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Note to the Translation

The translation of G/as was a joint effort. Richard Rand provided
the firse draft eranslacion of the column on Jean Genet and I of the
column on Hegel. [ then integrated and reworked both columns
for accuracy, continuity of language, and stylistics.

For the critical apparatus to the translation, that is, explana-
tions of particular terms and their translations, commentary on
individual lines, and che location of all cited passages, as well as
inccoductory essays, the reader is referred to Glassary, by John P.
Leavey, Jr., with an essay by Gregory L. Ulmer and a foreword by
Jacques Derrida. Glassary, also published by the University of
Nebraska Press, is the complement of this transiation and indicates
all references to it by page and line number.

The translation follows chese textual principles: German terms
within parentheses are Derrida’s citations or emphases. German
terms with translation alternatives or explanations within square
brackets are Derrida’s. German terms alone within square brackets
are the translators’ addition for clarity. French terms within square
brackets are likewise the translators’.

[ would like to thank the following: Dr. Susan Mango and the
Translations Program of the National Endowment for the Humani-
ties for a grant that allowed full-time work during 1980—81; the
University of Florida's Division of Sponsored Research, College of
Liberal Arts and Sciences, and English Department for their sup-
port of ocher parts of this project; Clark Butler for making available
o me his translation of the Hegel letters before publication by
Indiana University Press; Indiana University Press for permission to
cite from Hegel: The Letters, trans. Clack Butler and Christiane
Seiler, with commentary by Clack Butler (Indiana University
Press, 1984); Barbara Fletcher for her help in the early stages of the
translation; and Marie A. Nelson for her time, good spirits, and
patience in typing and correcting the entire manuscripc—without
her this project would still not be finished.

I would also like to acknowledge the support that Paul de Man
and John Sallis gave this translation from its inception. J. Hillis
Miller has always been available and helpful with any problems
that might arise. He made this work possible. Gilbert Debusscher
was kind enough to review parts of the translation and answer
questions on particular passages in the French. Finally, I want to
thank Jacques Derrida himself. His friendship, patience, and gen-
erous answers [0 my many questions continually guided me in this
translation.

J L



what, after all, of the remain(s), today, for us, here, now, of a
Hegel?

For us, here, now: from now on that is what one will not have
been able to think without him.

For us, here, now: these words are citations, already, always, we
will have learned that from him.

Who, him?

His name is so strange. From the eagle it draws imperial or
historic power. Those who still pronounce his name like the French
(there are some) are ludicrous only up to a certain point: the
restitution (semantically infallible for those who have read him a
litele—but only a litcle) of magisterial coldness and imperturbable
seriousness, the eagle caught in ice and frost, glass and gel.

Let the emblanched {emblém] philosopher be so congealed.

Who, him? The lead or gold, white or black eagle has not
signed the text of sawir absolu, absolute knowledge. Even less has
the red eagle. Besides,
whether Sz is a text, has
given rise to a text, whether
it has been written or has
written, caused writing, let
writing come about is not
yet known.

Whether it lets itself be
assigned {emseigner], signed,
ensigned is not yet known. Perhaps there is an incompatibility
(rather than a dialectical contradiction) between the teaching and
the signature, a schoolmaster and a signer. Perhaps, in any case,
even when they let themselves be thought and signed, these two
operations cannot overlap each other {se recouper).

Sa from now on will be the siglum of savoir
absolu. And IC, let's note this already since
the two staffs represent each other, the Im-
maculate Conception. A properly singular
tachygraphy: it is not first going to dislocate,
as could be thought, a code, i.e., what we
depend [toble] on too much. But perhaps,
much later and more slowly this time, to
exhibit its borders

[ts/His [Sa] signature, as thought of the remain(s), will en-
velop this corpus, but no doubt will not be
contained therein.

This is—a legend.

Not a fable: a legend. Not 2 novel, nota
famnily romance since that concerns Hegel's
family, bur alegend.

The legend does not pretend to afford a
reading of Hegel’s whole corpus, texts, and
plans {desseins], just of two figures. More
precisely, of two figures in the act of effacing
themselves: two passages.

remain(s) to  be
thought: it (¢a) does
not accenmtuate itself
here now but will al-
ready have been put to
the test on the other
side. Sense must con-
form, more or less,
to the calculi of what
the engraver terms a
counterproof

“

what remained of @ Rembrandt torn into small, very regu-
lar squares and rammed down the shithole” is divided in

™wo.
As the remain(s) [resze].

Two unequal columns, they say distyle [disent-ils1,
each of which — envelop(e)(s) or sheath(es), incalcu-
lably reverses, turns inside out, replaces, remarks,
overlaps [recoupe] the other.

The incalculable of what remained calculates itself,
elaborates all the coups [strokes, blows, etc.}, twists or
scaffolds them in silence, you would wear yourself out
even faster by counting them. Each little square is
delimited, each column rises with an impassive self-
sufficiency, and yet the element of contagion, the
infinite circulation of general equivalence relates each
sentence, each scump of writing (for example, “je
mé . . .") to each other, within each column and
from one column to the other of what remained infi-
nitely calculable.

Almost.

Of the remain(s), after all, there are, always, over-
lapping each other, two functions.

The first assures, guards, assimilates, interiorizes,
idealizes, relieves the fall [chute] into the monument.
There the fall maintains, embalms, and mummifies
itself, monumemorizes and names itself—falls (to
the comb(stone)) {#ombe}. Therefore, but as a fall, it
erects itself cthere.



Two very determined, partial, and particular passages, two
examples. But perhaps the example trifles wich the essence.

First passage: religion of flowers. In Phenomenology of Spirit, the
development of natural religion always has the form of a syllogism:
the mediate moment, “plant and animal,” includes a religion of
flowers. Flower religion is not even a moment or station. It all but
exhausts itself in 2 passage (Ubergeben), a disappearing movement,
the effluvium floating above a procession, the march from inno-
cence to guilt. Flower religion would be innocent, animal religion
culpable. Flower religion (a factual example of this would come
from Africa, but above all from India) no longer, or hardly, re-
mains; it proceeds to its own placement in culpability, its very own
animalization, to innocence becoming culpable [cwupabie] and thus
serious. And this insofar as the same, the self (Se/éss) has not
yet taken place, has given itself, still, only (in) its representa-

“Die Unschuld der Blumenreligion, die nur
seibstiose Vorstellung des Sefbsts ist, geht in
den Emst des kdmpfenden Lebens, in die
Schuld der Tierreligion, die Auhe und Ohn-
macht der anschauenden Individudlitat in das
Zzerstirende Firsichsein iber.”

tion (Vorstellung). “The in-
nocence of the fower reli-
gion, which is merely che
self-less representation of
self, passes into the seri-
ousness of warring life, into
the guilt of animal religions,

the quiet and impotence of contemplative individuality pass into

destructive being-for-self.”

always look sideways toward India in order
to follow this enigmatic passage, which
passes very badly, between the Far West and
the Far East. India, not Europe, nor China. A
kind of historic strangulating bottleneck.
Contracted as Gibraltar, “a sterile and costly
rock," the piltars of Hercules whose history
belongs to chat of the Indies route. In this
somewhat shifting channel, the East-West-
Euroafrican panorama infinitely narrows. A
poinc of becoming.

The rocky point has often changed name,
nonetheless. The promontory has been
called Mons Calpe, Notre-Dame-du-Roc,
Dijebe! Tarik (Gibraltar)

Second passage: the
phallic column of India.
The Aesthetics describes its
form in the chapter on
“Independent or Symbolic
Architecture.” It is said
to have spread toward
Phrygia, Syria, and Greece
where, in the course of the
Dionysiac celebrations (ac-
cording to Herodotus as
cited by Hegel), the women
were pulling the thread of a

phallus that thus stood in the air, “almost as big as the rest of the

body.”
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At the beginning, then, the phallic columns of India,

The other — lets
the remain(s) fall.
Running the risk of
coming down to the
same. Falls (to the
tomb(stone)) — cwo
times the columans,
the waterspouts { trom-
bes] — remain(s).

Perhaps the case
(Eall) of the seing.

If Fall marks the
case, the fall, deca-
dence, failure or fis-
sure, Falleequals trap,
spare, springe, the
machine that grabs
you by the neck {cox].

The seing falls (o
the tomb(stone)).

The remain(s) is in-
describable, or almost
so: not by virtue of
an empiric approxi-
mation, but rigor-
ously undecidable.

“Catachresis . . . n. 1. Trope wherein a
word is diverted from its proper sense
and is taken up in common language to
designate another thing with some anal-
ogy to the object initially expressed: for
example, a tongue [langue], since the
tongue is the chief organ of spoken lan-
guage; a looking glass ... a feaf of
paper. . . . It is also a catachresis to say:
ironclad with gold; to ride a hobby-
horse. . . . 2. Musical term. Harsh and
unfamiliar dissonance.

"—&. Kardxpnatis, abuse, from xara,
against, xpTiois, usage.”

“Catafalque ... n. Pladorm raised as
an honor, in the middle of a church,
to receive the coffin or effigy of a
deceased....

“—E. ltal. catafalco; Low Latin catafoitus,
codafaldus, cadafalle, cadapallus, cada-
phallus, chofallus. According to Du
Cange, cata derives from the Low Latin
catus, 2 war machine called cat after the
animal; and, according to Diez, from
catare, to see, to regard; after all [du
reste], finally, these two etymologies
merge, since cotus, cat, and catare, to
regard, share the same root. There re-
mains falco, which, given the variants of
the Low Latin where p appears, can be
only the German word balk (see BaL-
CONY). Catafaigue is the same word as
scaffold (see that word [échafaud]).

“Cataglottism . . . n. Term from ancient
liverature. The use of abstruse words.
“—E Karayhwrriouds, from xard,
indicating abstruse, and yAdoow,
word, tongue, language (see GLOSS
[glose])." Literé.
The ALCs sound, clack, explode [éclo-
tent], reflect and (rejturn themselves in
every sense and direction, count and
discount themselves, opening—here
(ici}—in the stone of each column a va-
riety of inlaid judas holes, crenels, Vene-
tian shutters [jalousies], loopholes, to
see to it not to be imprisoned in the



enormous formations, pillars, towers, larger at the base than at the
top. Now at the outset—but as a setting out
that already departed from itself—these col-
umns were intact, unbreached {inentamées},
smooth. And only later (erst spater) are
notches, excavations, openings (Gffnungen und Aushohlungen) made
in the columns, in the flank, if such can be said. These hollowings,
holes, these lateral marks in depth would be like accidents coming
over the phallic columns at first unperforated or apparently unper-
foratable. Images of gods (Gaiterbilder) were set, niched, inserted,
embedded, driven in, rattooed on the columns. Just as these small
caverns of lateral pockets on the flank of the phallus announced the
small portable and hermetic Greek temples, so they broached/
breached the model of the pagoda, not yet altogether a habication
and still distinguished by the separation between shell and kernel
(Schale und Kern). A middle ground hard to determine between the

there, behind the abso-
lute of a déja, an al-
ready, what s there

“Hauptsichlich in Indien nun gingen von dieser Art der Verehrung
der Zeugungskraft in der Form der Zeugungsglieder auch
Bauwerke in dieser Gestait und Bedeutung aus; ungeheure su-
lenartige Gebilde, aus Stein, wie Tiirme massiv aufgerichtet,
unten breiter als oben. Sie waren urspriinglich fiir sich selber
Zweck, Gegenstande der Verehrung, und erst spéter fing men on,
Offnungen und Aushdhlungen darin zu machen und Gitterbilder
hineinzustellen, was sich roch in den griechischen Hermen por-
tativen Tempelhduschen, erhalten hat Den Ausgangspunke aber
bilden in Indien die unausgehditen Phailusséulen, die sich spéter
erst in Schole und Kern teilten und zu Pagoden wurden.”

T d the moment i d following both
the flower religion and the phallic columns, a moment that
relieves them forthwith as it were, is Memnon, the resonating
colossal statue (kolossale Kiangstatue) that produces a Klang
under the incidence of the sun's rays. The Klang announces
the end of the flower religion and the phallic columns, but is
not yet voice or language. This ringing, sonorous light rever-
berating as on a stone bell [cloche] is already no longer mute,
but not yet speaking (nur Klang und niche Sprache). These
structural correspondences can be verified among all the de-
scriptions of Klang in the Aesthetics, the Phenomenology of
Spirit, the Philosophy of Nature, etc.

column and the house, sculpture and architecture.

So no one can live there. Whether dead or alive. It is neither a
house nor a burial place. Who contemplates such a structure, who
can do so, one wonders. And how can an altar, a habitat, or a burial
monument, town planning {#rbanisme] or a mausoleum, the fam-
ily and che State, find their origins there.

Let me admit—a throw of the d(ie) [coup de dé1—that [ have
already chosen these two very compressed passages, this angle or
odd channel in order to introduce, striccly, in/to Hegel's name.

colossus, tattoos in the folded flesh of a
phallic body that is never legible except
in banding erect, legends as weli for the
stones of the Balcony or the brothel.
Irma indicates to the chief of police that
his “image does not yet conform to the
liturgies of the brothel.” He protests:
“My image is growing bigger and bigger, |
assure you. It's becoming colossal. [Like
the “gigantic phallus,” the “prick of
great stature” whose form the chief cop
is later urged to adopt.] . . . You've got
secret judas holes in every partition
[cloison). Every wall, every mirror, is
rigged. . . . You don’t need me to tell
you that brothel tricks are mainly mir-
ror [de glaces] tricks. . . .” If you could
tour around this column, you will head
back to The Balcony, to read there (“THe
ENVOY: It's reading or the Image that
counts. History was lived so that a
glorious page might be written, and
then read.” Farther on, Roger repeats
the sentence and adds: “It’s reading that
counts. ... CARMEN: The truth: that
author’s rights: “that you'r: dead, or rather that you don't
stop dying and that your image, like
(@) comes (back) to your name, resounds to infinity."), in the
me,” the seing belongs “stones™ that “say,” “familiarly,” death
upright, the bordel [fe claque], the
to me. sound of bells [cloches), the apotheosis,
The stake of the the tomb as pedestal [socle], the mau-
. soleum, the prelate’s neck [cou], the
signature — does the collapse [dégringolode] of the Immacu-
st gnature take place? late Conception, and so on, the letters
5 5 5 and steps [marches] of “glory.” For the
where? how? Why? st and ks time, and as an example,
for whom? — that
will be treated prac-
tically, in passing: an

here you are as if forewarned by this text
indispensable prelim-

of what clacks here—and decomposes
the cadaver of the word (balc, talc, alga,
inary to the explana-
tion of (for example

clatter [éclat], glass, etc.) in every sense.
“literary”)  formality

You will have to do the work that re-
mains on your own, and accuse yourself,
as does he, as the one who writes, in
your own tongue, At least. “Perhaps |

with all the muscled

judges who interrogate it from apparently extrinsic

instances (question about the classified—biographi-

cal, historical, economic, political, and so on—sub-

Between the words,
between the word it-
self as it divides itself
in two {(noun and
verb, cadence or erec-
tion, hole and stone),
(to) insinuate the deli-
cate, barely visible
stem, an almost im-
perceptible cold lever,
scalpel, or stylus, so
as to enervate, then
dilapidate, enormous
discourses that always
end, though more
or less denying it,
in attributing an

wanted to accuse myself in my own
tongue.” You will also have to work the
word tongue like an organist

3



Einflibrung, as German philosophers say, introduction info He-
gel. Einfiibrung demands the accusative and so indicates che active
movement of penetration. Not to stay here at or be contenc here
with the skirt of the Hegelian thicket. Not to stop immediately in
all the difficulties, intrinsic or extrinsic, intrinsically extrinsic—
and supplementary—that the decision of such a stroke [coup)
instigates. There have been many introductions to Hegel for sale
and generally available. And the problem of the introduction in/to
Hegel's philosophy is a// of Hegel's philosophy: (the) a/ready posed
throughout, especially in his prefaces and forewords, introductions
and preliminary concepts. So, already, one would be found en-
trained in the circle of the Hegelian beginning, sliding or endlessly
atrip there. I mark che decision and interrupt che vercigo with a
fictive rule [régle]: this operation—the glas of Sa, glas as Sa—is
addressed to those who have not yec read, heard, or understood
Hegel; this perhaps is the mosc general situation, in any case mine
here and now.

In order to work on/in Hegel’s name, in order to erect it, the
time of a ceremony, I have chosen to draw on one thread. It is going
to seem too fine, odd, and fragile. Ic is the law of the family: of
Hegel's family, of the family in Hegel, of the concept family
according to Hegel.

In the major expositions of the Encyclopedia or the { Elements of
the} Philasophy of Right, the “objective spirit” is developed in chree
moments: abstract right (Recht), morality (Moralitit), and Sit-
lichkeit—a term translated in various ways (ethics, ethical life,
objective morality, bonne moeurs), but [ won't try to translate it in my
curn. (One day, elsewhere, Il tell why I love this German word.)
Now within Sitlichkeit, the third term and the moment of syn-
thesis becween right's formal objectivity and morality’s abstract
subjectivity, a syllogism in curn is developed.

Its firse term is the family.

The second, civil or bourgeois society (biirgerliche Gesellschaft).

‘The third, the State or the constitution of the State (Stzatsver-
Jassung).

Even before analyzing these dialectical syllogisms and the ar-
chitectonics to which they give rise, we see the stake and the
interest of this familial moment. Its interpretation directly en-
gages the whole Hegelian determinacion of right on one side, of
politics on the other. [ts place in the system’s structure and develop-
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ject). As for general textuality, perhaps the seing
represents the case, the place for (topically and tropi-
cally) overlapping the intrinsic and the extrinsic.

Initialing the margin, the incessant operation:
signing in the margin, exchanging the name against
a revenue, paring down, trying to reduce the margin
and letting oneself be rushed into the angles—
daedalian frame.

Case and scrap [recoupe). What remains of a
signature?

First case: the signature belongs to the inside of
that (picture, relievo, discourse, and so on) which it
is presumed to sign. It is in the text, no longer
signs, operates as an effect within the object, plays as
a piece in what it claims to appropriate or to lead
back to its origin. The filiation is lost. The seing is
defalcated.

Second case: the signature holds itself, as is gener-
ally believed, outside the text. The signature eman-
cipates as well the product that dispenses with
the signature, with the name of the father or of the
mother the product no longer needs to function. The
filiation again gives itself up, is always betrayed by
what remarks it.

In this double case the secreted loss of the re-
main(s) overlaps itself. There would be only excre-
ment. If one wanted to press, the whole text (for
example, when it signs itself Genet) would gather
itself in such a “vertical coffin” (Miracle of the Rose) as
the erection of a seing. The text re(mains)—falls
(to the tomb), the signature re(mains)—falls



ment, in the encyclopedia, the logic, and the Hegelian ontotheol-
ogy, is such thar the displacements or the disimplications of which

it will be the object would not know how to have a simply local

character.

Before attempting an active interpretation, verily a critical
displacement (supposing thac is rigorously possible), we must yet
patiencly decipher this difficult and obscure text. However pre-
liminary, such a deciphering cannot be neutral, neuter, or passive.
It violently intervenes, at least in a minimal form: the choice of this
place and this moment, the family, in the Hegelian systematics.

This choice is far from being innocent. Noc only does it result
from theoretical ultetior motives [arviére-pensézs], undoubtedly also
from some unconscious motivations that must be put in play and to
work without any preliminary theorizing about it being possible.

The concept family very rigorously inscribes itself in the sys-
tem: within the Encyclopedia and the Philosophy of Right, those final
forms that are subsequent to che great Logic. Must the analysis be
limited co this final and systematic placement?

The analysis can be limited in two ways. One could be satisfied
with making the most of these last texts, or one could consider that
we can read everything preceding as a development teleologically
oriented, without rupture, without essential displacement, to-
ward this final accomplishment.

One can dream of a channel becween these two limics that as a
matter of fact are only one. But there is no pure solution, no
solution in principle {dk principe] to such a problem.

What always remains irresoluble, impracticable, nonnormal,

or nonnormalizable is what interests and

by d<oups, fits and  constrains us here. Wichout paralyzing us

z:’::‘e '°'i:"rh':“"w':'l:‘ but while forcing_ us on the course [dé-

touching,  tampering Marchel: zigzagging, oblique to boot,

with the borders jostled by the bank {rize] to be avoided, like
a machine during a difficult maneuver.

We cannot feign to begin with the chronological beginning,
pretty much with The Life of Jesus: there's no sense in privileging
here the law of temporal or narrative unfolding that precisely has no
internal and conceptual sense. This already has a resonance with
Hegel’s teaching. And at the limit, even if we accepted proceeding
in thac way, somewhere we would have to anticipate, even were it
the end of the first sentence of the first texc.

(tombs)—the text. The signature remain(s) resides
and falls (to the tomb), the signature remain(s)
house and tomb. The text labors to give the signa-
ture up as lost {en faire son denil}. And reciprocally.
Unending overlap {raoupe] of noun and verb, of the
proper name and the common noun in the case of
the cast-off {rebut}.

The great stake of literary discourse—I do say
discourse: the patient, crafty, quasi animal or vege-
table, untiring, monumental, derisory too, but on
the whole holding itself up to derision, transfor-
mation of his proper name, rebus, into things, into
the name of things. The thing, here, would be the
looking glass {glarel, the ice [glace}l in which the
song sets, the heat of an appellation that bands itself
erect [se bande] in the name.

Genet has often feigned to define the “magnify-
ing” operation of his writing by the act of nomina-
tion. The allegation seems frequent enough that we
could suspect it of a certain refrain-effecc {effer de
rengaine}.

What is a refrain?

Of what does the act of “magnifying” nomination
consist? Of giving the form of a common noun to a
proper name? Or of the inverse? In both cases one
(un)names, but is this, in both cases, to appropriate,
expropriate, reappropriate? What?

What is a thing? What is the name of a thing?



Genealogy cannor begin wich the father.

Anticiparion or precipitancy (the tisk of the precipice and the
fall [chute}) is an irreducible structure of reading. And teleology
does not only or always have the appeasing character one wants to
give it. It can be questioned, denounced as a lure or an effect, but
its threat cannot be reduced.

With the zelos can also be found the cliff [/'2-pic]). Where one can
get a foothold or fall (to the tomb).

In positing the teleological necessity in ¢ffar we are already
in(to) Hegel. He did nothing but powerfuily unfold the conse-
quence of this proposition.

So we can neither avoid nor accept as rule or principle teleo-
logical anticipation, neither accept nor avoid as rule or principle
the empirico-chronological delay of the narrative, the récit.

A bastard course.

Is there a place for the bastard in ontotheology or in the He-
gelian family? That is a question to be left to one side, to be held on
the margin or a leash when entering a true family or the family of
truch. No doubt the question is not so exterior to that of the Klzng;
at least, without corresponding with the Hegelian concept of
exteriority, its exteriority presses another exteriority toward the
question's center.

A bastard path, then, that will have to feign to follow naturally
the circle of the family, in order to enter it, or parcel it out
[partager), or partake of {partager} it as one takes part in a commu-
nity, holy communion, the last supper scene, or part {parzager} it as
one does by dissociating.

I shall say no more about procession or method. As Hegel
would say, they will speak of (for) themselves while marching.

1 begin with love.

This concept does not leave much room, despite appearances,
for chitchat, or for declaration.

It is constructed in the third part of the Philosophy of Right, the
part treating Sirtlichkeit, after the first two parts had treated respec-
tively abstract right and morality. Sitlichkeit relieves [reléve}, in
departing from, Moralitit. These ctwo words are difficult to trans-
late and even as words, if not as concepts, difficule to distinguish.
Hegel explains himself here on a certain arbitrariness. And he does
so by way of showing: (1) that he adhered to distinguishing the
signifier from the concept, (2) that he did not entrust o etymology
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For the moment,
let’s drop [/aissons tom-
ber] his personal case.
When Genet gives
names, he both bap-
tizes and denounces.
He gives the most: the
name is not, as it
seems on the first ap-
proach, a thing en-
countered in nature
or acquired in com-
merce. The name
seems produced, one
time only, by an act
without a past. There
is No purer present, No
generosity more inau-
gural. But a gift of
nothing, of no thing,
such a gift appropri-
ates itself violently,
harpoons, “arraigns”
{arraisonnel what it
seems to engender,
penetrates and para-
lyzes with one stroke
[coup} the recipient
thus consecrated. Mag-
nified, the recipient
becomes  somewhat
the thing of the one
who names or sur-
names him, above all
if this is done with a
name of a thing.

*“| was chaste.

“Armand was away on a trip. Although |
heard that he was sometimes called by
other names, we shall keep thisone. Am
| myself not up to my fifteenth or six-
teenth name, including Jean Gallien, my
current one?” It will be necessary to
hollow out the arbitrasiness of this
name-—Gallien—if not of this siglum
).G. And what if this random pseudonym
formed something like the matrical first
name of the text!

As for the siglum in Funeral Rites itis |.D.
Jean D. “The escutcheon with a capital

D embraidered in silver had been, fora

day, the family’s blazon.” “My contact

with the concrete wounds my sen-
sibility cruelly: the black escutcheon

adorned with the silver-embroidered

‘D’ that | saw on the hearse. . ..” The

capital D, to which falls representing

the family name, does not perforce re-
vert to the father. In any case, it con-
cerns the mother, and she is the one to

benefit from its citle, “the mother was

ennobled by this escutcheon on which

the capital D was embroidered in

silver.” As for the one who organizes

the Funeral—i.e., licerary—Rites of

J.D., is one to say it is the author, the

narrator, the narratee, the reader, but

of what? He is at once the double of the

dead (colossos), the one who remains

alive after him, his son, but also his fa-
ther and his mother. “The star of my

friendship rose up larger and rounder

into my sky. | was pregnant with a feel-
ing that could, without my being sur-
prised, make me give birth [accoucher]

to a strange but viable and certainly [d

coup sGr] beautiful being, jean’s being its

father vouched for that.”

He has always been afraid that someone

would steal his death, and since this

could not fail to happen to someone

who has only one of them, he has, in

advance, occupied all the places where

that (¢a) dies. Well played? Who makes,
who says, the dead better



the right to regulate a concept’s content. What a word properly
means (to say) cannot be known by referring back to some would-
be primitivity or authentic primordiality. This did not prevent him
from playing with dictionaries in a productive and generic, verily
poeric, way. That cthe same word or two words of analogous root can
have two conceptually different, verily opposite, significations
proves that a word is never a concept. Which immediately
disqualifies the etymological instance, at least as philosophical,
logical, conceptual recourse. Hegel says this ac the end of the
Introduction, when according to the proceeding of all his system-
atic expositions, he presents the schema of the internal division, of
self-differentiation as self-determination and self-production of the
concept. When the Einleitung (introduction) becomes Einteitung
(division). Then he explains the passage from Moralitir to Sitt-
lichkeit and tries to justify the almost arbitrary choice of these two
words. Because this choice is arbitrary, the translations fluctuare.
“Moralitit and Sittlichkeit, which perhaps usually pass current as
synonyms (die gewibnlich etwa als gleichbedeutend geiten), are taken
here in essentiaily different senses (sind hier in wesentlich verschiedenem
Sinne genommen). Yet even commonplace thinking (Verstellung)

seems to be distinguishin,
Kant's critique of practical philosophy or- 8 g

ganizes the whole Philosophy of Right it
insures the passage from Moralitit to Sitt-
lichkeit. For Hegel, Kant cannot, does not
want to, think the possibility of Sittlichkeit
and so cannot, nor want to, for reasons to be
analyzed (with or without Hege!), think this
essential moment of Sittlichkeit that the fam-
ily is. So there would not be any Kantian
cancept of the family, any philasophical, logi-
cally i Fig y assi
concept that escapes the chitchat of an em-
piric anthropology. There is no Kant family
in the sense that there is a Hegel family: what
the latter implies—Ilove, (monogamaus)
marriage, and above all the child—would be
inconceivable to Kant. Save by empiric and
extrinsic accident: like a bastard.

At the end of his life, Hegel responds to a
natural son come to be acknowledged: |
know | had had something to do with your
birth, but previously | was the accidental
thing, now { am the essential one

being used for different concepts.”

them; Kant generally pre-
fers to use the word Morali-
14r and, since the principles
of action in his philosophy
are always limited to this
concept, they make the
standpoint of Sittlichkeit
completely impossible, in
fact they explicitly [eus-
driicklich, formally] nullify

and spurn it. Buc even if
Moralitat and  Sittlichkeir

meant the same thing

( gleichbedeutend) by detiva-
tion (threr Etymologie nach),
that would in no way hinder

them, once they had be-
come different words, from

Is the question of vocabulary here marginal?

Hegel has not skirted the problem of philosophical language,
of philosophy’s tongue. Is it a nacural language (tongue) or a for-

mal one?

Here the important thing is that Hegel has not separated this

question from a family question.

The thing: magnificent and classed, at once raised
above all taxonomy, all nomenclature, and already
identifiable in an order. To give a name is always,
like any birth (certificate), to sublimate a singularity
and to inform against it, to hand it over to the po-
lice. All che police forces in the world can be routed
by a surname, but even before they know it, a secret
computer, at the moment of baptism, will have kept
them up to date.

To “arraign” is to ask for identity papers, for an
origin and a destination. It is to claim to recognize a
proper name. How do you name without arraign-
ing? Is that possible?

When Genet gives his characters proper names,
kinds of singularities chat are capitalized common
nouns, what is he doing? What does he give us to
read beneath the visible cicatrix of a decapitalization
that is forever threatening to open up again? If
he calls Mimosa, Querelle, Divine, Green-Eyes,
Culafroy, Our-Lady-of-the-Flowers, Divers,

sibylline effect of arbitrariness in the immaculate choice,
in the conception of syllables that name and open glory.
The convention dethrones and crowns [couronne) at
once. The ablation of the first name, the surname alone
doing the job, accumulates the powers of the overlap,
remarks and abolishes, to the point of infinity, oneness
in the common, scatters it in the namelessness of the
variable and diversifiable, from the moment the singular
individual—a prisoner under common law—is named
Divers. A nomination more solemn, more inaugural,
and also more institutive, when the thesis of the name
erects the attribute, the adjective, the epithet, what is
not yet even the name of the thing but the supervening
accident that unnecessarily adds itself to the substance



1 begin by accumulating the resules of his analysis: the family
speaks and does not speak; it is family starting from the moment ic
speaks—passing from Klang, if one likes, co Spracke, from reso-
nance to language {/angue}-—but it destroys itself as family the
moment it speaks and abandons Klang. Like natural language, like
language in general, it ceases to be what it is the moment it posits
itself as such; it denies itself as nature in becoming what it is

naturally, just like (the) nature itself (of the remain(s)) after all.
The Jena texts describe the development of the family within

there is no family without Geist, no Geist
without family. Geist, esprit, spirit: at once
the possibility of repetition (tradition, his-
tory) and of breath [souffle] holding itself
back in the sonorous vibration (inspiration,
expiration). Geist is also consonant with
death according to Hegel, spiritual life with
natural death. In order to hear, to under-
stand something according to the spirit,
smell some expiration, some expiring
repetition.

Let this not prevent using the same words
for different concepts, and in arder to be-
tray fanguage, homonyms and false ety-
mologies for analogous concepts.

Thus words are unchained. They drive the
dictionary wild. Language [langue] has not
taken place, has no place, has no sure place.
Discourse is the giver of sense, but as a
guidebook—or an informer—comes to be-
tray anetwork. Traditio hands over, delivers
(fivre, iberliefert) the sense, but in order to
lose the institution in the repetition. The
(last supper) scene of language must always
be made to depend on one toc many |/ faut
toujours tabler la scéne de Ja langue sur un de
vop]. The opposition (language/discourse)
denounces itself, itself and all the others

the Volksgeist, the spiric of a
people. The family is essen-
tially spiritual. And lan-
guage too: “Only as the
product or work (Werk) of 2
people is speech the ideal
{ideale} existence of the spirit.”
So spiritual language is
natural as well. Belonging
to the people, the family
then is always speaking;
there is no biological fam-
ily. But the language ic
speaks is not, at least so it
seems, formal or arbitrary.
Nevertheless, by reason of
the structure of language's
internal development, what
is elaborated there destroys
itself in that very elabora-
tion or rather subrnits itself
to the process [procés] of the

Aufhebung, relieves itself.
In positing itself as a system of natural signs, as existing in exteri-
ority, language raises itself to the concept (ideal interior significa-
tion) and from then on denies itself as a system of natural signs.
The thing (the referent) is relieved (releveée, aufgehobene) in the
sign: raised, elevated, spiritualized, magnified, embalmed, inte-
riorized, idealized, named since the name accomplishes the sign.
In the sign, the (exterior) signifier is relieved by signification, by
the (ideal [/dé/]) signified sense, Bedeutung, the concepc. The con-
cepr relieves the sign that relieves che thing. The signified relieves
the signifier char relieves che referent. “In this way, then, speech is
reconstructed (rekonstruiert) in a people, in that although it is the
ideal [ideelle} nullification (Vernichten) of the external, it is itself
something outward (ein Ausseres) that must be nullified (vernichser),
relieved (aufgehoben werden), in order to become meaningful lan-
guage (um zur bedentenden Sprache zu werden), toward what it is in
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and can always detach itself from the substance, in
order to fall (to the tomb). What is the epithet? What is
its stacus? In other words, how is status conferred on it?
And what if, inversely, all status were (rom the epi-
thesis? “The fact that his name was Divers conferred on
him an earthly and nocturnal dream quality sufficient to
enchant me. For one isn't called Georges Divers, or
Jules or Joseph Divers, and that nominal singleness set
him on a throne, as if glory had recognized him when he
was still in the children’s hell. The name was almost a
nickname, royal, brief, haughty, a convention. And so he
galloped in and took possession of the world, that is, of
me. And he dwelt within me. Henceforth, | enjoyed him
as if | were pregnant with him™ (Miracle of the Rose).

“Nominal singleness” stiffens, tightens the name, in one
single piece, toward the point or the infinite. This
singleness reduces the classifying gap [écart] between
the name and the first name. One's own proper, sub-
lime, glorious body is gathered into an organless vo-
cable. And is signed in a monogram. “The black
escutcheon adorned with the silver-embroidered ‘D,’”
the “ivy monograms” of the Funeral Rites form the ideal
of the seing. Querelle de Brest “took his knife and cut a
highly stylized design of his initials into the humid bark
of an acacia. . . . Querelle kept a double watch on him-
seff. . . . thought offered up to the Holy Virgin. Around
his own altar, Querelle embroidered a protective veil,
with his own monogram on it, equivalent to the gold-
thread on blue altar cloths, the celebrated: M.”

and so
on, does he violently uproot a social identity, a right
to absolute proprietorship? Is that the most effective
political operation, the most significant revolution-
ary practice? Or else, but this is the refrain of con-
traries ceaselessly overlapping, does he baptize them
with the pomp and the sacredness—glory

the word glory he uses proportionally, almast as often
as the translator of the Gospel, of whom he is in sum
the most destructive parodying double. | see him work
(over) the Gospels and all the mythological texts, of
which he is 2 connoisseur and which he inhabits partic-
ularly by name, fike a miner who is not sure of getting
out from the depths of the earth alive, and who, in his
gallety, essays explosi ings. Gallery, h A
must be deciphered; the gallery speaks, writes. On its
legendary walls, Writes to him, says much to him,
Why (what was he going to do there?) is he so fond of
galleries? Not only those that keep you, orient you, and




(it)self according to its concept (z« dem, was sie an sich, ibrem Begriffe
nach ist); thus language is in cthe people, as a total other (a/s ein total
Anderes) than itself, and becomes totality when it is relieved
(anfgehoben) as other, and comes to fruition in its concept.”

Language accomplishes itself, thus becomes signifying only by
relieving within itself the (sensible, exterior) signifier, traversing it
and denying it with a view to the concept. With a view also to its
very own proper concept of language. Language becomes language
only by deleting/conserving itself in the concept. Traditio is
Aufhebung. Language rejoins its own proper concept only by going
to che end of what induces it, by going to the end of its own proper
internal negarivity, according to a schemna of the essence as nega-
tivity that verifies itself and unceasingly elaborates itself.

This becoming (traditio) of language, or rather of the linguistic,
produces itself then in the heart [sesn] of a people, of a people’s spirit
that would not be posited without this becoming. Linguistic nega-
tivity is not reduced either to the rooting or the uprooting of a
language with regard to the ground of the historical community.
Uprooting, denaturalization, explantation of z language achieves
the rooting essence of Janguage. Language belongs to a people as
finite totality: thus it is a “natural language,” a finite, particular,
determinate language. But it ceases to be such as soon as it posits
itself as such; it achieves its essence as “natural” language only by
recovering from this [s'en relevant}, by relieving the natural limits
of its system, by de-limiting, de-bordering, overflowing itself
toward the concept’s universality. Language then is immediately
universal language that destroys within itself natural language.

The dialectic of language, of the tongue [lenguel, is dialec-
tophagy.

‘Without this overflow of language, of the tongue that swallows
itself and eats itself, that is silent, tongue-tied, or dies, that also
vomits a natural remain(s)—its own—it can neither assimilate nor
make equal to the universal power of the

ithout the t
o e e s concept, language would not be language—

of the concept, it Is a

dead language, writing,
and defunct speech, or
resonance without sig-
nification (Klong and
not Sprache). An affinity
here between Kiang
and writing. Insofar as
the Kiingen of Klang re-
sists, withstands con-
ception, it plays for the
Hegelian logos the role
of mute or mad sound, a
kind of mechanical au-
tomaton that triggers

a living language hears, understands icself.
Language would not be what it is in (it)self,
conformably to its concept (Begriff}, to what
in it conceives itself, grasps, takes possession
of itself, catches and comprehends itself, ele-
vates itself, leaves wich one wing stroke
[d'un coup d'aile] the natal ground and carries
off its natural body.

A people’s natural language becomes
what it is, thinks itself, exposes itself as
what it was to be, what it will have had to

threaten you in the bosom [sein] of the earth, but aiso
those for which one lays oneself open to the theater.
those that architecture associates with boxes [loges],
homes [logis], balconies, all the galleries of language, all
the constructions of simulacra to one side [¢ I'écart),
all the dissimulated sheiters, more or less fake, in the
cormers: *. . . the most meager shelter became habita-
ble. | would sometimes adorn it with an artful comfort
drawn from what was peculiar to it: a box [loge] in the
theater, the chapel of a cemetery, a cave, an aban-
doned quarry, a freight car and so on. Obsessed by the
idea of a home [logis], | would embellish, in thought,
and in keeping with its own architecture, the one | had
just chosen. While everything was being denied me, |
would wish | were meant for the fluting | cannelures) of
the fake columns that omament facades, for the car-
yatids, the balconies, the freestone, for the heavy
bourgeois assurance which these things express” (The
Thief’s journal).
is his
word—that he always confers on nomination?

The statement, “I wanted them to have the right
to the honors of the Name,” is multiplied, meta-
morphosed endlessly, to the point of obsessing the
totality of the corpus. The given proper (sur) name
relieves the head that falls (to the tomb) on the scaf-
fold, but simultaneously redoubles, through the de-
cision to nominate, the arbitrariness of the sentence,
consecrates and glorifies the fall, cuts one more
time, and engraves — on a literary monument.
Swooping down like a capital sentence and a last
judgment, the surname sounds better, bursts your
tympanum with its
tocsin. All this will
have resounded in the
striking [frappe} of a

signature.

“Tocsin ... n. |. The noise of a bell
[cloche] that is rung with hasty and re-
doubled strokes [coups]. . . . *One says
1o ring the tocsin . . . but it is better to
write toquesin; and if, moreover, by
adding a g one writes toquesing, one
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and operates itself with-
out meaning (to say)

anything.

Fall, in this case, of the
tongue [ langue]

be, by becoming other than itself, making

itself artificial, rational, universal, the mo-
ment the people dies as natural people. A

people dies as natural people in universaliz-
ing its own products through language and

labor. Language and labor, in the Jena field

of analysis, sound the end of the natural people by positing the

people as such, by permitting the people to make itself recognized

and named as such.

Now this passage within a people’s language had already
opened the path from the family to the people. The movement by
which the family posits itself as such, gives itself a head, regroups
ieself into a family of families, a sort of hierarchized clan that
becomes a people, this movement is also an A«fhebung, the reten-
tion of what slips away [s'4vxle] as it slips away. This sort of historic
screen [claie} or loodgate {ér/use] does not let pass what passes ot
lets pass what does not pass.

In order to explain Hegel’s disqualification of etymology and his
assuming a certain arbitrariness in the use of words, one must
therefore take charge of and the consequence of all his theory of
language and, in this theory, of the whole procession of the negative
(the Aufbebung). So no longer is there any opposicion that holds, no
longer any obligation to choose between natural language and
formal language. Natural language bears and affects { touche] within
itself the sign of its own death; its body is suited for resonating and
in so doing for raising its natural corpse to the height of the
concepr, for universalizing and rationalizing it in the very time of
its decomposition.

This dialectical law bends and reflects itself, applies itself to its
very own statements, to its very own metalinguistic effects, for
example to that seemingly singular signifier that is called Axfpe-
bung in German and that permits designating, Hegel delights
greacly in this, a law of essential and speculative universality in the
heart [sein} of a natural language, of a people’s language. A people
that has the Aufbebung in its throat denies itself as a particular
people, strangles and depopulates itself, but in order to extend
further its imperium and deploy infinitely its range.

Aufhebung is not the sole example of this law. Is ic even, an
example?

Remain(s), then, the general question: how can the idiom of a
familial generation think itself, that is, deny itself while erecting
ieself in the universality of the speculative type?

It (C#) would begin with love.

Love is an essential predicate of the concept family, that is, of an
essential moment of Sirtlichkerr.

How is the passage (Ubergang) from Moralitit o Sittlichkeit
induced? In Moralitit, a subjective instance of the Kantian type,
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will come closer to the etymology; for
it is a Gascon word, composed of to-
quer, in place of which we say to touch
or strike, and of sing. which signifies
bell, and mainly a big bell, since we
willingly ring the biggest bell when
afraid.” H. Est, Precellence, p. 186.

Ascension of the
glorious body, after
forty days.

“He uctered, for

the first time, follow- “—E Toquer, and the Lat. signum, taken,
- - in the Middle Ages, in the sense of
ing the name Baillon, py e

the words: ‘Known as

Our-Lady-of-the-Flowers.” OQur-Lady was given the

death penalty. The jury was standing. It was the

apotheosis. Its all over. When OQur-Lady-of-the-
Flowers was given back to the guards, he seemed to

them invested with a sacred character, like the kind

that expiatory victims, whether goat, ox, or child,
had in olden times and which kings and Jews still

have today. The guards spoke to him and served him

as if, knowing he was laden with the weight of the

sins of the world, they had wanted to bring down

upon themselves the benediction of the Redeemer.
Forty days later, on a spring evening, the machine was

set up in the prison yard. At dawn, it was ready to

cut. Our-Lady-of-the-Flowers had his head cut off by

a real knife. And nothing happened. What would be

the point? There is no need for the veil of the temple

to be ripped from top to bottom because a god gives

up the ghost. All that this can prove is the bad quality

of the cloth and its deterioration. Though it behooves

me to be indifferent, still I would not mind if an

irreverent scapegrace kicked through it and ran off
shouting about the miracle. Its flashy and would

make a very good framework for the Legend.”

The one who names, denames — the-great de-
nominator officiates very close to the scaffold, at the
moment when that falls (10 the tomb ) (ca tombe).



the Good, the universal substance of freedom (no freedom without
relation to the Good and vice-versa), still keeps its abstract form.
Reciprocally, moral conscience, the exigence of universal objec-
tivity, remains formal and vireual, therefore immoral. It does not
overflow ics own one-sided subjectivity. It becomes the contrary of
what it is (immoral) to the very extent it remains enclosed in its
own proper side. Kant thus retains Mora/itit in cthe heart {sein} of a
certain one-sided abstraction. The Good on one side, moral con-
science on the other stay separate, facing, taking account of, but
inaccessible to, each other. So they are not yet what they are. They
are not “explicicly posited (geserzt)” as what however they are in
(them)selves. This position, this being posiced ( Gesetzwerden), they
attain only in their negativity. “That is to say, in their one-sidedness
(einseitig), when each must not have in it what it is /7 itself—the
Good without subjectivity and a determinate character, and the
determining principle, subjectivity without the being in itself—
and when both build themselves inro a totality for itself, they are
relieved (aufheben), and thereby de-posed (berabsetzen), reduced to
moments, to moments of the cwnegpt which becomes manifest as
theirunity. . . "

The two sides face each other without the ability to rejoin or
complete themselves, like two abstract halves or partitions of one
same spiritual body. They must deny their one-sidedness in
the concept, must reconstitute in it their menaced or morseled
oneness.

The first synthesis that permits binding {/ier} them or reading
[/ire] them together, thinking them as the flanks of one and the
same continuous piece {fenant], their first integration (Integration),
is Suttlichkest. In Sittlichkeis the Idea of freedom becomes actually
present, is no longer only in the head of subjective individuals.
The fact chat this Idea is cthe truth of the concept of freedom is
something which, in philosophy, must be proved {an object of
demonstration, ein Bewiesenes], not adopted from feeling or else-
where. The deduction [of these moments] is contained only in the
fact thar right and the moral self-consciousness [che first two mo-
ments of the philosophy of right] both dis-
play in themselves their regression to chis
Idea as their ourcome, their result. Those who
hope to be able to dispense with proof and
deduction in philosophy show thereby that
they are still far from knowing the first thing
about what philosophy is. On the rest argue
(reden) they may, but in philosophy they have
no right to join in the argument if they wish
to argue without the concept.”

Sittlichkeit—the family constirutes its
first moment—is thus the idea of freedom,

the beginning—before
it the déja, the al-
ready—befalls, as al-
ways, by the instance of
the [au titre du] result.
The rebound of the af-
ready should not leave
any remain(s). In specu-
lative dialectics, the re-
sult is not a remain(s),
the remain(s) does not
result At least as re-
main(s). If it could re-
sult, it would relieve its
remnance [restance]. A

That insticution, a law posing the name while
deposing the head, does not dispense with a neck
{cou}.

The division becomes only a lictle more complex
when the denominator (the Cratylean nomothete) in-
stitutes or erects him-
self in his own proper
signature.

Glory again, with which the syllabary is
initiated, in the future perfect, in the
publishing contract, signed with the in-
stitution (family and city), that is, with
the funeral rite, the burial organization.
Tearing up the contract, the literary
operation reverts to no more than con-
firming it indefatigably, in the margin,
with a siglum. “There is a book entitled
1l Have g Fine Funeral. We are acting
with a view to a fine funeral, to formal
obsequies. They will be the master-
piece, in the strict sense of the word,
the major [capitale] work, quite rightly
the crowning glory of our life. | must
die in an apotheosis, and it doesn't
matter whether | know glory before or
after my death as long as { know that I'll
have it, and | shall have it if | sign a con-
tract with a firm of undertakers that
will attend to fulfilling my destiny, to
rounding it off.” At the moment of the
“theatrical stunt [coup),” in Funeral Rites,
when they “slid” the coffin onto the
catafalque-—“the conjuring away of the
coffin”—before its reduction, as with
the coffin of “Saint-Osmase” (a fictive
letter about the Golden Legend—pub-
lished in italian) into a box of matches,
“Jean’s death was duplicating itself in an-
other death.” The dead Jean whose
corpse is banded erect and who there-
fore takes “the shape and consistency
of a milk-almond in its cloths and wrap-
pings,” “a soft, compact almond,” is
watched over, written, banded erect
by the other, by the friendship gone to
the head of the other (“my friendship
went to my head (as one says: reseda
goes to my head)™), who “‘love]s] the
executioner,”” wants to make “‘love
with him, at dawn!” And who also
bands erect.

Colossal  habitat:
the masterpiece.

He bands erect in
his seing, but also oc-
cupies it like a sar-
cophagus.

The form of the
name—a place of sol-
itary confinement —
eats the body and
holds it upright.



doubtlessly inevitable
consequence of an al-
ready conceived as ori-
gin, beginning, ground
in the sense of presen-
tation

but of freedom as the Good living, presenc,
and concrete in the present (vorbandenen)
world, which implies an actual elaboration
(Wirklichkeit), accion, operation (Handeln).
In that moment chere, the concrete sub-
stance of morals (Sittlichkeit), such as it is
produced and remains in the Vorhandensein of the world, exceeds the
Meinen (according to Hegel's wordplay berween the opining self’s
subjective wavering and the “my own, mine”); constrains the
subjective caprice and the floating velleity (Belieben); and takes on
stability in laws, in organizations chac last (Einrichtungen), in
institutions.

The stability, the permanence of the transsubjective institution
ovetflows, de-borders, individuals, imposes itself on chem, en-
chains them, to be sure, but with the force and dignity of the
rational. The institution erects its freedom in the individual and
makes chat freedom stand upright. The individual subject is not
subject to that institution as ¢o the empirical force of the natural
elements, the sun, the moon, mountains and rivers. In Sittlichkeit
the authority of laws is “infinitely higher, because natural objects
conceal rationality under the cloak of contingency and exhibit it
only in their utterly external and singularized way.” This rationality
no longer conceals.itself, but on the contrary unveils itself in the
institution.

In the family, love forms che first moment of this rationality.
There is no love nor family in physical or biological nature. Logos,
reason, freedom are love’s milieu. The Encyclopedia states it pre-
cisely: in the animal kingdom, generation, the sex relationship,
the process of copulation that, like a syllogism’s copula, gathers
together the genus with irself—they all engulf individuals in a
death scraight out [sans phrase}. Unlike the human, rational family,
animal copulation does not give rise to any higher determination.
Animal copulation leaves behind itself no monument, no burial
place, no insticution, no law that opens and assures any history. It
names nothing. “The genus preserves itself only chrough the per-
ishing of the individuals, which fulfill their determination {des-
tination, Bestimmung} in the process of generation, and in so far as
they have no higher determination than this, pass on to deach.”

But death does not appear to them as such. On the contrary, the
limie that Sistlichkest imposes on empiric subjectivity, finally its
very death, opens the relation of subjectivity to its own substantial
freedom. Mortality is experienced in Sittlichkeit as a freedom-effect.
Individual subjectivity finds in Sitt/ichkeit's apparently suppressive
objectivity (its right, its police, its prisons, its penal colonies) the
condition of its freedom, of its truth, of its essencialicy. What
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Next, in drawing
on “What Remained
.. .," let us not for-
get that the “vertical
coffin” described a
prison cell (“I entered
one of those narrow
cells, a vertical cof-
fin”): “. .. nothing
tender, no affection.
Neither in regard to
that form assumed by
the other — or its
prison. Or its tomb
[sa tombe}? On the
contrary, I tended to

The other also bands erect. In front of
him, in front of flowers, in front of
nothing. “In the presence of the flowers
| banded erect, and it made me feel
ashamed, but | felt that | could oppose
the stiffness of the corpse only with the
stiffness of my verge. | banded erect
and desired nobody.” The other also
bands erect, such is the question of the
noun (in all genders and kinds) and the
verb. Banding erect in front of the
flower and the corpse of his double, a
colossal homonym itself erected in its
theatrical adversity, is what can only be
observed from a certain angle, also a
certain lacuna in the tongue [langue],
which we must now try to recognize.
All writing is perhaps caught, enclosed
in this scene that one could still try to
name. For the first name is not sufficient
to classify it. Nor the noun. The one has
to band the other erect

show myself as pitiless with it as I was with that form
that answered to my name and wrote these lines.”

Between the two effects of that so-called literature
of theft, betrayal, denunciation, is there a decision to
be made? Expropriation or reappropriation? Decapi-
tation or recapitation? Dissemination or recapitula-
tion, recapitalization? How are we to cut through toa

decision?

Apparently, yielding to the Passion of Writing,
Genet has made himself into a flower. While tolling
the glas (knell), he has put into the ground, with very

great pomp, but also
as a flower, his proper
name, the names and
nouns of common
law, language, truth,
sense, literature, rhet-

“The executioner follows close behind
me, Claire! The executioner’s by my
side. . . . They'll all be wearing crowns,
flowers, oriflammes, banners. They'll toll
the knell [ glas]. The burial will unfold its
pomp. It's beautiful, isn't it? . . . The ex-
ecutioner’s lulling me. I'm being ac-



“The right of individuals to be subjectively des-
tined [ determined] to freedom s fulfilled (fhat
seine] Erfiiliung) when they belong to an
actual ethical order (sittlichen Wirkdichkeit),
because their conviction of their freedom
finds its truth in such an objective order (Ob-
jectivitgt), and it is in an ethical order (Sitt-
lichen) that they are actwally (wirklich) in
possession {besitzen) of their own essence
(ihr eigenes Wesen), their own inner univer-
saliy” (Philosophy of Right).

denies and cuts {coupe] sub-
jectivicy of/from itself is
also what raises and accom-
plishes it.

The proper essence, the
property, the propriety of
individual subjectivity, far
from restricting icself to
that and simply choking
[érrangler}, appropriates it-

self, becomes what it is, possesses itself in the form of its contrary

or negation. [t possesses itself in that form: fesirzen is extremely

powerful, and this sense of possession, of private property, of goods

or of a having that constructs the whole problematic of the family

must not be effaced. The subjective appropriates itself in Sizs-
lichkeit’s objectivity; the individual possesses itself in the institu-
tion's generality; freedom in a law’s obligatory regularity. This

appropriation that, in order to keep upright, to have constancy,
essence, existence, substance, makes it necessary to be raised into

its contrary, this appropriation is also an interiorization and an

idealization: a magnification, since here the ideal causes growth,
enlargement. Negativity erects one in the other. Here dia-
lecticalness is marked by Sittlichkeit's objectivity (Objektivitdir)

being at the same time the inner universality (innere Allgemeinbeit)

of the individual subject, of the proper name thus positing and

recognizing itself in that universalicy.

‘We have not yet come to the family. Only to the general concept
Sittlichkeit thac defines the general field in which something like a
family upsurges.

Is it by chance that, in the paragraphs of the Philosophy of Right
that present the concept Sittlichkeit, even before it is a question of
family, an almost proverbial or legendary citation appeals to the
father and to the son’s education? It is a Remark following a para-
graph. Education is also a constituting/deconstituting process of
the family, an Aufbebung by which the family accomplishes itself,
raises itself in destroying icself or falling (to the tomb) as family. As
family: the as, the comme, the as such of the essenciality, of the
essential property or propriety, since it raises only in crossing out, is
itself the as only insofar as other than what it is; it phenomenalizes
the phenomenalization it discovers only in engulfing that phenome-
nalization in darkness or causing it to be engulfed. The as appropri-
ates itself only in expropriation.

The facher loses his son like that (comme ¢a): in gaining him, in
educating him, in raising him, in involving him in the family
circle, which comes down, in the logic of the Aufhebung, to helping
him leave, to pushing him outside while completely retaining
him. The father helps his son, takes him by the hand in order to

oric, and, if possible,
the remain(s).

Or 50 at least it ap-
pears. And this would
have begun with
poisoning the flowers
of rhetoric or poet-
ics. Parodied, altered,
transplanted,  these
quickly begin to rot,

claimed. I'm pale and I'm going ta die.”
At the moment of the glas, let oneself
be lulled. By an executioner. Let oneself
be lulled, verily be given the breast
[sein] by an executioner: by the one
who, do not forget, enables having a
name. The name is given near the scaf-
fold. The one who gives the name and
the seing brings his blade next to your
neck [cou]. To divide you. And with the
same gesture, he transforms you into a
god. Now one has only one executioner
—as one has only one mother—and it
is therefore the first. And whatever
draws near his blade, never castrating in

to resemble those the present in order to elaborate the

decapitation, will (should) have to be,
mortuary wreaths like the mother, like an infant, virgin.
{couronnes} that are Like Solange in The Maids, Our-Lady-

of-the-Flowers “loved his executioner,
his first executioner. . . . Exactly what
is an executioner? A child dressed as a
Fatal Sister, an innocent . . . a poor, a
humble fellow.”

thrown over the walls
of the cemetery. These
flowers are neither ar-
tificial nor entirely
natural. Why say “fowers of rhetoric”? And what
would the flower be when it becomes merely one of
the “flowers of rhetoric*?

In Saint Genet, the question of the flower, the an-
thological question, is, among others, infallibly
avoided. Along with those of “psychoanalysis” and

“literature,” by the most agile and intelligent reading
in phenomenological ontology of the eépoch, in the
French style. One development, however, just misses
this question. Note that it starts in this way: “There
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destroy the family in accomplishing it within whar dissolves it:
first bourgeois or civil society (birgerliche Gesellschaft), then the
State that accomplishes Sirtlichkeit in “relieving the family and
bourgeois society,” in magnifying them.

Here is the remack: an out-of-place hors d’oeuvre, like a cira-
tional example, then like an addition to a philosophical and

speculative paragraph, finally because its content is “familial,”

borrowed from a particular determination of Sirtlichkeit. Now Sitt-
lichkeit, for the moment, is defined only in a preliminary and
general way. This anticipation cannot be insignificant.

“When a father inquired about the best method of educating

remains the simple possibility of 7or reading him.
That is the only risk he runs, and it is a big one. But,
in the last analysis, whether he is read depends on him,
on him alone.” Verily. Two figures of the flower are
then reduced to the most conventional semantic con-
tent, crushed, in the course of the dissertation, be-
tween an ontological reading and a poetico-rhetorical
one, each of which verifies its homology with the
other: “The structure of the poetic sentence very

in his hand, in the manu-
scripe, Hegel adds cthis
—it will not be found in
the French translations:

“Others—i.e. Socrates.”

By right of the legend,
taking into account the
system, | work here
then with the handwrit-
ten or oral remarks
added by Hegel, as it
were, in the margin of
his principal text. |
work mit Hegels eigen-
hindigen Notizen und
den  miindlichen  Zu-
sitzen unavailable in
French (and incomplete
in the English). Readers
concerned about philo-
logical and editorial au-
thentifications  will al-
ways be able to protest
or consider them fic-
tions, The burden of
proof devolveson those
readers

his son in ethical conduct (seinen Sobn sittlich
zu erziehen), a Pythagorean replied: ‘Make
him a citizen of a state with good laws (eines
Staats von guten Gesetzen)." (The phrase
has also been put in the mouth of others.)”

This remark illustrates the general law,
the law of the law: individual subjectivicy
accomplishes in truth its freedom in the
universality of Sittiichkeis that denies that
subjectivity.

The family is the first moment of this
process. The first of the syllogism’s three
moments (family, bourgeois society, State)
articulates itself in three moments or in-
stances that are going to accomplish that
first moment by denying it: martiage, fam-
ily property, the education of children. But
the dialecrical unity of these three mo-
ments, what makes the family be whar it is
in its outburst, the unity of its syllogistic
self-destruction, is love. A felt uniry, or
racher a unity thac feels, a unity to be felt,

accurately reflects the ontological struceure of saint-

liness.” Whether it is a matter of
the flowers with which the poor old
woman is covered (“‘perhaps my
mother'”), or of a “logical” paradox
of che type “‘the gardener is the
loveliest rose in his garden,’” the
question, as Sartre puts it, of know-
ing why the flower is “the poetic
object par excellence” shifts be-
tween a pre-Heideggerian mison-
tologism and a vague Mallar-
méism. There is evoked the
“‘vibratory disappearance’” and the
flower absent from all bouquets;
“therein lies all the poetry of Genet.”

“Such a flower always
bears its double with-
initself, whether it be
seed or type . . . and
by virtue of the repe-
tition in which it end-
lessly puts icself into
abyme, no language
an reduce in (it)self
the stricc-ure of an
anthology. This sup-
plement of a code
which traverses its
own field, endlessly
displaces its closure,
breaks its line, opens
its circle, and no on-
tology will have been
able to reduce it
{Offered with grafts,
white mythology

a unity of self-feeling (sich empfindende
Einbeit), a unity thac feels itself.
To know what love is, then, one needs to know what feeling is,
or whar self-feeling is.
Bur rhat will truly not be known before knowing what love is,
that is, whar the family is. One only feels (oneself) in the family.
What is the family?

“The ethical (ss2tliche) substance, as containing independent self-
consciousness united with its concept, is the aczual spirit (wirkliche
Geist) of a family and 2 people.”

Spirit can attain its actuality only in the family and the people.

It would remain abstract, would strangle itself in singularity. The
Remark of this paragraph adds that one must not raise oneself
“atomistically” from singularity considered as a foundation (a non-
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But what is poetry, once the

flower is “the poetic object par excellence”? What is
thetoric, if the flower (of thetoric) is the figure of
figures and the place of places? How is this effect of
transcendental excellence to be read, how is it elabo-
rated? Why does the flower dominate all the fields o
which it nonetheless belongs? Why does it stop be-
longing to the series of bodies or objects of which it
forms a part? .



spiritual point of view), but must proceed from spirit as the syn-
thesis of the singular and the universal. The concept of the Idea is
spirit, buc spirit as it knows icself and is actual (als sich Wissendes
und Wirkliches). Now it can know itself and become actual only
insofar as it objectifies itself. This objectification (Objektiviernng)
produces itself chrough the “form of its moments (durch die Form
seiner Momente).” In becoming an object for itself, spirit issues
from, goes out of, itself. But it does so in order to remain (in) itself,
to return to and become equal to itself. Here this very general
procession of the Hegelian spirit has Sislichéeit for its principal
stage or station.

But as every sally of the spirit outside itself has the general form
of its other, to wit, nature; as nature is the spirit outside itself
but also 2 moment of the spirit’s return to self, so Sittlichbeit will en-

The flower is (de)part(ed). It holds, from its
being-(de)part(ed), the force of a transcendental ex-
crescence that only makes it seem such (transcenden-
tal) and that no longer even has to be deflowered.
Practical deconstruction of the transcendental effect is
at work in the structure of the flower, as of every parz,
inasmuch as it gppears or grows [pousse} as such.

why is the reconstitution of a Hegelian pro-
cess written more easily in the future? Nar-
rative ease! Pedagogical ease? Why does a
philosopher so hard on narrative, on récit—
he always opposes it to the concept—why
does he incite us to use a kind of conceptual
narration?

When Hegel is explained, it is always in a
seminar and in telling students: the history of
the concept, the concept of history.

Rearing (the student), in French éiéve: that is
the word i am treating here, like the thing, in
every sense.

Rearing (the student), 'éléve. What is élever
in general (éfevage, élévation, éldvement,
breeding, elevation, education, upbringing)?
Against what is rearing (une éléve) prac-
ticed? To what is it answerable [De quoi
reléve-t-elle]? What does it relieve? What is
relever une éléve, relieving a rearing!

There is some lightness in all this. The dream
of the eagle is alleviating. Wherever it (¢a)
falls (to the tomb). And is sublimating.
When a future is used for the student, itisa
grammatical ruse of reason: the sense that
reason will have meant (to say) is, in truth,
the future perfect, the future anterior. The
encyclopedic version of the greater Logic
{circular pedagogy, for the student) narrates
itself in the future perfect

tail chis naturalness. That
will be a spirit-nature. Its
naturalness will resolve it-
self, reabsorb itself, spiri-
tualize itself in proportion
as Sitrlichkeit will develop
itself through the form of
its moments, will exhaust
the inner negativity that
works (over) it, will pro-
duce itself by denying itself
as nature. Each of its three
moments will mark a prog-
ress in this relief [relére} of
the naturalness. Wirklich-
keit, actuality, the Wirken of
Wirklichkeit will be che op-
eration of the negativity
reappropriating the spiri,
bringing it back home to
itself, (close) by [auprés de}
ieself, chrough its ethical
objectification. Having de-
nied itself in naturalizing

‘itself and objectifying it-

self, spiric will deny its negation by returning to itself through the
less and less abstract form (Form) of its moments. The spirit’s
general at-home-with-itself is not the family at-home-with-itself.
The latter however is a determinate representation of the former,
and this representative relation precisely opens the question.

Love is in sight: it cannot be thoughr in its concept (the concept
of self-feeling that is not affected by it) without taking into account
this relieving negativity. If Sittlichkeit is a relieving naturalization

Question of the plant, of phuein, of nature, and of
what elsewhere, the reference being taken from a

certain taboo, was named verginity.

take part, be parey to?

This therefore could have started
with the parodic, altering, rotting
poisoning, by an anthological dose,
of the soil of ontological truth,
where the prose and poetry, rhems
and poems have grown. Bestdes,
the taste for and the handling of
poison are declared throughout the
text. The text is nourished by
them. And if I tell you from now on
that glas is a kind of poisoned milk,
you will find the dose too strong
and the image dissonant. So it is
not yet the time.

Let us restrict ourselves: the glas
that is raised and resounds on the
surface of some page — already —
between “lilacs” and “‘explosions
[élats],” also announces, while

How can a part

“This century is cer-
tainly the century of
poison, ... and my
taste for poisons, the
appeal they have for
me. ... but the doc-
tors gave me an
emetic and, after ana-
lyzing my vomit. .. ."
He is therefore con-
demned for having in-
troduced poison into
prison, for having
caused “a dangerous
medication to enter
the prison by fraud.”
This glas can be read
as the interminable
anglysis of vomit, of a
nausea [ écceurement]
rather, by which | am
affected and which
causes me to write
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of spirit, and if each of its moments partakes of this process, the
first moment will also be the most natural. It will be the most
natural form of the spirit as Sittlichkeit: it is the family; it is love in
the circle or, this comes down to the same thing, the symbolic
triangle of the family. In the objectifying movement of the actual
spirit, Hegel in effect discerns three moments:

“(A) ethical (sitt/iche) spirit in its natural (naturliche) or immedi-
ate phase—the Family.

“This substantiality loses its unity (gebt in den Verlust ibver Einbeit

. #ther), passes over into division {Enizweiung), and into the
phase of relation, i.e. into

“(B) Bourgeois (Civil) Saiety—an association of members as self-
subsistent individuals in a universality which, because of their self-
subsistence, is only formal. Their association is brought about by
their needs, by the Jegal system—the means to security of person and
property (Eigentums)—and by an external organization for attaining
their particular and common interests. This external state

“(C) is brought back to and welded into unity in the Constitution
of the State (Staatsverfassung) which is the end (Zuweck) and actuality
(Wirklichkeit) of both the substantial universal order and the public
life devoted thereto.” '

Such are the three moments, dialectically linked together, by
which Sittlichkeir penetrates, permeates, and gathers itself to-
gether, goes back home to its own proper substance. Most often,
and for good reasons, interest is taken in the movement’s last two
phases (bourgeois society and the Seate). The problems of right, of
politics, of political economy appear therein under a themaric form
recognizable from a distance. But such a privilege has no philo-
sophical foundation. If, to compensate for this, we stay a longer
time in the family, that will only be in order to make a problematic
pertinence within the whole field appear in the family. And not at
all, obviously, in order to displace any privilege.

In the additive Remark in the margin of the preceding para-
graph, Hegel enumerates, in notes barely written out, the traits of
opposition between the family and the State. The most general
opposition, the law of opposition, is the opposition between the
law and ies other. In the State, attention goes to the law, to the
universal—the State is # universal (ein Allgemeines)—that, as law,
is the same for all (das Gleiche fiir alle), indifferent to subjective
desire. For the family as such, insofar as it is not yet proceeding
toward bourgeois society and toward the State, the equal and the
universal (das Gleiche, das Allgemeine) of the law count less than the
subjective difference berween “love and fear.”

How does che equaliry of legality come to the family? In other
words, come to what feels-self? In other words, to nature? to
immediacy?

The following paragraph: “The family, as the immediate substan-
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covering it with flowers, the death  myself [m'écrire]: “je
of every code, “The Man Con-
demned to Death”:

m’ec.

Your mouth is a dead woman's where your eyes are of roses
The gliceering frost . . .
That crowned your forehead with thorns of the rosebush
Despite your frozen {glacés] tears . . .

. . will you steal the keys

From where you sow, royally, the white enchantments,
This snow on my page, in my silent prison:

The dread of it, the dead among the violet blossoms,
Death wich her cocks! . . .

A dazzling pimp carved {4a#//é] from an archangel
Working it up {Bandant] over the bouquets of carnations and
jasmines

Be the young girl with che pure radiant neck [cox],
Or, if you dare, be the child of lovely lyrics
Dead within me long before the axe chops off my head.

Fair child of honor crowned with lilac!

Bend over my bed, lec my rising cock

Smack your golden cheek. Listen, your killer lover
Is telling you his story in a thousand explosions.

He's singing chat he once had your body and your face,
Your heart that a massive rider’s spurs
Will never open.



tiality of spirit, is specifically characterized by /ove, which is spirit’s

feeling of its own unity {feeling itself, sensible to itself, as feeling

(sentiment) of self, seine sich empfindende Einbeit]. Hence in a fam-
ily, one’s frame of mind [consciousness, Gesinnungl is destined

(Bestimmung) to have selfconsciousness of one’s individuality within

this unity as the absolute essence in and for (it)self, with the result

that one is in it noc as a person for (it)self but as a member-participant

(Mirgleid).”

So love—relation of the Mizgleid, of the member acticulated to
the family body—determines the unity of self-feeling as the fam-
ily’s self-adherence. But what permits the family to constituce
itself, to hold on to itself is also what keeps it in naturalness and
would prohibit it, by itself alone, to proceed toward bourgeois
society and the State. By itself alone, the affect would prevent the
family from denying itself as family, then of relieving itself; at the
same time {du méme coup] the affect would deny the family the affect
itself. As always, the choice takes place only between two negations
of self. Economy—the law of the house—ought to arrange itselfin
order to insure its expenses.

For, as affect (Empfindung), love still belongs to nature. It is the
natural of spirit. From this perspective, Hegel always limits its
value: love remains in the spirit’'s being-outside-self. Love returns to
it, goes back there, to be sure; bur as such, in its own proper
instance, it develops as if on a staircase. It is like a stair {ane
marche). Rather a ramp, a movement’s winding upward, for love
always already carries itself beyond each station. Love is only ascent
and so has no proper instance on which to stop and consider itself
within itself. This figure of the ramp has a general bearing for the
whole of speculative dialectics. Whence the impossibility of scop-
ping a concepc’s determining limit.

Staircase: one stair against another.

What is sought here is a staircase that is not Hegelian, a
slightly silly way of saying another staircase of the spirit from
which to understand, to climb up and down, to dismantle the
Hegelian course {#émarrhe].

No longer can one even say, “it(¢)begins or ends with love.” 1
begin with” or “I end with” equals: “the I begins where it () has
not begun, or where it (¢2) has begun before the I believes” and

“the I ends where it (¢z) continues to begin again,” already.

A Remark to the preceding paragraph: “Love means in general
cerms the consciousness of my unity with another, so that 1 am not
in selfish isolation but win my self-con-
sciousness as the renunciation of [Aufgebung,
the dispossession of] my being-for-self and
through knowing myself (Mich-Wissen) as
the unity of myself with another and of the

... sondem mein Selbst-
bewusstsein nur als Auf-
gebung meines Firsich-
seins gewinne. . . ."

other with me.”

Flowers, culled with the dead, always for covering
the coffin, the verge’s rigid body, the virgin's too, and
the mother’s. Theft of flowers, their flight in(to the)
place of verginity {Vo/ des fleurs au lien de la verginiré}.
To steal the keys, to fly into pieces, to splatter, peal of
bells [Voler les clés, voler en éclats, voler en éclaboussures,
wolée de cloches}.

To steal, to fly your blood-splattered sky
And to make a single mascerpiece with the dead
Culled here and there in the meadows, the hedges. . . .

Such apparently conventional flowers, pearls
abyssed by mortuary wreaths [couronnes}, are already
worth their weight in
sperm and phallus: boas::;“ my rosy sky. O my blond
that death cuts from ...
nature, whence — al- Cum:e pour into my mouth a little heavy

cum.

ready—the signature

that engraves or grafts the artificial Aower. Pastiche
and postiche, an inversion of values for fucking your-
self. Always to be cut—cuttable-culpable {w#pa-
bles]—the flower the sex will get their erection from
the postiche.

“Who carved a Wind Rose in the plaster?

A consaling hell peopled with handsome soldiers,

Naked to the waist, and from their reseda skivvies

Pull up those heavy flowers whose odor strikes me
like thunder.”

{What | ought to let fall (to the tomb), with each cut-
ting [coupe], from all the letters of the text—of the law
that is verified there—should, after the event [aprés
coup], resound, if not be summarized, explode [éclater]
in glas’s. | cut into the “complete works.” | tatlor [ taille]
another text there, a little as he tailors his pimp into a
banding-erect archangel. But why an archangel? Which
one? What does he announce?)



The movement described is thus the relief [4s reléve] of a dis-
possession, the Axfhebung of an Aufgebung by which 1 find again in
the other what I /use of myself. Bur this repossession has already

begun to make love pass on beyond itself,
"gnkdu’r':;b’ ist aber Emp- ang the family into the law, and 0 on. The
T remark immediately turns on itself (sondern,
aber, bue, but): “Bur love is feeling, i.e. ethical life in the form of
the natural. In the State, feeling no longer is [in the form of the
natural}; there we ace conscious of unity as law; there the contenc
must be rational and known to us. The first moment in love is that
I do not wish to be for me an independent person and that, if [
were, then I would feel lacking and incomplete (mangelbaft und
umwllstindig). The second momenc is that [ atrain myself in an-
other person, that [ count in the other for whar the other in turn
arctains 1n me.

So these two momentes divide b moment of love; they divide,
parcel out, work (over) the inside of the family’s essential kernel.
Contradiction: I do not wish to be independent; I do not wish to be
what [ am; I experience {ressenr] aucarky as a lack. But what I counc
for in love, the price of what I dispossess myself of is fixed by what
the other finds in me. I am only as much as I count for something
(ich gelte). 1 count for something for the other, a formula about which we
would have to agree before concluding any deal {marché] what-
soever, good or bad. I speculate here, like the other, in order to
derive some profic from a contracc between love as narcissism and

speculative dialectics.

This contradiccion is unintelligible; its economy surpasses
understanding; no formal logic can master or resolve it. Its actual
solution does not recurn to the intellect (Verstand), to the instru-
ment of a formal { formelle] analysis. ’

That does not entrain love in irrationality, on the contrary. Love
plays, on the contrary, in the gap [&ar?} berween understanding
and reason. Loves—and so here the family's—dialectical contra-
diction surpasses understanding only in order to resolve itself in
actual rationality. . . . [ count in the other for what the other in
turn actains in me. Love, therefore, is the most unheard-of contra-
diction {extraordinary, prodigious, monstrous contradiction: #7-
gebeuerste Widerspruch); the understanding cannot resolve it since
there is nothing more stubborn (Harteres) than this puncruality of
self-consciousness which is denied and which nevertheless I ought
to possess as afficative (affirmativ). Love is at once (zugleich) the
producing (Hervorbringen) and the resolving (Axfiung) of chis
concradiction. As the resolving of it, love is unity of an ethical type
[the appeasing concord: de sittliche Einigkeit].”
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This can already be verified on the “lofty foremast
[haute vergue}” of “A Song of Love,” above “O my
black Continent my robe of great mourning!” enjoin-
ing “clusters” and “gloves” with which the postiche
becoming will be elaborated, a “windflower” in a

“scarf” or a necktie knotted to a tree, an “angel of ivy”
or a “lictle girl curled up,” like liana and all the
wisteria [glycines] of the corpus, around an erect

tree,
the text is composed in liana and ivy. It is first gleaned.
Gleaning (“norm. lianne; Berry, glene; génev. glenne™)
is rolled up, woven and braided like liana (“Norm. lia-
une, the name for clematis; lianne, gleaning. This word
seems to come from lier [to bind, to link], and to be
another form of fien [bond, link]”) around an already
standing [déja dressée] column; it gives its form to all
textual chains, to all sexual couplings. “A few days later,
Divers did the very same operation and thus tugged at
all my nerves, which wound about him and climbed lov-
ingly over his body.” *. . . | wanted to give my body the
suppleness of osier so as to twine round him, though |
wanted to warp [ se voiler}, to bend over him” (Stilitano
is the column here). “The boy | was at fifteen [was]
twined in his hammock around a friend." Twisted
[torsé) text. Always one, at least, verily a torso [torse]
o be described.
To glean in Littré’s etymology again (in order to play,
poetics): “E. Génev. glener, glainer; picard, gloiner;
Berry, glainer, glener, proveng. grenar ... low Lat.
glenare. . . . Diez notes the etymology indicated by
Leibniz: kimry, glain, glén, clean; to which he adds the
Scandinavian glang, clarify; so that to glean properly
would be to clean. This is possible but not very satisfy-
ing; so one must not lose sight of the low Lat. geliba,
gelima, gelina, sheaf, handful [poignée]; Anglo-Saxon,
gelm, gilm, handful. Here the sense is satisfying, and the
variations in the consonant leave room for the transfor-
mation. Uncertainty then remains between an etymol-
ogy good for the form, less good for sense; another
good for sense, less good for the form. The Provencal
grenar seems to be an accidental form, and not to be
connected in any way to granum, grain.”

the color rose, the rose, above all the “petals”
(“hemmed petal,” “pearly petal”) whose-name dis-
places its own letters, condenses and defoliates, de-
composes endlessly, analyzes itself: everywhere, in the



In the simul, the zugleich, the du-méme-coup, the at-once, the
in-the-same-stroke, the producing and the resolving of the contra-
diction do not remain together in che stroke. The zugleich is imme-
diately divided, unbalanced, breaking the symmetry, the méme-
coup worked (over) by two unequal forces: the resolving——also the
dissolving— bests the producing. But only in order to announce or
prepare another stroke: the resolving is already in the act of produc-
ing another unheard-of contradiction in which the zugleich will
separate from itself in order to reason against understanding.

I shall stop on this stair {marche]; I want to stress it. I am not
following for now [/'instant] the deduction of the concept family, of
its three moments: monogamous marriage, the propercy of goods,
the education of children or the dissolution of the family.

Leaving the completed system (The Philosophy of Right) as a
seedling, I go down again toward the first steps of its constitution,
the texts of Frankfurt, Jena, the Phemomenology of Spirit. Bue I am
also going to try not to transform love and the contradiction of the
family affect into a privileged guiding thread { /], verily into a
telos or ideal model {régulatenr]. 1 am interested in the experience,
not the success or the failure [éhec]. The circle is not practicable; or
avoidable.

play of the p’s, the farts [pets], the faggots {pédates];
enjoined, as well, a frost {ge/], a neck [co/], a throat
{coul, a collar [cox}, a “Hand that hastens in vain cut
off,” of which you could follow, interminably, beyond
the “first poems,” what would be called an elabora-
tion. It will be necessary, of course, to reread all these
words at least once.

The one who signs “The Man Condemned to
Death” offers himself, already, 4éz,

(to) read the déja [ already) as a siglum. When i sign, | am

already dead. | hardly have the time to sign than | am

already dead, that | am already dead. | have to abridge

the writing, hence the siglum, because the structure of
the “signature” event carries my death in that event.
For which it is not an “event™ and perhaps signifies

nothing, writes out of a past that has never been

present and out of a death that has never been alive. To

write for the dead, out of them, who have never been

alive: this is the desire (formulated for example in The

Studio of Alberto Giacometti, but unceasingly refrained

[rengainé] elsewhere) that is interrogated and re-
sounds here as gias in order finally to insinuate [ laisser

entendre] the unheard, the illegibility of an already that

leads back to nothing present any more, even were it

past. The | am therefore dead. | am a dead man who

sees his skeleton in a mirror . . .” of the Miracle of the

Rose is not just one propasition among others. Every-
where that it is repeated, cashed, retailed, detailed,
divided, it imparts a writing- (or already-)stroke [coup

d'écriture {ou de déja)] to all the forces that cling to the

present, to truth as presence. The past is no longer a

past present, nor the future a present to come. And all

the values depending on that axiom are stopped by the

siglum. They no longer function already, they are de-
funct in advance. Even here

under his proper
name—his glas—an anthological basket. Déi, al-
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To the question *qu'appelle-t-on pemser?™ “ qu'est~ce qui s'appelle
Ppenser?” “what is called thinking?" one can respond only with an
impracticable and unavoidable circle, since the very literalness of

asyouknow, that can be
said this way only in
French. There the ques-
tion is, exactly. “Was
heisst Denken® gives rise
to another literal chain:
neither closed nor
simply open to this one.
The relation of one to
the other is not transla-
tion but transforma-
tion. A labor relation,
fieting with floodgates
(éclusant), sluices. The
relation never takes
place right here, but
elsewhere.

Another form of the
same question: can a
family name be trans-
lated?  Strangulation:
the singularity of the
general, the classifica-
tion of the unique, the
tightening structure of
a grip in which the con-
cept conceives, limits,
and delimits itself. The
strangulating  bortle-
neck  (seizure/dissei-
zure) is named (called)
in the concept.

The passion of the
proper name: never to
let itself be transiated
—according to its de-
sire—but to suffer
transhation—which is
intolerable to it To
‘Wwant to reappropriate
icself, to take again into
its belly all the world’s
tongues come to lick its
surface the moment,
exposed, pronounced,
the proper name has
commonly engaged it-
self in the concept or
the class

the question’ statement is not displaced.

To think is to call, to name oneself.

How does one think, that is, how is one
called outside or apart from the family
name? And how is the family thought out-
side the circle or the trinitarian triangle?

The question of the method that works
(over) your reading inscribes already the
family name. It is a family question.

The family is a parsy to the system of che
spirit: the family is both a part and the
whole of the system.

The whole system repears itself in the
family. Geist is always, in the very produc-
tion of its essence, a kind of repetition.
Coming to, after losing itself in nature and
in its other, spirit constitutes itself as abso-
lute spirit through the negative process of a
syllogism whose three moments are subjec-
tive spirit (anthropology, phenomenology of
spirit, psychology), objetive spiriz (right,
morality, Sittlichkeit), and absolute spirit (are,
religion, philosophy). Each of the three mo-
ments of the three moments itself includes
three syllogistic moments. So the family is
the first moment of the third moment of
objective spirit, Sittlichkeit’s first moment.
Family forms its still most natural instance

and accomplishes itself by destroying it-"

self in chree stages: marriage, patrimony,
education.

In the stage of this initial floodgate
[&/use], a first methodological temptation:
after recognizing love in its dialectical con-
tradiction as the most “stubborn” rational
kernel of the family structure, if this meta-
phot of metaphor can be risked, one could
go back toward the works of the young He-
gel, toward the so-called youthful works,

toward the philosophy of love and life in the texts on Christianity.
What is found in them in effect is presented at once as a germ and
as an ensembile of che system’s invariant traits. A germ one could
legitimately consider that Hegel has let grow, develop itself, raise
itself, ceach itself, run through its cycle and accomplish its Bestim-
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ready, be careful about this, does not signify that the
signature will always be gathered, summarized, an-
nounced in its siglum beforehand. This already
marks an entirely different thing. Toquesing:

Let the sky awaken, the stars flower,

Let the flowers not sigh, che belltower sound,

And the black grass greet the dew [rosée} chat morning
Will drink in the fields. I alone, I am going to die.

O come my rosy sky, O my blond basket!
Visit in his night your man condemnned co death.

The milkman'’s cans, a bell [c/oche} in che air

My God, I'm going to croak without once being able
To hold you close to my cock and my heart!

What does the glas of the proper name signify?
Sooner: does that (¢2) signify?

The phallic flower is cuttable-culpable. It is cut {se
coupe}, castrated, guillotined, decollated, unglued.
Sooner: it appears only on the scaffold, is what is
defalcated there, what is removed and left to fall.
This appearing, this luminous phenomenon—decor-
porated—of the flower, was glory:



mung, the destination or the determination that called it, in which

it is called (thus affording itself to be thought) from itself to itself.
A complex of invariant traits because between the germ and the

adule concept something does not change and lets itself be identi-
fied without any possible doubt. The youthful works on Christian-
ity—and notably on che Last Supper scene—would be read, for

example, as the teleological preformation of the completed systemn.
Nothing in the auchor would prohibit this. On the contrary, he has

multiplied the propositions on teleology, on the system as the

development of a germ.

So one can operate according to his rule [sz régle]. We shall do
that. But this obedience to the rule of a detour will make us pay a
price that it is still too soon to calculate.

The family is marked twice.

It is a determinate, a most narrowly particular moment. Its
place is inscribed in the encyclopedia and in history as the history
of spirit. A finite moment, the family is never passed through more
than once.

But simultaneously another account of the family must be
taken, on another ledger, another chatter. This determinate mo-
ment of che family, this finiteness figares (for now I leave a very large
opening for this word) the system’s totality. A certain familial
schema, a certain family (last supper) scene sui#s the system’s in-
finite totality. The system’s infinite torality thinks, produces, and
reflects itself in thac scene.

Will one rashly say that che finite family furnishes a metaphoric
model or a convenient figuration for the language of philosophical
exposition? A pedagogical ease? A good way to speak of abstract
things to the student [é/ére] while playing with the familiarity of
family significations? Even then what the absolute familiarity of a
signification is must be known. If that can be thought and named
without the family. Then one needs to ascertain thac the finite
family in question is not infinite already, in which case what the
alleged metaphor would come to figure would be already in the
mecaphor.

How does the family remark itself?

A very late text analyzes the determination of spirit. The spitit
thinks and at the same time is conscious of itself. I know the object
only insofar as [ know myself; I also think it while thinking myself
thinking it. In that I am a man and not an animal. “In other words,
I only know an object in so far as I know myself and my own
determination through it, in so far as whatever I am is also an
object for me, and I am not just cthis or that, but only what [ know.
I know my object, and I know myself; the two are inseparable.”
Consequently, the content of spirit, inasmuch as it knows itself
knowing some other thing, this content is spiritual. Its content
never simply stands outside itself; it does not impose itself on itself

the attack of the word glory must be well understood,
well heard. A machine for calculating reading would
doubtiessly confirm this; along with galfery, galley,and a
few others, it is one of the author’s preferred words. it
falls three times, for example, on a page explaining “‘the
death on the scaffold which is our glory™ and why “'se-
cretly choose decapitation.” Glory always springs from
a "'decollated head" (which is why it “is not human" but
“celestial”—to divinize you): “Each of them knew that
the moment his head fell into the basket of sawdust, and
was taken out (by the ears) by an assistant whose role
seems to me strange indeed, his heart wouid be gar-
nered by fingers gloved with modesty and carried off in
a youngster's chest [poitrine] adorned like a spring fes-
tival. | thus aspire to celestial glory . . .” which lodges
not far from the chest, from the heart, certainly, but
also not far from the bosom (sein] and the throat.
Which may well explain already, but to be reasoned out
[a raisonner] later on, the contiguity of the milkman
[laitier] and the bell [cloche] in “The Man Condemned
to Death”
Our-Lady-of-the-
Flowers opens up with the archive of all the heads that
have just fallen, condemned to death. “Weidmann
appeared before you,” virgin like a nursling or a nun,
head enveloped in diapers or wedding veil [wile
d'hymen}, new-born, a royal mummy, “his head
swathed in white bands, a nun and yet a wounded
pilot, fallen into the rye. . . .” Remark everything,
especially the rye [seigle). “His handsome face, multi-
plied by the presses, swept down upon Paris. . . .”
But in letting itself fall, the head was already re-
lieved. It upsurges, is erected precisely, decidedly in
this case. To be decapitated is to appear—banded,
erect: like the “head swathed” (Weidmann, the nun,
the aviatior, the mummy, the nursling) and like the

phallus, the erectile stem—the style—of a flower.

When a flower opens up, “blows {&/ir],” the petals
part [s'écartent}, and then there rises up what is called
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from the outside. To know is to approptiate oneself, to produce or

reproduce the known. One should not even say chac spiric does not

have any content outside itself, an object of which it would be only

the knowing form. One must say: what cannot have any content

outside itself, what in advance interiorizes all content, even were it

infinite or rather in infinitizing it, that is what calls itself spirit,
conceives or grasps itself as spirit. Geist repeats itself. So spirit

alone can concetve spirit. As such, it has no outside limit; chus it is

the free and the infinite.

Infinite freedom, the other name of spirit inasmuch as it gives
itself its own proper element and so stands “(close) by itself.” It can
only be near itself, gathered together with itself, bound to itself by
itself, completely compressed against itself by icself. It is free,
infinitely so, only by remaining close to itself, as if it kept itself
awake by murmuring its very own proper name. “Thus the spirit
by nature always scays (close) by itself (4 sich) or free.”

How does this “being-(close)-by-self” of the spirit represent
itself? Why does it detach itself within the family hearth icself, in
the center of its own citcle? Why would being (close) by self come
down to "being with one’s family,” infinitely or indefinitely with
one’s family?

Let us proceed slowly.

Free and infinite in itself, spirit has no absolute opposite. At
least its opposite cannot be absolute. Absolute, that would be
spirit. Habitually, Hegel says in the same passage, matter is
posited as che spirit’s opposite. Matter is not free. It weighs, it goes
towatd the bottom.

It falls (to the tomb).

But there is a law to its weight, its gravity. If the gravity and the
dispersion of matter to the outside are analyzed, one should recog-
nize there a tendency, an effort tending toward unity and the
gathering of self. A tendency toward the center and unicy, matter
then is spirit’s opposite only inasmuch as it remains resistant to this
cendency, inasmuch as it is opposed to its own tendency. But to be
opposed to its own tendency, to itself, to macter, 1t must be spirit.
And if it yields to its rendency, it is still spirit. It is spirit in any
case; its essence is nothing but spiritual. There is no essence but
spiritual. So matter is weight or gravity as the search for the center,
is dispersion as the search for unity. Ics essence is its nonessence: if it
complies with that, it rejoins the center and
unity, is no longer matter, and begins o
become spirit, for spirit is center, unity
bound to self, rolled up close by and around
self. And if it does not rejoin its essence, it
remnains (matter) but no longer has any es-
sence: it does not remain (what it is).

one can try to displace
this necessity only by
thinking—but what is
called  thinking!—the
remain(s) outside the
horizon of essence,
outside the thought of
being. The remain(s)
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the szyle. The stigma designates the highest part, the
summit of (the) style.

After the roll-call of the men condemned to death,
Weidmann, Angel Sun, Pilorge, from the first page:
“I learned only in bits and pieces of that wonderful
blossoming {é&/osion} of dark and lovely flowers: one
was revealed to me by a scrap of newspaper; another
was casually alluded to by my lawyer; another was
mentioned, almost sung, by the prisoners—their
song became fantastic and funereal (a De Profundjs), as
much so as the plaints which they sing in the evening,
as the voice which crosses the cells. . . .”

But this voice only arrives the moment it “breaks,”
when it carries the trace of a “break,” perhaps like a
bell {c/oche}, the “bell” that is “unleashed” for a child
on the same page.

The flower opens out, achieves, consecrates the
phenomenon of death in an instant
of trance. The trance is that kind of «rance .. . n. Great
limit (trance/partition), of unique apprehension of an

. . evil thought to be
case, of singular experience where | . achand....
nothing comes about, where what “— E. Wallon, transs,

« glas tolled for death;
surges up collapses “at the same .. "0 Porrug,
time,” where one no longer can cut  trance, hour of death,
rer decisive  moment;
through to a decision between the (3% . "CG
more and the less. Flower, trance: away; from the Lat
the simul of erection and castration. YOS passage. o
Where one bands erect for nothing,
where nothing bands erect, where

French, transe, which
meant any vivid, pain-
the mere nothing “bands erect.”

ful emotion, stems
from transir (see this
word).” Littré



neste pas [does not
come-to-essence}, as
one transliates by mak-
ing use of a crutch, an
ersatz, or a prosthesis
(west nicht).

Even $0, one must cross
the dialectical step
[pas], the dialectical no

“Speculative philosophy has shown that
freedom is the one authentic truch of spirit.
Macter (Materie) possesses gravity in so far as
it is impelled (T#ieb) to move toward a cen-
tral point {the midpoinc: /e milieu, Mistel-
punke); it is essentially composite {zusam-
mengeserzt, gathered togecher], and consists

[pas] encirely of discrete parts which all tend

(streben) towards a centre (Mistelpunkt); chus
matter has no unity. It is made up of (Aussereinander) separate
elements and searches for (sucht) its unity; it thus endeavours to

here is confirmed the essential—and not
only the figurative—affinity between the
movement of relief (reféve. Aufhebung) and
rearing (the student) ('éféve) in general: élé-
vation, élevement, élevoge, elevation, breed-
ing, education, upbringing. Airy ascent of the
concept. Begriff grasps and sweeps upward,
opposes its force to everything that falls (to
the tomb). Begriff is necessarily victorious.
Victory does not devolve upon it; the Begriff
is what wins. Hence its imperial character.
The concept wins against matter that can
hold its own against the concept only by re-
lieving itsef, only by denying itself in raising
itself [s’élevant] to spirit. The concepr also
wins against death: by erecting even up to
the tomb. The burial place raises itself.

Let us not approach too quickly Hegel's
burial place, about which we will have to
concern ourseives later

relieve itself (sich selbst auf-
zubeben) and seeks its own
opposite (Gegenreil). If it
were to succeed, it would
no longer be matter, but
would have ceased to exist
as such (als solche unterge-
gangen); it strives towards
ideality, for unity is its ideal
existence [ideel! }. Spirit, on
the other hand, is such thac
its centre is within itself; it
too strives (strebt) towards
its centre, but it is itself this
centre. Its unity is not
something exrernal; it al-

ways finds it within itself,
and exists in itself and {close) by itself (e sich). Matter has its
substance outside itself; spirit, on the other hand, is being-(close)-
by-icself (das Beisichselbstsein) which is the same thing as freedom.
For if I am dependent, I am beholden to something other than
myself, and cannot exist without this external other thing. I am
free if I am (close) by myself (bez mir selbst bin).”

Thus: spirit is. Alone. Its contrary, matter, is only inasmuch as
it is not what it is, inasmuch as, in order to be what it is (falling
weight and the tendency of dispersion to unity), it becomes what it
is not: spirit. Spirit is. Alone. Being is being (close) by self. Weight
and dispersion, the essence of matter, could not qualify an essence.
Marter has no essence; its essence is its contrary, its essence is not
having an essence. Dispersion, like weight (nonunity and non-
ideality), has no essence. Thus is not. Being is idea.

Thus: to be, matter will-already-have-become spirit. And since
matter will have been nothing before becoming spirit, spirit will
always have preceded or accompanied itself up to the procession’s

Not that the mere nothing is.

Perhaps we can say #bere is [il y a] the mere nothing
(that bands erect).

No sooner than there is [il 'y a], there bands erect
(an impersonal complement) in a past that was never
present (the signature — already {442} — denied
{nia] it always): it banded erecr {il banda] (an impet-
sonal

to band (erect), bander, is always to close up [serrer], to
gird (banded erect: girt), to tighten, with a band, a
girdle [gaine], a cord, in a bond [lien] (liana, ivy [lierre],

or lash). “8Band . . . n. ... E. Wallon baine; Namurian,
bainde; rouchi, béne; picard, benne; Proveng. and Ital.
benda; Spanish, venda; from the old high Germ. binda;
mod. Germ. binden, to bind; Sanskrit, bandh, to bind.
Compare the Gaelic bann, a band, a bond.” Higher up:

“They nursed their children without swaddling them,
neither binding them up in bands nor in swaddling
clothes,” Amyot.” Littré, whose whole article has to be
read, in order at least to put into relief there [y relever]
that bands, in printing terms, are “pieces of iron at-
tached to the two tongues in the middle of the press's
cradle, on which the train rolis.”” Double contra sense,
at least, of the word banded (erect). What is called
bandaging [ panser]

complement) is equal to #t bound {il lia}. Lock

- [Serrurel.

A certain mere nothing, a certain void, then,
erects.

The bells [c/oches} were unleashed a moment ago {7/
y @ un instant].

Now reconstitute the chain that sets all the glas
machines in motion (you will fit all its pieces together
later on), its annuli, its links: the erection (of the
cuttable-culpable flower), the liana’s undulation (or
the ivy’s: here, the lashes), the rhetorical reading of
lilies and of the bed (here, the coffin lying on the
virgin mother {mére}), the unsheathed bell chat strikes
a seing—and it all flows out like milky sperm,
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so Geist can only repeat itself, repeat its own

spiriting (away) [souffle], inhaling/exhaling

itself. Effluvium or sublimate, the repetition

of a spiriting (away) maintains itsef above

what falls (to the tomb), above matter. Such

repetition unfolds the infinite freedom of an

auto-affection. Between self and self, in the

being (close) by self, what can prevent the

spirit from repeating? The hands can be

bound and the tongue cut out [couper), all

the possibilities of action and auto-affection

limited, but how could Geist be prevented

from repeating? This operation. which one

would not know how to decide whether it is

internal or external, spentaneous or acci-
dental, is spirit's last refuge—its supreme

irony—against all repressive constraints.
But this operation is nearly nothing, and yet

matter must ferment (all this awaits us near

the burial place), but the ferment, the heat
that decomposes martter, is it not yet., al-
ready, the spirit preparing a beautiful repeti-
tion? It must first, because of that, forget
itself

end. Matter precedes or re-
mains {first or last) only as
spirit: in raising or erecting
whar falls (to the comb).
What is the relation be-
tween this being-(close)-
by-self (another way of say-
ing being) and the family?
When one says that
spitit is—alone—thar it
has its own proper essence,
its own proper center, and
its own proper unity in it-
self, that is not a simple
and tautological affirma-
tion. This proposition is
speculative in the Hegelian
sense of the word; it states
the dialectical identity of
identity and nonidentity.

Spirit’s being-(close)-by-self actively produces itself through an
unlimited negativity. Spiric becomes for-itself, (close) by itself,
only in actively denying all that limits its freedom from the out-
side. Its essence is active, dynamic, negative: “When the spirit
strives (strebt) towards its own center, it strives to petfect (ver-
vollkommen) its own freedom; and this striving is fundamental o its
nature. To say that spirit exists would at first seem to imply chat it
isacompleted enticy (ezwas Fertiges). On the contrary, it is by nature

the place of man (vir). The pure
activity of the spirit—the spirit produces
itself—a little farther on induces the spirit’s
assimilation to the father who produces or
gives himself, by doubling himself, a son. | am
my father my son and mysel. My name
is my father. But the giving-producing-
doubling-himself insinvates into the pure
activity an inner division, a passivity, an af-
fect that obscurely breaches/broaches the
father’s paternity and begins to ruin all the
determinations and oppositions that form a
system with it. All the family significations
then set about passing (away) in each other,
and nothing can stop them. Such is the play
of spirit with itself, as soon as it begins to
stretch, strain itself. For Streben, striving,
tending, as was just seen, forms its essence.
Its play immediately ruins and slackens the
Spirit

active ( Tdiriges), and activity
(Tatsgkeit) is its essence; it is
its own product (Produk?),
and is therefore its own be-
ginning and its own end.
Ies freedom does not consist
in static being (ruhende
Sein), but in a constant
negation of all that threar-
ens to destroy [aufzubeben)
freedom. The acrivity of
spirit is to produce itself, to
make itself its own object,
and to gain knowledge of
itself; in this way, it exists
for itself. Natural things do
not exist for themselves; for

this reason, they are not free. The spirit produces and realises itself
in the light of its knowledge of itself; it acts in such a way that all
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“

in little continuous jerks” (it is written like that
(comme ¢a)).

Enjoyment’ssimul:

“I approach, my heart racing wildly, and discover
nothing, nothing but looming emptiness, sensitive
and proud like a tall foxglove!” And just after the
embalmers emblem, an exclamation point—"I do
not know, as I have said, whether the heads there are
really those of my guillotined friends, but I have
recognized by certain signs thar they—those on
the wall—are thoroughly supple, like the lashes of
whips, and rigid as glass knives, precocious as child
pundits and fresh as forget-me-nots, bodies chosen
because they are possessed by terrible souls.

“The newspapers are tattered by the time they reach
my cell, and the finest pages have been looted of their
finest flowers, those pimps, like gardens in May. The
big, inflexible, strict pimps, their members in full
bloom—1I no longer know whether they are lilies
or whether lilies and members are not totally they, so
much so that in the evening, on my
knees, in thought, I encircle their
legs with my arms — all that
rigidity floors me and makes me
confuse them, and the memory which I gladly give as
food for my nights is of yours, which, as I caressed i,
remained inert, stretched out; only your verge, un-
sheathed and brandished, went through my mouch
with the suddenly cruel sharpness of a steeple [ c/ocher}
puncturing a cloud of ink, a hatpin a breast [sesn}.
You did not move, you were not asleep, you were not
dreaming, you were in flight, motionless and pale,
frozen [glacé], straight, stretched out stiff on the flat
bed, like a coffin on the sea { mer}, and | know that we
were chaste, while I, all attention, felt you flow into

one no longer knows
stricto sensu — what
figure to recognize



its knowledge of itself is also realised. Thus everything depends on

the spirit’s self-consciousness; if the spirit knows thac it is free, it is

altogether different from what it would be without this knowl-
edge. For if it does not know that it is free, it is in the position of a

slave who is content with his slavery and does not know that his

condition is an improper one. It is the felt sensation ( Emgfindung) of
freedom alone which makes the spirit free, although it is in fact

always free in and for itself.”

Spirit is always—already—free as spirit, but it remains for
spirit to be what it will have been: to create the phenomenal
experience of its freedom, to appear to itself as such, to free itself,
to free its freedom. Nothing more painful, despite the appear-
ance—bur the evil here is appearance—tchan this return to self and
this freeing of freedom. That is first produced in matter’s becoming-
alive, its becoming-life. In life, the spirit thac had lost icself,
dispersed according to the exteriority of matter, begins to relate
itself to itself. Firsc under the form of self~feeling. This instance of
self-feeling, which predicates love as well, gives itself first in an
immediate, natural, and external way (feeling) in animalicy. Hu-
man feeling is scill animal. The animal limitation, I feel it as spirit,
like a negative constraint from which I try to free myself, a lack I
try to fill up. This tension, this tendency to free myself from
feeling, I share it with all che living. Hegel calls this Trib. Here
Trieh cannot be translated, as has been done, by desire or drive
[pulsion}. Let us say pressure {poussée} in order to decide noth-
ing yet.

Man passes from feeling to conceiving only by suppressing the
pressure, what the animal, according to Hegel, could not do.
Ideality, as thought of the universal, is born and then bears the
mark of a suppression of the pressure: the violent interruption
between pressure and satisfaction, berween the animal moment
and the spiritual moment of life, death in the natural life, natural
death as the spirit’s life. The family is announced.

“The most immediate knowledge spirit can have of icself when it
assumes the shape of a human individual is that it is capable of
feeling (fithlend). No objectivity is yet present here (Hier ist noch
keine Gegenstindlichkeit vorhanden). And we simply feel ourseives
determined in some particular way. I then try to distinguish be-
tween myself and this determinate quality (Bestimmtbeit), and set
about creating an internal division within myself. Thus, my feel-
ings are splic up into an external and an internal world. But at the
same time my determinate nature enters a new phase, in that [ have
a feeling of deficiency (mangelbaft) or negativity; I encounter a
contradiction within myself which threatens
to destroy (anfzulisen) me. But [ nevertheless
am (Ich bin aber), this much I know, and I
balance this knowledge against my feeling of

some would be tempt-
ed to hold on to the in-
version: | am but But
what? | am nevertheless

me, warm and white, in little continuous jerks. Per-
haps you were playing at coming. At the climax, you
were lit up with a quiet ecstasy, which enveloped your
blessed body in a supernatural nimbus, like a cloak
that you pierced with your head and feet.”

In little continuous jerks, the sequences are en-
joined, induced, glide in silence. No category out-
side the text should allow defining the form ot
bearing [allure] of these passages, of these trances
of writing. There are always only sections of flowers,
from paragraph to paragraph, so
much so that anthological excerpts 2 PP @ the ab-
) u" N 2 P breviation of a para-
inflict only the violence necessary to  graph: what is writ-

. . i the side, in the
attach importance {faire cas} to the g
remain(s). Take into account the
overlap-effects {¢ffets de recoupe], and you will see that
the tissue ceaselessly re-forms itself around the inci-
sion [entaille}.

What was elaborated while rotting, under the fox-
gloves, the lilies or the forget-me-nots, was an inter-
ment: that of Divine, who will therefore not have sur-
prised us, two pages further on. “Decaying flowers,”
violets, of which the bouquet, lest we forget, becomes

an umbsrella, and vice .

. the umbrella [parapluie], like all figures
VeI'S&-. the umbrellas in para (lightning rod [paratonnerre],
are like bouquets, and  parachute, screen [paravent]), is an 2b-
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(or I am in the mean- negation or deficiency. I survive and seek to

time) seduces even relieve (aufzubeben) the deficiency, so chac I

mere am at the same time presiure (Trieb). The

object towards which my pressure is directed is accordingly the

means by which [ attain satisfaction and the restoration (Wiederher-
stellung) of my unicy. All living things are endowed with pressures.
We are therefore natural beings, and all our pressures are of a

sensuous character. Objects, in so far as [ am drawn to them by

pressure, are means of integration, and this is the general basis of
cheory and practice alike. But in our intuitions of the objects to

which our pressures are directed, we are dealing directly with

externals and are ourselves external. Our intuitions are discrete

units of a sensuous nature, and so also are our pressures, irrespec-
tive of their content. By t‘his determination (Bestimmung), man

would be no different from the animals; for pressures are not

conscious of themselves. But man knows himself, and chis distin-
guishes him from the animals.”

The leap from animality to humanity, as the leap from feeling to
thinking, takes its impulse in a suppression of the ptessure. Like
the animal, man has pressures, but he can himself inhibit, sup-
ptess, restrain, bridle, contain them. This negative power—let
one not hasten to name it repression—is his very own. In this
power man becomes conscious and thinking. The process of
idealizacion, the constitution of ideality as the ms/iex of thought, of
the universal, of the infinite, is the suppression of the pressure.
Thus Aufbebung is also a suppressive counterpressure, a counter-
fotce, a Hemmung, an inhibition, a kind of anti-erection.

Hegel links up: inseparable from suppression, idealization is
just as much the relation of spitic co itself as the relation of father to
sOn in a trinitarian structure.

“But man knows himself, and this distinguishes him from the
animals. He is a zhinking (denkend) being. Thought, however, is
knowledge of universals, and it simplifies the content of experi-
ence, so that man too is simplified by it so as to become something
inward and ideal [Idelles]. Or, to be more precise, I am this
inwardness and simplicity, and the content of my experience only
becomes universal and ideal (deell ] if 1 proceed to simplify ic.

*“What man is in reality (ree//), he mast also be in ideality (7deef!).
Since he knows the real (Realen) as the ideal (Ideeilen), he ceases to
be merely a natural being at the mercy of immediate intuitions and
pressures which he must satisfy and produce. This knowledge
leads him to suppress (bemmt) his pressures; he places the ideal
{1deellel, the realm of thought, berween the demands (Dringen) of
the pressure and their satisfaction. In the animal, the two coincide;
it cannot sever their connection by its own efforts—only pain or
fear can do so. In man, the pressure is present before it is satisfied
and independently of its satisfaction; in bridling or giving rein to
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then the bouque(s solutely threatening apotrope. Protec-

. tion and aggression pass into each other,
are /ike umbrellas. reverse themselves unceasingly in their
Also, a staircase, lest veiled relation to truth. The supple-
f lead ment’s always reversible function. The
we lorget, leads tO  gereens are full of umbrellas. Scene six:

death. Divine’s. Stony "I front of the screen, an open umbreila

li . is resting, but upside down. A biazing [é-
monumentalization, clatant] sun is painted on @ very blue sky."
against which the

burst {d&/ar} of names resounds. The procession
[théorie] of queens, “girl-queens and boy-queens, the
aunties, fags, and nellies” proceeds, a host of flowers,
in an even movement.

“The stairway {escalier] leading up to it {Divine’s
actic} plays an important role today. It is the ante-
chamber, sinuous as the cotridors of the Pyramids, of
Divine’s temporary tomb. This cavernous hypogeum
looms up, pure as the bare marble arm in the darkness
which is devouring the queen [cyclisre] to whom it
belongs. Coming from the street, the stairway mounts
to death. It ushers one co the final resting place. It
smells of decaying flowers and already of the odor of
candles and incense. It rises into the shadow. From
floor to floor it dwindles and darkens until, at the top,
it is no more than an illusion blending with the azure.
This is Divine’s landing. While in the street, beneath
the black haloes of the tiny flat umbrellas which they
are holding in one hand like bouquets, Mimosa I,
Mimosa 1, Mimosa the half-IV, First Communion,
Angela, Milord, Castagnette, Régine—in short, a
host, a still long litany of creatures who are glittering
[éclarés] names—are waiting, and in the otber hand
are carrying like umbrellas, litcle bouquets of violets
which make one of them lose herself, for example, in
a reverie from which she will emerge bewildered and
quite dumbfounded with nobility, for she (let us say



his pressures, man acts in accordance with ends and determines
himself in che light of a general priaciple. It is up to him to decide
what end to follow; he can even make his end a completely univer-
sal one. In so doing, he is determined by whatever representations
he has formed of what he is and what he wills. It is this which
constitutes man’s independence: for he knows what it is that deter-
mines him. Thus he can rake a simple concept as his end—for
example, that of his own positive freedom. The representations of
the animal are not ideal [Ideelles] and have no true actuality; the
animal therefore lacks this inner independence. As a living crea-
ture, the animal too has its source of movement within itself. But
it can only respond to those external stimuli to which it is already
inwardly susceptible; anything that does not match its inner being
simply does not exist for it. The animal divides itself in two
(entzweit sich) from itself and within itself. It cannot interpose
anything between its pressure and the satisfaction of its pressure; it
has no will and knows no inhibition (Hemmung). Its stimulation
comes from within itself and presupposes an immanent develop-
ment. Man, however, is independent, not because he is the ini-
tiator of his own movement, but because he can inhibit this
movement and thereby break his immediacy and naturalness.”
The animal’s self-mobility is absolute only insofar as it remains
an external or sensible automatic working, a pure constraint as
for the spirit. Inhibiting

a powerful and ample chain from Aristotle,
at least, to our day, it binds ontotheological
metaphysics to humanism. The essential
opposition of man to animal—or rather to
animality, to a univocal, homogeneous,
obscurantist concept of animality—always
serves the same interest there. The Animal
would not have Reason, Society, Laughter,
Desire, Language, Law, Repression. Of the
three wounds to anthropic narcissism, the
one Freud indicates with the name Darwin
seems more intolerable than the one he has
signed himself. It will have been resisted for a
longer time

the animal self-mobility
in himself, man frees the
self-mobility of the spirit,
freedom.

That is explained—the
style isalmost a seminar’s—
by the seed or semen. Or by
the germ. Which immedi-
ately intervenes after the
analysis of pressure. The
germ (der Same) is also, as
germ, the ontotheological
figure of the family.

This concept (of) germ (Same, semen, seed, sperm, grain)

regularly enters on the scene in speculative dialectics, in places and
regions of the encyclopedic discourse that are at once homelogous
and distinct, whether of the vegetal, biological, anthropological,
or the onto-logical order in general. Among all these orders, spec-
ulative dialectics assures a system of figurative correspondences.

From where would these figures export themselves? Whac
would be their own proper place?

The figure of the seed (let us call it thus provisionally) is
immediately determined: (1) as the best representation of the

First Communion) remembers the article, thrilling as
a song come from the other world, from our world
too, in which an evening paper, thereby embalmed,
stated: ‘The black velvet rug of the Hotel Crillon,
where lay the silver and ebony coffin containing the
embalmed body of the Princess of Monaco, was
strewn with Parma violets.””

Follow the cortege interminably, you will see all
the accidents “magnify,” the “trails of slime,” “the
weighty magnificence of the barbarian who tramples
choice furs beneath his muddy boots. . . . Merely to
have mentioned him is enough for my left hand in my
torn pocket to . . . the plaster cast that Divine herself
made of his cock, which was gigantic when efect
[bandait]. . . . 1 cad’t stop praising him until my
hand is smeared {s'eng/ue] with my liberated pleasure.

. . in short, all the queens, imprinted a tendril-like
movement to their bodies and fancied they were en-
lacing this handsome man, were twining about him.
Indifferent and bright as a slaughterhouse knife, he
passed by, cleaving them all into two slices which
came noiselessly together again.”

The thyrsus, the thyrsanthus, which was at first a
cutting or penetrating weapon, here informs both the
text and its “object.”

Are you going to fall precipitously into the trap?
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spirit’s relation to self, (2) as the circular path of a return to self.
And in the description of the spirit that returns o itself through its
own proper product, after it lost itself there, there is more than a
simple rhetorical convenience in giving to the spirit the name
father. Likewise, the advent of the Christian Trinity is more thanan
empiric event in the spirit’s history.

‘. . . thereby break his immediacy and naturalness.

“The root (Warzel) of human nature is that man can think of
himself as an ego (Ich). Asa spirit, man does not have an immediate
existence but is essentially returned-home-to-self (n sich Zuriick-

gekebrses). This movement of mediacion (Ver-
mediation: the return  iyp/yye) s an essential moment of the
(close) by self that over- .. .. . .
comes the division and spiric. Its activity consists 1n transcendmg
theloss. Thereliefofthe  2nd negating its immediacy so as to return
two in(to) the three, upon irself (Riickkebr in sich); it has therefore
unity's self-return. The ad If what it is by of its own
father divides himself, A€ 1LSEIE W! y means
goes out of himseK it~ activity. Only the rerumned-home-to-self is
his son, recognizes him-  subject, real actuality. Spirit exists only as its
selfinthe son,and finds 0/ recnle The example of the seed (die
himself again, recounts . .
himself in his revenue  Vorstellung des Samens dienen) may help to il-

lustrate [or clacify: zur Erlduterungl this
point. The plant begins with the seed, but the seed is also the resulc
of the plant’s entire life, for it develops only in order to produce
(hervorzubringen) the seed. We can see from this how impotent life is
(die Obnmacht des Lebens), for the seed is both the origin and the
result of the individual; as the starting point and the end result, it
is different and yet the same, the product of one individual and the
beginning of another. Its two sides fall asunder like the simple
form (Form) within the grain [of wheat: Korn] and the whole course
of the plant’s development.

“Every individual has an example (Beispsel) even closer to hand in
the shape of his own person. Man is what he should be only
through educarion [formation, culture: Brldung} and discipline
(Zuchr); what he is immediately is only the possibility of being
(tha is, of being rational, free), only the destination (Bestimmaung),
obligation. The animal’s formation is soon complete (fertig); but
this should not be seen as a blessing bestowed on the animal by
nature, Its growth (Wachstum) is merely a quantitative increase in
strength (Erstarken). Man, on the other hand, must make himself
what he should be; he must first acquire everything for himself,
precisely because he is spirit; in short he must throw off the natural.
Spitit, therefore, is its own proper result.”

Dialectical paradox: natural living being, life as nature devel-
ops by itself without freedom insofar as its self-mobility is finite. It
does not go our of itself, it does nothing but develop the germ: the
quantitative increase without interruption, without relation to the
outside and the absolute other. As natural necessity following its
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And translate that The Flower, which signifies
(symbolizes, metaphorizes, metonymizes, and so on)
the phallus, once caught in the syntax of the cuttable-
culpable, signifies death, decapitation, decolla-
tion? Anthologos signifying the signifier signifying
castration?

That would be to arrest once again, and in
the name of the law, of truth, of the symbolic order,
the march of an unknown: its glas, which is in
action here.

To try once more to arrest it, as in 1952, when, at
the exit from prison, the ontophenomenologist of the
liberation

liberation—under this title, first and at the least, must
be thought the avoidance of psychoanalysis and Marx-
ism in the name of freedom, of the “original choice,”
and of the “existential project.” “Such is the case of the
child Genet. . . . It was, | think, Genet's optimism that
kept him from adopting this conclusion in reality o kill
himself like that “punished child who chastizes his
mother by depriving himself of dessert”]. | mean
thereby to designate the very orientation of his free-
dom. . . . He has chosen to live: he has said, in defiance
of all, | will be the Thief. | deeply admire this child who
grimly willed himself at an age when we were merely
playing the servile buffoon. So fierce a will to survive,
such pure courage, such mad confidence within [au sein
du] despair will bear their fruit Twenty years later,
this absurd determination will produce the poet Jean
Genet. . . . But when a systematized, hardened sulking
holds out for ten years, thirty years, when it is at the
root of the most singular, the most beautiful poetic
work, when it changes into a world system, into an
occult religion, then it must singularly transcend the
level of asimple childish reaction, aman’s freedom must
be thoroughly involved in it. . . . If we want to under-
stand what he is today and what he writes, we must go
back to this original choice and try to give a phenome-
nological description of it.”

insisted on handing back to you, right into



own bent, without freedom, its self-mobility is then the result of
something other than self, is the result of something ¢lse precisely

because it remains enclosed within itself and has no relation to self
as to the other. No doubt the natural living being divides itself in

ewo; but since this division is not absolute, the animal has no
absolute relation to itself. Or to the other. Neither self nor other.
That is why there is no natural family, no father/son relation in

nacure.

The qualitative leap would be brought about with the human
individual: radically dividing itself, the human individual is con-
scious of itself as the other. No longer having, by the fact of this
division, its natural movement in itself, it constitutes itself by its
Bildung, its culture, its discipline, its symbolic formation. Para-
doxically, it is, more than the plant or animal, its own proper
product, its own son, the son of its works. More than the plant or
animal, the human individual is descended from its own germ. It
conceives itself. Because it has interrupeed the nacural pressure and
deprived itself of self-mobility, it has given itself law. It names
icself, autonamedly [autonommément}.

But of this self-production, as the inhibiring negation of natu-
ral self-mobility, the human individual, the particular, finite indi-
vidual, as such, is only an example. And the (human) father/son
relation is only a (finite) example of the infinice facher/son relation,
of the relation of infinite spirit freely relating to itself as to its own
rebound [ressaut], its own resource. Just as there was a leap [saut}
into negativity, between the negativity of the natural (plant, ani-
mal) Entzweiung and that of the spiritual or human Entzweiung,
berween the relief in nature and the relief of nature in the finste
spirit, so chere is a dialectical leap that is the absolute rebound of
the result, between the Aufbebung of the finite spirit and that of the
infinice spirit. Just as—so: the analogy or the proportion depends
on what the finite if as the passage to the infinite.

Whence Hegel’s exemplary rhecoric, the exemplarist proceed-
ing of his rhetoric: of his rhetoric as the technique of figures and as
the form of argumentation.

After ateaching value {faif cas} to the human individual as an
example (Beispiel) of the infinite spirit’s movemnent and the result’s
rebound, Hegel passes on to the infinite movement of the rebound
itself, to the infinite spiric chat itself can no longer be an example,
since it is not finite. Ac least it can no longer play the role of an
example, if the example is a particular case in a whole or a homoge-
neous series. It can be an example if the example is the exemplary
ideal, the absolute sense of which the finice examples are precisely
only approximating samples [exemplaires}. This passage from the
example to the exemplariness of the example, this passage from the
finite to the infinite can sometimes be given aspects of rhetoric and
of the mode of exposition. This is i# truth the ontologic of the

your hand, to a safe place, the “keys” to the-man-and-
the-complete-work, their ultimate psychoanalytico-
existential signification.

The echo drags on at length (“This is the key to his
conduct and his disorders. . . . The Other than self.
Here we have the key to Genet. This is what must be
understood first: Genet is a child who has been
convinced that he is, in his very depths, Another than
Self. . . . Our certainty of ourself finds its truth in
the Other.”).

The fence was then as blind to the sexual figure of
the key as to his own ability to be on the lookout { fzire
gafe} if it fell into bad hands. General enough to
introduce into the transcendental strucrures of the
ego, it was as effective and as undifferentiated as a
passkey, a universal
key sliding into all
signifying lacunae.

50 what signs Genet would be there
only to make the example, the case, of a
universal structure, which would give us
its own key. When one speaks of a case,
the doctor, the judge, the prof, the
guard, and the lawyer are already in
consultation. One sees the robes and
the uniforms and the sleeves bustle
about. And the neckties. Some years
earlier, Frangois Mauriac wrote “The
Case of Genet.” Some years later, Ba-
taille’s verdict: “Genet’s Failure [échec].”

A oote from
Jacques Lacans Eerits
(Genet is one of the

very rare “French writ-
ers,” modern or other-
wise, not to figure in
the Index of Names
Cited) names this ob-
ject “that we could

not designate better

What signs is also interested, but liter-
ally and that is something else entirely,
in the case of the key [clé). How that

(ga} is enchained, opened, falls (to the

tomb) and sounds. And how the case

can falsify, rather force, a dialectical law,
alock [une serrure] that should nonethe-
less open 1o all. Attacked from a certain

angle

than by calling it the universal phallus (just as we say:

universal key).”
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passage, the reason of the finite that posits itself as such only by
passing into the infinite. In the finite the examples (Beispielen) can
be substituted for each other, and that is why they are examples,
particular cases classed according to the general law. This substitu-
tion is che freedom of play, of che play among the examples. This
freedom is finite. Play here is made possible by finitude, but
finicude relieves itself.

In the case—unclassable—of the absolute spirit (God), (no)
more play in that sense.

The case of God, can that be said? Can the name of God be
classed?

If there were a case of God, if God could be taken as an
example, that would mean that one takes God for a finite body, that
one is mistaken in making God fall outside what God is, that one
takes God for another. God, if he is God, if one thinks what is
being said when one names God, can no longer be an example of
the Aufhebung. God is the infinite, exemplary, infinitely high
Aufhebung. God is no longer an example, and the play of substitu-
tion can no longer be brought about {s'opérer].

But cannot God—of himself—fall into the finite, incarnate
himself, become his own proper example, play with himself as the
infinite becoming finite (death) in order to reappropriate his in-
finity, to repeat the spirit, that is, to have a son-man who is his own
proper seed, his own proper product, his own proper result, his
best yield {revenu}?

So only the figure of Christ can regulate the productive ex-
change—amortization and gain—Dbetween rhetoric and onto-
logic. Investment [Irestissement: financial and cathectic] of the
Holy Family, or rather of the Trinity:

“The most sublime [raised, elevated, relieved, eminent: das
erhabenste Beispiel] example is to be found in the nacure of God
himseif; strictly speaking (eigent/ich), this is not a genuine example
in the sense of one casual instance among others (ein Beispiel (Bei-

her-spiel)), but rather the universal, truth it-
“anuntranslatable piay on

words" right and accu-
racely note the transia-
tors. Thiswordplay s not
one wordplay among
other possible ones. Itis
the play that makes all
plays possible: the play
of the infinite with it-
self, the exemplary play
that plays more—or
less—than every other.
k plays less by playing
more. It plays with itsel{
without the limit and
without the rule [régle]
it gives itself. Which in
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self, of which everything else is an example
(Beispiel). It is true that the older religions
also referred to God as Spirit; but this was no
more than a name which could not as yet
contribute {grasp: gefasst] anything towards
explaining the nature of spirit. In the Jewish
religion too, the spitit was at first repre-
sented (vorgestellt) only in general terms. In
Christianity, however, God is revealed (gffen-
bart) as Spirit. In the first place, he is the
Father, power (Macht), abstract universal
(abstrakt Allgemeines), which is still veiled,
enveloped (eingebiillt) within itself. Sec-

This transcendental key, the condition of all deter-
mined signifiers and the concatenation of the chain,
was prescribed and inscribed, but as a piece and an
effect in the text, was enchained, entrained in the
Miracle of the Rose. It falls (to the tomb) then, accusing
itself, under the pen. “All burglars will understand
the dignity with which I was arrayed when I held my
jimmy, my ‘pen.’ From its weight, material, and
shape, and from its function too, emanated an au-
thority that made me a man. I had always needed that
steel verge. . . .

“. . . Thetwowedges . . . lightened itand gave it
that air of a winged prick [4ite]} by which I was
haunted. I slept beside it, for the warrior sleeps
armed.”

Let’s cut very short, act very quickly: this prick I
sleep next to is less the father’, as one would think,
than the Virgin Mary berself. I do not say that it is no
the fathers, I say “less than.” But to know how the
father's is written, one still has to elaborate, induce, in
order to glide better.

Thus, in (the) place of the flower, the antl;ographic,
marginal and paraphing text: which no longer
signifies.



the same stroke [du ondly, he is an object for himself, an other
méme coup] infinitely  chan himself, a dividing himself in two (e
fimics ehe play sich Entzuriendes), the Son (der Sobn).”

The Christian God manifests cthe concrete spirit, which still
remained veiled and abstract in Judaism; but he manifests this
only by becoming father. The father—the Jewish God certainly
was one—remains an abstract universal form, as long as he has no
acknowledged son. A father without a son is not a father. He
manifests himself as concrete spirit—and not just anticipated,
represented, sorgesse/lt—only by dividing himself in his seed that
is bis other, or rather that is himself as the object for himself, the
other for him and that then returns to him, in which he returns to
himself: his son {fi/s ].

As this son is infinite—the son of God—he is not the other of
God. He gives to God his image. But as this son of God is man—
finite—he is God separated from himself and appearing himself as
the passage from the infinite to the finite, from the finite to the
infinite. God knows and recognizes himself in his son. He assists
(in) his death, burial, his magnification, his resurrection. The
knowledge relation chat organizes this whole scene is a third, a
third term, the element of the infinite’s relation to self: it is the holy
spirit. This medium obtains the element of familiarity: God's fa-
miliarity with his very own seed, the element of God's play with
himself. The (infinite) exemplar gives itself and makes the (finite)
exemplar return to it. The infinite father gives himself, by self-
fellation, self-insemination, and self-conception, a finite son who,
in order to posic himself there and incarnate himself as the son of
God, becomes infinite, dies as the finite son, lets himself be bur-
ied, clasped in bandages he will soon undo for the infinite son to be
reborn.

“. . . a dividing himself in two, the Son. But this other than
himself is equally himself immediately; he knows himself and
intuits himself in that—and it is this self-knowledge and self-
intuition which constitutes the third element, the Spirit itself.”

The spiric is neither the father nor the son, but filiation, the
relation of father to son, of son to father, of father to father through
the mediation of the son, of son to son through the mediation of the
father. The spirit is the element of the Aufhebung in which the seed
returns to the father.

“'In other words, the Spirit is the whole, and not just one or other
of the elements for itself. Or to put it in terms [defined, expressed,
ausgesprochen] of feeling (Empfindung), God is eternal love, whose
nature is to have the other as its own (das Andere als sein Eigenes zu
haben). It is this trinity {this tripleness, Dreifalrigkeit] which raises
Christianity above the other religions. If it did not have this Trin-
ity, the other religions might well provide more material for
thought than it does. The Trinity is the speculative part (das

The glas’s, such as we shall have heard them, toll
the end of signification, of sense, and of the signifier.
Outside which, not to oppose the signature, still less
to appose, affix it to that, we remark the signature
that through its name, in spite of what is thereby
named, no longer signifies.

In no Jonger signifying, the signature

what is a signature? And what becomes of the language
of flowers in it? The question must find a form that can

4 le, the foll

for P ing proposi-
tions: (1) Miracle of the Rose: *. . . the flowers spoke

.. ++" (2) “l do not think they [flowers) symbolize any-
thing” (Funeral Rites).

What then, under these conditions, is a “book laden

with flowers” (Our-Lady-of-the-Flowers)? A bed, of

course, that is, as shall be perceived later on, some

pages, the skeleton of J. D. thac “had been laid out on a

bed of roses and gladioli” (Funeral Rites), and that they

would like to eat with dialectophagous words: “| am his

tomb.” | was hungry for Jean.” “I shall never keep close

enough to the conditions under which | am writing this

book. Though its avowed aim is co tell of the glory

of Jean D, it perhaps has more unforeseeable second-
ary aims.”

Iam only good for embalming.

If, then, there is no language of flowers, if the flower is

in (the) place of zero signification, how can this sym-
bolic zero toke hold in a jungle of signs and figures

belonging to the natural tongue, to nature, to the physi-
cal, to the physical tongue, as a mother tongue that is

necessarily foreign to it? A question again of phusis as

mimesis. It also comes down to knowing how to be

done with what we eat. The work of mourning as work

of the tongue, of the teeth, and of saliva, of deglutition

00, of assimilation and belching. The end of Jean refers

to the Last Supper scene [Céne]. “. .. the tomb, he

needs light for cewo thousand years! . . . and food for

two thousand years. . . . (She shrugs her shouiders.) Oh

well, everything’s in working order, and dishes have

been prepared. Glory means descending into the tomb

with tons of victuals!” (The Baicony).



Spekulative) of Christianity, and it is through it that philosophy can
discover the Idea of reason in the Christian religion too.”

But just as Christianity represents and anticipates itself only in
its Vorstellung, in Judaism, so the absolute religion Christianity is
remains the Varsrellung of Sa as philosophy. Vorstellung's structure
opens the scene of the holy family onto Sa.

Thus Christianity offers the example of a naturally speaculative
religion. Philosophy—speculative dialectics—will have been the
truth of this religious representation of the specularive. Just as

German, the naturally speculative tongue in certain of its traits,

relieves itself by itself in order to become the universal tongue, soa
historically determinate religion becomes absolute religion, and an
absolute religion relieves its character of representation ( Vorstellung)
in order to become absolute cruth. This explains how Hegelian
philosophy—through and through a philesophy of religion—
could be read as an effect of Christianity as well as an implacable
atheism. Religion accomplishes itself and dies in the philosophy
that is its truth, as the truth of past religion, of the essence as
thought past (Gewesenbeit) of the Christian religion.

Truth—the past-thought—is always the death (relieved,

erected, buried, unveiled, unbandaged {déhandée]) of what it is the
truch of.

The position of the facher, filiation such as we have just read it,

also sn rrurh interprets itself as che position of the dead facher. The

i lowers figure “infernal props,” it is because, signifying
nothing, they are nonetheless the support of, but for-
ever withdrawn from, the whole text, all determina-
tions. “. . . they were beginning to exist for me with
their own existence, with less and less the help of a
support: the flowers” (Miracle of the Rose). Such is the
relationship of the miracle to the text. That is, to a
remain(s) that is the remain(s) of nothing, that does not
remain at peace. That above all is not a resule, in the
sense of speculative dialectics.

“THE QUEEN: But it was | who did everything, who orga-
nized everything. . . . Remain(s). . . . Whatis. . . .

“(Suddenly a burst of machine-gun fire)” (The Baicony).
You see, but you cannot see, you are necessarily blind to
the fact that flowers, not themselves shown, hardly
even promised, are constantly being stolen, filched,
swiped from you. In the journal: ** ‘The burial. We need
flowers. . . '

“‘Go swipe some flowers with his pals. . . .’

“At night, with two friends, he pil(ered some flowers
from the Montparnasse cemetery. .

“They went looking for roses wnd\ a flashlight. .
A joyous intoxication made them steal {voler], run
[courir] and joke among the monuments. ‘You can’t
imagine what it was like,” he said to me.”
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quoin of the Last Supper (scene) and judas. Totem and Taboo

has just inscribed the Orphic origin of the doctrine of original

sin, the relation between Christ and Dionysus-Zagreus cut

into morsels: “There can be no doubt that in the Christian

myth the original sin was one against God the Father. if, how-
ever, Christ redeemed mankind from the burden of original

sin by the sacrifice of his own life, we are driven to conclude

that the sin was a murder. The law of tlion, which is so deeply

rooted in human feelings, lays it down that a murder (ein

Mord) can only be expiated by the sacrifice of anather life:

self-sacrifice points back to (weist zuriick) blood-guilt. And if
this sacrifice of one’s own life brought about reconciliation

with God the Father, the crime to be expiated can only have

been the murder of the father (der Mord am Vater).

“In the Christian doctrine, therefore, men were acknowledg-
ing in the most undi d manner (om the
guiley primaeval deed (zu der schuldvollen Tat der Urzeit), since
they found the fullest atonement for it in the sacrifice of this
one son. Reconciliation with the father was all the more com-
plete (um so griindlicher) since the sacrifice was simultane-
ously ied by a total i of the women on
whose account the rebellion against the father was started.
But at that point the psychological fatality of ambivalence
demanded its rights. The very deed in which the son offered
the greatest possible atonement to the father brought him at
the same time to the attainment of his wishes against the
father. He himself became God, beside, or, more properly, in
place of, the father (neben, eigentlich an Stelle des Vaters). A

no longer
belongs to or comes from the order of signification, of
the signified or the signifier.

Thus, dingdong [ Doncl—what emits a tolling of
the knell, #n coup de glas, is the fact that the flower, for
example, inasmuch as it signs, no longer signifies
anything.

Falls (to the tomb), remain(s).

Neither a noun nor a verb in any case.

The seing does not suffer to be illegible in this
respect. If, at least, reading means (to say) to decipher



son-religion displaced the father-religion (die Sohnesreligion

last die Vaterreligion ab). As a sign of this substitution [of this

ersatz, Zum Zeichen dieser Ersetzung] the ancient totem meal

was revived in the form of communion, in which the company

of brothers ate the flesh and blood of the son—no longer the

father—obtained sanctity thereby and identified themselves

with him. . . . The Christian communion, however, is at bot-
tom a new setting-aside (Beseitigung) of the father, a reperti-
tion of the deed that must be expiated.”

What is the difference between this viewpoint {the gaze of

judas) and chat of speculative dialectics, concerning the mast

unveiled truth! What is, at table, at dinner, the gap [écart]

between Judas and the one who is the truth? Who holds here

the truest discourse? What place then recurns to a Judas. But

can the discourse of truth leave the table?

Verily

life of the spirit as history is the death of che father in his son. The
relief of this death always has the sense of a reconciliation: death
will have been able to be only a free and violent act. History is the
process of a murder. But this murder is a sacrifice: the victim offers
himself. A scandal that a finite tribunal cannot understand ar all: a
victim would thus have tendered to the murderers, at the same
time as his body, the instrument of che crime.

What is the function of this Christian model? In whar sense is ic
exemplary for speculative onto-theology? Can this model be cir-
cumscribed and displaced as a finite and particular structure,

bound to given historical conditions? Can a

which is done notably
starting from The Origin
of the Fomily, Private
Property, and the State.
Engell's title reproduces
the first and the last
moment of the Hege-
lian Sittlichkeit and de-
ports the aralysis out-
side the Western Chris-
tian center on the basis
of Bachofen's and Mor-
gan's works on family
ethnology

history different from the one represented
here be interrogated? Can the horizon be
changed? the logic?

Wichin che system, the program of the
so-called youthful works on Christianity will
have been the law. With a scope as powerful
and invariable as the first words of John's
Gospel on the history of the West.

Concerning the family, one can follow a
very precise homology between the system’s
first schemas and those of the final period.
The passage from Judaism to Christianicy is

interpreted as the advent of love, in other words, of the family, as

a sense or to refer to something. But this illegibility

that takes form by falling (from my hand, for ex-
ample), that scrambles and broaches signification, is

that without which there would not be any text. A

text “exists,” resists, consists, represses, lets itself be

read or written only if it is worked (over) by the

illegibility of a proper name. I have not—not yet—

said that the proper name exists, ot that it becomes

illegible when it falls (to the tomb) in the signa-
ture. The proper name resounds, Josing itself at once,
only in the instant of its debris, when it is broken,
scrambled, jammed, while touching, tampering with

the seing.

You are still on the stairway, on the way to a crypt
that always expects you to come in advance of just
what it seems to conceal. “It was then that we began
to exchange the love letters in which we spoke of
ourselves, of plans for robberies, of prodigious jobs
{coups} and, above all, of Mettray. He signed his first
letter ‘Illegible,’ as a matter of caution, and I began
my reply with ‘Dear Illegible.’ Pierre Bulkaen will
remain for me the indecipherable. It was always on
the stairway, where he waited for me, that we handed
each other the slips of paper.”
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the relief of formal and abstrace morality (Moralitit) (in that respect
Kantianism is, structurally, a Judaism). This passage sets to work
an ontotheological theory of the figure, an ontotheological rheroric
and semiotic that belong by full right to the very content of the
discourse.

‘Wasn't there then any family before Christianity? Before Chris-
tianity, the family had not yet posited itself as such. The family
announced, represented, anticipated itself. Love was not yet at the
hearth of the family. The true father/son relation awaited Christi-
anity, monogamy too, such as it will be defined in the Philasaphy of
Right. From Christ on, love is substituted for right and abstract
duty: in general and not just in the relations between spouses.

TheSpirit of Christianity: “Similarly, over against dutiful fidelicy
in marriage and the right to divorce a wife, Jesus sets love. Love
excludes the (culpable) desire not forbidden by that duty and,
except in one case, suspends this permission to divorce, a leave
concradiceory to that ducy.” .

Jesus suspends, lifts the permission save in one case. Here the
German word for suspend or lift is aufheben. Jesus suspends the
permission only inasmuch as it still belongs to abstract right. In
cruth he suspends and relieves abstract right into love.

We are not going to ask ourselves hete what is this operation?
Since the ontological question (what is it? what is? what does being
mean (to say) and so on) unfolds icself here only according to the
process [ processus] and structure of Aufhebung, confounds ieself with
the absolute of the Awfhebung, one can no longer ask: what is the
Aufhebung? as one would ask: what is this or that? or, what is the
determination of such and such a particular concept? Being is
Aufhebung. Aufbebung is being, not as a determinate state or the
dererminable totality of beings {étant], but as the “active,” produc-
tive essence of being. So the Aufhebung cannot form the obje of any
determined question. We are continually referred back ro this, bur
that reference [renvoi] refers to nothing determinable.

It is impossible, for example—but the example also relieves
itself—to understand the advent of the frue family (love and mo-
nogamy), of the Christian family, without taking account of the
Aufhebung of abstract right. Loving being reconciles itself despice
injury, without taking account of righe, of the judge, and of the one
who judges the right (nicht vom Richter ibr Recht zumessen), without
any regard [sans égard et sans regard] for right (ohme alle Riicksicht
auf Recht). A handwritten note adds: “Love even requires the
Aufhebung of tight that is born of a separation ( Trennung), a lesion
(Beleidigung); love requires reconciliation (Versobnang).”

The schema of the Philosophy of Right is in place: love as the relief

of right and abstract morality, that is, of a split between objectivicy
and subjectivity.
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The Miracle of the Rose is what had begun (at Fonte-
vrault, its cells in the form of a “vertical coffin” in the

“ivy”’) with setting on an anthotropical stage, though

sideways, the graft(ing) of the proper name so as to
leave it apparently as a seedling, as if one had to be on
the lookout [fzére gife 21 not to fetter anything in it
(that (@) is always written like that (comme ). the
grand style of the flower seems in the open air not to
touch it the very moment that (¢) elaborates the
most). A graft does not supervene upon the proper.
The proper begins wich finding in the graft its burst-
ing [éclat}: its appearing or its blowing {é/osion], but
also its morseling.

The name of the person who seems to affix, append
here his seing (Genet) is the name, as we know (but
how and from where do we know?), of his mother.
Who then would have given birth according to a kind
of immaculate conception.

The mothers name would be—commonly—the
name of a plant or a flower, except for one letter, the
fallen s, dropped {/s tombé], or to cicatrize its fall
[chute], for a circumflex. Covering the space between
[['entre-deux] the lips or displaced letters—in (the)
place of s—with a stretched, pointed sheet, a tent, or
pyramidal nonument [monumangue pyramidale}.



The handwritten note has been deleted, but it is in accord with
the whole context that constantly confirms it. It intervenes imme-
diately after the proposition on love as the Axfhebung of conjugal
rights and duties as such.

In the (Judaic) order of abstract right and duty, of the objective
law, the duty of fidelity, fidelity as duty went together with the
right to separate oneself from one’s wife. Bur the duty as such does
not forbid the desire of infidelity; it only forbids, in objectivity, the
act of infidelity. The love that Jesus opposes to this objective law
suspends even up to the unfaithful desire. Ac least he excludes
(ausschliesst) this desire at the same time that he suspends (au/bebt)
the permission (to separate from one’s wife) inasmuch as it is con-
trary to fidelity. The interdict bearing on infidelity is maintained,
but at the same time abolished [su4pprimé}: this is no longer an
interdict bearing from the outside, in a heteronomic way. It be-
longs to the spontaneity of love; it is assumed in desire’s freedom, in
the autonomy of a desire that no longer desires what it cannot have
or only desires what it can have, desires what it has. The vulgar
translation of the Aufhebung: nothing coming from the outside
forbids you from cheating on your wife, but
you no longer want to since you love her.
Then the permission for you to separate from
her, an authorization contrary to the duty of fidelity, remains sus-
pended (aufgehoben) as it were by the past, but you no longer realize
it since you no longer want to.

The interiorization of the interdict, the interiorization of the
objective law (right and duty) by love, the assimilation digesting
the objective debt and abstract exchange, the devouring of the
limit is then the Axfhebung's economic effect. Economic: subjec-
tivized, the interdict is in a certain way lifted; I am freer since I am
no longer subject to any outside interdiction. Economic: my satis-
faction, at least as consciousness, is adjusted to {réglée sur} my
desire; [ do what I desire, I am faithful because I desire it and
nothing else.

But would the economy do nothing but interiorize an inter-
dict? but domesticate it in freedom’s being close by self?

The economic effect is more complex. To say that the interdic-
tive limit has simply passed from the outside to the inside, without
being transformed in this passage, would require that desire, in
Christian marriage, be limited, and first of all limited to a finite
being. Now that is not at all the case. The finite crosses itself
toward the infinite. No longer is one limited to loving a finite
being: one loves a finite being as infinite. In passing inside, the
limit becomes infinite: so there is no longer any finite limit, no
longer any limit or, what comes down to the same, there is an

discourse, here, o
course, of man for man

Genét names a plant with flowers—ryellow flowers
(Sarothamnus scoparins, genista; broom, genette, genét-a-
balais, poisonous and medicinal, as distinct from the
dyer’s broom, genista tinctoria, genestrolle, dyer's green-
weed, woodwaxen, an herb for dying yellow); gener a
kind of horse. Of Spain, a country of great impor-
tance in the text.

If all his literature sings and weaves a funerary
hymen to nomination, Genet never sets any value,
noblesse oblige, on anything but naming himself.

He rides horse(back) on his proper name. He holds
it by the bit [mors]. Like a Spanish grandee or a
circumflex. But also like a child in his father’s saddle.

The cavalier phantasm presides over the great inner
scene and takes possession of all the senses. Feigning
perhaps to give “my” “illegible name” for reading.
Illegible name, hence positively legible.

Miracleof the Rose: “ “You're going by? Where are you
going? . . . And besides, I don't like your tone. Take
your hands out of your belt . . .’

“I was on horseback.

“Even when I am very calm, I feel as if I were being
swept by a storm which may be due to my mind’s
stumbling over every unevenness of surface because of
its rapid pace, or to my desires, which are violent
because they are almost always suppressed, and when
I live my inner scenes, I have the intoxication that
comes from always living them on horseback, on a
rearing and galloping steed. I am a horseman. It is
since I have known Bulkaen that I live on horseback,
and I enter the lives of others on horseback as
a Spanish grandee enters the Cathedral of Seville.
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infinite limit. Conjugal desire is free because it is subject to an
infinite law.

The family according o (Christian) love is infinice. This family
is already what could be called the speculative family. Now the
speculative family follows the infinitely circular course of the fa-
ther/son filiation: the infinity of desire, of marriage, and of the
inner law holds itself between the father and the son. Except for a
short detour, with the insignificant exception of an inessentiality
(the wife here is as it were matter), the essence of speculative
macriage, with all che systematic consequences that can be inferred
from this, consecrates the union of father and son.

One column in the other.

The exception, the only case (Fal/) where the right to separate
oneself from one’s wife is maintained, where the suspense is sus-
pended, the Axfbebung relieved, occurs when the wife has taken the
initiative, when “the wife has bestowed her love on another.” Ac-
cording to Jesus, “the husband may not remain a slave to her.”

No doubt the speculative family achieves its destination only
with Christ. But this proposition is not simple. To achieve its
destination is to relieve itself and go out from itself. Christianity
itself achieves itself only by relieving itself in(to) ics philosophical
truth. Then one would have to specify that with Christianity the
speculative family breaches/broaches itself, begins to come to it-
self, to love, and to the true marriage chac constitutes the family as
family. The first moment of Sis#/ichkeit would be inaugurated by
Christ. This does not form a simple proposition either: the upsurg-
ing of Christianity announced itself. There is family before the
(Christian) family. So one must interrogate this circular and teleo-
logical structure of the before and after, this speculative readiag of
the future perfect that puts the family before itself.

Immediately before Christianity there is Judaism: at once fam-
ily and nonfamily, nonfamily as the not-yet-there of the already-
there, che family’s being-there not consisting, only consisting in
dissolving itself in its passage.

The Christian thesis, the axial thesis that replaces the Jewish
thesis by opposing it, overturns mastery. In substituting love for
mastery, for the Jewish relations of violence and slavery, Jesus
founded the family. The family has constituted itself through him:

“To the Jewish idea of God as their Lord (Herrn) and Governor
(Gebieter), Jesus opposes a relationship of God to men like that of a
facher ¢o his children.” Such is the “exact antithesis” that gives to
the family its infinite foundation.

Before che antithesis that comes to place itself in place of the
thesis, there was family nonetheless. Judaism was not only what
preceded the advent of the speculative family, what resisted it up to

36

My thighs grip the flanks, I spur
my mount, my hands tighten on
the reins.

“Not that it happens quite that
way, I mean not that I really know
I'm on horseback, but rather I
make the gestures and have the
spirit of a man on horseback: my
hand tightens, I toss back my head
{ma téte se reléve}, my voice is ar-
rogant. The sensation of riding
a noble, whinnying animal over-
flowed into my daily life and gave
me what is called a cavalier look and
what I considered a victorious tone
and bearing.

“The guard reported me, and
I was brought up before the war-
den. . . .”

Not to arrest the career of a
Genet. For the first time I am
afraid, while writing, as they say,
“on” someone, of being read by him.
Not to arrest him, not to draw him
back, not to bridle him. Yesterday
he lec me know that he was in
Beirut, among the Palestinians at
war, encircled outcasts. I know that
what interests me always takes
(its/his) place over there, but how
to show that? He almost never
writes anymore, he has interred
[enterré} literature like no one, he

“Your heart that a
massive  cavalier's
spurs / will  never
open,” my slashed
paraph that. parades
in freedom like a
wild animal, “A curi-
ous beast would ap-
pear if each of my
emotions  became
the animal it evokes:
anger [colére] growls
under my cobra neck
[col], the same cobra
swells up what | do
not dare to name;
my cavalry, my
merry-go-rounds are
born of my inso-
fence. .. ."
Concerning the “fear
of metamorphoses,”
and above all of ani-
mals, The Thief’s
Joumal makes the
point that “it is not
mere rhetoric which
requires the. com-
parison.”

Begin, then, to ap-
proach the unname-
able crypt and the
studio of Alberto
Giacometti, where
such a wound of the
paraph takes on ani-
mal form. You will
have already sus-
pected that if the sig-
nature is all that at
once, it is neither a
thing, nor a flower,
nor an animal. Re-
main(s) to (be)
know(n) if there is
any

leaps wherever that explodes (¢z saute) in the world,
wherever the absolute knowledge of Europe takes a



acertain point. Judaism had constituted a certain natural family in
relieving already another family more natural still. The value of
nature must be handled very prudently. Nature is not a determi-
nate essence, a unique moment. It overlays {recouvre] all the forms
of the spirit’s exteriority to self. Nature appears then—while pro-
gressively disappearing therein—in each stage of the spirit’s
becoming. For example, for having broken with the natural-bio-
logical group, che human family is no less the natural, the most
natural momenc of Séttlichkeit, and so on. In this sense, the family
is always natural, even the Christian family. But the Christian
family relieves a natural family, the Jewish family, thar itself re-
lieves a more natural family. And each relief breaks with what it
relieves, leaves between the other and itself a kind of margin thac
constitutes the truth of the other as the (past) essence whose truth
the relief, for its part, gives to be read.

There was—then—a Jewish family deprived of love; this fam-
ily has itself broken with a more primitive and natural family.

Here begins the legendary discourse on/of the eagle and the two
columns.

On castration and dissemination, a question going back to the
fiood.

Like Condillac, like Rousseau, Kant and some others, Hegel
resorts to a kind of theoretical fiction: the recital of a catastrophic
event reconstitutes the ideal-historic origin of human society. And
this recical reinscribes the Biblical narration with eyes fixed on a
network of philosophemes. For it to run [ marchel, the cwo texts
must indeed somewhere be homogeneous.

The flood is the loss of the state of nature (Verlust des Naturzu-
standes). Before the flood (F/ut) man lived in natural harmony with
nature. The flood tears man, vproots him from nature, destroys the
beautiful unity. Ever since then man nurses an infinite, monstrous
disbelief (ungebeuerste Unglaube) toward nature. No longer his
mother, nature has taken back or poisoned all the resources of
protective belief (Glauben) she had given or promised. Of this
mother we keep oaly some obscure traces (sind uns nur wenige dunkle
Spuren aufbebalten worden). Till then, she had shown herself

“friendly or tranquil (freundlich oder rubig)," in “the equipoise
(Gleichgewicht) of her elements”; now she responds to humanity’s
faith (Glauberr) with “the most destructive, invincible, irresistible
hostility.” The mother turns against man, dismantles herself,
causes havoc.

Thus, in the flood man conceives the plan to control in his tucn
what had sheltered, protected, nourished him. Saying chat he
conceives the plan to master, to defend himself with an apotropaic
gesture from what, numbing, lulling his belief with an equal and

blow {conp1, and these (hi)stories of glas, seing, fower,
horse oughe to make him shit.

How right he is. This is what I want to show by
deporting you as swiftly as possible to the limits of a
basin, a sea, where there arrive for an interminable
war the Greek, the Jew, the Arab, the Hispano-Moor.
Which I am also (following), by the trace {Que je suis
ausst, a la tracel.

Ifall this eloquence about the signature in the form
of a horse makes him shit, too bad. The seing also falls
(to the tomb) like excrement under seal {sous scellé].

To magnify the turd {I'étron], to glorify what falls
cut (stronzo, stronzare, strunzen) under the saddle {sous
la selle]l, to erect the stallion {@lon], the standard
[éalon] of his signature, or to cause the erection to fall
from the horse, the king from the throne—all that
would be equivalent.

Remain(s) — to (be) know(n) — what causes
shicting.

Now—the cavalier scene (“I was on horseback”)
brings along in its procession, in little continuous
jerks, at the trot, the two pages that follow, where, as
if by chance, at Fontevrault (which “has its roots in
the vegetable world of our children’s prison™), in the

“center of the circle,” stands “the can into which the
men shit.”

It is a pureblood, an Arabian this time, a sort of
erected hole one mounts like a horse, a throne, the
cone of a volcano. The erection in abyss, that is how
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regular movement, had fallaciously promised him symbiosis, that
is saying too much: one could be content with saying that he has
begun to conceive—nothing else.

In all the senses of that word. Noah is the concept. By a bad
wordplay, Jewish-Greek, 2 la Joyce, and mixing ina lictle gallicism
(Noé), one would say noesis.

In effect, in order to control matetnal nature’s hostility in her
unleashed waters, she had to be thought, conceived, grasped.
Being thoughe is being controlled. The concept marks the inter-
ruption of a first state of love. Her son says to nature: you don' love
me, you don't want me to love you, 'm going to think you,
conceive you, control you. The concept busies itself around a
wound. “If man was to hold out against the aggressions of a nature
now hostile, narure had to be mastered (beberrscht); and since the
whole divided in two (das enszueite Ganze) can be divided only into
idea and actuality (in ldee und Wirklichkeit), 5o also the supreme
unity of mastery (Beberrschung) lies either in being-thought
(Gedachten) ot in being-actual (Wirklichen)."

Noah chose to gather together the world torn apart, o recon-
stitute in sum the Gleichgewicht in the being-thought. He has
chosen to make his ideal-thought (gedachtes 1deal) come to be, to
divinize it in a way, and to oppose to it all the remain(s) of nature as
nature thought, that is mastered (als Gedachtes, d. b. als Beberr-
schtes). Therefore the ideal thought (God) “promised” Noah to
place the elements at his service, to hold them back in their limits,
so that no flood could come to submerge humanity. This kind of
alliance with the father reestablishes by conrract the natural
Gleichgewicht that nature had broken by unleashing its waters. The
ark was able to float, carrying in its flanks, on the deck or at the
bottom of the hold, the exemplary living ones.

The noeric response to the mother's murderous aggression is
accompanied from then on, such is its singularity, by a cult of life
(Zog). Man was forbidden to kill man. In breaking this rule {régle}
one loses life oneself. Such is the contract of thought with itself,
that is, with God. God, in compensation, grants man mastery
(Herrschaft) over the plants and the animals. Putting one or the
other to death, the unique authorized destruction of the living,
sanctions the exchange. Bur in return the living must be honored,
and it remains forbidden to consume the blood of animals, which
still contains their soul ot life (it is the same thing in Hebrew, and
the Spirit of Christianity follows here Genesis 9 : 4 very closely).

To the rupture of the maternal Gleithgewicht, another response
could be made.

Not the quelled flanks of a floating dwelling but che erection of
a warlike tower.

Like Noah, Nimrod ripostes to the natural violence by making
the thought, the Gedachtes, be. Like Noah, he also imposes the law
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that (¢z) signs and how that (¢z) gets into the saddle

and how that () reigns, how that (¢z) is jammed,
how that (¢e) signs and that (¢z) reigns. Genéts grow

very close to volcanoes. “At the center of the circle is

the can into which the men shit, a recipient three feet

high in the form of a truncated cone. It has two ears,
one on each side, on which you place your feet after

sitting down, and a very low backrest, like that of an

Arab saddle, so that when you drop your load you

have the majesty of a barbaric king on a metal throne.
When you have to go, you raise your hand, without

saying anything; the assistant makes a sign, and you

leave the line, unbuttoning your trousers, which stay

up without a belt. You sit on the top of the cone with

your feet on the ears and your balls [couilles} hanging.
The others continue their silent round, perhaps with-
out noticing you. They hear your shit drop into the

urine, which splashes {gic/e] your naked cheeks. You

piss and get off [descend ). The odor rises up. When I

entered the room, what struck me most was the si-
lence of the thirty inmates and, immediately, the

solitary, imperial can, center of the moving circle.

“...One. . .two!One. . . two!

“It is still the same guttural voice, a big shot’s voice,
that issues from a throat encumbered with oysters
which he can still spit violently in the face of a jerk
{cloche]. It is the same cry and voice he had at Mettray.”

The “inmate,” the “circle of inmates” who stand
up straight, resembling one another and substituting
for one another in silence like letters on the page, one
in place of another, one counting for another, the glob
that resounds in cadence off the walls of the grotto
like a moiled, guttural, hard and coated glas, the
glory of solid excrement raised in the incorporeal song



of the living. But unlike Noah, he does not proceed under the sign
of peace: he unleashes in his turn a tyrannical violence, discrust,
war; he founds a society united by force, and the law of the living is
the law of the strongest. Instead of opposing to the sea just what the
sea carries still sitcing on it, rocked {4ercé } by it, the ark, he faces ic,
jostles it, and cleaves it with one gigantic tower. Here Hegel
follows the indications of Moses, which agree with Josephus’ An-
tiquittes of the Jews: ‘For he [Nimrod] had resolved to build a tower
(Turm) which was to be far higher than the waves and streams
(Wasserwogen und Wellen) could ever raise themselves (sich auftiirmen)
and in this way to avenge the downfall (Umsergang) of his forefachers
(according to another tale, Eupolemos in Eusebius [Pragparatio
evangelica ix 17}, the tower was to have been built by the very
survivors of the flood).”

By the turn {#o#r] of a contract, Noah had delegated mastery to
a more powerful one; Nimrod himself has repressed, bound hand
and foot, tamed the hostile power (dass er selbst sie bindigte). But in
both cases it is a question of a “forced peace” with the sea. The split
is consummated by a war and reproduces the cleavage by which
nature, promising maternal protection and in truth unfolding the
worst threat, is separated from itself.

To this warlike, rigid, avenging apotropaic, Hegel already op-
poses the Greek response to the flood: not a forced peace but a peace
of harmonious friendship, of reconciliation. And this peace is not
concluded or imposed by a leader, but by a happy couple: neicher
Noah nor Nimrod reconciled himself with the enemy as did a very

beautiful couple (ein schineres Paar), Deu-

remains) that all this is  calion and Pyrrha, when after the flood they

done with stones, Nim-
rod’s tower and the in-
semination of a new
rootstock:

“After the flood, which
left them at the top of
Parnassus, both of them,
Deucalion and Pyrrha,
created human beings
by throwing stones
over their shouider.
Whereas Pyrrha cre-
ated women, Deucalion
created men.”

How does the stone
become a child? the
flower an animal? in-
nocence culpable?! Phe-
homenology of spirit
“Innocence,  therefore,
is merely non-action

invited men to renew their friendship with

che world, with nature, when they made

them forger the need and hatred in the joy

and enjoyment {jouisiance}, when they con-
cluded a peace of love, when they became the

root stock of a beautiful nation and made of
their time the mother of a newborn nature,
which was going to preserve the flower of its

youth (und ihre Zeit zur Mutter einer neu-
geborenen, ibre Jugendbliite erhaltenden Natur
machten).

So the Jew remains stiff, on edge, taut in
his opposition to maternal nature. He is
ugly, offers ugliness as his spectacle, is “lack-
ing” the “spirit of beauty (Geist der
Schimbert).” He remains cut in two, and the

of the odor while everything “drops {escend},” falls
in, hangs, prompting the liquid baton to squirt
[gicler} out on high, toward the naked cheeks—all
this is a mobile glossary, more active through the
words missing, through all that he robs from your
pocket the moment you loaf about like a tourist in the
text, your eyes fixed on what the native really wants to
show you, carelessly, about his operation. After the
hit {coup}, it will be too late.

So the Miracle of the Rose cultivates the grafts of the
proper name. Battle, labor, digging [Lutte, labenr,
labonr}, with catastrophic turns [retours de batonsl,
waves of tepression, against the desire to reconstitute,
out of the seing of the virgin, the genealogical force. In
morseling the name, dissociating it, making it un-
recognizable in glorious deeds {coups d'éclat: strokes of
ec there], one also extends it, makes it gain ground
like a clandestine occupation force. At the limit, of
the text, of the world, there would remain nothing
more than an enormous signature, big with every-
thing it will have engulfed in advance, but pregnant
with itself alone.

A necessarily undecidable, if not contradictory,
movement. An economy of loss (— breast [sein} <>
child <> excrement <> penis —). The signature
keeps nothing of all it signs.

Plant the genés there, the cavalier inscription falls
off it, the funerary monument is a plant 2 genét: that
writes, i.e., speaks without an accent. .

“Moments later, likewise muffled, but remote, a
voice, which sounded to me like that of the inmate,
cried out:
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{Nichtum), like the very tragedy of his cut [compure} is ugly,
mere being of a stone  3hominable. “The great tragedy (Trauerspiel)
(das Sein eines Steines), . . L
not even that of a chitd.+ Of the Jewish people is no Greek tragedy; it

can rouse neither terror nor pity, for both of
these arise only out of the fate which follows from the inevitable
slip of a beautiful being (schinen Wesens); it can arouse horror (A-
scheu) alone. The fate of the Jewish people is the fate of Macbeth
who stepped out of nature itself, clung to alien Beings, and so in
their service had to trample and slay everything holy in human
nature, had at last to be forsaken by his gods (since these were
objects and he their slave) and be dashed to pieces on his faith
itself.”

As interpreted by Hegel, the Greek flood has more affinicy than
the Jew with the spirit of Christianity: reconciliation, love, and the
founding of a family. The opposition of Jew and Greek is pursued,
precisely regarding the family. The contrast becween Abraham on
the one hand, Cadmus and Danaus on the other, reproduces in its
signification the contrast between Noah or Nimrod on the one
hand, Deucalion and Pyrrha on the ocher.

Abraham abandons Chaldaea, his native land, in the company
of his father. Then in the level plains of Mesopotamia (in den Ebenen
Mesopotamiens), he repeats and aggravates the break. He wants to
become a leader and make himself absolutely independent. He
breaks with his family (riss er sich auch . . . vollends von seiner Familie
los). And that in a decisive, nearly arbitrary way, without having
been injured or driven out, without having suffered the least of
those pains that answer some injustice or cruelty; those pains
would still testify to a wounded but living love, a love trying to
find again a new fatherland in order “to flourish . . . there.” No,
without the least affection, the least affect, has Abraham torn apart
die Bandk, the bonds of communal life and thus breached/broached
his history and engendered the history of the Jewish people. “The
first act which made Abraham the root-father of a nation (Stamm-
vater einer Nation) is a splitting (Trennung) which snaps the liga-
ments of communal life and love (die Bande des Zusammenlebens und
der Liebe). The entirety of the relationships in which he had hitherto
lived with men and nature, these beautiful relationships of his
youth (Joshua xxiv. 2), he spurned.”

The Jew does not Jove beauty. Suffice it to say that, nothing else,
he does not love.

Undoubtedly, Abraham raises: a genealogical tree, a family, a
people, a nation, Bur whose lineage, as it were, never touches the
earth. It takes root nowhere, never reconciles itself with nature,
remains foreign everywhere. Cadmus and Danaus had also aban-
doned their fatherland, but their departure had been motivated,
had taken the form of a battle. After that they had searched for
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*‘Regards to your fanny {4 # fune] from my prick!"

“The guards in the office heard it too but didn't bat
an eyelash. Thus, as soon as I arrived I realized that no
convict's voice would be clear. It is either a murmur
low enough for the guards not to hear, or else a cry
muffled by a thickness of walls and anguish.

*“As soon as each of us gave his name, age, occupa-
tion, and distinguishing marks, and signed with the
print of his forefinger, he was taken by a guard to the
wardrobe. It was my turn:

" “Your name?’

“‘Genet.’

*“‘Plantagenet?’

“‘Genet, I tell you.’

““What if I want to say Plantagenet? That (Ca)
upset you?’

*“‘Given name?’

“Age?

““Thirty.’

“‘Profession?’

“‘No profession.’

“The guard gave me a dirty look [comp d'wil mé-
chant]. Perhaps he despised me for not knowing that
the Plantagenets were interred in Fontevrault, that
their coat of arms—Ileopards and the Maltese Cross—
is still on the stained-glass windows of the chapel.”

Second movement of the crowd on the theoreti-
cal agora.

Departed are those who thought the flower sig-
nified, symbolized, metaphorized, metonymized,
that one was devising repertories of signifiers and



another land in order to be “free” and to “love.” Abraham, he “did
not want to love, did 7ot wan to be free to love.”

He does not carry his Lares with him, like the Greeks, he
forgoes the hearth, the home, every residence, every at-home
sedentariness. He does not stay, not even (close) by himself. Desert,
nomadism, errance with herds on an arid and “boundless” (grenzen-
Josen) land. No place of his own. A conflict with nature, a struggle
for him to get hold of watet, a war with foreign nations he pene-
crates and undertakes to control. “The same spirit which had
carried Abraham away from his kin led him through his encounters
with foreign nations during the rest of his life; this was the spirit of
self-maintenance in strict opposition to everything—the being-
thought (Gedachte) raised to be the unity dominant over the nature
which he regarded as infinite and hostile (for the only refationship
possible between hostile entities is mastery (Herrschaf?) of one by
the other).”

Whac comes and deposits itself in the Abrahamic cur? Two
remarks on this subject:

(1) Errance, the war with nature and nations, the ruse, the
control, the violence do not dissolve the Jewish family. On the
contrary, the Jewish family constitutes itself in isolacion, the jeal-
ous closure of its identity, the fierceness of its endogamy. Abraham
will have cut his bonds with his family and facher only in order to
become the stronger father of a more determinate family. What
remains of/from the cuc becomes stronger.

In ordet to remark the isolation, to reinforce the identification,
to call itself a family (a family less natural than the preceding
but still too nacural by the very fact that it opposes nature):
curcumcision.

Circumcision is a determining cut. It permits cutting bu, at
the same time and in the same stroke [« méme coup], remaining
artached to che cut. The Jew arranges himself so that the cut part [ /e
coupé} remains attached to the cut. Jewish errance limited by
adherence and the countercut. The Jew is cutting only in order to

“Er hieit an seiner Abson. T thus, to contract the_cut yirh it§e]f.
derung fest, die er quch He [Abraham} steadily persisted in cutting
durch eine sich und sei- himself off from others, and he made this
nen Nochkommen aufer-  conspicuous by a physical rty imposed
:g_te kirperliche Eigen- o, }yim el f an-:ly hisp pc})]srerit;.?pe e

eit auffatiend machte. N . . N

Wich this symbolic castration that He-
gelian discourse lightly glides over, Abraham associates endog-
amy: “Even his son he forbade to marry any Canaanitish woman
but made him rake a wife from his kinsfolk, and they lived at a
great distance from him.”

anthic figures, classifying flowers of rhetoric, com-
bining them, ordering them, binding them up ina
sheaf or a bouquet around the phallic arch (@rous,
arca, &pxn, which trap you fall into doesn't matter).

Departed then are, save certain exceptions, duly so
considered, the archeologists, philosophers, herme-
neuts, semioticians, semanticians, psychoanalysts,
thetoricians, poeticians, even perhaps all those read-
ers who still believe, in literature or anything else.

Those still in a hurry to recognize are patient for a
moment: provided that it be anagrams, anamor-
phoses, somewhat more complicated, deferred and
diverted semantic insinuations capitalized in the
depths of a crypt, cleverly dissimulated in the play
of lecters and forms. Genet would then rejoin this
powerful, occulted tradition that was long preparing
its coup, its haywire stare from sleep, while hiding its
work from itself, anagrammatizing proper names,
anamorphosing signatures and all that follows. Genet,
by one of those movements in (n)enz, would have,
knowing it or not—I have my own views about this,
but that doesn’t matter—silently, laboriously, mi-
nutely, obsessionally, compulsively, and with the
moves of a thief in the night, set his signatures in
(the) place of all the missing objects. In the morning,
expecting to recognize familiar things, you find his
name all over the place, in big letters, small letters, as
a whole or in morsels deformed or recomposed. He is
no longer there, but you live in his mausoleum or his
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(2) Opposing himself to hostile, infinitely aggressive nature
and humankind, Abraham behaves as a master. Through his in-
finite opposition, he reaches that thought of the infinite the Greek
lacks. In this sense the spirit of Judaism elaborates a negativity or
an abstraction indispensable to the production of Christianity. The
desert, nomadism, and circumcision delimic the finite. The finite
overflows and unbungs itself there. Bur in the same stroke, by
founding Jewish law through this passage to mastery’s abstract
infinite, Abraham (a historic, finite, determinate being) submits
himself to infinite control. He becomes its slave. He can tame
nature only by contracting a relation with the infinite mastery of an
all-powerful, jealous, violent, transcendent master, the God of the
Jews. Abraham is noc the master that he is, since he also has a
master, since he is not the mastery thar he disposes of by contract.
As finite subject, he is under the infinite force that is loaned,
entrusted him. Constructed, raised on this slave relation, “he could
love nothing,” only fear and cause to fear.

He could not even love his son. Just as he imposes on himself
the sign (or simulacrum) of castration, he is constrained to cut
himself off from his son, or at least to engage the operation that
remained, it too, a simulacrum of sacrifice. His son was his only
love (einzige Liete), “che one mode of immortality he knew.” His
disquiet was appeased only when he undertook to assure himself
that he could overcome this love and kill his son “wich his own
hand.”

Circumcision and the sacrifice of Isaac are analogous gestures.

Problems of reading that must be taken note of here.

The two operations conjugated under the concept “‘simulacrum
of castration” appear on the same page. Although they are not
fortuitously set apart in advance by Hegel from all the craits and
events of the Abrahamic gesture, we must recognize that

(1) the two operations are not immediately placed in relation
with each other. But they are, according to a short mediation,
related to each other with a single jetk by the Hegelian interpreta-
tion. Both signify the curtailing, the cuc, the transcendence, the
absence or the subordination of love. All of that comes to (ful)fill
the concept of castration. Is more and something else said when the
word castration is pronounced? A question all the sharper since
castration has an essential economic relation here with the simu-
lacrum and does not let itself be thought as a real “event,” in the
current sense of these words.

(2) Hegel puts forward neither the concept nor the word castra-
tion. Taking into account everything that has happened since
Hegel on that matter, do we read in the text that Hegel reads, in
the one he writes as well, something that he himseif, verily Abra-
ham, could not read? Apparencly and in many regards that is not
very contestable. The word “castration,” the very rapidly recon-
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Jatrines. You thought you were deciphering, tracking
down, pursuing, you are included. He has affected
everything with his signature. He has affected his
signature. He has affected it with everything. He
himself is affected by it (he will even be decked out,
later on, with a circumflex). He has tried, he himself,
properly, to write what happens between the affect
and the seing.

How does one give the sezng to an affect? How does
one do it without a simulacrum to attract the acren-
tion of all? By postiches, fetishes, pastiches? And
finally, will one ever know whether the seing has ar-
rived at signing, whether the signature has arrived at
its text, whether the text has itself arrived at a proper
name. Visibly dreaming about becoming, so as to
resound, his own proper (glas), to attend his own
interment after giving birth to himself or performing
his own decollation, his own ungluing, he would
have been watchful to block up all that he writes in
the forms of a2 tomb. Of a tomb that comes down to
his name, whose stony mass no longer even overflows
the letters, yellow as gold or betrayal, like the gené.
Letters without a pedestal, a contract with writing as
a funeral rite.

More precisely, the contract does not have the bur-
ial (place) as its object. Burial is not an event to come,
foreseen by a contractual act. Burial is the signature of
the contract. So much so that in determined-places—
those that seem to interest us here—this so-called
literature of betrayal would itself betray itself; con-



stituted chain, che style of deciphering, the selection of lexemes, all
that scands out clearly [#renche]. If Hegel had thought that (), he
would have done and said as much (comme cz).

But these differences, however important, are not enough to
confer a rigorous status on the gap {éart} berween the two read-
ings. They can be secondary, external, nonconceptual. From the
conceptual perspective, what is a difference of style or rhythm,
verily of narrative space?

Not insignificantly, the concept reduces the difference to
nothing.

Once the difference is reduced, is something, some other thing
added to Hegelian discourse by relating the Abrahamic figure to
castration, verily to self-castration, supposing some such thing
exists? Is something else or more being done than placing them,
like Hegel, in relation to the process of the Aufbebung, of truth, of
the law? One canno fail to recognize thar Hegel proposes a power-
ful systematic articulation of chem. I have always said that, Hegel
would respond to the doctors of castration. Besides, whar do all of
you understand by castration? Here we are not concerned with a
real event but with an economic simulacram: the property is
constituted by castration’s /e vraiment feins, its truly feigned (circum-
cision and the interrupred sacrifice of Isaac). The doctors agree.
Hegel: if we are not concerned with a real event, all of you must
calk at great length, even spin tales, in order to describe or fulfill
the conceprual structure of what you name castracion; you must
recount a legend, make a whole network of significations inter-
vene; frankly speaking, you must make the whole world of sig-
nification intervene, beginning with the relief, truch, being, law,
and soon. That is what I have done since the works on Judaism and
Christianity up to the philosophy of right and passing through the
encyclopedia and the greater logic. And all of you cannot even
understand what you want to say by cascration if you do not take
charge of all the idealism of speculative dialectics.

And thac is true.

So it is not cerrain that something more or different from Hege!
is being said, that something more or different from what he
himself read is being read when the word castration and other
similar things are put forward. It is not cerrain that one concep-
tually intervenes in his logic. To do that, one would have to
displace conceptuaily the conceptual articulation—for him mani-
fesc—between Axfhebung, castration, truch, law, and so on. Forces
resistant to the Axfhebung, to the process of truch, to speculative
negativicy must be made to appear, and as well thac these forces of
resistance do not constitute in their turn relievable or relieving
negativities.

In sum a remain(s) that may not be withour being nothingness:
a remains that may (not) be.

cealing, stealing the signature would have its stoolie
in the text.

Verily [ Voire].

This word will henceforth come down to saying the
truth (verus, woirement), but also the undecided sus-
pense of what remains on the march or on the margin
within the true, but nevertheless not being false in no
longer being reduced to the true.

Elsewhete defined: /e vraiment feini: the truly
feigned, the true lies fine.

“What Remained of a Rembrandt” develops over its
two columas a theory or an event of general equiva-
lence: of subjects— “every man & worth another” —of
terms, of contraries exchanged without end, of the e
m'éc. . " (“je m'écoulais,” 1 was flowing” in my body,
in the body of the other). §’éouler, to flow: a syntagm,
relayed through “dwurement” (disgust), the “ex-
changed regard,” the “feeling of s'‘éouler” (lowing),

“ je m'¢tais écoudé” (1 had been flowing), f'éerivais” (I was
writing), je m'érivais (I was writing myself) in “tant
déenrement” (so much disgust), so much “sadness”—
(the word returns six times in fewer than ten pages),
of the infinite exchange between two columns that
regard themselves in reverse.

X, an almost perfect chiasm(us), more than per-
fect, of two texts, each one set facing [en regard] the
other: a gallery and a graphy that guard one another
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That is not easy. From the viewpoint of the concept, that is
foreseeably impossible.

The question is of the order of the concepr. One must question the
order of the concept or, better still, must question the form of the
question that is arranged in the conceptual instance in general.

So here it is a matter of the relation or the nonrelation between
castration and the concept, between castration and truth.

A desert question that must be left time to wander chirsty.

Abraham could love nothing. His heart was cut off from all (sein
von allem sich absonderndes Gemiity—a “circumcised heart.” Hegel
makes no allusion to the fact that the sacrifice of Isaac had been
interrupted—by the one who was going to grant the benefit of the
operation. But he does note the economic advantage, the amortiza-
tion of the sacrifice engaged: more than the beloved son of a father
to whom he has offered his son, Abraham becomes the Gunst, the
Giinstling, the single favorite of God, and this favor is heredi-
tary. Abraham reconstitutes a family—which has become much
scronger—and an infinitely privileged nation, raised above the
others, separated from the others. But the privilege of this mastery
stays abstract, thus simultaneously inverts itself into its contrary:
this privilege implies an absolute slavery with respect to God, an
infinite heteronomy. The Jewish reign is a reign of death; it de-
stroys the life of other national families, commands from out of its
very own death, symbolized by the submission to a transcendent,
jealous, exclusive, miserly, presentless god. The Jew is dead, cas-
trated: by his father who thus is not a good father, thus not a father.
From out of this position, he kills, transforms to dead, that is,
materializes everything he touches and everything not his own. He
brings into play his death or castration in order to enslave (always
the question of knowing—who plays dead better). Ever since his
own castration, he cascrates. He petrifies, makes everything ugly,
transforms everything into mactter. His castration is a materialist

arm or weapon. A materialist and warlike
“How couldtheyhavean  people with the Medusa'ing power:
:&'}: :jemyg :'d"; ] "Con(rql (BMJtMﬂg) was the only pos-
matter?” sible relationship in which Abraham could
stand to the infinice world opposed to him;
but he was unable himself [as a finite individual} to realize this
control, and it therefore remained ceded to his ideal [God}. He
himself also stood under his ideal’s mastery (Hervschaf?), but the
idea was present in his spirit, he served the idea, and so he enjoyed
his ideal’s favor (Gunst); and since its divinity was rooted in his
contempt for the whole world, he became its one and only favorite
(ganz allein der Giinstling). Hence Abraham’s God is essentially
different from the Lares and the national gods. A family which
reverences its Lares, and a nation which reverences its national god,
has admittedly also isolated itself, partitioned (getes/t) what is
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and disappear from view. But the pictures are writ-
ten, and what (one) writes (oneself) is seen regarded
by the painter.

The word “regard” that opens the right column
fixes you again at the end of the lefc column. You
think you are the one who regards, and it is the text of
the picture (Rembrandt) that oversees and informs
against you, sketches and denounces you—what?
from elsewhere. “The remain(s), all the remain(s),
seemed to me the effect of an optical error provoked
by my appearance itself necessarily faked. Rem-
brandt was the first to denounce me. Rembrandt!
That severe finger that brushes aside {&arze] showy
rags and shows . . . what? An infinite, an infernal
transparency.”

In order to see you must therefore reverse the per-
spective and the remain(s), so as to give yourself the
right distance [recull. “You do not really have the right
distance in the museum at Cologne. You have to place yourself
diagonally, at an angle. 1t is from there that | regarded
him, but with the bead below—my own—rturned upside
down, so to speak. Blood flowed to my bead, but how sad
was that laughing face!”'

Now this double theory (or double column taking
note of the general equivalence of subjects or con-
traries) describes the text, describes itself as it feigns
to recount some pictures, some “works of art,” as the
suspense of the verily: remain(s) beyond the true and
the false, neither entirely true nor entirely false. That
(Ca) is stretched between two subjects absolutely in-
dependent in their distress but nonetheless inter-
laced, interwoven, entwined like two lianas orphaned
from their tree.



unitary, and shut the rest out of its god's share (Teile). But, while
doing so, it has conceded the existence of other shares; instead of
reserving the immeasurable to itself and banishing others there-
from, it grants to others equal rights wich itself; it recognizes the
Lares and gods of others as Lares and gods. On the other hand, in the
jealous God of Abraham and his posterity there lay the horrible
demand that he alone and this nation be the only ones to haveaGod.
“But when it was granted to his descendants to reduce the gap
separating their actuality from their ideal, when they themselves
were powerful enough to realize their idea of unity, then they
exercised their mastery (berrschten) mercilessly with the most re-
volting and harshest tyranny, that utterly extirpated all life; for it is
only over death that unity hovers. Thus the sons of Jacob avenged
with satanic atrocity the outraging of their sister even though the
Shechemites had tried to make amends with unexampled gener-
osity. Something alien had been mingled (gemischt) with their fam-
ily, had willed to fasten a bond (Verbindung) with them and so o
disturb their segregation. Outside the infinite unity in which

nothing but they, the favorites (Lieblingen),
. ist afles Materie—

das Haupt der Gorgo
verwandeite  alles in
Stein—, ein lieb- und
rechtloser Stoff, ein Ver-
fluchtes, das denn, so-
baid dic Kraft dozu da
ist, auch so behandelt,
ihm, das sich regen
waollte, seine Stelle an-
gewiesen wird.”

can share, everything is matter—the
Gorgon’s head transformed everything to
stone—a stuff, loveless, with no rights,
something accursed which, as soon as they
have power enough, they treac as accursed
and then assign to its proper place if it at-
tempts to raise anything {a finger, voice,
protestation].”

The head of Medusa, one of the three

Gorgons, is between dashes. Like the Gorgon, the Jew materi-
alizes, petrifies everything he sees and everything that regards
him, that raises, for example the eyes, toward him. An analogous
accusation had been hurled against Socrates, and the analogy af-
fords many readings.

Hegel does not exploit further this small phrase between
dashes. This phrase seems to effect, on the sucface, a sort of conven-
tional, illustrative, and pedagogical mythological recourse. Just
that and nothing more. A Greek mytheme nevertheless seems to
him pertinent for describing a figure of Judaism. One could ask
oneself, in Hegel's terms or otherwise, about the general and pre-
philosophical power of a mytheme born of a strongly determinate
culture, which is opposed even, should the case arise, to that of
Judaism.

So Hegel makes the Gorgon upsurge and maintains her be-
tween dashes, as between parentheses or brackets. In the same way
he had, in passing, situated circumcision and Isaac’s sacrifice.

“But what is the stone, the stoniness of the An effect of the wide
stone! Stone is the phallus. Is that any open mouth. Convergence:

High up on the left: “Only those kinds of truths,
those that are not demonstrable and are even ‘false,’
those that we cannot, without absurdity, conduct to
their extremes without going to their negation and
our own, those are the truths that ought to be exalted
by the work of art. They will never have the chance or
the mischance of being applied someday. May they
live through the song they have become and sustain.”

On the right, toward the middle: “As & matter of
course everything I just said has some importance only if you
accept that everything was almost false. . . . Now I have
been playing.”

Remain(s) — the almost? Lower down, at the end
of the right column: “And as a matter of course every
work by Rembrandt makes sense—at least for me—only if I
know that what I have just written was false.” But if I
only know it. Remain(s) to (be) know(n).

It was a matter of what lets itself be discovered,
verily withdrawn “under the skirts,” “under the fur-
trimmed mantles,” “under the painter’s extravagant robe,”
where “the bodies do do their functions.”

Twofold anatomy lesson in the margins, and in the
margin of margins.
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answer! |s that saying anything if the phallus
is in fact the thing's concealing, its stealing?
And what if, occupying no center, having no
nawral place, following no path of its own,
the phallus has no signification, eludes every
sublimating relief (Aufhebung), extracts the
very movement of signification, the sig-
nifier/signified relation, from all Aufhebung,
in ane direction or the other, both types
coming down ultimately to the same? And
what if the ‘assumption’ or denial of castra-
tion should also, strangely enough, come
down to the same, as one can dffirm! In that
case, apotropaics would always have more
than one surprise up its sleeve. In this con-
nection, it would be apropos to slate for a
rereading Freud and the scene of writing,
the march that opens and closes It, the sig-
nification of the phallus, the short analysis of
Das Medusenhaupt (‘To decapitate = to cas-
trate. The terror of Medusa is thus a terror
of castration that is linked to the sight of
something.’ Freud goes on to explain that
what turms to stone does so for and in front
of the Medusa’s severed [coupée] head and
wide-open mouth, for and in front of the
mother insofar as she reveals her genitals.
‘The hair upon Medusa’s head is frequently
represented in works of art in the form of
snakes, and these once again are derived
from the aastration complex. It is 2 remark-
able fact that, however frightening they may
be in themselves, they nevertheless serve
actually as a mitigation of the horror, for
they replace the penis, the absence of which
is the cause of the horror (dessen Fehlen die
Ursache des Grauens ist). This is a confirma-
tion of the technical rule according to which
a multiplication of penis symbols signifies

g! T Y
bedeutet Kastratior). The sight of Medusa's
head makes the specrator stiff with terror,
turns him to stone. Observe that we have
here once again the same origin from the
castration complex and the same transfor-
mation of aflect! For becoming stifl (das
Starrwerden) means an erection. Thus in the
original situation it offers consolation to the
specator: he is still in possession of a penis,
and the stiffening reassures him of the
fact. . . . If Medusa’s head takes the place of
a presentation (Darsteflung) of the female
genitals, or rather if it isolates their horrify-
ing eflects from their pleasure-giving ones,
it may be recalled that displaying the geni-
tals is familiar in other connections as an
apotropaic act What arouses horror in
oneself will produce the same effect upon
the enemy against whom one is seeking to
defend oneself. We read in Rabelais of how
the Devil took to flight when the woman
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the Jew effects (on) himself
a simulacrum of castration

in order to mark his own-
ness, his proper-ness, his

property, his name; to

found the law he will suffer

in order to impose it on

others and to constitute

himself as the favorite slave

of the infinite power. By

firse incising [entamant) his

glans, he defends himself in

advance against the infinite

chreat, castrates in his tuen

the enemy, elaboratesakind

of apotropaic without mea-
sure. He exhibits his cas-
tration as an erection that

defies the other.

The logical paradox of
the apotropaic: castrating
oneself already, always al-
ready, in order to be able to
castrate and repress the
threat of castration, re-
nouncing life and mastery
in order to secure them;
putting into play by ruse,
simulacrum, and violence
just what one wants to pre-
serve; losing in advance
what one wants to erect;
suspending what one raises:
aufbeben. The relief is in-
deed the apotropaic essence
of life, life as apotrope.
Now being is life; being is
Aufhebung. The Medusa
provides for no off-scene
[ hors-scéme}. She sees, shows
only stony columns.

Judaic  destiny, how-
ever, is only one example on
the scene.

So it is true that the flower signifies, symbolizes,
figures, and rhetoricizes, and further that Genet ana-
grammatizes his own proper(ty), sows more than any
othet, and gleans his name over whatever it falls

[sombe}. Gleaning equals reading.

Verily, for that is not all. If this (double) signifying
and anagrammatical operation were possible, abso-
lutely practicable or central, if the irrepressible desire
that activates it were effected (by death ot by life, here
they come down to the same thing), there would be
neither text nor remain(s). Even less so this text here.
The summary would be absolute, and it would be
carried off, would remove itself with the stroke of a

wing {un coup d'aile).

Objection: where do you get that zhere is text, and
after all, remain(s), for example this text here or this

remain(s) here?

There is does not mean (to say) exists, remain(s) does
not mean (to say) z. The objection belongs to on-
tology and is unanswerable. But you can always let-
fall-(to the tomb) {/aisser-tomber]. And at least not
take into account this remain(s) here. This regards

you from elsewhere.

There is what counts: the operation in question
engages several proper names. And glus, a profusion

of names sleeps in those letters.



showed him her vulva. The erect male
organ also has an apotropaic effect, but
thanks to another mechanism. To display
the penis (or any of its surrogates) is to say:
*“1 am not afraid of you. | defy you. | have a
penis.” Here, then, is another way of intim-
idating the Evil Spirit.’), and the remain(s).
In lapidary fashion, one could lay out the
infinitely opened and wmed-back chain of
these equivalents: stone—falls (to the
tomb)—erect—stiff—dead, etc Dissemi-
nation will always have threatened signifi-
cation there.”

But the example re-
lieves itself in(to) the onto-
logical.

The Jew could secure
himself mastery and carry
death everywhere in the
world only in petrifying the
other by becoming stone
hirnself. Playing so not too
badly, he has become Me-
dusa to himself. But he does not exist, that one (he), the Jew, before
having become Medusa to himself.

So it (Ca) has become Medusa to itself before him.

The Jew is a stone heart. He is insensible. Now feeling, sensing
(Empfinden), has been determined as the hearth, the living unity of
being as family. There is no true family where fee/ing has let itself be
anesthesized, cut, denied or petrified: no true Jewish family, and
first of all because no relation of familiarity was possible between
the Jew and his God.

This insensibility, this incapacity to form a true family is not an
empiric trait; it is a structural law that organizes the Judaic figure
in all the forms and places of its manifestation. For example,
contrary to what could be expected, Joseph's and Jacobs seden-
tarization does not interrupt the effects of this law. Mastery remains
slavery here. This relation persists even in the manner in which the
Jews live then their liberation, the moment Moses comes to offer it
to them.

Hegel specifies: that is unintelligible to us. We would not know
how to grasp with our understanding (mit unserem Verstande) the
Jew’s becoming-free. That depends on the overflowing, the de-
bordering, of the intellectual order. The itruprion of the infinite,
then of reason, rages like a passion in the Jewish destiny. But the
irruption remains abstract and desert; it does not incarnate itself,
does not concretely, actually unite itself to the forms of understand-
ing, of imagination, or of sensibility.

Such is the insensibility of the Jews. It catches, as in ice or glass,
all their history, their political practice, their juridical and family
organization, their ritual and religious procedures, their very lan-
guage and their rheroric.

For example, since the liberation of the Jews by Moses is inac-
cessible to the understanding (Verstand), if not to reason (Vernunft),
one could believe that, for want of rational discourse, a form of
imagination (Phantasic) has been, would have been, able to repre-
sent the phenomenon adequately.

This time the theoreticians of the ang—are in for
discouragement because the proper names overlap
themselves when they sow [sément], just as the semes
pervert themnselves when they overlap themselves.

Thus the flower (which equals castration, phallus,
and so on) “signifies”—again!—at least overlaps vir-
ginity in general, the vagina, the clitoris, “feminine
sexuality,” matrilinear genealogy, the mother's seing,
the integral seing, that is, the Immaculate Concep-
tion. That is why flowers no longer have anything
symbolic about them. “They symbolized nothing.”

Demonstration. For castration to overlap virginity,
for the phallus to be reversed into the vagina, for
alleged opposites to be equivalent to each other and
reflect each other, the flower has to be turned inside
out like a glove, and its style like a sheath {gaine]. The
Maids pass their time reflecting and replacing one sex
with the other. Now they sink their entire “ceremony”
into the structure of the glove, the looking glass, and
the flower. The onset is supported by the signifier

“glove.” Gloe is stretched as a signifier of artifice. First
words: “Those gloves! Those eternal gloves!” They
will have been preceded only by the stage direction
indicating “flowers in profusion” and a hairdresser’s
looking glass, to which Claire turns her back. But
these gloves are not only artificial and reversible sig-
nifiers, they are almost fake gloves, kitchen gloves,
the “dish-gloves” with which, at the close of the
ceremony, the strangling of Madame is mimed, and
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An impossible adequation: when Moses comes to talk to the
Elders about his plan of liberation, he cannot speak the language of
intellect to them, nor thac of sensibility either. If the Jews have
rebelled, it is not because their heart (Gemsit) revolted against the
oppression (Unterdriickung), not because they felt any nostalgia for
pure air and freedom. They have not freed themselves in order to be
free, but in order to proceed from one place of seclusion to another.
They have no sense of freedom. How did they lec themselves be
convinced? Neither by intelligence, nor by sensibility.

By imagination? Yes and no.

Yes, because Moses, still in the grips of enthusiasm, in effect
acts on their imagination (Phantasie). No, because, by reason of
this cut [coupure] between infinite reason and the determinate
orders of understanding, imagination, and sensibility, the appeal
to imagination remains abstract, disordered [déréglé], artificial,
inadeq The intermediate schema of an incarnation is wanting.

This inadequation explains how the Jew is incapable of compre-
hending a concrete symbol and how he is insensible to art. The
Aesthetics makes a place for Hebrew poetry, but under the category
of the negative sublime: an impotent, crushed, overwhelmed effort
for expressing the infinite in the phenomenal representation.

When Moses proposes to the Jews to set themselves free, his
rhetoric is forcefully cold and artificial. He resorts to artifices, o
ruses (Kiinsten) of eloquence. He dazzles more than touches or
convinces. A stranger to the symbol, to the concrete and felt union
between the infinite and the finite, the Jew has access only to an
abstract and empry rhetoric. That is why he writes very badly, as if
in a foreign language. The split between the infinite and the finite
blinds him, deprives him of all power to represent to himself the
infinite concretely. His iconoclasm itself signifies the coldness of his
heart: seeing in the sensible representations only wood and stone—
matter—he easily rejects them as idols.

It is always the same law: cthey deal only with stone, and they
have only a negative relacion with stone. They do noc even think
death as such, since they relate only to it. They are preoccupied
only with the invisible (the infinite subject is necessarily invisible,
insensible), but since they do not see the invisible, they remain in
the same stroke [du méme coup] riveted to the visible, to the stane
that is only stone. They deal only with some invisible and some
visible, with some insensible and some sensible, but they are
incapable of seeing the invisible, of feeling the insensible, of feeling
(such is the mediatizing, agglutinating function of feeling) the
invisible in the visible, the insensible in the sensible, of letting
themselves be affected by their unity: love and beauty, the love of
beauty open to this unity of the sensible and the nonsensible, of the
finite and the infinite. “The infinite subject had to be invisible,
since everything visible is a being limited (ein Beschrinkzes). Before
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which, in sum, circulate between places (the kitchen
and Madame’s bedroom). The Maids are gloves, the
gloves of Madame. They are also called “angels.” Ac
once castrated and castrating (spiders or umbrella
case), full and void of the phallus of Madame that
Madame does not have, they exchange their first
names and transform them unceasingly into adjec-
tives Of COMMON NOUNS:

“CLAIRE {ca/mly}: | beg your pardon, but I know
what I'm saying. I'm Claire. And ready. I've had
enough. Enough of being the spider, the umbrella-
case, the shabby, godless nun, withour a family! I've
had enough of having a stove for an altar.”

So the ceremony continues between two pairs of
gloves being turned unceasingly inside out before a
looking glass. “I've had enough of this frightening
mirror.”

But between these pairs of gloves, flowers, only
flowers, too many flowers. Their displacement is like
the law, the metronome as well, nearly inaudible, the
lateral cadence, dissimulated, of each gesture. Ma-
dame’s two onsets pass through flowers: The one
mimed by Claire, at the beginning of the (re)presen-
tation, and then, in the middle, the “real” entrance
onstage of Madame. In both cases, flowers forewarn of
death. Again announced with a e m'é:

(1) “CLAIRE {she’ fixing berself up in the looking glass}:
You hate me, don't you? You crush me wich your
attentions, your humility, your gladioli and reseda.
[She stands up and with a lower tone.] We're loaded
down, uselessly. There are too many flowers. It is
deadly. [She looks at herself again.}”

(2) “MADAME: More and more. Horrible gladioli,
such a sickly rose, and mimosa! . . . One lovely day I
shall collapse {je m'éroulerail, dead beneath your



during the leaving of
Egypt. Yahweh pre-
ceded the Jews and
showed them the way.
Two columns: a column
of fire during the night,
a column of clouds dur-
ing the day. “The pillar
of cloud never failed to
go before the people
during the day. nor the
pillar of fire during the
night”” (Exodus 13:22).

Moses had his tent [his tabernacle}, he
showed to the Israelites only fire and clouds
which kept the eye busy on an undetermined
play of continually changing shapes without
fixing it on a form.” Free play without form,
a natural and sublime play at once, but with-
out formal determination, an infinite play
but without art, pure spirit and pure matter.

“An idol (ein Gitterbild) was just stone or

wood to them; it sees not, it hears not,
etc.—with this litany they fancy themselves

wonderfully wise; they despise the idol be-
cause it does not manage them, and they have no inkling of its
deification (Vergittlichung) in the enjoyment of beauty or in the
intuition of love.”

Christianity will have precisely performed this relief of che idol
and of sensible representation in(to) the infinite of love and beauty.

Such a blind secession paralyzes art, word, rhecoric. Bur first it
has fractured the structure of the tabernacle.

The tabernacle gives its name and its place to the Jewish family
dwelling. That establishes the Jewish nation. The Jewish nation
sectles in the tabernacle, adores therein the sign of God and his
covenant. At least such would be believed.

Now the tabernacle (texture of “bands” whose excess we must
continually reuse, Exodus 26) remains a signifier wichout sig-
nified. The Jewish hearth forms an empty house. Certainly, sen-
sible to the absence of all sensible form, the Jews have tried to
produce an object that gave in some way rise, place, and figure to
the infinite. But this place and this figure have a singular structure:
the structure encloses its void within itself, shelters only its own
proper interiorized desert, opens onto nothing, confines nothing,
contains as its treasure only nothingness: a hole, an empty spacing,
a death. A death or a dead person, because according to Hegel
space is death and because this space is also an absolute emptiness.
Nothing behind [erriére} the curtains. Hence the ingenuous sur-
prise of a non-Jew when he opens, is allowed to open, or violates
the tabernacle, when he enters the dwelling or the temple, and
after so many ritual detours to gain access to the secret center, he
discovers nothing—only nothingness.

No center, no heart, an empty space, nothing.

One undoes the bands, displaces the tissues, pulls off the veils,
patts {darte] the curtains: nothing but a black hole or a deep
regard, wichout color, form, and life. It is the experience of the
powerful Pompey at the end of his greedy exploration: “Though
there was no concrete shape (Gestalt) for feeling (Empfindung),
devotion and reverence for an invisible object had nonetheless to be
given direction (Richrung) and a boundary ( Umgrenzung) inclusive

flowers. Since it’s my tomb you are preparing, since
you've been accurnulating funeral flowers in my room
for several days!”

In both cases, the gladiolus, glediolus, little glaive,
of the iris family (Provencal: glaviol; to the common
gladiolus other therapeutic and nutritional powers
have often been accorded; the gladiolus of the harvests

extract from the V. Wartburg, after the articie glacées
and before the articles glans, glarea. which will be
profitably consulted:

“gladidlus schwertlilie.

