; dea th 

instinl't in, 24 1; in Zu la. 326 
Similar ( tl w) , 264, 289; c·ternal return 

of, 265; Platonic copy, 259 
Similiwdes, 145, 26 1, 284-85 
Simondon, (.;ilhcr t, I 04, 195 
Simpl1famuo. 297 

Simulacr(a)um, 2, 7-8, 94, 2 16, 2 I 9, 
22 1, 27 3-76, 284-85, 289, 3 15; and 
anc i,•nt philosophy, 253-79; beco m­
ing phantasms, 165; heing of, 256; 
copy and modd, 256; demon ic arbi­
ter of: 258; divergent series in, 262-
63; in l:picun :an theory of tinw, 
274- 76, 277; and eterna l rC'lurn, 
264-65; 1-'riday and, 3 I 6; in the hier­
.irchy of participation, 255-56; in­
vention and, 266- 79; and mode rnity, 

265-66; percc·ption of, 277; phanta s­
mati<' p0\\W of, 261; Plato, 253-66; 
as rcaniona r~·• 263; sexual drh •es, 
198; varieties of, 275-76, 277; world 
o( 187-88, 26 1-62 

Simulacra -phantasms, 256-57 
Simulation, 262, 263-64, 265, 285 
Singularit ies, 52-53, 7 3, 99, 116; al·tual-

ization of, I 09, 11 O; auto-unif ica tion 
prin eipll' of. I 02-3; confin('(I in an 
i11tli,·idual or pl'rWn, I !9-40; contin­
uum of, 111; distribution of, 53, 5-1, 
55-56, 57, 59-60 . 64, 104-5, 111, 
114. 2 1-1, 3451J4;,·,·,·nL~. I0l -4, 116; 
in good Sl'ns,·. 76; impl'rsonal and 
pre- indh ·idual, 107, 109, 111, 140-
4 1, 152, 176. 177. 213 , 297, H4,d; 
imprisoned in .,uprenw S,·lf, I 06: in­
,c parahl, · from th<" Y<>ll l' of ind1·1<·r-
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:-.ingulariti,·, (conrmucJ) 
~1ina1ion, I I 3; instant ex tra cts from 

thl' pn ·.-1•nt, 166; in phan tasm, 21 S; 
prinupl,· of ,·mii,, ion of, SI; pur e, 

136; n·di,trihution o f, 56; ~•·nse as 
pn ·- individual, 99; series of, 100-8; 

in , trunun ,, SO; a, subjec t of et<Tnal 
return. 300; as tran , mutabl e ,., ents, 

102-3 
Singular po ints, 113. 167; distrihution 

of, in ,e ries, 5 1 

S,x-rat ,·,, 7, 107, 128, 138, 139, 263, 

265 
Solution .,. 56, I 14; ,•ngcnden·cl in the 

self-d<'tenninati on of proh lt·m, 12 1, 
122; in phantasm, 2 15; singularities 

in, 54, 56 

Scph1s1, 254, 256; Sophists, 9 

So'-!f/leur. I e (KlosSO\\ .,ki), 283 , 285, 286, 

287-88 , 299 

Soul, 78, 169, 272, 273 

Souls, myth of circulation of, 254, 255 
Sound (s), 43, 134, 166,273,298; and 

bodies , 181; as d l'mcnts of language , 
186; c·,·olution of, 229; indep, ,ndC'nn· 

of, 240-42, 249; liberated and made· 

imk·prnclcnt of boclies, 186-87; 

proposition s, in n·lation to, surfaces, 

125 

Sound-,·ff(·tts of l:xxli,·,. 166 

.\pa/111119. 9 I. 156, 192 , 202, 206, 209, 

l.22 
Sp<·akc·r, impo tenn· o f, 29, indi, idual a.,, 

137-38, 140; pn ,on as, 138- 39, 140 

Sp,•aking, 186, 193, 298; and ,·ating, 

186-87; by the Other, 307; M'eing 
and , 282-87; ,cx uality hetw,·,·n eat• 

ing and, 242; and the vcrh, 241 

Species, din •rsit~· o f, 266 

'ip<·ech. 186, 232-33, 2-11, 246, 247, 
290; tlw " I" in tlw orck·r of, I S, 18; 

and l'<Tb, 248, 249; or d,·r of, 18 1; 

sight and, 284 
:-.pcrhN, 229 
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Spino-✓.a, 27 3 

Spirit (s), 292; and hudi, ·,- 1,rnguagc·, 283, 

284, 286, 29 1; di>turhan , ·t• of, 278. 

279; (.;od and , 292; ming k·d to­

ge ther, 293; mo rbid, 297-30 1 
Splitting, 187, 188; in Carroll. 4 3 

State of affairs, 6, 7, 65, 119, 12 3; and 
bodi,·s (in Stoic th ought ). -1-7; differ ­

ent from cn:-nts and th ings in Car­
roll, 9- 1 I; c,·cnt in, 34, 37. 182, 

186, 2 10, 240; fronti er bct,H·cn 

propositi on and. 167; gcnl'l it· po \\ er 
of sense, 124; inror por ea l power in. 

183; mixtur es with, 6; phanta,m dis­

tinct from, 2 11, 214; in psyr hoanaly ­

sis, 2 11; relation of proposi tion to, 

12- 13, 16, 19, 2 1, 22, 29. 242; rea li-

7.ation of event(s) in, 53; scnJ>e in, 

2 1-22, 24, 31, 8 1, 95 , 96 , 241; signi­

fier/signiliccl, 37-38; word and, 88 

S1a1esma11 (Plato), 254, 255-5 6 

Static-genesis, 98-9 9, 124-26, 141, 144, 
186, 241, 246; sense/ non sense' in , 

141; and willing the event, 149 

Static logical genesis, seri es of, I 18-26 
Static ontologi ca l gc•rwsis: first ,tage of, 

I 09, I I I ; series of, I 09-17 

St<'in, (.;unther. 349n 5 

Stend hal, 100 , 101 

Sterile dil'ision, paradox of (or dry 

rr itcrat ion), 31-32 

Stimer, Max, 106 
Stoic parad ox , 169-70 

Stoicism, 20, 136, 148, 158; in Carro ll, 

IO; causal relations, 169-7 1; language 
in, 18 3-84; and moral probl ems, 

142-47; paradox of future con tingen­

cies. 33-34 ; scn.,,· -t·vc·nt in, 31-32 ; 

and trag,·dy. 131- 32; two n·ading s. 

of tim e in, 61-62 
Sto ic·,, xiii-xii', 20, 63, 96, 112, 123, 

129, I 30, I H . 162; l><xlit-. state, of 
affair,, 4 -7; con lli,·t \\ ith I-pi< un•an,, 

270; m nnectio n of propo,ition ,, 69; 

distincti on h..·I\, een t'<>rporcal mix­

tur<'s, 89; double causality, 94; dual 

attitucln of conlid,·nn· and mixture·. 
163; nonsi•n,c in, 66-67; parad ox in, 

8-9 , 32; s,·n,c in, 19; theory of tlw 
Voice, 347n I 

Structuralism, 7 1-72, 92, 366n I 2 
Stru cture , 7 1, 28 1; minimal condition, 

for, 50-5 1; Other as, 307- 10, 3 1 3-

15; prc,,·nc·,-. 319-2 1; scrit·s o f, 48-
5 1, 52-53 

Suhjcct(s), 99, I 07; analytic prcdi ca1,,, 

of, 112, 115; assignat ion of, 1; frn ·, 

nomadic ,ingu laritics , 107; knowi ng, 

344n3; manife sted states of, 96; and 
objcc·t, 3 I 0- 11, 3 18; and phanta sm, 

2 12- 13; position of, 2 16; signifies by 
sound , 187; ,·is-a-vis the world, I 13 

Suhjectil'it y, 139, 140; dialecti cal whole 
of, 138 

Suhlimation, 208, 2 12, 2 16, 2 I 9-20, 

22 1, 222, 237; less success ful, 224 
Superego, 94, 188, 189, 203, 243, 245, 

352n2, 3S3n4; acoustk'orig in of, 

193; "good" / crud , 352n4; good oh­
ject as, 190, 19 1; and lihidinal 

dril'es , 205; and sexua l tlriws, 198 

Supcrnu ma~ • object, 50, SI, 6S, 66, 8 1; 

paradoxical clement in, 66; phallu, 

as, 228 

Sur face, xii', I 32. 133, 141; action at, 

207-8; aggregate, 24 5-46; in Alicl''s 

ach-cnturt-s, 237; ai.tTnt to, 2-17; Car­

roll' s languag,· and, 9- 1 I, 84, 87-9 3, 
124-25; confused, in C:hrono,. 16S; 

contraric·, at, 175- 76; in the dnd­
opnwnt of ,·go, 203-4; discm1·~· of, 
11; rmis,io n, from, 27 3-74. 275 , 

176; hum or is art of. 141, 24!!; idc·a­
tional, 2 11; intention i, phrn onwnon 

of, 207; in languag,·, 183; lc·ap Ix--
I Wt'l'n, 238; i, lot·u,. o f sense, I 0-1-5; 

nons<'n.,c· of, I 36; a, ohj,·c·t of ,c·c­

omla~ , rt-gn·" ion, 24-1; Oedipu , and , 

205 -6; opc·ration o f hodiC's at, 24; 

organization of, 200, 2 33; in origin 

of phanta~m, 2 18; parad oxica l cle ­

ment runnin g the ~,·ric·, . 8 1; phallit· 
n><mlinati ons o f. 203, 226 ; phallu, as 

in,tnrml'nt of, 20 I ; phallic lim• at, 

l 0 I, 206, 208, 209; phantasm is 

phm om1·11on of, 2 16; in philoso phy. 

129, I 32-33; physics of, 94-95; pri ­

ma~ · fonnation o f. 241; produ ctio n 
of, 187; Robinson's histo~ · of, 319; 

Rohim,on ', n•tum to, 315- 16; sal'ing, 

168; schirnid fragmrnt s at, 92; sense 

at, I 9, I 36; sexualit y and, 199-20 I; 

~imulacra at, 298; sing ulariti<·s at, 
I 03-4; split, in schizophreni c lan­

g uage , 86-87; in Stoic philos ophy, 

146; think er of, 2 19; as tran scc·nden­

tal field. 125; tral' ersa l of, 206; i., 

what "rc·nders possih l,.," 186; 70ncs 
arc facts of, 197, I 98 

:-.urface effect(~). 7-8, 2 11, 132; in Aior1, 

165, 166; appearance as, 2 1; dual, 

242; css<·ncc of e"ent is, 182; in lan­

guage , 11, 183; and mctaph~·sica l 
, urfacc , 244; parad ox o f, 4-11; in 

propos itions, 12; st'nse in, 70, 72 

Surface organi,.ation: a.~ dctc nn ined I,~, 

Aion, 166-68; serial fonn is, 224; of 
tran scc nck•ntal field, 99 

S" ift, 43 

~• /11e and Brune (Ca rroll), I 0, 11, 23, 26-
27. -12-4 3. 44, 55, 62, 79 , 358n I; 

"(.;ardcner' s song," 26-27 , 34; para­
dox of m•utrality with , 33, 3-1 

',~ mholi7.at ion, 188, 208, 2 1 l, 2 16, 2 I 9-

20, 22 1 

Syntlw~t•,, 174-7 5. 176 

"Tangl,,cf Tai,-." SI, 55, 56, 67 

Thm logy. 10! , 279, 28 1-82; in Kant. 
294-97; ra tional, 294 

lhcrew Roqum (Zola), 32 3, 330-3 1 
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Thin[!(S), I, 9- 11, 186; att rihut,· of, 2 1; 
d:•notation , fulfill.-d in, 241; frontier 
h('t\\TCl1, 86-87, 132-B, 166, 182-
83; as po ints o r "ic\\', 17 3; series of, 
37, 38; ~onorous <1ualities of, 18 1 

Thing,- prop ositions (duality), 23, 24-25, 

18 

Thought, aggression in, 298-99; apprc•­
lwnsion of, 269, 276; <:rack o f, 160, 
208-9; dcnegation and, 208; erosion 
or, 157; ideal gamc as reality of. 60; 
inten sity of, 2 19; nonscnsc as 7.l'ro 
point of, 241; object of, 279 ; orien­
tation of, 127, 128-30, I 32; para ­
doxes in, 74; possibility, 332-33; 
rdatio n of ato ms to, 268 ; sc·ries 
of, 2 17-23 ; S<"xuality and, 2 18-
20; su rfacc· of, 208 ; time of, 
276 

"T hree Vo in·s, the," 359n I 
ThrouHh 1hc Looking-Glass (Carro ll), I , 9-

10, 43, 236 
Time(s), 144, 147; of actor /o f God, I 50; 

Aion as r ternal rt'sult of, 165; of ch:­
rn mposition, 12 1; clcfonnation of, in 

alcoholism, I 58-60; Epicurean thcor~· 
o f, 269- 70, 274-79; of evcnts/dTc·c·ts, 
62-63; in idt'a l game, 59, 60; inlinit <'. 
60-6 1; languagr in, 185; minimum of, 
269- 70, 274, 275, 276, 277; rr stlul , 
277-78; ord<"r of, 75, 76, 77; and 
pres,·nn· of Others, 3 1 I; readings 
of, 5, 60-6 1, 63, 64, 162-68; rd ation 
to movr ment, 276- 77; ,·C"rh in, 184-
85 

To C"at/to lw t·aten, 23-2 4, 26, 37, 85, 
86, 9 1, 182, 199, 238, 240 , 241 

To cat/ to think, 240 
Tolstoy, I 00, IO I, 349n4 
To ~hit/ to speak (duality), 85, 86 
To1cm and Taboo ( l'reud), 2 11 
Tournil' r, Michel, 30 1-2 1 
Transcendental fi,· ld, I 05, I 09 , 123; 

chara cteristi<:s of 344n3; impersonal, 
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98, 99, 102, 116, 244, Hln 5; surfan· 
as, 125 

Tran sn' ncicntal phik, soph~·• 107; sc·nsc· i, 
characteristic disco \'cry of, I 05-6 

T ranscendenta l principl<', 96-99 
Transn·nden tal subjn ·t, 98 
Tru<' (th e-), 13, 68, 120- 2 1; in prop osi­

tions, 14- 15, 17, 19 
Truth, 18, 12 1, 222; conditi on o f. 14-

1 5, 19; eterna l, 22 I; logil· of, I I I; 
philosop hical, 346n I 

"T\\' O Broth ers, thr" (Carroll ), 358n I 

U m,..eh, 113, 116 

Unconditi onal, 122, 123-24 
Unconscious (th<>), xiii, 72, 204, 35 1n3; 

paradox as force of, 80; phanta sm 
and, 2 17; series in, 40 

Unique even t, 56; Being a.~, 180; lan­

guage as, I 85 
Univocal Being, 175-80, 241, 300 
Uni" ocity, I 94, 24 I; pseudo -, 180; St'­

ries of, 177-80; transmitt ed from 
Being to language, 185 

UmersJ/ln, 9 I, 9 2, 136. 2 33 
Untimd y (the), 265 
Urdoxo. 97, 98, 102 

V alery, Paul, 10 
Va riabk s, I I 5 

Veracity, 14 
Verb(s). 5, 24-25 , 28, 37, 182, 183-84, 

22 1, 246 ; as attributin g Aims, 21; on 
metap hysical surface, 140; move from 
s1w,·c h to , 248, 249; phantas m and, 
2 14- 15; poles of, 184-85 ; sc·conclar~· 
organi7.ation of, 241; sense in propo­
sition rxprcsscd by, 3 1- 32; sp('aking 
and, 24 1; uni\' ocit~• of language. 185 

l'crlc119nun9. 24 3 
Voic<' (thc ). 195, 200, 2 14, 2 15, 229. 

232, 24 1, 246; in Alic(''s aclvcntlirl'S, 

2 36; lking on , 179; disengag(·rn,·nt 
of, 240; in language, 193-94; from 
abow, 245, 247; of th,· heights, 242 

Void, 268; beginnings in, 2 18; infinitl', 
269, 272; sexual surface as, 222 ; 
Stoi<: thcory of, 347n I; univoci ty of, 
180 

Voyeurism, 2 14, 282-8 3, 284, 320 

W agm·r. 107 
Weh, I 13, I 16 
Wh ole (th l'), 26 7, 268, 279, 300; ner­

nal n ·tu rn as, 300, 30 I 
Will, 149, 157,222 , 344n l ; falsc 

impr ession of, 277; particular, I 3 1 
Will to powe r, 107, 300, 30 1 
Wittg cnstl'in, 146 
Wolf Man, 40, 230, 357n2 
Wolfaon, Louis, 84-85 
Wo rd(s), 82-83, 87-88, 247-48; action, 

90; contra cting, 47; dualit y of, 85; 
esoteric, 45, 46; how l-, 88; morality 
of, 142-43; neutrali ty of, 65; obsccnt", 
246; passion, 90; primary function ot; 
24 1; reactio n to corrupt , 14, 15- 16; 
schizophr enic, 9 1; separated from 
h1x lies hy sense, 9 1 

Word/i mage assoc iation, 12- 13, 16 
World(s), 245, 247; anti absenc(' of oth-

,•r~. l 19; bottom lc·ss, 199; d1arac·ll'r­
ist ks , 103-8; rn mmodi til-s, 115, 116; 

constitut ed by the convergl·nce of 
s,·ries, I 09- I 0, I 11, I 12, I I 3, I 14. 
I 16. 176 ; dt'Stru ction, 294; di\'er sity 
of. 266; element s in, 27 1; cxprcssc·d, 
I 10- 11, 114, 116; as icon, 26 1; in­
rn mpo ssible, 113, I 14, 115; organi­
zat ion of, 312, 313; other, 260 ; per­
son in. I 39; perv erse, 320; as 
phanta sm, 262; principle of repro­
duct ion in, 27 1; re-al, 260; of sirnula­
cra, 187-88, 26 1-62; uniqu e, 262 ; as 
uni"cr sal prin ciple of hypo thl·tical 
s~•llogism, 295; with out others, 30 1-
2 1 

Wound( s), 147, 148, 149; ete rnal return 
of, 157; mortal, 15 1-52 

.Z arathustra, 264 , 289, 299 
Z<'n, 136, 137, 146; Buddhi sm, 8; Ze n's 

paradox , 340n2 
Zola, 32 1-33 ; Assomoir, L', 323; Beie hu­

m<1111e. Lo, 32 1, 323, 326-27, 330-32; 
Doc1e11r Pasrnl, Le. 333; optim ism of, 

332; scirntif1c insp iration of, 325-26; 
Therese Ro,qwn. 323, 330-3 1 

Zones, con junction of, 229; letters in, 
230-3 I; see alS-O Bodily 7.0nes 
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