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Note to the Translation

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

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

The cranslation follows these 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’.

I would like to thank the following: Dr. Susan Mango and the
Translacions 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 other parts of this project; Clark Butler for making available
te me his translation of the Hegel letters before publication by
Indizoa University Press; Indiana University Press for permission to
cite from Hegel: The Letters, trans. Clark Butler and Christiane
Seiler, with commentary by Clack Butler (Indiana University
Press, 1084); 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 manuscript—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
thac 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 withour 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 whostill pronounce his name like the French
(there are some) are ludicrous only uvp to a certain point: the
restitucion (semantically infallible for those who have read him a
litcle—but only a little) of magisterial coldness and imperturbable
seriousness, the eagle caught in ice and frost, glass and gel.

Let the emblanched {emblémi] 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,

Sa from now on will be the sighum of sovoir  whether Sz is a text, has
absolu. And IC, let’s note this already since given rise toa text, whether

the two staffs represent each other, the Im-
maculate Conception. A properly singular

it has been written or has

tachygraphy: it is not first going to dislocate,  written, caused writing, let
as could be thought, a code, ie., what we  writing come about is not

depend [table] on too much. But perhaps,
much later and more slowly this time, to

exhibit its borders

yet known,
Whether it lets itself be
assigned {emseigner}, signed,

ensigned is not yet known. Perhaps there is an incompatibility
(rather than a dialecrical contradicrion) 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 rewaper].

Ies/His {Sa} signature, as thought of the remain{s}, will en-

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

velop this corpus, but no doubt will not be
conrained therein.

This is—a legend.

Not a fable: a legend. Not a novel, nota
family romance since that concerns Hegel’s
tamily, but alegend.

The legend does not pretend to afford a
reading of Hegel's whole corpus, texts, and
plans {desseinst, just of two figures. More
precisely, of two figures in the act of effacing

themselves: two passages.

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

two.

As the remain(s) [ resze}.

Two unequal columns, they say distyle [drsent-ils},
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 stump of writing (for example, “se
m'éc . . .”) 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 tomb(stone)) {#ombe]. Therefore, but as a fall, it
erects itself there.



Two very determined, partial, and particular passages, two
examples. But perhaps the example trifles with 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 ot station. It all but
exhausts itself in a 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 {coupable] and thus
serious. And this insofar as the same, the self (Se/ést) has not
yet taken place, has given itself, still, only (in) its representa-
tion (Verstellung). “The in-
nocence of the fower reli-
gion, which i1s merely the
self-less representation of
self, passes into the seri-
ousness of warring life, into
the guilt of anima! religions;
the quiet and impotence of contemplative individuality pass into
destructive being-for-seif.”

“Die Unschuld der Blumenreligion, die nur
seibstlose Vorstellung des Selbsts ist, geht in
den Emst des kdmpfenden Lebens, In die
Schuld der Tierreligion, die Ruhe und Ohn-
macht der anschauenden Individualitét in das
zerstirende Fiirsichsein dber.”

always look sideways toward india in order
to follow this enigmatic passage. which
passes very badly, becween the Far West and . . .
the Far East. india, not Europe, nor China. A The A_Mbma describes its
kind of historic strangulating boctleneck. form in the chapter on
Contracted as Gibraltar, “a sterile and COST.'V “Independent or Sym':x)hc
rock,” the pillars of Hercules whose history - " : -
belongs to that of the Indies route. In this Architeceure.” It is said
somewhat shifting channel, the East-West- to  have spread toward
Eurvairican panorama infinitely narrows. A Phrygia, Syria, and Greece
where, in the course of the

poeint of becoming.
The rocky point has often changed rame, . i i

y poi e ene Dionysiac celebrations (ac-
cording to Herodotus as

nonetheless. The promomtory has been

called Mons Caipe, Notre-Dame-du-Roc,
cited by Hegel), the women
were pulling the thread of a

Diebel Tarik (Gibraltar)
phallus that thus stood in the air, “almost as big as the rest of the
body.” At the beginning, then, the phallic columns of India,

Second passage: the
phallic column of India.
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The other — lets
the remain(s) fall.
Runping the risk of
coming down to the
same. Falls (to the
tomb(stone)) — cwo
times the columns,
the waterspouts { zrom-
bes — remain(s).

Perhaps the case
(Fall) of the seing.

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

The seing falls (to
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. |. 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 leaf of
paper. . . . [t is also a catachresis to say:
ironclad with gold: to ride a hobby-
horse. . . . 2. Musical term. Harsh and

unfamiliar dissonance.
“—E. Karaxpnais, abuse, from kard,
against, xp7)ois, usage.”

“Catafaique ... n. Platform raised as
an honor, in the middle of a church,
to receive the coffin or efiigy of a
deceased. ...

*—E, ltal. catafalco; Low Latin catofaitus,

cadafaldus, cadafalle, cadapallus, cada-
phallus, chofallus. According to Du

Cange, cata derives from the Low Latin

catus, a 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 saL-
cony). Catafalgue is the same word as

scaffold (see that word [échafaud]).

“Cataglottistn . . . n. Term from ancient
literature. The use of abstruse words.
“—E KorayAwrrnopds, from katd,
indicating abstruse, and yidooa,
word, tongue, language (see GLOSS
[glose]).” Littré.
The ALCs sound, clack, explode [éclo-
tent], reflect and (re)turn 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 che
top. Now at the outset—but as a setting out
that already departed from itself—these col-
umns were intact, unbreached {inemtamées],
smooth. And only latet (erst spater) are
notches, excavations, openings (Offnungen und Aushihiungen) 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, tattooed on the columns. Just as these small
caverns ot tateral pockets on the flank of the phallus announced the
small portable and hermetic Greek remples, so they broached/
breached the model of the pagoda, not yet altogether a habitation
and still distinguished by the separation between shell and kernel
{Schale und Kerny. A middle ground hard to determine between the

Betweenthe words,  colossus, tattoos in the folded flesh of a
be h di phallic body that is never legible except
tween the word 1t- banding erect, legends as well for the
self as it divides itself stones of the Balcony or the brothel.
H two ( d frma indicates to the chief of police that
n 0 {noun an his “image does not yet conform to the
verb, cadence or erec- liturgies of the brothel.” He protests:
. “My image is growing bigger and bigger, |
thn., h?le and Stone?’ assure you. It's becoming colossal. [Like
(to) insinuate the deli- the “gigantic phallus,” the “prick of
cate. bar ely visible great stature” whose form the chief cop
’ ) is later urged to adopt.] . . . You've got
stem, an almost im-  secret judas holes in every partition
. [cloison]. Every wali, every mirror, is

pe rceptlble cold lever, rigged. . . . You don't need me to tell
scalpel, or Jtylw , 30  you that brothel tricks are mainly mir-
as to enervate, then ' {de giaces] _tricks. TF you couid
L tour around this column, you will head
dilapidate, enormous back to The Balcony, to read there (*1e
discourses that always ENVOY: h:'s_reading or .the Image that
counts. History was lived so that a

end, though more gorious page might be written, and
or less denying it, then read.” Farther on, Roger repeats

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

“Houptsiichlich 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 sdu-

lenartige Gebilde, aus Stein, wie Tiirme massiv oufgerichtet,
unten breiter als oben. Sie waren urspriinglich fir sich selber
Zweck, Gegenstdnde der Yerehrung, und erst spdter fing men an,
Offnungen und Aushihiungen darin zu machen und Gétterbilder
hineinzustellen, was sich noch in den griechischen Hermen por-
tativen Tempelhduschen, erhalten hat. Den Ausgangspunke aber
bilden in Indien die unausgehéiten Phallussdulen, die sich spdter
erst in Schale und Kern teiften und zu Pagoden wurden.”
Correspondences: the moment immediately following both
the flower religion and the phallic columns, a moment that
relieves them forthwith as it were, is Memnon, the resonating
colossal statwe (kolossale Klangstatue) that produces a Klang
under the incidence of the sun’s rays. The Klang annources
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 [ cleche] is already no longer mute,
but not yer speaking (nur Klang und nicht Sprache). These
structural correspondences can be verified among all the de-
scriptions of Klang in the Aesthetics, the Phenomenology of
Spirit, the Phifosophy of Nature, etc

column and the house, sculpture and architecture,

in ateributing  an
authors righes: “that
(cz) comes (back) to
me,” the sezng belongs
to me.

The stake of the
signature — does the
signature take place?
where? how? why?
for whom? — that
will be treated prac-
tically, in passing: an
indispensable prelim-
inary to the explana-

the sentence and adds: “it’s reading that
counts. ... CaRMEN: The truth: that
you're dead, or rather that you don’t
stop dying and that your image, like
your name, resounds to infinity.”), in the
“stones” that “say,” “familiarly,” death
wpright, the bordel [le claque], the
sound of bells [cloches], the apotheosis,
the tomb as pedestal [socle}, the mau-
soleum, the prelate’s neck [cou], the
collapse [dégringolade] of the Immacu-
late Conception, and so on, the letters
and steps [marches] of “glory.” For the
first and last time, ahd as an example,
here you are as if forewarned by this text
of what clacks here—and decompaoses
the cadaver of the word (balc, talc, alga,
clatter [éclat), glass, etc.) in every sense.
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

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

Let me admit—a throw of the d(ie) [coup @k 41—thac I have
already chosen these two very compressed passages, this angle or
odd channel i order to introduce, stricely, in/to Hegels name.

. your own tongue. At least. “Perhaps |
tion of (for emple wanted to accuse myself in my own

“literary™) formality tongue.” You will also have to work the
wich all the muscled word tongue like an organist
judges who interrogate it from apparently extrinsic
instances (question about the classified—biographi-
cal, historical, economic, political, and so on—sub-



Einfiibramg, as German philosophers say, introduction into He-
gel. Einfiibrung demands the accusative and so indicates the active
movement of penetration. Nor o stay here ac or be content here
with the skirt of the Hegelian thicket. Not to stop immediately in
all the difficuities, intrinsic of extrinsic, intrinsically extrinsic—
and supplementaty—that the decision of such a stroke {coup}
instigates. There have been many introductions to Hegel for sale
and generally avaifable. And the problem of the introduction in/to
Hegel’s philosophy is 2 of Hegel's philosophy: (the) afready 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. 1 mark the decision and interrupt the vertigo with a
fictive rule [régle]: this operation—-the glas of Sa, glas as Sa—is
addressed to those who have not yet read, heard, or understood
Hegel; this perhaps is the most 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. It 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
thel Philosophy of Right, the “objective spirit” is developed in three
moments: abstract righe {Recht), morality (Moralitit), and Sitt-
lichkeit—a term. translaced in various ways (ethics, ethical life,
objective morality, bonne moenrs), but [ won't try to translate it in my
wurn. (One day, elsewhere, I'll tell why I love this German word.)
Now within S#lichkeit, the third term and the moment of syn-
thesis between right's formal objectivity and morality’s abstract
subjectivity, a syllogism in turn is developed.

its first teem is the family.

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

The third, the State or the constitution of the State (Staatsver-
Jassang).

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 derermination of right on one side, of
politics on the other. s 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
ieself in such a “vertical coffin” (Miracle of the Rose) as
the erection of a sefmg. The text re(mains)—falls
(to the tomb), the signarure re(masns)—rfalls



ment, in the encyclopedia, the logic, and the Hegelian ontotheol-
ogy, is such that 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 that is rigorously possible), we must yet
patiently decipher this difficule 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. Not only does it result
from theoretical ulterior motives [arrégre-pensées], undoubtedly also
from some unconscious motivations thar must be put in play and to
work without any preliminary theorizing about it being possible.

The concept family very rigotously inscribes itself in the sys-
tem: within the Encyclopedia and the Philosophy of Right, those final
forms thart are subsequent to the grear Logic. Must the analysis be
limited to 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 chat
we can read everything preceding as a development releologically
oriented, without rupture, without essential displacement, to-
ward this final accomplishment.

One can dream of a channel between these two limits that as a
martter of fact are only one. But there is no pure solution, no
solution in principle e principe] to such a problem.

What always remains irresoluble, impracticable, nonnormal,

or nonnormalizable is what interests and

by d-coups, fits and  constrains us here. Without paralyzing us

z’;‘;ﬁe plj:"k;:ttlew;:-ll:— but while _forcing_ us on the comrse [dé-

touching, tampering Marchel: zigzagging, oblique to boot,

with the borders jostled by the bank [z} to be avoided, like
a machine during a difficult maneuver.

We cannot feign to begin with the chronological beginning,
pretcy much with The Life of Jerus: 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 ac the limit, even if we accepted proceeding
in that way, somewhere we would have to anticipate, even were it
the end of the first sentence of the first texr.

(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-
tare up as lost [en faire son denil]l. And reciprocally.
Unending overlap [recoupe} 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 ching, here, would be the
looking glass {glace], the ice [glace] 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-effece {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 cannot begin wich the facher.

Anticipation or precipitancy (the risk of the precipice and the
fall {chutel) is an irreducible structure of reading. And teleology
does not only or always have the appeasing charactet one wants to
give it. 1t can be questioned, denounced as a lure or an effect, but
its threat cannot be reduced.

‘With che telos can also be found che cliff [ /'3-pic}. Where one can
get a foochold or fall (to the tomb).

In positing the teleological necessity iz ¢ffer we are already
in(to) Hegel. He did nothing but powerfully 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 iz,

A bastard course.

[s there a place for the bastard in ontotheclogy 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
truth. No doubt the question is not 50 exterior to that of the Klang,
at least, without corresponding with the Hegelian concept of
exteriority, its exteriority presses another exceriority toward the
question s center.

A bastard path, then, that will have to feign to follow narurally
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 { partager] itas
one does by dissociating.

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

I begin wich love.

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

It is constructed in the chird part of the Philosophy of Righe, the
pact treating Sittlichkeir, after the first ewo parts had rreated respec-
tively abstract right and morality. Sitlichbest relieves [relael, in
departing from, Moralitit. These two words are difficult o trans-
late and even as words, if not as conceprs, difficule to distinguish.
Hegel explains himself here on a certain arbitrariness. And he does
50 by way of showing: (1) that he adhered to distinguishing the
signifier from the concept, (2) that he did not entrust to ecymology

6

For the moment,
let’s drop [laissons tom-
ber] his personal case.
When Genet gives
names, he both bap-
tizes and denounces.
He gives the most: the
name 1S 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
withourt a past. There
1S 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
[compl the reciptent
thus consecrated. Mag-
nified, the recipient
becomes  somewhat
the thing of the one
who pames or sur-
names him, above all
if this is done with a
name of a thing.

"I was chaste.

“Armand was away on a trip. Although !
heard that he was sometimes called by
other names, we shall keep this one. Am
I myself not up to my fifteenth or six-
teenth name, including Jean Gallien, my
current one!” It will be necessary to
hollow out the arbitrariness 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 embroidered in silver had been, for a
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 title, “the mother was
ennobled by this escutcheon on which
the capital D was embroidered in
silver.” As for the one who organizes
the Funeral—ie., literary—Rites of
].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 hrger 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 [
coup siir] beautiful being, Jean's being its
father vouched for that.”

He has always been afraid that someaone
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 ali the places where
that (o) 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 genetic, verily
poetic, way. That the same word or two words of analogous roor 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 at 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-derermination and self-production of the
concept. When the Eimlestung (introduction) becomes Eintetlung
{division). Then he explains the passage from Meralitat to Sitt-
lichkeit and tries to justify the almost arbitrary choice of these two
words. Because this choice is arbitraty, the translations fluctuare.
“Moralitdt and Sitlichkeit, which perhaps usually pass current as
synonyms {(die geuihnlich etiwa als gleichbedentend gelten), are taken
here in essentially different senses (sind hier in wesentlich verschiedenem
Sinne gemommen). Yet even commonplace thinking (Verstellung)

Kant's critique of practical philosophy or-
ganizes the whole Philosophy of Right it

insures the passage from Morafitit 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 Hegel), think this

essential moment of Sittfichkeit that the fam-
ily is. So there would not be any Kantian

concept of the family, any philosophical, logi-
cally deducible, and rigorously assigrable

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—Iove, {meonogamaus)

marriage, and above all the chitld—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.”

seems to be distinguishing
them; Kant generally pre-
fers to use cthe word Morali-
st and, since the principles
of action in his philosophy
are always limited to this
concept, they make the
standpoint  of Sittlichkest
completely impossible, in
face chey explicitly [aus-
driicklich, formally] nullify
and spurn it. But even if
Moralitir and  Sittlichkest
meant the same thing
( gleichbedentend ) by deriva-
tion (shrer 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 rongue. Is it a natural Janguage (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 2 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 the 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 that 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 overiap,
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 results of his analysis: the family
speaks and does not speak; it is family starting from the moment it
speaks——passing from Klang, if one likes, to Spracke, from reso-
nance to language {/angue}-—bur 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
irself 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 fife 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 order to be-
wray language, 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 a network. Traditio hands over, delivers
(fivre, iiberliefert) 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 too many [ faut
toujours tabler fa scéne de fa langue sur un de
trop]. The opposition (language/discourse)
denounces itself, itself and all the others

the Volksgeist, the spirit of a
people. The family is essen-
vally spiricual. And lan-
guage too: "Only as the
product or work (Werk) of a
people is speech the ideal

{ideale) existence of the spirit.”

So spiritual language is
narural as well. Belonging
to the people, the family
then is always speaking;
there is no biological fam-
ily. But the language it
speaks is not, at least so it
seems, formal or arbitrary.
Nevertheless, by reason of
the struccure of language's
internal development, what
is elaborated there destroys
itself in that very elabora-
tion or rather submirs itself
to the process [ procés} of the

Aufhebung, relieves irself.
In positing itself as a systern of natural signs, as existing in exteri-
otity, language raises itself to the concept {ideal interior significa-
tion) and from then on denies itself as a system of natural signs.
The ching (the referent) is relieved (releveée, aufgehobens) in the
sign: raised, elevated, spiritualized, magnified, embalmed, inte-
riorized, idealized, named since the pame accomplishes the sign.
In the sign, the (exterior) signifier is relieved by signification, by
the (ideal [74e/]) signified sense, Bedentang, the concept. The con-
cepr relieves the sign that relieves the thing. The signified relieves
the signifier that relieves the referent. “In this way, then, speech is
reconstruceed (rekonstruiert) in a people, in that although it is the
ideal [ideefle} nullification (Vernichten) of the external, it is itself
something outtward (ein Ausseres) chat must be nullified (vermichtet),
relieved (anfoeboben werden), in order to become meaningful lan-
guage (um zar bedentenden Sprache zu werden), toward what it is in
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and can always detach itself from the substance, in
order to fali (to the tomb). What is the epithet! Yhat is
its status? In other words, how is status conferred on it?
And what if, inversely, all status were from the epi
thesis? “The fact that his name was Divers conferred on
hirm an earthiy 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
nicknarne, 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-
self. . . . thought offered up to the Holy Virgin, Around
his own altar, Querelle embroidered a protective velil,
with his own monogram on it, equivalent to the goid-
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, almost 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 mythoiogical texts, of
which he is a connoisseur and which he inhabits partic-
ularly by name, like a miner who is not sure of getting
out from the depths of the earth alive, and who, in his
gallety, essays explosions, blastings. Goallery, however,
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



(inself according to 1ts concept (za dems, wis sie an sich, threm Begriffe
nach ist); thus language is in the people, as a roral other (afs ern toral
Anderes) than itself, and becomes totality when it is relieved
(anfgehoben) as other, and comes to fruition in ics concept.”

Language accomptlishes 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 propet concept of language. Language becomes language
only by deleting/conserving itself in the concept. Traditio is
Aunfhebung. Language rejoins its own proper concept only by going
to the end of what induces it, by going to the end of its own proper
internal negativity, according to a schema of the essence as nega-
civity that verifies itself and unceasingly elaborates itself.

This becoming (#raditio) of language, or rather of the linguistic,
produces itself then in the heart [reir} of a people, of a people’s spirit
that would not be posited withour this becoming. Linguistic nega-
tivity is not teduced either to the rooting or the uptooting of a
language with regard to the ground of the historical community.
Uprooting, denaturalization, explantarion of a language achieves
the rooting essence of language. Language belongs to a people as
finire totaliry: thus it is a “npatural 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 “narural” language only by
recovering from this {f'en relevant], by relieving the natural limits
of its system, by de-limiting, de-bordering, overflowing itself
toward the concepts universality. Language then is immediately
universal language thar destroys within itself natural language.

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

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

without the conception
of the concept, it is a
dead language, writing,
and defunct speech, or
resonance without sig-
nification (Kleng and
not Sprache). An affinity
here between Kiang
and writing. Insofar as
the Kfingen 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

make equal to the universal power of the
concept, language would not be language—
a living language hears, understands itself.
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 with one wing stroke
[d'tr 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 ir will have had to

threaten you in the bosom [sein] of the earth, but also
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 [g Pécart],
all the dissimulated sheiters, more or less fake, in the
corners: “. . . the most meager shelter became habita-
ble. | would sometimes adorn it with an artful comfort
drawn from what was peauliar 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 ornament facades, for the car-
yatids, the balconies, the freestone, for the heavy
bourgeois assurance which these things express” (The
Thief’s journal).
1s 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 arbicrariness 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, burses your
tympanum with its
tocsin. All chis will
have resounded in the
striking {[frappel of a
signature.

“Tocsin ... n. |. The noise of a bell
[cloche] that is rung with hasty and re-
doubled strokes [coups]. . . . "One says
to ring the tocsin . . . but it is better to
write toquesim; and if, moreover, by
adding a g one writes foquesing, one
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and operates itself with-  be, by becoming other than itself, making
out meaning (t0 $2Y)  jicelf arrificial, rational, universal, cthe mo-
anything. .

ment the people dies as narural people. A
Fall, in this case, of the  people dies as natural people in universaliz-
tongue [fangue] ing its own products through language and

labor. Language and labor, in the Jena field
of analysis, sound the end of the narural people by positing the
people as such, by permitting the people to make ieself 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
itself into a family of families, a sort of hierarchized clan that
becomes a people, this movement is also an Axfhebung, the reten-
tion of what slips away [ 'éoule] as it stips away. This sort of historic
screen {daiel or floodgate {dfuse] does not let pass what passes or
lets pass whac 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 negarive
(the Aufbebung). So no longer is there any opposition that holds, no
longer any obligation to choose between natural language and
formal language. Natural language bears and affects { fouche] 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
concept, 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 Awfbe-
bung in German and that permits designating, Hegel delights
greatly in this, a law of essential and speculative universality in the
heart {sein] of a natural language, of a peoples language. A people
that has the Aufhebunp 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.

Aufbebung is not the sole example of this law. Is it even, an
example?

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

It (Ca) would begin with love.

Love is an essential predicate of the concept tamily, that is, of an
essenttal moment of Sittlichkeir.

How is the passage (Ubergang) from Moralitir to Sittlichkeit
induced? In Morzlitit, a subjective instance of the Kantian type,
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will come closer to the etymalogy; for
it is a Gascon word, composed of to-
guer, 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 uttered, for

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

the words: ‘Known as

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

death penalty. The jury was standing. It was the

apotheosis. It’s all over. When Our-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 ofhciates very close to the scaffold, at the
moment when that fulls (1o the tomb) (¢a tombe).



the Good, the universal substance of freedom (no freedom without

relation to the Good and vice-versa), still keeps its abserace form.
Reciprocally, moral conscience, the exigence of universal objec-
tivity, remains formal and virtual, therefore immoral. It does not

overflow its 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 Mona/itgt in the 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 whar they are. They

are not “explicitly posited (gaetzt)” as what however they are in

(them)selves. This position, this being posited (Geserzwerden), they

attain only in their negativity. “That is to say, in their one-iidednes

{einseitig), when each must not have in it what it is 7z itself—the

Good without subjectivity and a determinate character, and the

determining principle, subjectivity without the being in itself—

and when both build themselves into a totality for itself, they are

relieved (aufheben), and thereby de-posed (harabserzen), reduced to

moments, to moments of the comegpt 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 {/7er] them or reading
[/ire} them together, thinking them as the flanks of one and the
same continuous piece [zenant}, their first integration (Integration),
is Sintlichkerz. In Sittlichkeir the Idea of freedom becomes actually
present, is no longer only in the head of subjective individuals.

“The fact that this Idea is the #ruth of the concept of freedom is
something which, in philosophy, must be prosed [an object of
demonstration, ein Bewsesenes], not adopted from feeling or else-
where. The deduction {of these moments] is contained only in the
fact that right and the moral self-consciousness [the first two mo-
the beginning—before Mments of the philosophy of right} both dis-
it the déja, the al- play in themselves their regression to this
ready—-befalls, as al- 1469 5 their ougome, their resuft. Those who
ways, by the instance of . .
the [au titre du] resul, DOPE O be able to dispense with proof and
The rebound of the of- deduction in philosophy show thereby that
ready should not leave  they are still far from knowing the first thing
m{v?g:::g?cs"" t;epecr: about what philosophy is. On the rest atgue
sult is not a remain(s), (téden}they may, but in philosophy they have
the remain(s) does not 1o right to join in the argument if they wish
result At least as re- o 011 without the concept.”
main(s). If it could re- > . . . .

Sitthichkeit—the family constitutes irs

sult, it would relieve its
remnarce [restance]. A first moment—is thus the idea of freedom,

That institution, a law posing the name while
deposing the head, does not dispense with a neck
[co%l.

The division becomes only a little 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
Pll Have a Fine Funeral. We are acting
Colossal habitac: witha view to a fine funeral, to formal
h _ . obsequies. They will be the master-
the masterplece. piece, in the strict sense of the word,
He bands erect in the major [capitale] work, quite rightly

. . the crowning glory of our life. | must
his emng, but also oc- die in an agogtherzsis, and it doesn't
Cupies it like a sar- matter whether | know gloty before or
after my death as long as | know that I'll

cophagus. 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
catafaique—"the conjuring away of the
coffin”—before its reduction, as with
the coffin of “Saint-Osmose” (a fictive
tetter about the Golden {egend—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-aimond 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.

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

II



but of freedom as the Good living, present,
and concrete in the present (vorbandenen)
world, which implies an actual elaborarion
(Wirklichkeit), acrion, operation (Handeln).
In that moment there, the concrete sub-
stance of morals (Sitzlichkerr), such as it is
produced and temains in the Verbandeniein of the world, exceeds the
Meinen (according o Hegel's wordplay between the opining self’s
subjective wavering and the “my own, mine”); constrains the
subjective caprice and the floating velleicy ( Belieben); and takes on
stability in laws, in organizations that last (Enrichtungen), in
institutions.

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

The stabiliry, the permanence of the transsubjective institution
overflows, de-borders, individuals, imposes itself on them, en-
chains them, to be sure, bur with the force and dignity of the
rational. The institution erects its freedom in the individual and
makes that freedom stand upright. The individual subject is not
subject to that institution as to the empirical force of the natural
elements, the sun, the moon, mountains and rivers. In Siatfichbeir
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 the first moment of this rationality.
There is no love nor family in physical or biological nature. Logos,
reason, freedom are loves milieu. The Emcyclopedia 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 itself—they all engulf individuals in a
death straight out {sans phrase}. Unlike the human, rational farnily,
animal copulation does not give rise to any higher determination.
Animal copulation leaves behind itself no monument, no burial
place, no institution, no law that opens and assures any history. It
names noching. "The genus preserves itself only through 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 chis, pass on to death.”

But death does not appear to them as such. On the contrary, the
limie that Sitt/ichkeir imposes on empiric subjectivity, finally 1ts
very death, opens the relation of subjectivity to its own substantial
freedom. Mortality is experienced in Sittlichkeir as a freedom-effect.
Individual subjectivity finds in Szilichkeit's apparently suppressive
objecrivity (its right, its police, its prisons, its penal colonies) the
condition of its freedom, of its truth, of its essentiality. What
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Next, in drawing
on “What Remained
. .., let us not for-
get that che “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 ics
prison. Or its tomb
[sa tombe]? On the
contrary, [ 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
asharmed, 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 itselfl erected in its
thearrical 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 thar so-called literature

of theft, betrayal, denunciation, is there a decision to
be made? Expropriation or reappropriation? Decapi-
tatton 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 “The executioner follows close behind

me, Claire! The executioner’s by my
name, the names and o TR o ke wearing crowns,
nouns of common

flowers, oriflammes, banners. They’ll toll
law, language, tr_uth, the knell [ glas]. The burial will unfold its
sense, literature, rhet-

pomp. It’s beautiful, isn't it? . . . The ex-
ecutioner’s lilling me. F'm being ac-



“The right of individuals to be subjectively des-
tined [ determined] to freedom is fulfilled ( [hat
seine] Erfiiflung} when they belong to an
actual ethical order (sittlichen Wirklichkeit),
because their conviction of their freedom
finds its truth in such an objective order (Ob-
jectivitdt), and it is in an ethical order (Sitt-
lichen) that they are actually (wirkiich) in
possession (besitzen) of their own essence
(ihr eigenes Wesen), their own inner univer-
sality” { Philosophy of Right).

denies and cuts {conpe} sub-
jectivity of/from itself is
also whar raises and accom-
plishes it.

The proper essence, the
property, the propriety of
individual subjectivity, far
from restricting itself to
that and simply choking
[¢rnangler], appropriates it-

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

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

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

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

must not be effaced. The subjective appropriates itself in Siz-
lichkeit's abjectivity; the individual possesses itself in the instiru-
tions generality; freedom in a law’s obligatory regularity. This

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

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 Sislichkeir's objectivity (Objekrivitdr)

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 universality.

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

Is it by chance that, in the paragraphs of the Phifssaphy of Right
thae present the concept Sittlichkest, 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 Awufhebung 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 sach of the essentiality, of the
essential property or propriety, since it raises only in crossing out, is
itself the a5 only insofar as other than whar it is; it phenomenalizes
the phenomenalization it discovers only in engulfing thar phenome-
nalization in darkness or causing it to be engulfed. The ar appropri-
ates itself only in expropriation.

The farher loses his son like that (comme ¢z): in gaining him, in
educating him, in rising him, in involving him in the family
circle, which comes down, in the logic of the Aufbebang, 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,

to resemble those
mortuary wreaths
[comronnes} that are

thrown over the walls
of the cemetery. These
flowers are neither ar-

claimed. I'm pale and I'm going to 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
the present in order to elaborate the
decapitation, will (should) have to be,
like the mother, fike an infant, virgin.
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

P i humble fellow.”
tificial nor entirely

natural. Why say “flowers of rhetoric”? And what
would the flower be when it becomes merely one of
the “flowers of rhetoric™?

In Samr 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 epoch, 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 Gesellichaft), then the
State that accomplishes Sittlichkeit in “relieving the family and
bourgeois society,” in magnifying them.

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

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

borrowed from a particular determination of Siztichkeit. 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
his son in ethical conduct (seinen Sobn sittlich
zu erziehen), a Pythagorean replied: ‘Make

in his hand, in the manu-

remains the simple possibility of #ot 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
accurately reflects the ontological structure of saint-

script, Hegel adds this
—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 mindlichen Zu-
sdtzen  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 devolves on those
readers

him a citizen of a state with good laws (eines
Seaars von guten Geserzen).' (The phrase
has also been put in the mouth of ochers.)”

This remark illustrates the general law,
the law of the law: individual subjectivity
accomplishes in truth its freedom in the
universality of Sittlichkeir 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; marriage, fam-
ily property, the education of children. But
the dialectical unity of these three mo-
ments, what makes the family be whar it is
in its outburst, the unity of its syllogistic
self-descruction, is love. A felt unity, or
tather a unity that feels, a unity to be felr,
a unity of self-feeling (sich emphndende

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 the 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.”
But what is poetry, once the

“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 itself into
abyme, no language
can reduce in (it)self
the strict-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

Einbeit), a unity that feels itself.

To know whar love is, then, one needs to know whart feeling is,
or what self-feeling is.

But that will truly not be known before knowing what love is,
that is, what the family is. One only feels (oneself) in the family.

What is the family?

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

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

It would remain abstract, would serangle itself in singulariry. 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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flower is “the poetic object par excellence”? What is

thetoric, if the flower (of rhetoric) 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 to

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 concepr of the Idea is
spirit, but spirit as it knows itself and is actual (als sich Wissendes
und Wirkliches). Now it can know itself and become actual only
insofar as it objectifies itself. This objectification (Objeétiviernng)
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 rematin (in} itself,
to return to and become equal to irself. Here this very general
procession of the Hegelian spirit has Sittluchkerr for its principal
stage O 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 a moment of the spirit's return to self, so Sittlichkeit will en-

The flower is (de)part(ed). Tt holds, from its
being-(de)part(ed), the force of a cranscendental 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 appears or grows [poussel 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 conceprual
narration?

When Hegel is explained, it is always in 2
seminar and in telling students: the history of
the concept, the concept of history.

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

Rearing (the student), Péléve. What is éfever
in general (élevage, Elévation, élévement,
breeding, elevation, education, upbringing)?
Against what is rearing (une éléve) prac-
ticed? To what is it answerable [De quoi
reféve-t-efle]? 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, itis a
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 this naturalness. That
will be a spirit-nature. Its
naturalness will resolve it-
self, reabsorb itself, spiri-
tualize itself in proportion
as Sitlichkeir will develop
iself through the form of
its moments, will exhaust
the inner negativity that
works (over) it, will pro-
duce itself by denying itseif
as nature. Each of its three
moments will mark a prog-
tess in this relief [refére} of
the naturalness. Winklich-
keit, actuality, the Wiréen of
Wirklichkeit will be the op-
eration of the negativity
reappropriating the spirit,
bringing it back home to
itself, (close) by [auprés del
itself, through its ethical
objectification. Having de-
nied itself in naturalizing

‘itself and objectifying it-

self, spirit will deny its negation by returning to itself through the
less and less abstract form (Form) of its moments. The spirits
general at-home-with-itself is not the family at-home-with-irself.
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 thought in its concept (the concept
of self-feeling that is not affected by it) without taking into account
this relieving negativiry, 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. How can a part

take part, be party 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. Besides,
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 che 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
{éclats],” also announces, while

“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 glos can be read
as the interminable
analysis of vomit, of a
nausea [éceeurement]
rather, by which | am
affected and which
causes me to write
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covering it with flowers, the death ~ myself [m'écrire}: “Je
of every code, “The Man Con- "'
demned to Deach™:

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 Sizelichkedr: 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 acrual
spirit, Hegel in effect discerns three moments:

“(A) ethical (sittliche) spirit in its matural (naturliche) or immedi-
ate phase—the Family.

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

. #her), passes over into division (Emzweinng), and into the
phase of relation, i.e. into

“(B) Bourgeois (Civil) Seciety—an association of mermnbers as self-
subsistent individuals in a wniversality which, because of their self-
subsistence, is only formal. Their association is brought about by
their needs, by the legal spsten—the means to security of person and
property (Eigentums)}—and by an external organization for attaining
their particular and common interests. This external stats

“(C) 1s broughr 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.” 7

Such are the three moments, dialectically linked together, by
which Simtlichkeit 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 movements last two
phases (bourgeois society and the State). The problems of right, of
politics, of political economy appear therein under a thematic 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, chat will only be in order to make a problematic
pettinence 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 trairs of
opposition between the family and the State. The most general
opposition, the law of opposition, fs the opposition between the
law and its other. In the State, attention goes to the law, to the
universal—the State is # universal (ein Alflgemeines)—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 che
subjective difference berween “love and fear.”

How does the equality 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 mmmediate substan-
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Your mouth is a dead woman's where your eyes are of roses

The glictering frost . . .

That crowned your forehead with thorns of the rosebush

Despite your frozen [glacés] tears . . .

. . will you steal che keys

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

The dread of it, the dead among the vicler blossoms,
Death with her cocks! . . .

A dazzling pimp carved {44//¢} from an archangel
Working it up {Bandant} over the bouquets of carnations and
jasmines

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

Fair child of honot ctowned with lilac!

Bend over my bed, let my rising cock

Smack your golden cheek. Listen, your killer lover

Is telling you his story in a thousand explosions.

He’s singing chac he once had your body and your face,
Your heart thar a massive rider’s spurs

Will never open.



tiality of spirit, is specifically characterized by Jove, which is spiric’s
feeling of its own unity [feeling itself, sensible to itself, as feeling
(sentiment) of self, seine sich empfindende Einbeir]. Hence in a fam-
ily, one’s frame of mind [consciousness, Gesinnung] is destined
( Bestimmung ) to have self-consciousness of one’s individuality within
this unity as the absolute essence in and for {it)self, with the result
that one is in it not as a person for (it)self but as a member-participant
(Mitgleid).”

So love—relation of the Mitgleid, of the member articulated to
the family body—determines the unity of self-feeling as the fam-
ily’s self-adherence. But what permits the family to constitute
itself, to hold on to irself 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 affece 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. Asalways, the choice rakes place only between two negations
of self. Economy——the law of the house—ought to arrange itself in
order to insure its expenses.

For, as affect (Empfindung), love still belongs to nature. It is the
natural of spirit. From chis perspective, Hegel always limits its
value: love remarns in the spirit’s being-outside-self. Love returns to
it, goes back there, to be sure; but as such, in its own proper
instance, it develops as if on a staircase. It is like a stair [ame
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 ieself
within irself. This figure of the ramp has a general bearing for the
whole of speculative dialectics. Whence the impossibility of stop-
ping a concept’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 dismantie the
Hegelian course {démarche}.

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

“the I ends where it (¢#) continues to begin again,” already.
A Remark to the preceding paragraph: “Love means in general
terms the consciousness of my unity with another, so that I am not
in selfish isolation but win my self-con-
“. . . sondern mein Setbst- oy 15ness as the renunciation of [Axfgebung,
bewusstsein nur als Auf- . K .
gebung meines Firsich- € dispossession of ] my being-for-self and
seins gewinne. . . " through knowing myself (Mich-Wissen) as
the uniry of myself with another and of the
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 [ Vol des fleurs au lien de la verginité].
To steal the keys, to fly into pieces, to splatter, peal of
bells [ Voler les clés, voler en éclats, voler en éclaboussures,
volée de cloches].

To steal, to ly your blood-splattered sky
And to make a single masterpiece 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: "0 come my rosy sky, O my blond

basket!
that death cuts from

nature, whence — al- g:;:nf pour into my mouth a little heavy

ready—the signature

that engraves or grafts the artificial flower. Pastiche

and postiche, an inversion of values for fucking your-
self. Always to be cut—cuttable-culpable {coupa-
bles]—rthe flower the sex will get their erection from

the postiche.

“Who carved a Wind Rose in the plaster?

A conscling 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.” | taflor [ taifle]
another text there, a little as he tailors his pimp into a
banding-erect archangel. But why an archangei? Which
one! What does he announce?)
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The movement described is thus che relief [k reléve} of a dis-
possession, the Aufbebung of an Aufgebung by which 1 find again in
the other what 1 /ose of myself. Bur this repossession has already
begun to make love pass on beyond iself,
and the family into the law, and s0 on. The
remark immediately turns on itself (sondern,
aber, but, but): “Bur love is feeling, i.e. ethical life in che form of
the natural. En che Scate, feeling no longer is [in the form of the
natural}; there we are conscious of unity as law; there the content
must be rational and known to us. The first moment in love is that
1 do not wish to be for me an independent person and that, if 1
wete, then I would feel lacking and incomplete (mangelbaft und
unvolistindig). The second moment is thar T artain myself in an-
other person, that I count in the other for what the other in turn
attains in me.”

“Die Liebe ist aber Emp-
findung. . ..

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

speculative dialectics.

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

That does not entrain love in itrationality, on the contrary. Love
plays, on the contrary, in the gap [éwr?] between understanding
and reason. Love’s—and 50 here the family’s—dialecrical contra-
dicrion surpasses understanding only in order to resolve itself in
actual rationality. “. . . I count in che other for what the other in
turn areains in me. Love, therefore, is the most unheard-of contra-
diction [extraordinary, prodigious, monstrous contradiction: an-
gebenerste Widerspruch}; the understanding cannor resolve it since
there is nothing more stubborn (Hirteres) rhan this puncuality of
seif-consciousness which is denied and which nevertheless I ought
to possess as affirmative (afftrmativ). Love is at once (zagleich) the
producing (Hervorbringen) and the resolving (Awfliiang) of this
contradiction. As the resolving of it, love is unity of an echical type
[the appeasing concord: die sittliche Einigkeit]."
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This can already be verified on the “lofty foremast
[hante verguel” 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 “little girl curled up,” like liana and all the
wisteria [glycines] of the corpus, around an erect

cree,
the text is composed in liana and ivy. It is first gleaned.
Gleaning (“norm. lignne; Berry, glene; génev. glenne™)
is relled up, woven and braided like liana (“Norm. lig-
une, the name for clematis; fianne, gleaning. This word
seems to come from lier {to bind, to link], and to be
ancther 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 5o as to twine round him, though 1
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]
to be described.
To glean in Littré’s etymology again (in order to play,
poeticsy: “E. Génev. glener, glainer; picard, glainer;
Berry, glainer, glener, proveng. grenar ... low Lat.
glenare. . . . Diez notes the etymology indicated by
Leibniz: kimry, glain, gldn, clean; to which he adds the
Scandinavian glana, clarify; so that to glean properly
wauld be to clean. This is possible but not very satisfy-
ing; 50 one must not lose sight of the low Lat geliba,
gelima, geling, sheaf, handful [poignée]; Anglo-Saxon,
gelm, giim, 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,”

1

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 zagleich, the du-méme-coup, the at-once, the play of the p's, the farts [pets], the faggots {pédales];
xrf—tl?e-same-stroke,.the produulng and the resolving ofj th.e contra- enjoined, as well, a frost [ge /1, a neck [cof], a throat
diction do not remain together in the stroke. The zugleich is imme- . : i
diately divided, unbalanced, breaking the symmetry, the méme- {cou}, a collar [con], a “Hand that hastens in vain cut
coup worked (over) by two unequal forces: the resolving-—also the off,” of which you could follow, interminably, beyond
dissolving—Dbests the producing. But only in order to announce or the “first poems,” what would be called an elabora-

prepare another stroke: the resolving is already in che act of produc- ) ;
ing another unheard-of contradiction in which the zugleich will tion. It will be necessary, of course, to reread all these

separate from itself in order to reason against understanding. words at least once.

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

(to) read the déjd | already] as a sigium. Wheni 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 sigium, 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 cut 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 glas 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 "l am therefore dead. | am a dead man who
sees his skeleton in a mirror , . ." of the Miracle of the
Rose is not just one proposition among others. Every-
where that it is repeated, cashed, retailed, detailed,
divided, it imparts a writing- (or already-)stroke [coup

I shall stop on chis stair [mrche]; [ want to stress it. [ am not
following for now [/instant} the deduction of the concept family, of
its chree moments: monogamous martiage, the property of goods,

the education of children or the dissolution of che family. décriture {ou de déja)] to all the forces that cling to the
Leaving the completed systcem (The Philosophy of Right) as a present, to truth as presence. The past is no longer a
seedling, I go down again toward the first steps of its constitution, past present, nor the future a present to come. And all
the texts of Frankfurt, Jena, the Phenomenology of Spirit. Bur | am the values depending on that axiom are stopped by the
also going to try not to transform love and the contradiction of the siglum. They no longer function already, they are de-
family affect into a privileged guiding chread { /], verily into a funct in advance. Even here
telos or ideal model [ réga/atenr}. 1 am interested in the experience, !
not the success or the failure [éhec]. The circle is not practicable; ot under his proper
avoidable. name—his glas—an anthological basket. Déiz, al-

9



To the question *

‘gu'appelle-t-on

er?" “qulest-ce qui §'appelle

penser?” “what is called thinking?” one can respond only with an
impracticable and unavoidable circle, since the very literalness of

as you know, that can be
said this way only in
French. There the ques-
tion is, exactly. "'Was
heisst Denken" givesrise
to another literal chain:
neither closed rnor
simply open to this one.
The relation of one to
the other is not transla-
tion but transforma-
tion. A labor relation,
fitting with floodgates
[éclusant), sluices. The
relation never takes
place right here, but
elsewhere.

Ancther 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 translated
—according to its de-
sire—but  to suffer
translation—which s
intolerable to it To
want [0 reappropriate
itself, 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, chat 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 criangle?

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

The family is a parey fo the system of the
spirit: the family is both a part and the
whole of the system.

The whole system repeats itself in the
family. Gerst 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 spiric through the negative process of a
syllogism whose three moments are subjer-
tite spirit (anthropology, phenomenology of
spirit, psychology), obpetive spirit (right,
morality, Sutlichkerr), and absolute spirit (art,
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, Sitilichkeit’s first moment.
Family forms its still most natural instance

and accomplishes itself by destroying it-"

self in three stages: marriage, patrimony,
education.

In the stage of chis initial floodgate
[élusel, a first methodological temptation:
after recognizing love in its dialectical con-
tradiction as the most “stubborn”™ rational
kernel of the family structare, if this meta-
phor 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 Christianiry.
What is found in themn in effect is presented at once as a germ and
as an ensemble of the system’s invariant traits. A germ one could
legitimately consider that Hegel has let grow, develop irself, raise
itself, teach 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. Toguesing:

Let the sky awaken, the stars flower,

Let the flowers noc sigh, the belltower sound,

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

O come my rosy sky, O my blond basket!
Visit in his night your man condemned to deach.

The milkman's cans, a bell [cloche] in the air

My God, I'm going to croak withourt 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 (¢z) signify?

The phallic flower is cuttable-culpable. It is cut {se
coupel, 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 ro itself.
A complex of invariant traits because between the germ and the

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

example, as the teleological preformation of the completed system.
Nothing in the author 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 (5 régle]. We shall do
that. Bur this obedience to the rule of a detour will make us pay a
price thar it is still too soon to calculate.

The family is marked cwice.

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 charrer. This determinate mo-
ment of the family, this finiteness figures (for now I leave a very large
opening for this word) the system’ totality. A cerrain familial
schema, a certain family (last supper) scene sw##5 the system’s in-
finite totality. The system’s infinite totality thinks, produces, and
reflects itself in that scene.

Will one rashly say that the 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 abstrace
things to the student [é/¢] while playing with the familiarity of
family significations? Even then what che absolute familiarity of a
signification is must be known. If that can be thought and named
without the family. Then one needs to ascerrain thar 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
metaphor.

How does the family remark ieself?

A very late texc analyzes the derermination of spirit. The spirit
thinks and at the same time s 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 this or that, but only what [ know.
[ know my object, and I know myself; the two are inseparable.”
Consequently, the content of spirit, inasmuch as it knows itself
knowing some other rhing, 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,
welt heard. A machine for calculating reading would
doubtlessly confirm this; along with gallery, galley,anda
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 would 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
[& raisonner} {ater on, the contiguity of the milkman
[laitier] and the beill [cloche] in “The Man Condemned
te 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 [woile
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 [seigl). “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 [&/t],” the petals
part [s'éartent}, 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 that spirit 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 icself spirit,
conceives or grasps itself as spirit. Gefst repeats itself. So spiric

alone can conceive spirit. As such, it has no outside limir; thus 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 ieself. It is free,
infinitely so, only by remaining close to itself, as f it kept itself
awake by murmuring its very own proper name. “Thus the spirit
by nature always stays (close) by itself (&ei sich) or free.”

How does this “being-(close}-by-self " of the spirit represent
itself ? Why does it detach itself within the farily hearth icself, in
the center of its own circle? 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 the spirit’s opposite. Matter is not free, It weighs, it goes
toward the bottom.

It falls {to the tomb}.

But there isa 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 rendency, an effort tending toward unity and the
gathering of seif. A tendency toward the center and unity, macter
then is spirit’s opposite only inasmnuch as it remains resistant to this
tendency, inasmuch as it is opposed to its own tendency. Burt to be
opposed o its own tendency, to itself, to matter, it must be spirit.
And if it yields to its tendency, it is still spirit. It is spirit in any
case; its essence is nothing but spiritual. There is no essence but
spiritual. So marter is weight or gravity as the search for the center,
is dispersion as the search for unity. Its essence is its nonessence: if it
complies with that, it rejoins the center and
unity, is no longer martrer, and begins to
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
remains (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 Profundis), 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 {clochel, the “bell” that is “unleashed™ for a child
on the same page.

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

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

11 ' h glas wlled for death;
surges up collapses “at the same oo, "ing porg,
time,” where one no longer can cut  trance, hour of death,
.- decisive  moment;
through to a decision between the 2™ .~ passing
more and the less. Flower, trance: away; from the Lat.
the simul of erection and castration. Yomsits. passage. In
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 “Speculative philosophy has shown that
come-to-essencel, 3 froadom s the one authentic truch of spirit.
one translates by mak- M Maters . fa
ing use of a crutch, an | a..tt.ﬁr( terie) possesses gravity in so faras
ersatz, or a prosthesis it is impelled (T#éef) to move toward a cen-
(west nicht). tral point [the midpoint: le milien, Mittel-
Even 50, one must cross ankt], it is essenttally composite {zusem-
the dialectical step b ’ ¥ pos A
[pas). the dialectical no  mengesetzt, gathered together], and consists
[pas] entirely of discrete pares which all tend
(streben) towards a centre (Mirtelpunkr); thus
matter has no unity. It is made up of (Aussereinander) separate
elements and searches for (sucht) its unity; it thus endeavours to
relieve itself (sich selbst auf-

here is confirmed the essential—and not zubeben) and seeks its own
only the figurative—affinity between the . . .
movement of relief {reféve, Aufhebung) and  OPPOSItE (Gegensedl). If it
rearing (the student) (Féléve) in general: élé- were to succeed, it would
vation, élévement, élevage, elevation, breed- longer be martter, but

ing, education, upbringing. Airy ascent of the .
concept. Begriff grasps and sweeps upward, would have ceased to exist
opposes its force to everything that falls (to a5 Such (als solhe unterge-

the tomb). Begriff is necessarily victorious. gangen), it strives towards
Victory does not devolve upon it; the Begriff i deality for unity is its ideal
is what wins. Hence its imperial character. ) P g
The concept wins against matter that can CXiStence {ideell }. Spirit, on
hold its own against the concept only by re- the other hand, is such chat
lieving itself, only by denying itseff in raising  j¢5 centre is within itself; it
itself [s"élevant] to spirit. The concept aiso .

too strives (strebt) towards

wins against death: by erecting even up to ke _
the tomb, The burial place raises itself. its centre, but it is itself this

Let. us not approach too quick!y Hegel's centre. Its unity is not
:;::;;T:;R:ﬁa:ﬁ:d‘ we will have to something external; it al-

ways finds it within itself,
and exists in itself and (close) by itself (bes sich). Macter has its
substance outside itself; spirit, on the other hand, is being-(close)-
by-itself (das Beisichselbstsein) which is the same thing as freedom.
For if | am dependent, I am beholden to something other than
myself, and cannot exist withoue this external other rhing. I am
free if I am (close) by myself (ber mir selbst bin).”

Thus: spirit is. Alone. Its contrary, matter, is only inasmuch as
it is nor what it is, inasmuch as, in order to be whart ir is (falling
weight and the rendency of dispersion to unity), it becomes what it
1s not: spirit. Spirit is. Alone. Being is being (close) by self. Weight
and dispersion, the essence of matter, could not qualify an essence.
Matter 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
marter wiil 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 there is {il y a} the mere nothing
(that bands erect).

Npe sooner than zhere is [il n'y a}, there bands erect
(an impersonal complement) in a past that was never
present (the signature — already [4é2] — denied
{#nia} 1t always): it banded erect {il banda] (an imper-
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). “Band . .. n. ... E. Wallon baine; Namurian,
bainde; rouchi, béne; picard, benne; Provenc. 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 refever]
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). VWhat is called

bandaging [panser]

complement) is equal to # bound {il lial. Lock

- [ Serrare].

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

The bells [c/aches} were unleashed a moment ago [/
y & un instant].

Now reconstitute the chain thar sets all the glas
machines in motion (you will fic 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 that strikes
a seing—and it all flows out like milky sperm,
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so Geist can only repeat itseif, repeat its own

spiriting {away) [souffle], inhaling/exhaling

itsell. Effluvium or sublimate, the repetition

of a spiriting (away) maintains itself 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], ail

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 itis

internal or external, spontaneous or acci-
dental, is spirit’s last refuge—its supreme

irony-—against all repressive constraints.
But this operation is nearly nothing, and yet
matrer must ferment (all this awaits us near

the burial place), but the ferment, the heat

that decomposes matter, is it pot yet, al-
ready, the spirit preparing a beautiful reperi-
tion? It must first, because of thar, forget

itself

end. Matter precedes or re-
mains (first or last) only as
spirit: in raising or erecring
what falls (to the tomb).
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 scates
the dialectical identity of
identity and nonidentity.

Spirit’s being{close)-by-self actively produces itself chrough an
unlimited negativity. Spiric becomes for-itself, (close} by itself,
only in actively denying all thar limits its freedom from the out-
side. Its essence is active, dynamic, negative: “When the spirit
strives (strebf} towards its own center, ic strives to perfect (ver-
vollkammen) its own freedom; and this striving is fundamental to its
nature. To say that spirit exists would at first seem to imply chat ic
isa completed enticy (etwas Fertiges). On the contrary, it is by nature

activity: 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 myself. My name
is my father. But the giving-producing-
doubling-himself insinuates 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 1o
stretch, strain itself. For Streben, striving,
tending, as was just seen, forms its essence.
Its play immediately ruins and siackens the
Sspirit

active ( Tatiger), and activity
(Tatighkeit) 1s its essence; it is
its own product {Produkz),
and is therefore its own be-
ginning and its own end.
Its freedom does not consist
in static being (rubende
Sein), but in a constant
negation of all that threac-
ens to destroy [aufzubeben)
freedom. The activity 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's simul:

“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 that 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——I 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 it,
remained inert, stretched out; only your verge, un-
sheathed and brandished, went through my mouth
with the suddenly cruel sharpness of a steeple [ clocher}
puncturing a cloud of ink, a hatpin a breast [sezn].
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 I know that we
were chaste, while I, all attention, felt you flow into

one ho 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 wichout 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 ( Empfindung) 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 whar 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—hbur the evil here is appearance—than this recurn to self and
this freeing of freedom. That is first produced in matter’s becoming-
alive, its becoming-life. In life, the spiric that had losr icself,
dispersed according to the exteriority of matter, begins to relate
itself to itself. First 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 still animal. The animal limitation, I feel it as spirit,
like a negative constraint from which I try to free myself, a lack |
ery to fill up. This tension, this tendency to free myself from
feeling, 1 share it wich all the living. Hegel calls this Trieh. Here
Trieb cannot be translated, as has been done, by desire or drive
[pulsion}. Let us say presszre {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, between the animal moment
and the spiritual moment of life, death in the natural life, nacural
deach as che spirics life. The family is announced.

“The most immediate knowledge spirit can have of itself when it
assumes the shape of 2 human individual is that it is capable of
Jeeling (fithlend). No objectivity is yet present here (Hier #5t noch
keine Gegenstindlichkeit vorbanden). And we simply feel ourselves
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 split up into an external and an internal world. But ac the
same time my deterrminate nature enters 2 new phase, in that [ have
a feeling of deficiency (mangelbaft) or negativity; 1 encounter a

contradiction within myself which threatens
se:lm; :g?:ignb:o t&:‘?:: to destroy'(aﬂﬂzzldren.) me. But ] nevercheless
version: | am but. But 2m {Ith bin aber), this much I know, and I
what? / am nevertheless  balance this knowledge against my feeling of

me, warm and white, in lictle 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 lictle continuous jerks, the sequences are en-
joined, induced, glide in silence. No category out-
side the text should allow defining the form or
bearing {allure} of these passages, of these trances
of writing. There are always only sections of Aowers,
from paragraph to paragraph, so

h th h l . ﬂl ts a paraph is the ab-
much so that anthological eXCeIPts | e iztion of a para-
inflicc only the violence necessary to  graph: what is writ-

: - ten on the side, in the
attack.l importance [faire cas} to the margin
remain(s). Take tnto account the
overlap-eftects {¢ffers 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 umbrella, and vice .

. the umbrella [parapluie], like all figures
Versa_' the umbreltas in para (lightning rod [paratonnerre],
are like bouquets, and parachute, screen [paravent]), is an ab-
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{or | am in the mean- negation or deficiency. I survive and seek to
time) seduces even yulieve (gufzubeben) the deficiency, so that I
more am at the same time presswre (Trieb). The
object towards which my pressure is directed is accordingly the
means by which [ attain satisfaction and the rescoration (Wiederber-
stellung) of my unity. 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 I am drawn to them by
pressure, are means of integration, and this is the general basis of
theory 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. Qur intuitions are discrete
units of a sensuous nature, and so also are our pressures, irtespec-
tive of their content. By this determination (Bestimmung), man
would be no different from the animals; for pressures are not
conscious of themselves. But man knows himself, and this distin-
guishes him from the animals.”

The leap from animality to humanity, as che leap from feeling to
thinking, takes its impulse in a suppression of the pressure. Like
the animal, man has pressures, but he can himself inhibit, sup-
press, restrain, bridle, contain them. This negative power—let
one not hasten to name it repression—is his very own. In chis
power man becomes conscious and thinking. The process of
ideatization, the consticution of ideality as the mifien of thought, of
the universal, of the infinite, is the suppression of the pressure.
Thus Asfhebang is also a suppressive counterpressure, a counter-
force, a Hemmumnyg, an inhibition, a kind of anti-erection.

Hegel links up: inseparable from suppression, idealization is
just as much the relation of spirit to itselfas the relation of father to
SON iN a tripitarian structure.

“But man knows himself, and this distinguishes him from the
animals. He is a #hinking {denkend) being. Thought, howevet, 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 [ldeelles]. Or, to be more precise, [ am this
inwardness and simplicity, and the content of my experience only
becomes universal and ideal {72eell ] if T proceed to simplify it.

“What man is in reality (reel), he mast also be in idealicy (zdeeld).
Since he knows the real (Rezlen) as the ideal (Ideelien), he ceases to
be merely a nacural being at the mercy of immediate intuitions and
pressures which he mwust satisfy and produce. This knowledge
leads him to suppress (bemmt) his pressures; he places the ideal
[1deellc], the realm of thought, between the demands (Dringen) of
che 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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solutely threatening apotrope. Protec-
tion and aggression pass into each other,
reverse themselves unceasingly in their
AlSO, a s[aircase, lesc veiled relation to truth. The supple-
ment's always reversible function. The
we forget, leads to Screens are full of umbrelias. Scene six:
death. Divine’s. Stony ‘“In front of the screen, an open umbrella

. . is resting, but upside down. A blazing [é-
monumentalizat 1on, clatant] sun is painted on a very blue sky.”
against which the

burst [é/at] 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.

then the bouquets
are [ike umbrellas.

“The stairway {escalier] leading up to it {Divine’s
attic] plays an important role today. It is the ante-
chamber, sinuous as the corridors 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 {cydliste] to whom it
belongs. Coming from the street, the stairtway mounts
t0 death. It ushers one to 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 II, Mimosa the half-1V, 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 other hand
are carrying like umbrellas, little 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 principle. 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 whar he wills. It is this which
constitutes man’s independence: for he knows what it is that deter-
mines him. Thus he can take a simple concept as his end—for
example, that of his own pesirive freedom. The representations of
the animal are not ideal {Idee/les] and have no true actualiry; 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
(emizweit sick) 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 scimularion
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 absoluce only insofar as it remains
an external or sensible automatic working, 2 pure constraint as
for the spiric. Inhibiting
the animal self-mobility
in himself, man frees the
self-mobility of the spirit,

a poweriul and ample chain from Aristotle,
at least, to our day, it binds ontotheclogicai
metaphysics to humanism. The essential

opposition of man to animal—or rather to freedom.

animality, to a univocal, homogeneous, . .
obscurantist concept of animality—always T}.’at is explained—the
serves the same interest there. The Animal  style isalmost a seminar’s—

would not have Reason, Society, Laughter, by the seed or semen, Or by
Desire, Language, Law, Repression. Of the PRI :
three wounds to anthropic narcissism, the the ge'rm. Which immedi-
one Freud indicates with the name Darwin  ately intervenes after the
seems more intolerable than the one he has  analysis of pressure. The

signed himself. It will have been resisted for a germ ( der Same) is also, as
longer time ’
germ, the ontotheclogical

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 homologous
and distinct, whether of the vegetal, biological, anthropological,
ot the onto-logical order in general. Among alf these orders, spec-
ulacive dialectics assures a system of figurative correspondences.

From where would these figures export themselves? What
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 barbatian 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 erect
[bandait]. . . . | can't stop praising him until my
hand is smeared {5'englue} 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 togecher again.”

The thyrsus, the thyrsanchus, 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 to 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
facher. Likewise, the advent of the Christian Trinity is more rthanan
empiric event in the spirit’s history.

“. . . thereby break his immediacy and naturalness.

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

gekehres). This movement of mediation (Ver-
mediation: the rewrn g ipfpey s an essential moment of the
(close) by self that over- .. L. . . .
comes the division and  SPITIT. Its activity consists in transcending
theloss. Thereliefofthe  2nd negating its immediacy so as to return
two in(to) the three. upon itself (Réckkebr in sich); it has therefore
P s;':';::"r;mlﬁ made itself what it is by means of its own
goes out of himselfinto  activity. Only the returned-home-to-self is
his son, recognizes him-  subject, real actuality. Spirit exises only as its
:?:‘;:IF"E :'F:" :;‘Sof:":: own result. The example of the seed (die
himselfizghis veverwe  Vorstellung des Samens dienen) may help to il-

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

“Every individual has an example ( Berspze!) even closet to hand in
the shape of his own person. Man is what he should be only
through educarion {formation, culture: Biéldungl and discipline
{Zucht); what he is immediately is only the possibility of being
(that is, of being rational, free), only the desrination (Bestimmung),
obligation. The animal’s formation is soon complete (fertig); bue
this should not be seen as a blessing bestowed on the animal by
nature, Its growth (Wachstam) is merely a quantitative increase in
strength (Ersearken). Man, on the other hand, must make himself.
what he should be; he must first acquire everything for himseif,
precisely because he is spirit; in short he must throw off the natural.
Spirit, therefore, is its own proper resule.”

Dialectical paradox: natural living being, life as nature devel-
ops by irself without freedom insofar as its self-mobility is finire. I¢
does not go out of itself, it does nothing but develop the germ: the
quantitative increase withour interruption, without relation to the
cutside and the absolute other. As natural necessity following irs
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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 truch, of the symbolic order,
the march of an unknown: its gles, 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 jto kili
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
grimiy wifled 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 a simple 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 resule of
something other than self, is the result of something else 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
two; bur since this division is not absclute, the animal has no
absolute relarion to itself. Or to the other. Neither self nor other.
That is why there is no natural family, no facher/son relation in
natute.

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 interrupted the natural pressure and
deprived itself of self-mobility, it has given itself law. [t names
itself, autonamedly [autonommément].

Bur of this self-production, as the inhibiting 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 infinite father/son relation,
of the relation of infinite spiric freely relating to itself as to its own
rebound [ressaur], its own resource. Just as there was a leap [saut)
into negativity, between the negativity of the narural (plant, ani-
mal) Entzweiung and that of the spirirual or human Entzueiung,
between the relief i# nature and the relief of nature in the finite
spirit, so there is a dialectical leap that is the absolute rebound of
the resule, between the Aufhebung of the finite spirit and that of the
infinite spirit. Just as—so: the analogy or the proportion depends
on what the finite i as the passage to the infinite.

Whence Hegels exemplary rhetoric, the exemplarist proceed-
ing of his rhetoric: of his rhetoric as the technique of figures and as
the form of argumentation.

After attaching value {fa# cas] to the human individual as an
example (Beispéel) of the infinite spirit’s movement and the result’s
rebound, Hegel passes on to the infinite movement of the rebound
iself, to the infinite spirit chat itself can no [onger be an example,
since it is not finite. Ar 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 finite 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 somertimes be given aspects of rhetoric and
of the mode of exposition. This is #» 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 QOther 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 ic fell into bad hands. General enough to
introduce into the transcendental structures of the
ego, it was as effective and as undifferentiated as a
passkey, a universal
key sliding into all
signifying lacunae.

so 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
ewrlier, Frangois Mauriac wrote “The
Case of Genet.” Some years later, Ba-
taille’s verdict: “Genet’s Failure [échec].”
Wvhat signs is also interested, but liter-
ally and that is something else entirely,
in the case of the key [clé]. How that
(ca} 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 to all. Attacked from a certain
angle

A note from
Jacques Lacans Ecrits
{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
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 the freedom of play, of the play among the examples. This
freedom is finite. Play here is made possible by fnitude, but
finitude relieves itself.

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

The case of God, can thar 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 Awufbebung. God is the infinite, exemplary, infinitely high
Aufhebang. God is no longer an example, and the play of substitu-
tion can no longer be brought about [s'gpérer].

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 {revenz?

So only the figure of Christ can regulate the productive ex-
change—amortization and gain—between thetoric and onto-
logic. Investment {Investisiement: financial and cathectic} of the
Holy Family, or rather of the Trinicy:

“The most sublime [raised, elevated, relieved, eminent: as
erbabenste Beispiel] example is to be found in the nature of God
himseif; strictly speaking (eigentlich), this is not a genuine example
in rhe sense of one ¢asual instance among others (ein Beispie] (Bei-

her-spiel)), but rather the universal, cruth it-
“anuntransiatable play on

words” right and aceu-
rately note the transia-
tors. This wordplay is not
one wordplay among
other possible ones. It is
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.
tt plays less by playing
more, [t plays with itself
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; buc this was no
more than a name which could not as yet
contribute [grasp: gefasst] anything rowards

‘explaining the nature of spirit. In the Jewish

religion too, the spirit was at first repre-
sented (orgestellr) only in general terms. In
Christianity, however, God is revealed {offen-
bart) as Spirit. In the first place, he is the
Father, power (Macht), abstract universal
(abstrakt Allgemeines), which is still veiled,
enveloped (efngebillt) 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
Maracle of the Rose. 1t 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. [ had always needed that
steel verge. . . .

“. . . Therwowedges . . . lightened itand gave it
that air of a winged prick [f#e] 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 fathers, as one would think,
than the Virgin Mary berself. I do not say that it is not
the father’s, 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 antfnographic,
marginal and paraphing text: which no longer
signifies.



the same stroke [dv ondly, he is an object for himself, an other
méme coup] infinitely  thap himself, a dividing himself in two (ein
limics the play sich Enszweiendes), the Son (der Sobm).”

The Christian God manifests the concrete spirit, which still
remained veiled and abstract in Judaism; but he manifests chis
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 spitit—and not just anticipated,
represented, worgerel/—only by dividing himself in his seed that
is his other, or rather that is himself as the object for himself, the
other for him and that then returns vo him, in which he returns to
himself: his son {5 1.

As this son is infinite—the son of God—he is not rhe 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 that 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, seif-insemination, and self-conception, a finite son who,
in order to posit 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 Sen. But this other than
himseif 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 spirit 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 spirir is the element of the Aufhebung in which the seed
returns to the father.

“In other words, the Spitit is the whole, and nor just one or other
of the elements for itself. Ot 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 (dar Andere als sein Eigenes zu
baben). It is this trinivy {chis tripleness, Dreifaltigheit] 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 (dar

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 7o longer 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

accommodate, for example, the following proposi-
tions: (!) 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 fiowers” (Our-Lady-of-the-Fiowers)! A bed, of

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

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

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

wotld like to eat with dialectophagous words: “l am his

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

enough to the conditions under which | am writing this

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

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

I am 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 take 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

mimesifs. 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

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

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

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

two thousand years. . . . {She shrugs her shoulders.) Oh

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

been prepared. Glory means descending into the tomb

with tons of victuals!” (The Balcony).
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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 Vorstellung of Sa as philosophy. Verstellung's struccure
opens the scene of the holy family onto Sa.

Thus Christianity offers che example of a natarally specuative
religion. Philosophy—speculative dialecrics—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 icself in order to become the universal tongue, soa
historically determinare 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 philosophy of religion—
could be read as an effect of Christianity as well as an implacable
arheism. Religion accomplishes itself and dies in che philosophy
that is its truth, as the truth of past religion, of the essence as
thought past (Gewesenbeir) of the Christian religion.

Truth—the past-thought—is always the death (relieved,
erected, buried, unveiled, unbandaged [ d#undée]) of what it is the
truth of.

The position of the father, filiation such as we have just read it,
also sz truth interprets itself as che posicion of the dead father. The

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

miyth the original sin was one against God the Father. i, 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 talion, which is so deeply

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

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

self-sacrifice points back to (weist zuriick) blood-guilt. And if
this sacrifice of one's own fife 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 undisguised manner (om unverhiilitesten) the
guilty primaeval deed (zu der schuldvollen Tat der Urzeit), since
they found the fullest atonement for it in the sacrifice of this
one son. Recoriliation with the father was all the more com-
plete (um so griindlicher) since the sacrifice was simultane-
ously accompanied by a total renurciation of the women on
whose account the rebeliion against the father was started.
But ac 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
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If flowers figure “infernal props,” itis 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
rermain(s} that is the remain{s) of nothing, that does not
remain at peace. That above all is not a result, 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 Balcony).
You see, but you cannot see, youare 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 piifered some flowers
from the Montparnasse cemetery. . . .

“They went looking for roses with 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.”

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

Thus, dingdong [ Dencl—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 sezng 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

list 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—aobtained sanctity thereby and identified themseives

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

What is the difference between this viewpoint (the gaze of
judas) and that of speculative dialectics, concerning the most

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

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

the trirest discourse? What place then returms to a Judas. But

can the discourse of truth leave the table?

Yerily

life of the spirit as history is the death of the 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. Bur this murder is a sacrifice: the victim offers
himself. A scandal that a finite tribunal cannot understand at 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 funcrion of this Christian model? In what sense is it
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 Family, Private
Property, ond the State.
Engel’s title reproduces
the first and the last
moment of the Hege-
lian Sittlichkeit and de-
ports the analysis 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?

Within the 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 nor—not yet—

said that the proper name exists, or that it becomes

illegible when it falls (to the tomb) in the signa-
ture. The proper name resounds, losing 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 oz 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
leceer '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 abstract morality (Maralitit) (in chat respect
Kantianism is, structurally, a Judaism). This passage sets to work
an ontotheological theory of the figure, an onrotheological rhetoric
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, anticipared itself. Love was not yet at the
hearth of the family. The true fathet/son relation awaited Christi-
anity, monogamy too, such as it will be defined in the Philosaphy 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 Chrisizanity: "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
contradiceory to that duty.” A

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

We are not going to ask ourselves here whar is this operation?
Since the ontological question (what is it? what 1s? what does being
mean (to say) and so on) unfolds icself here only according to the
process { processus} and structure of Aufbebung, confounds itself with
the absolute of the Aufhebung, one can no longer ask: what is the
Aunfhebung? as one would ask: what is this or that? or, what is the
determination of such and such a particular concept? Being is
Aunfhebung. Aufbebung is being, not as a determinate state or the
determinable totality of beings [étznt], bur as the “active,” produc-
tive essence of being. So the Aufhebung cannot form the objet of any
determined question. We are continually referred back to this, bur
thar reference [rentoi] refers to nothing dererminable.

It is impossible, for example—Dbut the example also relieves
itself—rto understand the advent of the zrue family (love and mo-
nogamy), of the Christian family, without reking account of the
Aufbebung of abstract right. Loving being reconciles itself despite
injury, without taking account of right, of the judge, and of the one
who judges the right (#ichs vom Richter ibr Recht zumessen), without
any regard [sans égard et sans regard]} for right (obme alle Riicksicht
auf Recht). A handwritten nore adds: “Love even requires the
Aufhebung of right chat is botn of a separation { Tremnung), a lesion
( Beleidigung); love requires reconciliation (Versoibnung).”

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 objectivity
and subjectivity.
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The Miracle of the Rose is what had begun (at Fonte-
vraul, its cells in the form of a ““vertical coffin” in the
1vy”) with setting on an anthotropical stage, though
sideways, the grafe(ing) of the proper name so as to
leave it apparently as a seedling, as if one had to be on
the lookout [faire gdfe 21 not to fetter anything in it
(that (c) 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 with finding in the graft its burse-
ing [éclat): its appearing or its blowing {é/esion], but
also its morseling.

Y]

The name of the person who seems to afhx, append
here his serng (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 mother’s name would be—commonly—the
name of a plant or a flower, except for one letter, the
fallen s, dropped [/k zombél, or to cicatrize its fall
[chute], for a circumflex. Covering the space between
[Pentre-deux} the lips or displaced letters—in (the)
place of s—with a stretched, pointed sheet, a tent, or
pyramidal nonument [monumangue pyramidalel.



infinite limit. Conjugal desire is free because it is subject to an
infinite law.

The family according to (Christian) love is infinite. 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
marriage, with all the systemaric consequences thar can be inferred
from this, consecrates the union of father and son.

One column in the other.

The exception, the only case (Fa//) where the right to separare
oneself from one’s wife is mainrained, where the suspense is sus-
pended, the Aufbebuny relieved, occurs when the wife has taken the
initiative, when "the wife has bestowed her love on anocher.” 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 ourt from itself. Christianity
itself achieves itself only by relieving itself in(to) its philosophical
truth. Then one would have to specify that with Christianity the
speculative family breaches/broaches itself, begins to come to it-
self, 1o love, and to the true marriage that constitutes the family as
family. The first moment of S#ttlichkerir 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 specularive reading of
the future perfect that puts the family before itself.

Immediately before Christianity there is Judaism: at once fam-
ily and ponfamily, nonfamily as the not-yet-there of the already-
there, the family’s being-there nor cwonsisting, 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 constituced 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 to his children.” Such is the “exact antithesis” thae gives to
the family its infinite foundation.

Before che antithesis that comes to place itself in place of the
thesis, there was family nonecheless. Judaism was not only what
preceded the advent of the speculative family, what resisted it up o
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My thighs grip the flanks, I spur
my mount, my hands tighten on
the reins.

“Not that it happens quite that
way, | mean not that [ really know
I'm on horseback, but rather 1
make the gestures and have the
spirit of a man on horseback: my
hand tightens, I toss back my head
[ma tére se relével, 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 let 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} literarure 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-
lence. .. .”
Concerning the “fear
of metamorphoses,”
and above all of ani-
mals, The Thief’s
Journal  makes the
point that “jt 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



a certain point. Judaism had constituted a cerrain natural family in
relieving already another family more natural scill. The value of
pature must be handled very prudently. Nature is not a determi-
nare essence, a unique moment. [t overlays [recouvre] all the forms
of the spirit’s exteriority to seif. Nature appears then—while pro-
gressively disappearing therein—in cach stage of the spirit’s
becoming. For example, for having broken with the natural-bio-
logical group, the human family is no less the natural, the most
narural moment of S#tlichkeiz, and 50 on. In this sense, the family
is always natural, even the Christian family. But the Christian
family relieves a natural family, the Jewish family, that 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
constitures 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-
tly 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

flood.

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 recital reinscribes the Biblical narration with eyes fixed on a
network of philosophemes. For it to run {(@ marche}, the two texrs
must indeed somewhere be homogeneous.

The flood is the loss of the state of narure { Verdust des Naturzu-
standes). Before the flood (Flxt) man lived in narural harmony wich
nature. The flood tears man, uproots him from nacure, destroys the
beautiful unity. Ever since then man nurses an infinite, monsrrous
disbelief (#ngebenerste Unglaube) toward nature. No longer his
mother, nature has raken back or poisoned all the resources of
prorective belief (Glauben) she had given ot promised. Of this
mother we keep only some obscure traces (sind uns nur wenige dunkle
Sturen aufbebalten worden). Till then, she had shown herself

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

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

blow {coup], and these (hi)stories of glas, seing, Hower,
horse ought 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 suzs
aussi, a la tracel.

If all this eloquence about the signature in the form
of a horse makes him shit, too bad. The se/ng also falls
(to the tomb) like excrement under seal {sous scelié 1.

To magnify the turd {I'étron], to glorify what falls
cut (stronzo, stronzare, strunzen) under the saddle [ sous
la sellel, to erect the stallion {ézlon], the standard
[éralon] 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
shitting.

Now—the cavalier scene (“'1 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 childrens 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 thar he has
begun to conceive—nothing else.

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

In effect, in order to control maternal nature’s hostility in her
unleashed waters, she had to be thought, conceived, grasped.
Being thought is being controlled. The concept marks the inter-
ruption of a first state of love. Her son says to nature: you don’t love
me, you don't want me to love you, I'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, nature had to be mastered {beberrscht); and since the
whole divided in two (das enrzweite Ganze) can be divided only intw
idea and actuality (in Idee und Wirklichkeit), so 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, to recon-
stitute in sum the Glechgewicht in the being-thought. He has
chosen to make his ideal-thought (gedachtes ldeal) come to be, 1o
divinize it in a way, and to oppose to it all the remain(s) of nature as
nature thought, that is mastered (@ls Gedachres, d. h. als Beberr-
schtes). Therefore the ideal thought (God) “promised” Noah to
place the elements ar his service, to hold them back in their limits,
50 that no flood could come to submerge humanity. This kind of
alliance with the father reestablishes by contract the natural
Gleichgewiche that nature had broken by unleashing its waters. The
ark was abie to float, carrying in its flanks, on the deck or at the
bottom of the hold, the exemplary living ones.

The noetic response to the mothers murderous aggression is
accompanied from then on, such is its singularity, by a cult of life
(Z2€ ). Man was forbidden to kill man. In breaking chis rule { régle]
one loses life oneself. Such is the contrace of thought with itseif,
that is, with God. God, in compensation, grants man mastery
(Herrschafty over the plants and the animals. Putting one or the
other to death, the unique authorized destruction of the living,
sanctions the exchange. But in return the living must be honored,
and it remains forbidden to consume the blood of animals, which
still contains their sou or life {it ts the same rhing in Hebrew, and
the Spirit of Christianity follows here Genesis ¢ : 4 very closely).

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

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

Like Noah, Nimrod ripostes to the natural violence by making
the thought, the Gedachres, 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 (¢z) reigns, how that (¢z) is jammed,
how that () signs and that (gz) reigns. Genéis 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 [coxilles] 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. . .twol

“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. Bur unlike Noah, he does not proceed under the sign
of peace: he unleashes in his rurn a ryrannical violence, discrust,
war; he founds a society united by force, and the law of the living is
the taw of the strongest. Instead of opposing to the sea just whart the
sea carries still sitting on it, rocked {bereé } 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-
tigquittes of the Jers: “‘For he {Nimrod] had resolved to build a rower
{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 {Unzergang) of his forefathers
(according to another tale, Eupolemos in Eusebius [ Pragparatio
evangelica ix 17], the tower was to have been buile by the very
survivors of the flood).”

By the turn {s0xr) 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 selbse sie bindigte). Bur in
both cases ic 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 irself.

To this warlike, rigid, avenging apotropaic, Hegel already op-
poses the Greek response to the flood: nor a forced peace bur a peace
of harmonious friendship, of reconciliation. And this peace is not
concluded or imposed by a leader, but by a happy couple: neither
Noah nor Nimrod reconciled himself with the enemy as did a very

beautiful couple {(efn schimeres Paar), Deu-

remain(s) that all this is

dene 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 shoulder.
Whereas Pyrrha cre-
ated women, Deucalion
created men.”

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

calion and Pyrrha, when after the flood they

invited men to renew their friendship with

che world, with nature, when they made

them forget the need and hatred in the joy

and enjoyment {jowissancel, 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 nacure,
which was going to preserve the flower of its

youth (und ibre Zeit zar Mutter einer new-
geborenen, ibre Jugendblite erbaltenden Natur

machten).

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

of the odor while everything “drops {descend 1,” falls
in, hangs, prompting the liquid baton to squirt
{gzcler] 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 abour 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 [eoupl, it will be too late.

So the Miracle of the Rose cultivates the grafis of the
proper name. Battle, labor, digging {Lutte, labenr,
labour], with catastrophic turns [retonrs de batons},
waves of repression, against the desire to reconstiture,
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
witch 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 genét there, the cavalier inscription falls
off it, the funerary monument is a plant @ 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:

39



{Nichttun), like the very tragedy of his cutr [cspure} is ugly,
mere being of a stone  ,homipable. “The great cragedy ( Trawerspiel)
(das Sein eines Steines), . . .
not even that of a child+ 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 (schimer Wesens); it can arouse horror (As-
schex) alone. The fate of the Jewish people is the fate of Macheth
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
irself.”

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

Abraham abandons Chaldaea, his native land, in the company
of his father. Then in the level plains of Mesopotamia (ir den Ebenen
Mesoporamiens), he repeats and aggravares the break. He wants to
become a leader and make himself absolutely independenc. He
breaks with his family (#iss er sich auch . . . vollends von seiner Familie
Jor). And thac in a decisive, neatly arbitrary way, without having
been injured or driven out, withour having suffered the least of
those pains that answer some injustice or cruelty; chose pains
would still testify to a2 wounded buc living love, a love trying to
find again a new fatherland in order “to flourish . . . there.” No,
without the least affection, che least affect, has Abraham torn apart
diz Bande, the bonds of communat life and chus 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 eingr Nation) is a splicting (Trennang) which snaps the liga-
ments of communal life and love (dfe Bande des Zusammenlebens und
der Liehe}. The entirety of the relationships in which he had hitherto
lived with men and narure, these beautiful relacionships of his
youth (Joshua xxiv. 2), he spurned.”

The Jew does not love beaury. Suffice it to say that, nothing else,
he does not fove.

Undoubtedly, Abraham raises: a genealogical tree, a family, a
people, a nation, But whose lineage, as it were, never touches the
earth. It takes root nowhere, never reconciles itself with narure,
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 cthey had searched for
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*“‘Regards to your fanny {4 & lune} from my prick!

“The guards in the office heard it too but didn't bat
an eyelash. Thus, as soon as [ 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
mutflled 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 (Cz)
upset you?’

“*Given name?’

" Age?’

““Thirty.’

“‘Profession?’

“‘No profession.’

“The guard gave me a dirty look {conp d'eeil mé-
chant]. Perhaps he despised me for not knowing that
the Plantagenets were interred in Fontevrault, that
thetr coat of arms——leopards 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 not want 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 water, a war with foreign nations he pene-
trates and undertakes to control. “The same spiric 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 (Gedachie) raised to be the unity dominant over the nature
which he regarded as infinite and hostile (for the only relacionship
possible between hostile entities is mastery (Herrschaf?) of one by
the other).”

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

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

In order to remark the isolation, to reinforce the identification,
to call itself a family (a family less natural than the preceding
bur still too nartural by the very fact that it opposes nature):
circumcision.

Circumcision is a determining cut. It permits cutting but, at
the same time and in the same stroke {du méme conpl, remaining
attached to the cut. The Jew arranges himself so that the cut part { /e
cupé] remains actached to the cut. Jewish errance limited by
adherence and the countercut. The Jew is cutting only in order to

“Er hielt an seiner Abson- treat thus, o contract the cur v.vith it§elf.
derung fest, die er uch “He [Abraham] steadily persisted in cutting
durch eine sich und sei- himself off from others, and he made this
nen Nachkommen aufer-  conspicuous by a physical property imposed
rg:ea:;;z::"f: aj:f:ﬂ' on himselfand his posterity.”

With 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
grear distance from him.”

anthic figures, classifying flowers of rhetoric, com-
bining them, ordering them, binding them up in a
sheaf or a bouquet around the phallic arch (arcus,
arca, &px7, which trap you fall into doesn't matter).

Departed then are, save certain exceptions, duly so
considered, the archeologists, philosophers, herme-
neuts, semiotictans, semanticians, psychoanalysts,
rhetoricians, 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 letters and forms. Genet would then rejoin this
powerful, occulted cradition that was long preparing
its coup, its haywire start from sleep, while hiding its
work from itself, anagrammartizing proper names,
anamorphosing signatures and all that follows. Genet,
by one of those movements in (n)ane, would have,
knowing it or not—I have my own views about this,
but that doesnt 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 abstracrion indispensable to the production of Christianity. The
desert, nomadism, and circumcision delimit the finite. The finite
overflows and unbungs itself there. But in the same stroke, by
founding Jewish law through this passage to mastery’s abstract
infinite, Abraham (a historic, finite, dererminate being) submirs
himself to infinite control. He becomes irs 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 not cthe master that he is, since he also has a
master, since he is not the mastery that 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 (efnzige Liebe), “the one mode of immortality he knew.” His
disquiet was appeased only when he undertook to assure himself
thac he could overcome this love and kill his son “with his own
hand.”

Circumcision and the sacrifice of Isaac are analogous gestures,

Problems of reading thar 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 ¢raits 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 jerk by the Hegelian interpreta-
tion. Both signify the curtailing, the cut, the transcendence, the
absence or the subordination of love. All of that comes to (fubfl!
the concept of cascration. Is more and something else said when che
word castration is pronounced? A question all the sharper since
castration has an essential economic relation here with the simu-
lacrum and does nor 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-
rion. 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 himself, verily Abra-
ham, could not read? Apparently and in many regards that is not
very contestable, The word “castration,” the very rapidly recon-

42

latrines. 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 seng.

How does one give the seing to an affect? How does
one do it withour a simulacrum to attract the atten-
tion of all? By postiches, fetishes, pastiches? And
finally, will one ever know whether the sezng has ar-
rived at signing, whether the signarure 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 (gl#s), 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 a 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 genér.
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 concract. 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-



stitured chain, che scyle of deciphering, the selection of lexemnes, all
that stands out clearly {#ranche]. If Hegel had thought thac (gz), he
would have done and said as much (comme gz).

But these differences, however important, are not enough o
confer a rigorous status on the gap {dwrr} 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 co Hegelian discourse by relating the Abrahamic figure to
castration, verily to self-castration, supposing some such thing
exists? Is someching else or more being done than placing them,
like Hegel, in relarion to the process of the Aufhebung, of truth, of
the law? One cannot fail co recognize chat Hegel proposes a power-
ful systematic articulation of them. I have always said thar, Hegel
would respond to the doctors of castration. Besides, what do all of
you understand by castrarion? Here we are not concerned with a
real event but with an economic simulacrum: the property is
constituted by castration’s Je vrziment feint, its truly feigned (circum-
cision and the interrupted sacrifice of Isaac), The doctors agree.
Hegel: if we are not concerned with a real event, all of you must
talk ar great lengeh, even spin tales, in order to describe or fulfill
the conceptual structure of what you name castration; you must
recount a legend, make a whole network of significations inter-
vene; fraokly speaking, you must make the whole world of sig-
nification intervene, beginning with the relief, truch, being, law,
and so on, 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 castration if you do not take
charge of all the idealism of speculative dialectics.

And that is true.

So it is not certain that something more or different from Hegel
is being said, chat something more or different from whar he
himself read is being read when the word castration and other
similar things are put forward. It is not certain that one concep-
tually intervenes in his logic. To do that, one would have to
displace conceptually che conceptual articulation—for him mani-
fest—between Axfhebung, castration, truch, law, and so on. Forces
tesistant to the Aufhebung, to the process of truth, w speculative
negativity must be made to appear, and as well that these forces of
resistance do not constiture in their turn relievable or relieving
negarivities.

In sum a remain(s) that may not be-without 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, vorrement), 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.

Elsewhere defined: /e vraiment feint: the truly
feigned, the true lies fine.

“What Remained of a Rembrandt” develops over its
two columns a theory or an event of general equiva-
lence: of subjects—"every man #s worzh another”~—of
terms, of contraries exchanged without end, of the “e
m'éc. . .7 (“jem'éoulais,” "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'éonler” (flowing),

“je m’'étais écoulé” (I had been flowing), “f'érivais” (I was
writing), je m'écrivais (I was writing myself) in “zant
d'éceeurement” (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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Thar is not easy. From the viewpoint of the concepr, that is
foreseeably impossible.

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

So here it is a matter of the relacion or the nontelation berween
castration and the concept, between castration and truch.

A desert question that must be left rime to wander thirsty.

Abraham could love nothing. His heart was cut off from all (seim
von allem sich absonderndes Gemiit—a “circumcised heart.” Hegel
makes no allusion to the fact chat 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 che Gansz, the
Gréinstling, the single favorite of God, and this favor is heredi-
rary. Abraham reconstituces a family—which has become much
scronger—and an infinitely privileged nation, raised above the
others, separated from the others. Buc the privilege of this mastery
stays abstract, thus simultaneously inverts itself inro its contrary:
this privilege implies an absolute slavery with respect o God, an
infinite heteronomy. The Jewish reign is a reign of deach; it de-
stroys the life of other national families, commands from our 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 posicion, he kills, transforms to dead, that is,
marerializes everything he touches and everyrhing 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 matrer. His castration is a matetialist

arm ot weapon. A materialist and warlike
“How couldtheyhavean  pegple with the Medusa'ing power:
:l:vh':ﬁ ::emyg :‘l,:l; . “Concrql (Be.beﬂfscbung) was the only pos-
matter?” sible relationship in which Abraham could
stand to the infinite 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 ideals mastery (Herrichaft), but the
idea was present in his spirit, he served the idea, and so he enjoyed
his ideal’s favor (Gumst); and since irs divinity was rooted in his
contempt for the whole world, he became its one and only favorite
(ganz allein der Gimstling). 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 (geteslr) whar 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 left 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 {&arte] 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 [recul}. “You do not really have the right
distance in the museum at Cologne. You have to place yourself
diagonally, at an angle. It is from there that | regarded
bim, but with the head below—my own—zturned upside
down, 5o to speak. Blood flowed to my head, 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 encirely true nor entirely false. That
(Ca) is stretched between two subjects absolutely in-
dependent in cheir 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 {Terle). But, while
doing so, it has conceded the existence of other shares; instead of
reserving the immeasurable to itself and banishing others chere-
from, it grants to others equal rights with 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 havea God.
“But when it was granted to his descendants to reduce the gap
separating their actuality from cheir 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 extirpaced 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 {gemische) with their fam-
ily, had willed to fasten a bond (Verbindung) with them and so to
disturb their segregation. Qurside the infinite unity in which
nothing bur they, the favorites (Liehlingen),
can share, everything is matter—the
Gorgons head transformed everything to
stone—a stuff, loveless, with no rights,

. ist afles Materie—
das Haupt der Gorgo
verwandelte afles in
Stein—, ein lieb- und

rechtioser Stoff, ein Ver-
fluchtes, das denn, so-
bald die Kraft dazu da
ist, auch so behandelt,
ihm, das sich regen
wollte, seine Stelle an-
gewiesen wird.”

something accursed which, as scon as they
have power enough, they treac as accursed
and then assign to its proper place if ic 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 marteri-
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 Socrares, and the analogy af
fords many readings.

Hegel does not exploit further this small phrase between
dashes, This phrase seems to effect, on the surface, a sort of conven-
tional, illustrative, and pedagogical mytheological recourse. Just
that and nothing more. A Greek mytheme nevertheless seems to
him pertinent for describing a figure of Judaistn. One could ask
oneself, in Hegel’s terms or otherwise, abour 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 brackers. In the same way
he had, in passing, situated circumcision and Isaac’s sacrifice.

An effect of the wide
open mouth. Convergence:

“But what is the stone, the stoniness of the
stone! Stone is the phallus. Is that any

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 [ bave just written was false.” But if 1
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
natural place, following ne puth 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 one direction or the other, both types
coming down ultmately to the same! And
what if the ‘assumption’ or denial of castra-
tion should also, strangeiy enough, come
down to the same, as one can affirmi 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 phalius, the short analysis of
Das Medusenhoupt ('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 turns to stone does so for and in front
of the Medusa's severed [coupée) head and
wide-open mouth, for and in frent 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 castration complex. It is a 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 muitiplication of penis symbols signifies
castration (Yervielfditigung der Penissymbole
bedeutet Kastration). The sight of Medusa’s
head makes the spectator 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 affect! For becoming stiff (das
Starrwerden) means an erection. Thus in the
original situation it offers consolation to the
spectator: he is still in possession of a penis,
and the stiffening reassures him of the
fact. . . . f Medusa’s head takes the place of
a presentation (Darstellung) of the female
genitals, or rather if it isolates their horrify-
ing effects from their pleasure-giving anes,
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 favorice slave

of the infinite power. By

first incising [emtamant] his

glans, he defends himself in

advance against the infinite

threat, castrates in his turm

the enemy, elaborates akind

of aporropaic withour mea-
sure. He exhibits his cas-
tration as an erection that

defies che other.

The logical paradox of
the apotropaic: castrating
oneself alraady, always al-
ready, in otder 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
Aufbebsng. The Medusa
provides for no off-scene
[ bors-scéne}. She sees, shows
only stony columns.

Judaic  desciny, 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-
grammarizes his own proper(ty), sows more than any
other, and gleans his name over whatever it falls
[tombe}. 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 or by life, here
they come down to the same thing), there would be
neicher 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 daile].

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

There is does not mean (to say) exsts, remain(s) does
not mean (to say) 7. The objection belongs to on-
tology and is unanswerable. But you can always let-
fall-(to the tomb) [Zaisser-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 glas, 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:
"l 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 fapidary fashion, one could lay out the
infinitely opened and twrned-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 itseif in(cto) the onto-
logical.

The Jew could secure
himself mastery and carry
death everywhere in the
wotld only in petrifying the
other by becoming stone
himself. 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 feeling has lec itself be
anesthesized, cut, denied or petrified: no true Jewish family, and
first of all because no relation of familiarity was possible berween
the Jew and his God.

This insensibility, this incapacity to form a true family is notan
empiric trait; it is a struccural law that organizes the Judaic figure
in all the forms and places of its manifestation. For example,
conerary to whar could be expected, Joseph’s and Jacob’s 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 ro us. We would not know
how o grasp with our understanding (wzit unserem Verstande) the
Jew’s becoming-free. That depends on the overflowing, the de-
bordering, of the intellectual order. The irruption of the infinite,
then of reason, rages like a passion in the Jewish destiny. Bur the
irruption remains abstract and desert; it does not incarnate itself,
does not concretely, actually unite itself to the forms of understand-
ing, of imaginacion, ot of sensibility.

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

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 (Phantaste) has been, would have been, able to repre-
sent the phenomenon adequately.

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

Thus the flower (which equals castration, phallus,
and so on) “signifies”—again!—at least overlaps vit-
ginity in general, the vagina, the clitoris, “feminine
sexuality,” matrilinear genealogy, the mother's semng,
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 signifter

“glove.” Glowe 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 hairdressers
looking glass, to which Claire turns her back. But
these gloves are not only artificial and reversible sig-
nifters, 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 that of sensibilicy either. If the Jews have
rebelled, it is not because their heart (Gemidir) revolted against cthe
oppression ( Unterdriickung), not because they felt any nostalgia for
pure air and freedom. They have not freed themselves in order to be
free, bur 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
aces on their imagination (Phantasie). No, because, by reason of
this cut [coxpare] between infinite reason and the determinate
orders of understanding, imagination, and sensibility, the appeal
to imagination remains abstract, disordered [dérdglé], artificial,
inadequate. 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, bur under the category
of the negative sublime: an impotent, crushed, overwhelmed effort
for expressing the infinite in the phenomenal representarion.

When Moses proposes to the Jews to set themselves free, his
theroric is forcefully cold and artificial. He resorts to artifices, to
tuses (Kénsten) 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 empty rhetoric. Thar 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: they deal only with stone, and they
have only a negative relacion with stone. They do not even think
death as such, since chey relate only co 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 [ @« méme conp] riveted o the visible, to the stone
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 funcrion 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 ro be invisible,
since everything visible is a being limited (ein Beschtinkees). 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.” At
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 Or COMMON NouNs:

“CLAIRE [calmly}: 1 beg your pardon, but I know
what 'm saying. I'm Claire. And ready. I've had
enough. Enough of being the spider, the umbrella-
case, the shabby, godless nun, without 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 je m'er:

(1) “CLAIRE {she’s fixing berself up in the looking glass}:
You hate me, dont you? You crush me with 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 berself agan.}”

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



Moses had his tent {his tabernacle}, he
during the leaving of showed to the Istaelites only fire and clouds
Eﬂep;' t::h‘]“;i’s s whichkept the eye busy on an undetermined
showed them the way. play of continually changing shapes without
Two columns: a column  fixing it on a form.” Free play without form,
of fire during the night, 5 )1y ra) and sublime play at once, but with-
a column of ¢clouds dur- .. . .
ing the day. “The pillar 0t formal determination, an infinite play
of cloud never falled to  but without art, pure spitic and pure matter.
go before the people “Ap idol (eim Gitterbild) was just stone or
during the day, nor the . 1) 1 them; it sees not, it hears not
pillar of fire during the g - > ’
night” (Exodus 13:22). 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 (Vergittlichuang) in the enjoyment of beauty or in the
intuition of love.”

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

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

The tabernacle gives its name and its place to the Jewish family
dwelling. That esrablishes 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 20) remains a signifier without 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 deach or a dead person, because according to Hegel
space is death and because this space is also an absolute emptiness.
Nothing behind [derriére] 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 ritua) 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,
parts {é&arte] the curtains: nothing but a black hole or a deep
regard, withour 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 (Richtung) and a boundary ( Umgrenzung) inclusive

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

In both cases, the gladiolus, gladiolus, little glaive,
of the iris family (Provencal: glavéo/; 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 glocées
and before the articles glans, glarea, which will be
profitably consulted:

“gladidlus schwertlilie.

“1. Fr. glgieuf ‘gladiolus’ {seit 13. jh., R 16, 600), afr. jag-

feux (pl, 13. jh., Gdf; Galeran), jeglol Antid Nig, afr.
mfr. glagol (Esc; Cotgr 1611), afr. glagel HMond, mffr.
glageul Modus, glegeur Modus, jageul Modus, glagou
Cotgr 1611, aflandr, glagiot (15. jh.), apr. glaujof (hap.),
glaugel (pr. 4. jh.), glengol (1397, Pans), Colembert
glaZoe Viez 55, pik boul. glgjeu, Formerie id. G 17,
Noyon glaju, Dem. ‘id.; iris pseudacorus’, norm. glajeu!
‘glaieul’, Bray. yér. havr. glageux, Thaon gledye ‘iris
pseudacorus’, gladyee, Vire liageu, hag. gloZee (pl.
-wer) ‘gloieul’, Guern. glaZeer ‘yellow flag’, Jers. gliageu
‘glaieul’, glajeur Z 13, 391, bliggieu, Canc. glageu, nant.
glajou, saint. ligjou. . . . Agen graoujol, glaoujol, Péz
‘nautilus, edible mollusk’; cogl. glaiZee ‘horse-coilar
made with dried aquatic plants’ ABret 18, 473.

“Ablt.—Afr. glaioloi m. ‘place planted with gladioli’ {13.
jh.. Gdf; R 11, 143).—Apik. glaiollat (ca. 1330),—Mfr,
glaioleure f. ‘iris tincture’ (Reims |340).—Afr. jaglolé
‘which has the color of iris’ (1260), glagoé (Douai
(400).—Apik. glaiolé ‘strewn with gladioki, verdure,
flowers in gen. (of a hally Bueve 2, englaiolé (ca
1200—15. jh.. Gdf; Bueve 3 b).

“ll. Nfr. gladiole f. ‘glaieul’ (Boiste 1829—Besch
1858.—Ablt. Nfr. gladiolé ‘arranged in the manner of
gladioli (of another plant)’ (seit Besch 1845, auch
1901, Huysm); gladiolage ‘particularity of writing that
causes the height of letters to diminish from the begin-
ning to the end of a word' (seit Lar 1930; Bonn).

“4) Der ersatz von -a- durch -gu- findet sich auch bei
GLapius. Es liegt wohl einfluss eines andern wortes
zugrunde. in It. handschriften und glossaren, die vor
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of the object. This, Moses provided in the Holy of Holies of the

Tabernacle and the subsequent Temple. After Pompey had ap-
proached the most interior place of the Temple, the center (Mz-
telpunit) of adoration, and had hoped to discover in it the root of the

national spirit, to find indeed in one central point the life-giving

soul of this remarkable people, to gaze on a Being {an essence,
Wesen] as an object for his devotion, on something significant

(Simmunfles) for his veneration, he might well have been, on entering

the secret [the family and secret intimacy, Gebeimnis} mystified

(getiuscht) before the ultimate sight and found what he searched for

in an empty room (i einem leeven Raume).”

The Jewish Gebeimnis, the heatth in which one looks for the
center under a sensible cover {emeloppe]l—the tent of the taber-
nacle, the stone of the temple, the robe that clothes the text of the
covenant—is finally discovered as an empty room, is not un-
covered, never ends being uncovered, as it has nothing to show.

That the absolute familiatity of the Gebeimnis proper is thus
empty of all proper content in its vacant center would signify that
the Jewish essence is rotally alienated. Its ownness, its property
would be infinitely foreign to itself.

So he cannort enjoy (this). Since everything is obtained through
the favor of a transcendent and separate God, what the Jew enjoys is
under the seal of expropriation. What 1 enjoy does not belong to
me. My life and my body are not mine. Hegel recalls that every
firstborn could be put to death: “Consecrate all the first-born to
me, the first issue of every womb . . .” (Exodus r3). Since the
human body belongs to God, it had to be kept clean [tenx propre},
but like a disguise [ #ravestissement, like the livery of a servant. The
Jew bears everything as a gift, rather a loan: garment, livery, name.
The Jewish people identifying itself with one of the tribes from
which it received its appellation was God's classed property, the
manager or the servant of that domain. It administered God's
goods and property, defended his rights, organized itself in the
hierarchy from the most humble servant to the minister. This last
one would not be considered the guardian of the secret (Bewahrer
des Gebeimnisses) but only of secret or family things (nur der gebeimen
Dinge) detached, in order to represent it, from the inaccessible
secret. The Gebermnis is not even at the disposal of the leader who
remains a minister of God.

Their ownness, their property remains foreign to them, their
secret secret: separate, cut, infinitely discant, terrifying. “The
secret proper was itself something wholly alien (Das Gebeimnis selbst
twar estwas durchaus Fremdes), something into which a man could not
be initiated; he could only be dependent on it. And the conceal-
ment ( Verborgenbeit) of God in the Holy of Holies had a significance
quite different from the secret (Gebeimnis) of the Eleusinian gods.
From the pictures, feelings, enthusiasm, and devotion of Eleusis,
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dem 11. jh. liegen, finden sich mehrfach schreibungen
wie glavdius, claudius, goudio, welche offenbar die il-
testen belege fiir diese formen mit -au- sind. Vgl Birt,
Der Hiastus bei Plautus; Marburg 1901, s. 279.

“gladius schwert.

“I. | a. Awald. glai ‘sword', glay 'lance’ Chayt, alyon.
glaie R 30, 224 —Ablt. Apr esglaior ‘to kill with a
weapon’ GirBorn, desglaiar Gir Born,

“b. Apr. glai m. ‘fright’ (13. jh.).—Ablt. Apr. esglaiar ‘to
frighten, intimidate’ Koisen 171, hdauph. eiglayé 'v.a.to
surprise, delight; v.r. to be surprised, to roar with
taughter [rire aux éclats]’, mdauph. gygleyd, bdauph.
esglayd, Queyr. esglayar ‘to frighten’, lang. esglgjd.
Bdauph. esglayd ‘frightened’, Alais esglaiat. Apr. esglai
‘fright; sorrow; uproar’, ‘fear [crainte]' SHon, Queyr.
‘fear [ frayeur]', castr. eglach, Carlat esglach ‘excitement
[émoi]’ Delh 155, Teste esglady ‘fear pushed to mad-
ness’, Mdauph. gyglayd f. “astonishment, hearty laugh-
ter’, bdauph. esglayade. Mdauph. eyglaydyre ‘the one
who surprises, who causes laughter’; eyglayamén ‘as-
tonishment, outburst of laughter’.

“c. Apr. glai m. ‘ice[ glace] (hap.).—Ablt. Dauph. eiglayé
‘glide, to have a slide [faire une glissade]’ Ch, hdauph.
eyglayé; eiglayada ‘glissade’,

“2 Fr. glai m. "glaieul’ (Ben SMaure— 1709, s. Trév; Gdf;
Chrestien; Gace; Escoufle; Mon Guill; Enf Guill; Molin;
JLemaire; Tristan H}, judir. glaid Rs, anam. glare Haust
Méd, Cherb. gligi ‘iris faetidissima’ joret Fl, Troyes glas
‘glaieul’ Gr, Esternay glai ‘iris’, HMarne gye ALF 1599 p
28, gla ALF Suppl p 128, Marne gle ‘reed’ ALF 1166 p
135, Vouth. did ‘glaieul’, Brillon, Dombras gld, Cum.
gaum. ‘iris’, Metz gya ‘glaieul’, Isle gyp, saun. dya, Brotte

‘vellow flag’, Gruey dyé, bress. dié, Plancher hya, gya,
Chiten., id, idf, fourg. fa, Schweiz glé, rhod. glai ‘glaieul’,
St-AndréV. glays ALLo 332, périg. glai; afr. lai ‘place
where gladioli are growing' Gerbert, glai Gloss Douai
244, aliitt. gloy (ca. 1380), nfr. gloi ‘mass of gladioli
forming an island in a pond [étang]' NM rust 2, 582—
Besch 1858). . . .

“Abit.—Afr. glaie f. ‘glaieui’ (lothr. ca. 1220), glalie Gi
Vat 1020, mfr. glage Baif, glaye ‘iris’ (Cotgr 161 1; Oud
1660), Esternay glaje ‘glaieul, iris, ete. (t. coll.)’, Reims
glages ‘large plants, on the edge of ditches and rivers’ S,
Rethe! “pile of gladioli’, Guign. glage ‘rush’, périg. gléio

‘reed’ M, Chabrac glayé, Puyb. gloyé RPGR 5, 263.—
Rhod. glaujo f. “iris’, perig. glause ‘glaieul’.—Maug.
glavart *yellow flag’.—Mfr. glaitel ‘glaieul’ (Cotgr 161 1;
Oud 1660). . . . Afr. glageure ‘strewn’ Ruteb, Cum.
Chatt. ‘all verdure spread on the path of a high person-
nage, in part. on the route of the Corpus Christi
procession’, Brillon glaiures.—Agn. deglagier ‘to fell’



from these revelations of god, no one was excluded; but they mighc
not be spoken of since words would have desecrared them. Bue of
their objects and actions, of the laws of their service, the Ismaelites
might well chatter (Deuteronomy xox. 11), for in these there is
nothing holy. The holy was always outside them, unseen and unfelt
(ungesehen und ungefiiblt).”

How could one have a secret?

Absolute expropriation makes the secret of the sacred inacces-
sible to that very one holding its privilege. In this absolute aliena-
tion, the holder of the inaccessible can just as well peacefully
manage its effects or phenomena, can chatter about them, manipu-
late them. The invisible remains invisible, our of reach; the visible
is only the visible. Simultaneously the mosc familiar, secret,
proper, near, the Heimliche of the Gebeimnis presents itself as the
most foreign, the most disquieting (snbeimiiche).

One cannot even decide the expropriation, cut through to a
decision regarding castration, or run after its truth. A system’s
undecidability is here more powerful than the value of crurh. Like
this text of Hegel, Dar Unbeimliche should de-border, should have
de-bordered the opposition, verily the dialectic, of the true/
nontrue.

To make a political discourse bear this problematic chain, is
chat to limit the extent of this chain? Is that to nartow the field of a
general question elaborated after all {4 reste] in other places?

Hegel, for example, and his discourse, depends on rtruch.
Whence the political accusation hurled against the Jew.

The Jew cannot become, as such, a citizen; he cannot have any
true laws of State. Why? .

Hegel holds a dialogue with Mendelssohn, author of Jerusalem
oder iiber religiiie Macht und Judentium, 1783, a philosopher of the
Enlightenment, a Jewish philosopher of the Enlightenment for
whom Judaism was not a revealed religion but a revealed law; this
law prescribes acts but enriches our knowledge with nothing.
Hegel seems co approve: the Jewish religious laws provide us no
knowledge, no consciousness, no eternal truth. “Mendelssohn
teckons it a high meric in his faith that ic proffers no eternal truths,
There is one God, that is what stands on the summir of the State’s
laws. . . .” That cannot be called truths, save to say that there is no
more profound truth for the slave than the affirmation by which he
has a master. But Mendelssohn is right not to call chis truth. Since
God does not manifest himself, he is nor truth for the Jews, total
presence or parousia. He gives orders without appearing. “Hence
the presence of God (Dasein Gottes) appears to the Jews not as a
cruch bur as a command (Befeb!).” The Jews were slaves, and one
cannot be a slave to a truth or beauty: "How could they have an
inkling of beauty who saw in everything only marter? How could

Edm.—Afr. sorgiaigier ‘overwhelm [accabler]’ (hap.).

“ll. 1. Apr. glazi m. ‘sword; every cutting weapon' (13.—
14. jh.), Cantal giasi ‘sword’, lim. glaize. Ubertragen
apr. glazi ‘massacre, carnage’; mort de glazi ‘sudden
death’, glazi (Lv; SFR 7, 168); périg. glase ‘glaieul’.—
Ablt, Apr. glazier ‘adj. one who takes up arms; cruel,
bloodthirsty; m. massacre’; glazios adj. ‘murderous’.

“2. Bigorre, Gers glasi ‘to frighten’. Pr. gldri m. ‘grief’.-—
Apr. esglasiat ‘possessed by the devil’ Jaufre, ‘terrible
(of a blow [d’un coup]}’ (hap.), pr. eiglarid ‘possessed,
demoniac; enraged, alarmed’, mars, esglariat ‘filled with
trepidation, hot-tempered, beside oneself [hors de sof],
troubied” A, aiglariat A, St-Simon eglosiat ‘terrified’.
Gers, bearn, esglasid ‘to frighten'. Gers esgidsio f. ‘ter-
ror’. BAlpes eigldri m. ‘sudden disquiet mixed with
fear’, Alais esglari ‘fright’. Barc. esglarir ‘to frighten’.—
Apr. deglaziar ‘to kill with a weapon'.—Apr, aglaziar;
aglaziador ‘assassin’.—Apr. englasiat ‘possessed by the
devil’ Jaufre. Ariége englasi ‘to frighten’ Am. Toulouse
engldzi m. ‘fright’ G, Tarn, castr. id.; Puiss. englas ‘fear’.

“Ml. 1. Afr. mir. glaive m. f. ‘lance, javelin’ (12.—14. jh.,
Gdf; Gay; Chrestien; R 21, 292; Beneit Th; Arch 97,
44|; Edm; Huon Abc; Perg; Fille Ponth; Tournai 1280,
RF 25, 132; Eust; Beaurn Cout; Ibn Ezra; Perl), glavie
Brendan 1713, claive Perl, glave Yeng Rag, clave Veng
Rag, judfr. groibe (1100, RSt 1, 186), mfr. gleve ‘small
pike’ (5t-Quentin 1340), glave ‘lance’ (14. jh.), apr. glavi
(lang. 14, jh., Lv; Bonis), clavi CCons Albi. Ubertragen
mir. glaive m. ‘soldier armed with a lance’ (14. jh., Gdf,
Runk), apr. glavi (14. jh., Lv; Millau 1359, Doc 113).—
Mfr. nfr. glaive ‘sword’ (seit 15. jh.}, mfr. glave (Molin;
Mist). Bellau giievo ‘cutting [tranchant]’; faria gliGve
*knife’, bellau didvo. . . .

“Ablt.—MIr. glavelot ‘small pike’ (14. jh.},—Mfr. glaviot
‘kind of dagger (or pike?)’ (15. jh., Gay).—Nfr. glaiva-
taire ‘angel that bears the glaive’ (1891, Huysm). . . .—
Mfr. glavieur ‘gladiator’ (1531, Mir. hystorial XIV, 36,
Db).—Afr. glavoier ‘to pierce with a glaive’ (13. jh.).—
Afr. mir. deglaiver v. a. ‘to kill by the glaive’ (13.—I5.
jh, Gdfi T, Gaimar 3000); afr. degloveis ‘massacre’
Wace. Afr. mir. desglavier ‘to kill by the glaive’. . . .

“2. Afr. glaive m. ‘massacre, carnage’ (norm. |2. jh.);
‘epidemic, calamity’ {ca. 1210~1380, Gdf; livonen), St-
Omer to die & glave ‘en masse (in times of epidemic)’
(1790), pic. St-Pol id. (dazu pic. aglaver de soif ‘to be
very thirsty’; Manche églavé ‘starved to death’ Dm);
Lille it rains @ glave ‘in torrents’, Metz ¢ gldf; flandr.
Tourc. a glafe 'in profusion, much [beaucoup]'. . . .

“2. Fr. gladigteur ‘man made to fight in the amphitheatre,
for the people’s amusement (according to the ancient
Romans)’ (seit 13. jh.); nfr. ‘dueltist, hired killer, swords-
man’ (Retz |646—Lar 1872); ‘esp. the Dauphin’s’
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they exercise reason and freedom who were only either mastered or
masters?”

Strangers to reason and freedom, the Jews no more then had any
rational laws. The absence of obligation is not a sign of freedom,
indeed on the contrary. The Jews have no political obligation
because they have no concept of freedom and of political rationality.
It is the reign of violence. This unfettering does not correspond toa
liberation or to some political progress: would the Eskimos have
the right to consider themselves superior to the Europeans because
they pay no excise on wine not taxes on agriculture?

Once more the analogy between Greek and Jew is limited to
appearance. As for property rights and family goods (second mo-
ment of the family syllogism in the Phélosophy of Right), the first
texts on the spitit of Christianity bring certain dispositions of the
Mosaic law closer together with such rules [#gles] established by
Solon and Lycurgus. In both cases one wants to put an end to the
inequality of riches. “Socialist” laws tend to neutralize a dispropor-
tion that threatens political freedom. Both legislations put in place
a complete judicial process [processas]: it is necessary to prevent the
theft {+6/] chat allows one family to enrich itself beyond certain
limits.

But the Greek process founds right and polirics, constitutes
family subjects as citizens. The Jewish process, on the contrary,
scoffs at right and politics: in order to limit the property right and
thus of expropriation/approptiation, it foresees in effect chat a
family’s goods belong to it for always. The one who has had to sell
his goods or his person because he is in need “was to enter on his
real rights again in the great jubilee year, and in other cases on his
personal rights in the seventh year.” This is in effect foreseen in
Leviticus. Likewise, the one who had inherited excess fields was
not their owner, only the manager, and was te restore the supple-
ment on a determined dare. This system of compensation, despite
its appearance, denies civil right such as Hegel interprets ir. Civil
right supposes family property. As the Pbilosaphy of Right will
confirm, there can be internal public right only if the propercy of
family goods and the right of inheritance are intangible. Now
Mosaic law limits the right of inheritance and the right of property
in subjecting chemn to an externa/ rule. The proper [Le proprel is
determined from the ourside, equalized, levelled by extrinsic mea-
sures. The family name becomes secondary; it falls to the rank of
subject accident, “Thus family goods depended rather on some-
thing acquired from the outside than on what was most peculiarly
the family’s own ( Eigent/ichsten), on a characteristic otherwise indel-
ible, i.e., onone’s descent from certain parents.” The evil, then, isa
radical expropriation that constitutes property as management or
administration, possession as loan [en prét], and then the name lent
to an enterprise, the prése-nom.
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(Boiste 1829—lar [872).—Nifr. gladiatrice ‘woman
who fights with the sword’ (Balzac G; Prévost, s. Trév
1771). . ..

“S. Nfr. gladi¢ ‘in sword-form, with sharp edges (bot. t.y’
(seit Boiste 1803)."

The sword or the gland [acorn, glans] in the phoneme,
the glas in the phenomenon. Panglossia. Is there gl in
every natural tongue [langue]? gl .. . ph ... It (Ca)
shines [ britle] and shatters [se brise]

used to pass for an aphrodisiac and emmenagogue).
In one single case, the reseda, a yellow flower (re-
seda lutea, luteola) that furnishes even the yellow color,
and to which medicinal and apotropaic virtues used
to be attributed. The frocks, of
“The Man Condemned to Death”
in particular, are “reseda.” In both
cases, the threat is also a defense, it
forewarns, the flower that kills
embalms, the weapon barricades
(gladiolus, reseda morbis). “1 had a
terrible decision to make, for it
meant breaking the barrier of flow-
ers, fighting my way into the realm of the fabulous.
“. . .Istood . . . looking perfectly natural so that
neither the guard nor the flowers would suspect what
I was up to” (Miracle of the Rose). The Maids: “CLAIRE:
. . . I act underneath, camouflaged by my flowers,
but you are helpless against me. . SOLANGE:
Madame thought she was protected by her barricades
of flowers. . . . I'm going back to my kitchen: There
I find again my gloves and the odor of my teeth. The
silent belch

according to Pliny,
reseda was supposed
to deflate the tumor,
and prevent it from
swelling or growing
bigger, provided its ap-
plication was accom-
panied with the for-
mula: reseda morbis



Here the Hegelian interpretation concerns a certain “spirit” of
Mosaic law. [n its letter, one sees poorly what in effect distinguishes
Mosaic law from the disposition envisaged by Solon and Lycurgus.
But the same literality will have, according to Hegel, a complerely
different spirit in the Greeks: and first of all a spirit and nothing
else, an inner sense animating the law of the inside. The limitation
of property is destined to prohibit violence, to guarantee the citi-
zen's freedom, to see to it that every subject finds itself in itself and
not a foreigner in the city. For that reason every subject has to have
its own proper goods [son bien propre].

In this sense all Greeks are citizens; no Jew has any true citi-
zenship, any true right of the city. Hegel cites Leviticus: “You can
alienate (zeriussern) nothing, for cthe land belongs to me, you are
foreigners and the nacionals of a foreign nation (Eimbeimische von

[fremder Nation) with me.”

If one follows this value of the proper, of property (proprecté,
Eigen, Eigenbeit, Eigentum), one must conclude that the free citizen's
independence and qualiry go on a par with private property.

“Among the Jews, the source lay in the fact that they had no freedom
and no rights, since they held their possessions only on loan and not
as ptoperty {(micht als Eigemtum), since as citizens they were all
nothing. The Greeks were to be equal because «// were free, in-
dependent; the Jews equal because 4/ were incapable of
independence.”

So there is no “for itself,” no Jewish being-(close)-by-seif.

A question of the lerter. Hegel refers to the spirit of the law and
acknowledges that the only thing that counts for him is the legis-
lator's inrention. Ifin the Jewish “legislators soul,” in his “intention
(Absicht),” the question were truly, as in the Greeks, limiting the
inequality of riches and assuring the citizen’s freedom, there would
be a whole system of other converging measures. Hegel says he
does not find these in Mosaic law. So the Jews are all slaves of an
invisible sovereign: between rhem and their sovereign, no legal
and rational mediation, only heads of tribes appearing or disap-
pearing according to the state of forces. The powers are real, not
juridical. There are indeed empiric powers, officials or “scribes
(Schreiber).” But the scribes are not guided by the spirit of a law.
They obey empirical rules, precepts, and commandments (Be-
feble). Their writing is heteronomic. And as this literalicy re-
mains empiric, the prescription can always be viclated when the
situation of forces permits or requires ic. The process of Pharisaism.
“In the case of the Israelites having a sudden notion to be ruled by a
king like other peoples, Moses gave only a few commandments
(Befehle), some so fashioned that the monarchical power could

for a sound understanding of this “silent belching,” one
must remember that Solange is the one who pro-
nounces the word here and who claims the thing: fur-
ther on, she complains that “the glas tolls” for her, and
that her hangman lulls her. All this happens not very far
away from the stove of the Holy Virgin, to be sure, but
is forced to pass first through a bell [cloche], a glottis,
and a throat. Like toxic milk, if you wish, and the
milkman, he wheo poisons the desire of the three
women, is never very far from the tocsin. Unusual
sound, the very rarity of the association (tocsin-
milkman, tocsin-morning, tocsin-delight) confirms the
distant but powerful constraint of agglutination {“Her
morning rmilkman, her messenger of dawn, her deli-
cious tocsin, her pale and charming master. That's all
finished. Take your place for the ball.”).
Like a spermatic pharmakon that you spit out again.
This play, encumbered with gladicli, is also the spitting
stage [le stade du crachat). “Everything, yes everything
that comes out of the kitchen is spit! Go. And take away
your spittings! . . . I've toid you, Claire, without spit. Let
it sleep in you, my child. . . . Do you think | find it
pleasant to know that my foot is enveioped by the veils
of your saliva? This foot induces—the whole text,
“SOLANGE: . . . The game! Will we even be able to go on
with it! And if | have to stop spitting on someone who
calls me Claire, my spittings are going to choke me! My
spurt of saliva is my spray of diamonds! . . . cLare . . .
Spit in my face! Cover me with mud and filth. . _.
Cover me with hate! With insults! With spit!” Whom,
what does one want “to cover” in this way, with a
“veil,” with a drape or a winding sheet, with flawers or
spit? And what, in the gias, is induced from spit? What
more

of the sink. You have your flowers, I
my sink.”

Thus the flower plays the part of a kind of counter-
poison poison. One negative works against the other.

Madame’s exit, like her entrance, also marks a
flower’s return: a ceremonial {# gala] poison that one
would have to vomit right off. “MADAME: You want to
kill me with your tea [with phenobarbital], your
flowers, your recommendations. . Tea! Poured
into the ceremonial tea set! . . . Take away these
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abide by them or not as it pleased, others with no bearing whatever
(not even only in general) on the founding of a constitution or of
any popular rights against the kings. What rights could be felt to
be in danger for a people which had none and in whom there was
nothing left to oppress?”

Thus there 1s an abyss between the divine all-powerfulness and
the emypiric unleashing of forces. No law comes to schematize the
abyss that Jeaves the dead letter to the scribes.

Hence the failure [éhec] of Moses. A double failure: he unjustly
died for having disobeyed only once, for having marked his inde-
pendence “when he struck one single unbidden blow (i einem
emnzigen unbefoblenen Schlag).” And the strucrure in question lefe
room for only one Schlzg. Then Moses did not succeed in reising the
Jew, in grasping him aod uprooting him above his literal and
servile earthboundness, in bearing him away toward the heights of
freedom. The Mosaic Aufhebung has not taken off.

There is nothing accidental in this failure, this fall [chusel; the
Jewish figure does not submit to weight as a contingent event. [¢
does not fall, it has falien. That is its essential mark. Moses’ failure
has not reached the Jews. Judaism is consrituted starting from it,
as the impossibility of Moses to raise his people, to educate and
relieve (erbeben and aufbeben) his people.

To raise the Pharisaic letter of the Jew would also be to consti-
tate a symbolic language wherein the literal body lets itself be
animated, aerated, roused, lifted up, benumbed by the spirirual
intention. Now the Jew is incapable of this in his family, his
policics, his religion, his rhetoric. If he became capable of it, he
would no longer be Jewish. When he will become capable of it, he
will have become Christian.

Moses, the dead Jew, the Jew whose death comes from a blow
[coup] and fixes the figure of Judaism, Moses was conscious or
preconscious of this limit. And to say this, he uses, Hegel recalls, a
comparison” (Vergleichung).

The Vergleichung has more than one import: in itself, in the
cotrection or the complement that Hegel allots it, and finally
because it remarks the rhetoric or rather the rherorical impotence of
Judaism, the figural weakness of a people incapable of appropriat-
ing and raising the letter.

«

The Vergleichung explains the failure, the fail [chase}, or chasm.
It is found in Deuteronomy 32: “In the regard (Deuteronomy
xxxil. 11) cast over his political life, he {Moses]} compares (zer-
gleicht) the way in which his God had led the Jews, through his
instrumentality, wich the behavior of the eagle (des Adlers) which
wishes to train its young to fly—ic continually flutters its wings
over the nest, takes the young on its wings, and bears them forth
thereon.” :
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flowers. Take them home with you. . . . Madame
escapes! Take these flowers away from me!”

Reciprocally, specularly, Madame, each of whose
maids successively occupies her place, poisons the
maids with her flowers. Madame is (a) good (maid)
insofar as she poisons. “The apartment is poisoned.”

“CLAIRE [remaining alone}: For Madame is a maid, and
good! . . . With her goodness, Madame poisons us.
For Madame is a maid, and good. . . . She showers us
with faded flowers. Madame prepares our teas, . . .”

In both cases, the pharmakon is a hymen, that is to
say, immediately its contrary: “MADAME: . . . And
those flowers that are there to celebrate the contrary of
a wedding!” ’

In both cases, where “who threatens the other? Eh?
You hesitate?” is never known, the most natural
flowers are the most artificial, like the virginity of the
Holy Virgin, whose altar, hearth, stove, case [/e foyer,
le fourneau, le fourreaul watches over the entire scene.

“CLAIRE: That’s right. Let’s skip over our devotions to

the plaster Holy Virgin, our kneelings. We won't even
talk about paper flowers. . . . {She laughs.} Paper
flowers! And the branch of holy boxwood! [She points
10 the flowers in the room.} Look at those corollas open in
my honor! I am a more beautiful Virgin, Claire.”

Much further on, it is also a question of Madame's
womb, stove, case: “We'll never be able to replace
Madame. . . . For us, Madame’s wardrobe is like the
chapel of the Holy Virgin. When we open it . . .
SOLANGE {curtly): The tea is going to get cold.
CLAIRE: We'll open both doors, on our festival
days. . . . Madame’s wardrobe is sacred. [¢’s her great
hanging-closet!”

And each maid asks the other to carry her within
herself, like Madame’s
penis. Naturally, the they would have liked to strangle her.



Thus is the eagle set forth in Moses’ Vergleichung. Hegel begins
by reproducing the statement. He transcribes Deuteronomy rather
accurately. Then he completes and corrects in order to throw the
stone back again, to renew it. In every logic it is necessary to be
stone in order to cransform the other into stone. Like the Gorgon,
the Jew petrifies the other. Hegel said this; now he marks thart the
Jew is stone himself. His discourse is not only rhetorical, but of
thetoric, on the subjece of rhetoric. “Only the Israelites did not
complete this beautiful image (Bild); these young never became
eagles. In relation to their God they rather afford the image of an
eagle which by mistake warmed stones, showed them how to fly
and took them on its wings into the clouds, but whose weight can
never become flight {es/], whose borrowed warmth never burst
[dedatal (anfschlug) into the flame of life.”

The logic of the concept is the eagle’s, the remain(s) the scone’s.
The eagle grasps the stone between its talons and tries to raise it.

The Jew falls again; he signifies whac does not let itself be
raised—relieved pethaps but denied from then on as Jew—rto the
height of the Begriff. He holds back, pulls the Aufbebung roward
the earth. The case of the Jew does not refer to a past event. He
indicates the system of a figure in the synchrony of the spitit. He is
even what as such resists history, remains paradigmatic: “All the
subsequent circumstances of the Jewish people up to the mean,
abject, wreeched circumstances in which they still are today, have
all of them been simply consequences and developments of their
primordial destiny. By this destiny—an infinite power which they
set over against themselves and could never conquer—they have
been maltreated and will be continually maltteated until they
reconcile it by the spirit of beauty and so relieve (zufbeben) it by
reconciliation.™

For the relief of this destiny, of this death stone [pierre}, one
must await Our-Lady, the Messiah, another Last Supper scene,
another Rock, Peter [ Pierre}], this time living, the Church that
builds irself on him, a certain Holy Family.

The difhculry of the march continues to worsen.

More visibly still, one enters the analyses of Christianity and of
the Christian family elaborated by the young Hegel as the concep-
tual martrix of the whole systematic scene to come. There are
engendered not only cthe whole philosophy of religion, the descrip-
tion of revealed religion in the Phenomenology of Spirit, certain
fundamental interpretations of the Phzlosaphy of Right, and so on.
The announced zigzag will be necessary, but che indispensable
anticipation will becormne as rare as possible. Precipitancy is too easy.

But the question of the bearing [démarche], the teleology or not
of the reading, does not let itself be evaded. And it finds itself
already posed, within the “younger” elaborations, precisely as an
ontological question, a question of the ontological.

They mimed the strangling of Madame,
the (hi)story of banding her erect (of
making her band erect) and of finally
reaching her great hanging-closet, or,
what comes down to the same thing, in
getting rid of her, they come to the
other, Monsieur {or) The milkman. 5o
many figures of the lulfing executioner
that represent one another, that detach
one another to what makes the winded
[essoufflé, dispirited] text pant, the text
running after a seing it can never touch,
never tamper with. The invisible lover
of the Maids, the man with the “deli-
cious tocsin” who makes Madame
droal, couid not have another vocation.
There is a galactic law there that one
will see appiied from now on, from a
certain angle, to ail cases. This law initi-
ates into the mother thus first named.
Yvhat has to be closed here is the angle
in which to bandage [ panser] together a
neck [cou] and a peniclitoris. That a
strangling bands erect, how much so, it
must—

author of these paper
flowers insists that the
flowers in this piece
(the room {pzce], the
chamber, in the play
[pitce]), and in this
ceremony (representa-
ton, “evening,” in
the performance [re-
présentation]), be “real
flowers.” Thisis“How
to play The Maids”:
“false  trains, false
frills, the flowers will
be real flowers, the
bed a true bed. The
director must under-
stand, for I cannot
altogecher explain it all, why the room should be the
almost exact copy of a feminine room, the flowers
true, but the dresses monstrous. . . .”

The lulling executioner, the one who gives the
poisoned breast {sezn} to Solange, that is to say, by
rotation or circular spit, to Claire and to Madame,
who spend their time being caught in the looking
glass, that executioner is represented solely by each
term of the identifying and specular trio. Which one
should not hasten to define as homosexual: the fourth
excluded, discounted, decapitated, always invisible
but never absent, always absent but never without
effect, represented by the acorn {gland]} fallen from
the tree, the gloves, the gladiola or the gobs of spit,
the executioner cut off from the stagé [scémel, the
Monsieur or the Milkman (phallic homologs) appear
ac the heart {sezn] of what they seem to set in motion
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It is the question of the Waen {essence) and of the copula /s as a
question, the relation or name of facher-co-son.

To know for example whether the “later” texts can be treated as
the descendanc and akin consequence, filiation, the product, the
son of the youthful elaborations that would be the system’s paternal
seed; to know whether the second, following, consequent or con-
secutive texts are or are not the same, the development of the same
text, this question is posed in advance, reflected in advance in the
analysis of Christianity. It is the question itself of Christianity
staged as the Last Supper scene {mise en cénel.

The Father #s the Son, the Son /s the Father; and the Weren, the
essential energy of this copulation, its unity, che Weseneinbeit of the
first and the second, is the essence of the Christian Last Supper
scene. The spirit of Christianity is rather the revelation of the
essentiality of the essence thar permits in general copulating in the
is, saying &. Unification, conciliation (Vereinigung), and being
(Sein) have the same sense, are equivalent in their signification
(gheichbedewrend). And in every proposition (Sarz), the binding,
agglutinacing, ligamentary position of the copula (Bindewort) is
conciliates the subject and the predicate, laces one around the
other, entwines one around the other, to form one single being
(Setn). The Sein is constituted, reconstituted starting from its
primordial division (Urseil) by letting itself be thought in a
Bindewort.

Now this conciliation that supposes—already—a reconcilia-
tion, that produces in a way the ontological proposition in general
is also the reconciliation of the infinite with itself, of God with
himself, of man with man, of man with Ged as the unity of father-
to-son. All the “youthful works” elaborare the demonstration of the
father’s presence in the son, the end of the opposition in the heart
[sein] of the divine, the necessity of the copula in the following
proposition srating the possibility of the speculative family, such as
it will be maintained in its concept up to the Philaopby of Right:

“The child is the parents themselves,” or “the united beings separate
again, but in the child the conciliating unification (Vereinigung) has
become unseparated (ungerrenns).”

Thus is opened and determined the space in which the on-
rological (the possibility of Wesen, Sein, Urteilen) no longer lets
itself be unglued or decapirated from the family. And par excel-
lence from the question of the father-to-son, this figural value of
the “par excellence” accentvating {awusant] what it excludes.

Consequently, even before wondering whether the ontological
project was first a Greek event from which Christianity would have
developed an outer graft, one must be cerrain that, for Hegel at
least, no ontology is possible before the Gospel or outside it.

Then the bond announced between the question of the copula
and the question of the family also bears this consequence: if one
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only under the nonspecies of a writing, quasi anony-
mous, without signature. A writing that will never

return, by some proper or circular course, to its own

place. For this writing has no place and its nonplace

has no determinable contour. This has to do with the

intrigue of a letter denouncing Monsieur, in which

the maids hope and fear that their writing will be

recognized. “Your denunciations, your lecters, it’s

working out [marche] admirably. And if they recog-
nize your writing, it’s perfecc. . . . The game is dan-
gerous. I'm sure we’ve left traces. . . . I see a host of
traces I'll never be able to efface. And she, she walks

around in the middle of what she tames. She de-
ciphers it. She places the end of her rosy foot on our

traces.” “MADAME: . . . Who moved the key to

the secretary again? . .. Who could send these
letters? . . . Monsieur will know how to unravel the
mystery. 1 wish someone would analyze the writing
and would know who could pull off such an intrigue.
. . . Did anyone telephone?”

What would the Immaculate Conception have to
do [#eir] with those little letters?

The work of aft, the ungraspable flower, more

natural and more artificial than any other, is the Mir-
acle of the Rose.



tries to arriculate an apparently “regional” (sociological, psycho-
logical, economico-political, linguistic) problematic of the family

onto an ontological problematic, the place that we have just now

recognized cannot be gotten around [incontournable].

If Seim cannot be what it is, cannot posit itself, become and
unfold itself, manifest itself without traversing Christianity’s des-
ciny, that is first because Sein must first determine itself as subjec-
tivity. Being perhaps lets itself be re-covered and dissembled,
bound or determined by subjectivity (Heidegger), but that is, for
Hegel, in order to think icself. First in Christ.

Jesus’ revolution consisted in opposing the subjective principle,
that is the principle of freedom, to the enslavemenc of cbjective
laws or more precisely of objective commandments. Each time
Jesus transgresses one of these commandments, for example a
prescription of Jewish ritual, he does so in the name of man,
subjectivity, and the heart. Thus, on the Sabbath day he cures a

the miracle of the hand: jesus restores to a man the use of a
hand of which he was deprived: “On the same day [the Sab-
bath] Jesus healed a withered hand (eine verdorrte Hand)."

“For the son of man is lord of the sabbath. And passing on
from there he went into their synagogue, and behold, there
was a man with a withered hand. And they questioned him,
saying: Is it lawful to heal on the sabbach! They meant to
bring a charge against him. But he said to them: Will there
be one of you who owns one sheep, and if it falls down a hele
on the sabbath, will not take hold of it and pull it cut? How
much better a man is than a sheep. Then he said to the man:
Stretch out your hand. And he stretched it, and it became
sound, like the other. But the Pharisees went outside and
began plotting against him to destroy him.”

man’ withered hand.

Not thart Jesus opposed to the heterogeneous and heteronomous
objectivity of the commandments the formal universality of the
law or of a you must {tu dois} in the Kaantian sense. In thar case, the
Jewish split would only be displaced, and interiorized. The tyrant
of the outside would become a domestic tyrant. The (Kantian)
autonomy would remain apparent; it would be its truth in a severe
and implacable heteronomy.

Hegel does not doubt the possibility of autonomy. Parodying
Kant and Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alome, turning his own
sentence against him, Hegel displaces che difference: the profound
heteronomy of the Kantian you must would see co it that between
the Shaman of the Tungus, between the prelates of the European
Church, the Mongoel or the Puritan on the one hand, the man of
formal duty on the other, the difference would not be between
slavery and freedom. The first simply have their master ourside
themselves, and the second within himself, as his own proper

This time, Harcamone’s glas is scattered among

eglantine and wisteria
{glycines}. Harcamone
is going to die. One
recalls the “eglantine
bush” next to the
place where he “feil on
top of [the little gitd]”
and ended up cucting
her throat after talk-
ing “into the childs
neck.” And the wis-
teria overflowing the
sites of a mimed cru-

cifixion. It — the
wisteria — becomes
the christic body.

Touched by grace
under the eye of a Per-
doux. “'I was suddenly
[tout & coup] touched
by the smell of roses,
and my eyes were
filled with the sight
of the wisteria at Met-

eglantine: one of the popular names for
the columbine, also known as Our-
Lady’s seal [ sceau], or again, Qur-Lady’s
glove. Presurnably, this plant took its
Latin name (aquilegia, oquilea) from the
fact that its nectaries had the curved
profile of an eagle’s beak or again from
the fact that it made one’s sight as pierc-
ing as an eagle’s {aquila).

An eagle, male, white eagle, black eagle,
Ganymede’s eagle, dominates the whole
corpus, regularly swoops down on it
from behind, holds it tightly [le serre]
and in its claws bands it erect, screws it,
the beak in the neck [cou]. One can say
an eagle, female or heraidic [une aigle].

Flight/theft [voi] without reference,
textual fiction, pure letters in the ear or
throat. Eagle: tattoo in the Miracie of
the Rose. Eagie: chimera—associated, in

The Balcony, with the unicorn, since it

has two heads. Eagle: absence of con-
tent and weightiness, sublime elevation,
flier's/thief's theft/flight [vol du voleur]

become light and dreaming of being

called — somewhat — Ganymede: “|

shall be light. | shall have no further re-
sponsibility. | shail gaze over the world

with the clear regard that the eagle im-
parted to Ganymede” (Thief's journal).

The flight/theft of his empire—poly-
semy

tray. As you know, it was at the end of the Big Square,
toward the lane, against the wall of the custodians
office. I said it was entangled in the thorns of a bush
of tea roses. The trunk of the wisteria was enormous,
twisted with suffering. It was fastened to the wall by
a wite {fils de fer] network. Some of the overgrown
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death, as a “pathological” love in the strict sense this word has in
Kant. T'he Kantian autonomy is pathological.

Now in preaching love, Jesus proposes neither laws nor a trans-
gression of laws: he recommends a relief, an Awufhetung of the law, of
the law'’s formal legaliry. Nevertheless che legality abolishes and

fulfills itself in one blow [cosp]: “This spirit
“Donot think that {have Jesus, a spirit raised above morality (gber
come to abolish the . . L. .
Law or the Prophess. | Moralitit erbabene Geist), is visible, imme-
have come not to abol-  diately opposed to the laws, in the Sermon
ish but to complete. In- o, the Mouat, which is an attempr, trying
deed, { say to you, until . .
the sky and the earth il DUMerous examples, to strip the laws of
are gone, not one jota  legality (dies Geerzliche), of their legal form
or one end of a letter  (Fpm yow Gesetzen). The Sermon does not
::f“taigﬁ:;z:;?e Law. preach reverence for the laws; on the con-
) trary, it exhibits that which fulfils (erfzilr)
the law but relieves (aufbebt) it as law and so is something higher
than obedience to law and makes law superfluous.” Jesus does not
preach the dissolucion (Axffisung) of the law but on the contrary the
futfillment of what they lack (Awsfiillung des Mangelhaften der
Geserzite). In raising icself above the frigid formal universality, living
love describes then the great syllogistic movement of the Pbilosepby
of Right: objective morality (Sittlichkeit), the third moment that
begins with the family (and in the family with love), arises in
the relief of abstract right and of formal subjective morality. The
schema very quickly puts itself in place: one can understand the
principles of the philosophy of right, can grasp again its concep-
tuality, only in the echo of this historico-speculative event that was
The Sermon cn the Mount.

The Sermon seems to proceed by “‘paradoxes™ that is, in truch
the “reconciliation” that forms its central motif comes to overcome
all the oppositions congealed by Judaism. In the eyes of the logic of
Judaism, the reconciliation seems unthinkable: “a different ge-
nius, a different world” in which the opposites are no longer
opposed (law and nature, universal and particular, duty and in-
clination, subject and object, and so on) or in any case are no longer
opposed in that sort of indifference and positive immorality charac-
terizing the Jew or the Kantian subjece. Jesus is opposed to the
formal and thus indeterminate, indifferent opposition. So he op-
poses one “orelse” (das Oder) to another: for example, the opposition
of virtue and vice has been opposed to the opposition of rights or
duties to nature. “In love all thought of duties vanishes (wegfzlit).”
At the same time the ancient opposition is accomplished, fulfilled,
de-bordered by a richer principle. Pleroma (whvipeopc) will have
been the name of this de-bordering fulfiliment of synthesis.
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branches were supported by a forked post. The rose-
bush was attached to the wall by rusty nails. Its leaves
were gleaming and

“A girl may be a Maid. but she no less has her periods
[régles}. . . . Joan of Arc mounted the stake . .. and
remained exposed with that rusty rose at cunt level.”
Elsewhere, still in the Miracle of the Rose, the game is
closed in the following way by the chain of roses and the
chain of steel binding the hands of Harcamone: “l put
the rose into the false pocket that was cut in my
jacket.” The rose is always more or less a postiche, as is
the pocket, which is false: both cut themselves out of a
cloth. We shall speak again about the cutting [ toifle] of
the rose and about sizes and cutting [taifle] in general.
Rose, which is neither simply a noun nor simply an
adjective, neither an assured masculine nor an assured
feminine, can also be played as a proper name. Dissimu-
lated, for example, in the foreign tongue, Warda's,
(Warda means rose) that works (over) her mouth ali
the time, Warda cleans her teeth, all day long, with a
hatpin [ épingle & chapeau] she calls her style. She is the
one who does not believe in the truth. The play is set in
a sort of rose garden full of nettles whose owner tries
to increase his size with a postiche belly and postiche
ass [cul] (with cushions, with a small cushion). “THE
vOICE: . . . Madame, | love only your belly, where for
nine months | took the rasy form that the rose of your
womb let fall on the tiled floor . . "

the flowers had all the tines of
flesh. . . . and it was in front of the mingled wisteria
and rosebush that M. Perdoux, the head of the
shop, used to make us halt. The roses, in the figure,
shot whiff

the essence of the rose is its nonessence: its odor inso-
far as it evaporates. YWhence its effluvial affinity with the
fart {pet] or the belch: these excrements do not stay
[se gardent], do not even take form. The remain(s)
remain(s) not. Whence its interest, its lack of interest.
How could ontology lay hold of a fart? it can always put
its hand on whatever remains in the john [ aux chiottes],
but never on the whiffs let out by roses. So the an-
thropy of a text that makes roses fart must be read.

And yet the text does not itself altogether disappear,
not altogether as quickly as the farts that blast, prompt,



The living and conceptual signification of life as love is the
pleroma.

The pleroma’s overabundance throws off balance the principle of
equivalence, commertce, the economy of exchange that regulates
justice: | give you whar you give me, take from you what you take
from me, 1 return blow for blow {coup pour coup to you. Castration,
according to justice, is justice. Castration is not only something
one exchanges (an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth). Castration is
the very principle of exchange. It castrates, equalizes or lops off
{élagne] the pleroma; it tends to maintain two forces, two erections,
two pressures at the same height. Somewhere castration is in check,
like justice, as soon as an inequality appears. But castration rakes
its revenge in the same stroke {du méme coupl. isn't the inequality of
heights castration itself? Castration is indifference, castrarion is
(the) difference. In being opposed to positive justice does Christ
suspend or aggravace castration? Does he permit or forbid erection?
Both no doubt; both operations muse be read at once, since he
relieves. He castrates on one side and thinks the end of castration
on the other,

“An eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth, say the laws. Retriburion
(Wiedervergeltung) and the equivalence (Gleichbeit) in the retribu-
tion is the sacred principle of all justice (Gererhrigkeir), the principle
on which any constitution of state must rest. But Jesus in general
demands the surrender (Awfgebung) of rights, the elevation
{ Erbebung) above the whole sphere of justice or injustice by love, for
in love there vanish not only rights but also the feeling of inequal-
ity and the you-must of this feeling thac demands equality, i.e., the
hatred of enemies.”

Pleroma, the rupture of the principle of equivalence, the at [east
apparent imbalance of the economy of exchange, the dissymmetry
berween the opposables. Both Xs must nor take account of one
another, or reflect, record, inscribe themselves equally one in the
other. Thar is how Hegel interprets the “your left hand must not
know what yout right is doing (Lass die linke Hand nicht wissen, was
die rechte tt).” This does not mean, as is currently believed: don't
try to get approval when you act according to dury, don't know
what you do in order to leave it unknown, in the dark and without
publicity. Ner any longer does this mean: be satisfied wich being
aware of what good you do withour seeking the recognition of
others. In fact the simple awareness of doing good is already an
inner applause and a kind of economic recompense, an equivalence
for itself of the benefit I feign to rencunce when it comes from
others. The good conscience (gute Gewissen) maintains the circle of
exchange. I recover with one hand what I give with the other, each

spirit (off) [soufflent] the text. The Screens, which can
be experienced as the enormous parade of a fart
produced from the very first word (“Rose!”), remain,
reread themselves, repeat themselves [se répétent].
This suspension between the remain(s) and the non-
remains of the remain(s), this suspension of the text
that retards a bit—nothing must be exaggerated—
absolute dissipation, could be named effluviem. Effly-
vium generally designates decomposing organic sub-
stances, or rather their product floating in air, that kind
of gas hanging over marshes for awhile, and a kind of
magnetic fluid also. So the text is a gas; for the origin
and the stake [enjeu] of the word, one hesitates, but
this comes back to the same thing, between spirit
(Geest, Geist) and fermentation {gdschen).

If there is a sense to the problem of repetition, it is
then that one. And to read it, the exhalation must be
sniffed out

after whiff at our faces. No sooner was I
visited by the memory of the flowers than there
rushed to my mind’s eye the scenes I am about to
relate.

“Someone opened Harcamone's door.”

What is happening here with the eyes? Is it a
matter of worn-out {#sées] metaphors? “My eyes were
filled with the sight of the wisteria,” “there rushed to
my mind’s eye the scenes I am about to relate.”

If, no doubt, they open themselves at once [dun
coupl, the scenes were no less elaborated from a great
distance. For a long time, expert, loving, diligent
hands have caressed the surface of the fabric {#isu],
undone the folds, passed under the liring, unfas-
tened, unbuttoned. Speaking all the while, telling
you stories. With eyes shut, or turned elsewhere.
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hand holds the ledger of the other, masters and annuls the dif-
ference berween both operations. A higher calculus without re-
main(s): what conscicusness wants to be,

To be somewhere unconscious, on one side, of whar is in the act
of developing on the othet, to dissociate absolutely one hand from
the other, such is the condition for breaking the exchange in the
pleroma and for making appear the fraud, the simularion, the
totalizing lure of the good conscience. Such is the Hegelian inter-
preeation of the “your left hand must not know what your right is
doing.”

But whar forms the specific Christian characteristic of this
interpretation is not only the promise of a relief that will come to
compensate the dissymmetry, is not only the expectation of an

infinite reconciliation that

the gift [don] without counterpart, verily o] again appease the in-

without benefit, resolves itself into appear-
ance in the talk thac jesus has with the Young
Man and that Hegel nevertheless opposes to
the miserly logic of exchange. The spiritual
or symbolic benefit reconstitutes the an-
nulus and makes the Prodigal Sona profound
miser. Is the sequence disjointed [ décousue]?
A little after the discourse on the eunuchs
{“Not all can accept this saying, but those to
whom it is given. For there are eunuchs who
have been so from their mother’s womb,
and there are eunuchs who have been made
sexless by other men, and there are eunuchs
who have made themselves sexless for the
sake of the Kingdom of Heaven. Let him
who can accept, accept.™), having laid his
hands on the small children that must be
allowed to come to him because the king-
dom of heaven belongs to them, jesus ad-
dresses the Young Man who wonders what
he is lacking, since he has observed all the
commandments: “Iif you wish to be perfect,
go sell what belongs to you and give it to the
poor, and you shall have a treasury in heaven
.. ." (Matthew |9).

equality. That is because the
rupture of the equivalence
takes here, in this determi-
nate moment, the form of
an essentially culpable con-
sciousness, culpable [con-
pable] and  self-accusing,
self-mutilating in all its
blows [coups]. To the good
conscience of the Pharisee
content with the duty dene,
keeping with one hand
what he gives with the
other, Hegel opposes the
gaze of the publican whoe
strikes his breast. *“The con-
sciousness of the Pharisee
(a consciousness of durty
done), like the conscious-
ness of the young man (the

consciousness of having truly observed all the laws—Matthew xix.
20), this good conscience, is a hypocrisy (Hexchelei) because (@)
even if it be bound up with the intention of the action, it is already
a reflection on irself and on the action, is something impure (e7n
Unrernesy not belonging to the action; and (4) if it is a representation
(Vorstellung) of the agent's self as a moral man, as in the case of the
Pharisee and the young man, it is a representation whose content is
made up of the virtues, i.e., of limited things enclosed in their

6o

This handling of the fabric does not furnish to
sight anything that might be perception or hallucina-
tion. If a good definition of phantasm were available,
one might be able to tell whether this writing 1s of a
phantasm. In everyday language, one would say a
dream. But the text itself obliges us to draw on this
language: this dream is a dream within another
dream, and within the dream of another. That, the
miracle of the rose, which can take place only in a
text, as text, implies a certain chaining of the criti-

cal body.

Point of view. Scenes that violently fi/ the view or
rush the mind’s eye produce the blindness necessary
for the theater. The point of view envelops or blinds
itself. There is first of all the point of view of the one
that feigns to be the narrator: “Someone opened Har-
camone’s door. He was sleeping on his back. First,
four men penetrated his dream. Then he awoke.
Without getting up, without even raising his torso,
he turned his head to the door. He saw the black men
and understood immediately, but he equally realized
very quickly that, in order to die in his sleep, he must
not disrupt { ériser] ot destroy the state of dreaming in
which he was still entangled. He decided to maintain
thedream. . . .”

The one who seems to feign being the narrator only
sees Harcamone's point of view by following the four
black men in their break-in and thus penetrating
Harcamone in contraband, by introducing -himself
clandestinely into his “dream,” and thus in down-
shifting multiplies the point of view to infinity.



mateer, within their given circle, and which therefore are one and
all incomplete, while the good conscience, the consciousness of
having done one’s duty, hypocritically claims to be the whole {sich
zum Ganzen beuchelt).”

Striking his brease, breaking by culpabiliry the whole economy
of equivalence, dividing the good conscience that reappropriates
the whole: to this pleroma, to this revolution in the circle of the
restricted economy, to this humiliation withour counterpart, a
dissymmetry on the other side is going to answer. Forgiveness of
sins is also raised above the law, that is, above the principle of
reciprociry.

An example near which Hegel scays for a long time: that of “the
famous and beautiful sinnet, Mary Magdalene.”

The traits of the narration are borrowed from several Gospels.

The occasion o recall that the factuality of the narracives, réits

Marie Magdelan were his mother's first names (Maria
Magdalena Louisa, born Fromm), Marie his daughter’s (Sus-
anna Maria) and his wife's (Maria Helena Susanna). Hegel's
daughter died almost imimediately after her birth (1812). On
a trip to Dresden (1821}, he writes to his wife. As usual, he
spoke to her about the picture galleries he systematically
toured on each of his travels. Particularly about a painting by
Holbein the Younger, Madonna of Burgomaster Meyer. He
always took the origimal-—that he regularly saw in Berlin—
for a copy and the copy that he had just seen in Dresden for
the original. “| went of course to the gallery and among the
paintings inspected dear old friends. Above all | was anxious
to see the painting by Holbein of which we saw a copy in
Berlin, and | paid special attention to the particulars which |
had already noted in Berlin, namely the complexion of the
middle figure among the three female figures, the nose of
the mayor, and the chiid on Mary’s arm. Considering these
particulars, it was immediately clear to me that the figures in
the Berlin painting, as beautiful as it is, taken for itself, were
made by an understudy. Visibly, the child in the painting here
is sickly. it is obviously—and | in this am completely con-
vinced of the correctness of what was indicated by the local
inspector—supposed to be a dead child of the donee which
they see in the Heavenly Mother’s arm, and which in this
embrace sends down to them a message of consolation and
resignation te the divine will. The accuracy of this inter-
pretation is confirmed by the child in the middle at the bot-
torm, which is almost standing and which here is most
beautiful. | have no doubt at all that the painting in Berlinis a
skillfully made copy, but one in which there is above all a fack
of spirit.”

And the following year, the same day he writes to Goethe
the extensive letter on colors {15 September 1822):

“Good morting, dear Maria, from the sunshine of Marianburg,
i.e. Magdeburg, whose maid [Magd] is Holy Mary, to whom
the Cathedral is or was dedicated.

“ .. It is more difficult to get out of Magdeburg than
into it. . . ."

Who dreams? Whom? Who writes? What? Who
signs the miracle of the red rose? Who signs under
this text that no less has its period, its rules [ses régles]?

Will chere be bleeding [saigner]?

The question can be left suspended for a while at
least. The risk is to die before having finished writing
one’s glas.

Remain(s) to (be) know(n)—in the name of what,
of whom, to refuse to die asleep.

“He decided to maintain the dream.” The miracle of
the rose—let us wait for it, because it is the very
object of the detour—will be produced since the
dream of the other: Harcamone of gold (sleeps).

As always, the burst of the tale [/'é/at du récit] had
resounded in advance; within itself, hence as close to
silence, in the citation of self or other, as snow grazing
a sensitive golden bell [ d/ache]. From higher up: “The
magnificence of my tale springs naturally (as a result
of my modesty too and of my shame at having been so
unhappy) from the pitiable moments of my entire
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(Erziblungen), the variations concerning places, times, circum-
stances change nothing in the conceprual intent (Ansiohr) and that

“nothing is to be said {judged, decided, gesprochen] abour the accual
facts (Wirklichkeir),” abouc the factual reality [réalité événementielle}
of the facts. The question for Hegel is not “setting aside all the
facts,” as Rousseau proposed to do in the natrative of the origin:
rather, in the manner of Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone,
the question is to look in the Biblical text for a semantic web of
philoscphemes or prephilosophemes. The facts were or were not
such as they are told; whar counts is the interpretation drawn from
them from what they will have become: philosophy. The truth of
Christianity is philosophy.

So the “beautiful example” is that of Mary the sinner who
overtakes Jesus in the course of a meal with the Pharisees. She
throws herself at his feet, sobs [sanglote], bathes his feet in tears,
drys them with her hair, kisses them, and embalms them with a
pomade, anoines them with an ointment, with a balm (salbet sie miz
Salberr), “with auchentic and costly spikenard (mir amerfalschtem
und kistlichem Nardemwaiser).” When the righteous Simon sees her
drown her faults and drink reconciliation, he concludes from chis
that she is a sinner and that if Jesus were a seer (Seber) he would
know this. Jesus pardons her. Because she has loved much, to be
sure. But above all, Hegel says, because she has made something

“beautiful” for Jesus: “this is the only moment in the whole story of
Jesus that induces the name of beautiful.”

"To what beauty was Jesus sensitive? To that of the overflowing of
love, certainly, to the kisses, the tears of tenderness, but above all,
let us believe Hegel on this, to that perfumed oil, to chat chrism
with which she coars his fooc. It is as if in advance she took care of
his cotpse, she adored ir, pressed it gently with her hands, soothed
it with a holy pomade, wrapped it with strips [fundefettes} the
moment it begins to stiffen. This whore who behaves like a virgin

equivalences: “One of the Pharisees invited him to a meal.
‘When he arrived at the Pharisee’s house and took his place at
table, a woman came in, who was a sinner in the town. She had
heard he was dining with the Pharisee and had brought with
her an alabaster jar of cintment. She waited behind him at his
feet, weeping, and her tears feli on his feet, and she wiped
them away with her hair; then she covered his feet with kisses
ard anointed them with the cintment.

“When the Pharisee who had invited him saw this, he said to
himself, If this man were a prophet, he would know who
this woman is that is touching him and what a sinner she is.
Then Jesus took him up and said, ‘Simon, | have something to
say to you.' ‘Speak, Master,’ was the reply. ‘There was once a
creditor who had two men in his debt: one owed him five
hundred denarii, the other fifty. They were unable to pay, so
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life. Just as the Golden Legend flowered from a banal
condemnation to torture two thousand years ago, just
as Botchako’s singsong voice blossomed [é&/osait] into
the velvet corollae of his rich rippling voice, so my
tale, which issues from my shame, becomes exalted
and dazzles me.”

Once he has been condemened to torture, Har-
camone the Christ escapes into sleep; he sleeps,
watched over, cared for and fattened by society like a
Ppharmakos or a scapegoat. “Each day the trusty took
better care of him than the day before. His face grew a
lictle fuller. He was acquiring the majesty of glutted
dictators.

“As the fatal moment approached, I felt Harcamone
getting more and more tense, carrying on an inner
struggle, seeking to escape from himself in order to
escape from there. To break loose, to leave, to flee
through the fissures, like a golden vapor! But he had
to transform himself into a golden powder. Hat-
camone clung to me. He urged me to find the secret.
And I raked up all my memories of miracles, known
or unknown, those of the Bible, of mythologies, and I
sought the likely explanation, the kind of simple
conjuring trick [zour de passe-passe}. . . .7

So everything happens [se passe} while Harcamone
is asleep. And, to read the legend, the Golden Fleece
glistens near the heart of the dream. Around the collar
[cof], the neck [cox}: is a necklace [eolizer]. This neck-
lace, by the privilege, in a word, it has of giving rise
to decollation, of assigning to the executioner the
parting line (circumcision or castration), represents
the most threatening adornment [parure} or parade,
the one that forms, in advance, of the body, a part.

To write, for Genet: to know how to carry, to
include the neck (con



he pardoned them both. Which of them will love him more!*
‘The one who was pardoned more, | suppose,’ answered
Simon. Jesus said, “You are right.’ Then he turned to the
woman, ‘Simon,” he said, 'you see this woman? | came into
your house, and you poured no water over my feet, but she
has poured out her tears over my feet and wiped them away
with her hair. You gave me no kiss, but she has been covering
my feet with kisses ever since | came in, You did not anoint my
head with oil, but she has anointed my feet with ointment. For
this reason | tell you that her sins, her many sins, are forgiven
her, because she loved much. But one who is forgiven little
loves little."”

This passage from the Gospel according to Saint Luke is
followed, as you know, by a description of the feminine
entourage of Jesus and the Twelve, then by the parable of the
four seeds. In Matthew, the narrative of the ancinting at Beth-
any (** “When she poured this ointment on my body, she did it
to prepare me for burial.”"") immediately precedes Judas’s
betrayal

(Die schiichterne, sich selbst genigende stolze Jungfriulichkeit) “ has em-
balmed me inadvance,’ Jesus says, ‘for my burial’ (‘Sz hat mich’, sagt
Jesus, ‘imvorans anf mein Begriibnis gesalbt.’).” The oily-like balm made
the body of Christ glisten { refiure], a kind of funereal glory caresses
it. A shiny, yellow, and waxy stain in a very somber picture.
Destined for virginity, the prostitute stays beside the Son of God.
The weeping womnan also melts over [fond s2¢} him like a candle.

The extreme of love inundates, the pleroma always gives cause
[matiére] for uncrion.

Love is the pletoma of the law. But the logic of the pleroma
leaves nothing in repose. Whar is fulfilled wich love still lacks
something, is lame somewhere. “Love itself is still an incomplete
nature.”

An account of this can be given only by restaging (a last supper
scene) the relation of father to son.

In recailing that this relation has been established by Christian-
ity, Hegel appeals against love—still lacking—to its pleroma, the
religious. The religious reestablishes in its rights an objectivity that
love had suspended. The force of love that had succeeded in relieving
the opposition (subject/object for example) limits itself, encloses
itselfagain, above all if love is happy, inakind of natural subjectivity.
There the religious causes an infinite object to break in.

All this consum{mat)es itself, passes through the mouth. A
long detour is necessary.

“To the Jewish idea of God as their Master and Sovereign Lord,
Jesus opposes the relationship of God to men like that of a father to
his children.

“Morality (Moralitit) relieves (bebt anf) domination (Beberr-
sehung) into the citcles of what has come to consciousness; love

“And when he was on his feet, upright in the middle of
the celi, his head, neck [cou] and entire body emerged
from the lace and silk which are worn, in the most
trying moments, only by the diabolical masters of the
world, and with which he was suddenly adorned. With-
out growing an inch, he became huge, overtopping and
splitting the cell, filling the Universe, and the four black
men shrank until they were no bigger than four bed-
bugs. The reader has realized that Harcamone was in-
vested with such majesty that his clothes themselves
were ennobled and turned 1o silk and brocade. He was
clad in patent leather boots, breeches of soft blue silk,
and a shirt of old blond lace, the collar {cof} of which
was open on his splendid neck [cou] that supported the
collar [ coliier] of the Order of the Golden Fleece. Truiy,
he came in a straight line, and by way of the sky, from
between the legs of the captain of the galley.”

Y¥hat was he going to do there, the tom thumb [ e petit
poucet] who shoots up “without growing an inch [d'un
pouce]” in the boots or “between the legs” of the galley
captain? Who leads to the children’s prison? to Guiana?
In the fournal, “lead by the ogre, Roger sowed little
white pebbles.”

But the galley captain is not the galley, which carries this

giant tom thumb here on the sea [la mer], coming to
her “in a straight line, and by way of the sky,” as if by
immaculate conception. Galley, would that be the noun
or the fleating first name borne by the holy mother [la
sainte mére}? or laid on her! at least her siglum that she
would let us touch, summarize, suck on again, make it
ring in the mouth?
Covered with algae (“veivetalgae,” “azure algae"”) with
glaireous “spit,” with “wet flowers,” engorged with
gold, with uncoffined cadavers or with unornamented
coffins, “The Galley” (a poem about Harcamone, facing
the Miracle of the Rose) carries these lines in its flanks:
“Clusters of poisoners hung high from the riggings / The
prisoners jacking off mixing their ages. / From the
Great Sleep a sleeping child came back / Stark naked
and spotted all over with spewed sperm. / And the
most agonizing of the trimmed sail's sighs [sanglots], /
...astar's.../...ayoung guy's...lips, /... the
damages.”
The galley lulls like an executioner. Borne itself by the
sea [la mer], the gafley carries everywhere but also
makes the condemned galley slave [galérien] work
without end. From the body of the galley that holds him
locked up, from its flank, the galley slave exhausts him-
self over his oar. In cadence he attacks the surface of the
sea [la mer] that glistens [brifle], herself; he makes a

"
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relieves the limits of the circle of morality; but love itself is still an
incomplete nature.”

Anticipation of the Philosopby of Right: love (the feit unity of the
family) relieves subjecrive morality that had itself relieved abstract
right or domination; but love (the family) is still nature, the firse
moment of an incomplete Szttlschkert, and so in its turn will have ro
be relieved.

When Hegel says that Jesus opposes to the Jewish figure of God
the relation of a father to his children, what discourse is in ques-
tion? A discourse of Jesus, certainly, and one that Hegel assumes or
reproduces. Bur what form of discourse? Symbol, figure, meta-
phor, comparison? An analogy of an infinite relation (implying

God) with a finite relation (father/children)? Bur the “infinite”

relation also implies finite terms, crearures. So the very possibilicy
of the question is uncertain. In order to make its presuppositions
appear, one must first take account of what Hegel himself says
about comparison in the Last Supper scene.

What then consum(mat)es itself ?

The opposition between the contraries (universality/parcticu-
larity, objectivity/subjectivity, whole/part, and so on) resolves it-
self in love.

Love has no other: love your neighbor as yourself does not imply
that you must love your neighbor as much as you. Self-love is “a
word without sense (efn Wort obne Sinn).” Love your neighbor as one
(als eineny who is you or “that you is (der du isr).” The difference
between the two statements is difficult to determine. If self-love
had no sense, what would it mean (to say) to love the other as one
that you is? Or who is you? One can love the other only as an other,
but in love there is no longer alterity, only Vereinigung. Here the
value of meighbor (Néchsten ) foils this opposition of the [ to the You as
other.

If love has no other, it is infinite. To love is necessarily to love
God. One can love only God. To love God is to fel self [se sentir] in
the whole of life “with no limits, in the infinite (schrankenios im
Unendlichen).”

Love, the sensible hearth of the family, is infinite, or it does not
exist,

No longer can one rigorously distinguish between a finite
farnily and an infinite family. The human family is not something
other than the divine family. Man's father-to-son relation is not
something other than God’s farher-to-son relation. Since these two
relations are not distinguishable, above all not opposed, one cannot
pretend to see in one the figure or metaphor of the other. One
would not know how to compare one to the other, how to feign
knowing whart can be one term of the comparison before the other.
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mark there, finds support there, but the movement is
endless, the element is equal to itself, re-forms itself,
impassible, engulfs the wake [sillage] or scours [écume]
the sigla, shines, remain(s)

p) cutting stroke. To draw witha
song the course of a blade thar, erecting the text,
makes it fall on the other side and so precipitates two
inseparable heads, one the exalted, the brandished,
the aureolated, the other what resembles and reflects
it, to a near margin that renders the balance un-
decidable and announces the cost {wd#] of the opera-
tion very quickly: a glas that no longer dies away.

You can always keep the necklace. Or, in any case,
believe in it. You will have to sell this belief again in
the marketplace of what is called literature.

But you can take interest in what I am doing here
only insofar as you would be right {auriez raison] to
believe that—somewbere—I1 do not know what I am
doing (I exclude something and am excluded from it:
an “I'm removed” or “I'm crushed” [«n “je m'daarte,”
ou “je m'écrase”’}). Nor what activates itself here. And
what equals being scaffolded [s'éhafander].

Why make a knife {[coutean]} pass between two
texts? Why, at least, write two texts at once? What
scene is being played? What is desired? In other
words, what is there to be afraid of ? who is afraid? of
whom? There is a wish to make writing ungraspable,
of course. When your head is full of the matters here,
you are reminded that the law of the text is in the
other, and so on endlessly. By knocking up the mar-
gin—(no) more margin, (no) more frame—one an-
nuls it, blurs the line, takes back from you the:



One cannot know, outside Christianity, what #r the relation of a
father to his son, verily {but let us hold this extension in reserve) to
his children. One cannot even know, we are coming to this, what is
the s in general outside Christianity. Such is the Hegelian thesis on
the spirit of Christianity, that is, on thetoric.

Thus the question of the figure seems very fleeting.

Love no longer opposes itself: thus it has no objece. Not even a
religious object. The disappearance of the object poses the ques-
tion—the question of rhetoric in particular—as the question of
consuming destruction {consumation]. At Christ’s table.

Jesus' good-by to his friends, at the Last Supper, is a “love-
feast™ (Fezer etnes Mabls der Liebe). The most visible, the closest form
of this is the position of the preferred disciple, John, on the breast
[sein] of Jesus.

Love is not yet the “strictly . . . religious” adoration addressing
itself to a determinate object, to a form with contours, facing the
worshiper, without confusion. In order that an object become
detached, stand out, and that such 2 form appear, in order that a
finite representation of the infinite be cut out, show up, the opposi-
tion must intetvene, to be sure, but so must the imagination
(Einbildungskraft) as well. It produces a finite object, an image of
the infinite. Religion is the adoration of this image ( Bé/d). But love
does not yet have access to religion, because this opposition be-
tween the finite and the infinite has not taken place inlove, has not
yet or no longer taken place. So the Last Supper, the love-feast,
does not belong to a religious space. All of the acts at the Last
Supper manifest love; love itself is present (vorbanden), near at hand
there, but only by right of feeling (Empfindung). No image (Bild),
no figure, no schema becomes detached or stands out here in order
to unite feeling to representation, sensibility to concept. “The
feeling (Gefib!y and the representation ( Vorstellung) of the feeling
are not unified (vereinigt) by the productive imaginartion (Phan-
taste). Yet in the love-feast there is also something objective in
evidence, to which feeling is linked bur with which it is not yet
united into gme unique image (ein Bid). Hence this eating (dies
Essen) hovers [schwebt, floats] between a common table (Zusam-
memessen) of friendship and a religious act, and this hovering makes
it difficult to characterize distinctly its spirit.”

What then is Jesus doing when he says while breaking the
bread: take this, this is my body given for you, do this in memory
of me? Why already memory in the present feeling? Why does he
present himself, in the present, before the hour, as cur off from his
very own body and following his obsequy [efséque]? Whar is he
doing when he says in picking up the cup: drink all of you, this is
my blood, the blood of the New Testament, of the new contract
entered into with religious pomp, shed for you and for so many
others in remission of their sins, do this in memory of me? Memory

standard rule {#égle] that would enable you to delimit,
to cut up [@ouper], to dominate. You are no longer
let know where the head of this discourse is, or the
body, the neck [cox} is dissimulated from you so that
you cannot bear your own.

So do not rely on the proper name that is always
worn like a chain or a necklace. Genet has arranged
the necklace of the Golden Fleece over all his text, but
not far from “between the legs of the captain of the
galley.” (Galley, moreover, is a strange word that liter-
ally bears everywhere.) Diabolical master of the
world, he has arranged the necklace with infinite
craftiness {ruse}. Necessarily finite, that is.

It is not enough to be crafty, a general theory of the
ruse that would be part of it must be available. Which
comes down to making a confession, unconscious,
to be sure. The unconscious is something very
theoretical.

If I write two texts at once, you will not be able to
castrate me. If [ delinearize, I erect. Burt at the same
time I divide my act and my desire. I—mark(s) the
division, and always escaping you, I simulate un-
ceasingly and take my pleasure nowhere. I castrate
myself—1 remain(s) myself thus—and I “play at
coming” {7e “ joue & jouir’'].

Finally almost.

(Ah!) you're (an) ungraspable (very well) remain(s).

Fetter(s), then, understands two times.



here is Gedichtnis; Hegel has often insisted on the kinship between
memory and thought ( Denken). Think me, Jesus says to his friends
while burdening their arms, in advance, with a bloody {sanglant]
corpse. Prepate the shrouds, the bandages, the oily substance.

What is he doing, the anointed of the Lord? Is he using a
signifier? a symbol? an image? What abour the #5is when he holds
out the bread and the wine? When he speaks of food and funeral in
place of his body, his individuality, his finireness?

There it is not 2 question of a sign, a comparison, or an allegory.
In the sign, the refation between the signifier and the signified,
berween the sign (Zezchen) and the designated { Bezeichneter) remains
a relacion of conventional exteriority. What links the members of
signification to each other still remains an objective ligament (Ver-
bindung, Band). For example, when an Arab drinks a cup of coffee
with a stranger, he encers with him into a conrract of friendship.
This common action “binds” the Arab, and this bond commits
him to showing himself faithful and helpful. *The common eating
and drioking here is not what is calied a sign. The ligament
(Verbindung) between the sign and the designated is not itself
spiritual, is not life, but an objective ligament (ein objettives Band);
the sign and the designated are strangers to one another, and their
ligament remains outside them in a third term; their ligament is
only a thought ligament. To eat and drink with someone is an act of
communion (Vereinigung) and is itself a felt communion, not a
convenctional sign.” [n communion, the third rerm disappears, is
properly consum(mat)ed. The sign is gulped down.

That is already true for the Arab. Now something more still
happens in transubsrantiation. This more, to state it briefly, is a
certain judicative proposition of the type S P (this is my body, the
wine is blood, the blood is spirit) and a certain intervention of the
father in the discourse.

To be sure, the banquet forms an act of friendship. The disciples
bind themselves to him and to each other, think themselves to-
gether. There it is not a question of a "mere sign,” but of a fele.
expetience (Empfindung). Religion has not yet appeared, since there
is no object as such. Nonetheless religion announces itself and
shows a glimpse of itself, when Jesus adds something more to this
common consum{mat)ing. What? Whart is this more {das Weitere)?
A declaration, an explanation, a discursive manifesration, an

Erklirung that explains, stares in the form of § #5 P, and from then

on constitutes an objective judgment, an objectivity that opens,
even though incompletely, the religious space. He says, “Dres iz
(ceci est, this is) my body (mein Letb). Hoc est enim corpus meam, touto
estin 1o sima mow to uper umin didomenon, this is my body given for
you.” The apparition of the ligament, of the copula (couple}, and of
the pair produces an object exceeding the interiority of feeling. This
judicative declaration, plus the fact of parceling our ( Austeilung), of
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For if my text is (was) ungraspable, it will (would)
be neither grasped nor retained.
Whp, in this economy 9f the un- g‘;“‘l’:':sm"‘::ﬁ::: 2‘;::
decidable, would be punished? But tradiction in (it)self

if I linearize, if I line myself up and ~of twe irreconcilable
desires. Here | give it,

believe—silliness—that 1| write accused in my own

only one text at a ti mes tongue, the title
y one text at a time, that comes DOUBLE BAND(S),

back to the same thing, and the cost  putting it (them) into

of the margin must still be reck- form and into play
practically,. A text

oned with. I win aﬂd 1055‘, n EVELY laces [sangle] in two

case, my prick. senses, in two direc-
? \ ) tions. Twice gire

In Platos teaching, the phar- pandcontraband

macy had distilled this effect under

the label of the glyph or of the glyphic coup. This

remark within the groove of writing, overflowing the

piece from both sides, remained entirely tautological,

since glyph means (to say) coup. And scalp.

What is the fleece. The golden fleece. Apart froma
genét, of course.

The golden fleece surrounds the neck, the cunt,
the verge, the apparition or the appearance ofa hole in
erection, of a hole and an erection at once, of an
erection in the hole or a hole in the erection: the fleece

surrounds a volcano. ot i ais0 said to inhabi the brim of
genét is also said to inhabit the brim o
The borders of the the volcano. Leopardi’s La Ginestra, the

hole the fleece hides or  odorata  ginestra, grows “su l'arida

delimi inl schiena / del formidabili monte / Ster-
clmits are Certainly .o Vesevo.” The exergue is taken

those of a pit, and from Saint john. And there a genét
flower is found that is “patient in the

what the four black deserts,” in the “fields that are strewn/
men find at the heart With unbreeding ashes, sealed down
y with lava / turned hard as stone / and

of Harcamone’s heart, echoing to each visting foot.” The burn-
at the heart of the ing lava flows like milk “Dall'inesausto
: “ grembo,” from the inexhaustible breast

r(?Sﬁ, I‘S‘ 4 Shadowy [sein]. The “yielding genét” that inclines
pit (“At the VELy  its “innocent head” will not have chosen



dividing, in order to consum{mat)e themn together, the bread and

the wine, expels feeling outside itself and makes it “in part objec-
tive (zam Teil objektiv).” Undoubtedly Hegel plays here on Aws-
tetlung and Ted/ as he does elsewhere on Ur-ter/ (judgment and

primordial division: judgment corresponds to a primordial divi-
sion of being, of Sein, into subject and predicate, the copula

couples, mates [acouple] the pair, draws closer in the same liga-
ment (Band) the thing and the ateribute thus becoming party

again to Sein). The moment, through this parceling out and this

predication (s Weitere, die Evklirung Jesw), the disciples are deal-
ing with definite objects (this is that), their friendship, their union

in the one they recognize as their midpoint and master (in ibrem

Mattelpunkte, ibrem Lebrer) becomes more than sensible, more than

internal. Their friendship, cheir union is visible, evident on the

outside (sichtbar), objectified, like the very thing it is. No longer is

it just “represenced {(sorgeszellt)” in an “image (Bid)” or an “alle-
gotical igure.”

Nevercheless this object is not an object like any other. This
very thing does not give itself “in person” like any other. On one
side feeling becomes objective, but on the other side the bread, the
wine, and the sharing [partage] are not “purely objective.” There is
something more to them than whae is seen. It is a question of a

“mystical action” that can be understood only from within. From
the outside, only bread and wine are seen. ln the same way, when
two friends part company and break an annulus of which each
keeps a fragment, the third party who does not participate in their
contract sees only two metal morsels without symbolic power. The
annulus does not form irself again.

What then is the nature of this surplus, this more (dieres Mebr)?
Presupposed throughout, this Mehr does nor take itself into ac-
count, cannot give rise to an objective calculus, to a discursive
explanation. It does not relate itself toany “objects.” The relation it
enters without ever belonging there, no analysis can account for
according to the ways of comparison or analogy. No explanatory
statement { Er&lirung) can say here, “this is equal to that,” “this
does not equal that.” The Mebr in question is neither equal nor
unequal to any object; it is a5 nothing, it resembles, reassembles
itself with nothing like the ar (Gleichwie) (Dieses Mebr hiingr nicht
nitt den Objekten, als eine Erklirung, durch ein blosses Gleichwie zusam-
men . . ). The question here is not one of saying “just as”; the jusz
as cannot envelop, think love. It is not as if one were saying: just as
the particular, divided, singular morsels (vereinzelten Stiicke) you eat
are from one and the same bread, just as the wine you drink, you drink
it from gne and the same cup {coupe}, so you are divided or separated,
particulars (Berondere), cut off {cospés] from one another, but in
love, in spigit, you are one {eins), one and the same being (Sein),
together. Just as all of you have your part of this bread and this

border of this hole,
which was as black

its “abode” and its “birthplace.” “For-
tune” alone has decided it.
“safp. The woman the birds in the sky
and deep as an eye, shit above so you become a stone
statue. Piazza Leopardi in Verona, | saw
they leaned forward you there one day at four o'clock in the

and were seized by an  morning, under the shit of doves and
unknown kind of ver- naked. Magmﬁce_nt |n the daylight . . .

) , .. - To Roger Blin: "For a few seconds,
t1go.”), but also the he has been known to wander off to

borders of the capital Plalza.Leopar(?I ,i.n Verona, or to the
. rue Saint-Benoit.
erection, the trunk,

the pyramid or the cone of a volcano.

Around the spitting gulf, the inexhaustible eructa-
tion of letters in fusion, the fleece (ptov), the fleece
pubien

the text is the golden fleece: a precious object, de-
tached by a sort of scalping. The galley would go by
the name here of Argo.

Vriting remains modest because it is caught in a

fleece. A propos modesty, “braiding,” “weaving,” and

felting,” Freud proposes a model natural to the ferni-
nine technique of the text: the hairs that dissimulate

the genitals and above all, in the woman, the lack of a

penis. And he claims to be disarmed in the case where

this hypothesis would be taken for a fantasy or an idée

fixe.

i,

Smear these hairs, make them shine, make them gluey
with drool, spit, milk, and you will have a kind of tex-
tual veil. The Thief's fourngl, for instance, envelops
everything in that. “l barely recognized him . .. but
hardly had he opened his mouth for a more softly
uttered phrase than | saw there again, veiling it, the
white spit, and through the strange mucosity which
formed it, though staying intact, | recognized, be-
tween his teeth, the Stilitano of old.” Worm [ver] and
cocoon, the apotrope of the culprit [coupable]:
“Within his shame, in his own drool, he envelops him-
self, he weaves a silk which is his pride. This is not a
natural garment. The culprit has woven it to protect
himself, woven it purple to embellish himself.”

A fleet of screens {paravents] with purpie sails, purple
veils [voiles pourpres], a fleet ready for the attack, the
defense, a fleet guarding itself at the prow and the
poop, gold spurs for the parade.
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wine, soall of you participate in my sacrifice. The same thing for all
the as's, all the Gleichwie's.

In that case, the question is indeed that of the party taking part.
What is a morse/—literally: what does one place (get) under one’s
teeth?—since one can no longer reckon wich nothing?

Except [Sinon] with such incalculable enjoyment.

The ligament, the synchesis, the Zasammenhang, the tension
that holds the objective bit [mers] and the subjective bit together,
the bread and the persons, for example, is not the ligament “of the
compared with a comparison (des Verglichenen mit einem Gleichnis)."
Here we do not have a “parable” in which “the compared (Ver-
glichene) is set forth as severed, as separate (als geschreden, als get-
rennt).” Nor a comparison (Vergleichung) that requires thinking the
equality of dissimilars (das Denken der Gleichbeit Verschiedener). On
the contrary, in this copuiation, in this binding (Verbindung), diver-
sity falls (fellr die Verschiedenbeit weg) and with it che very possibility
of a comparison, of an equation. The equal disappeats, but this end
of the equal is not reasoned as the subsistence of the unequal.
Heterogeneous parts remain, to be sure, but tied up, attached,
enveloped in each other in the most intimare way. *Die Heterogenen
sind aufs innigsee verkriipft.” So the act of verbinden does not merely
signify the upsurging of an objectivity through the operation of a
holy copula; it also annuls the opposition of the dissimilars, effaces
the discontinuity of all objectivity. Here all the dithculties of tran-
substantiation and of the Eucharist, such as they work (over) for
example Carresian rationalism and the logic of Port-Royal, give
themselves to be read on the bias [par lz bande].

Feeling, enjoyment itself (Gennis) are induced by this copula-
tion without any proper object of its own. More precisely by a
penetration ( Darchdringen).

Here the father intervenes.

Jesus net only says, “the wine is blood”; he also says, “the blood
is spirit.” The common cup {rxpe], the fact of drinking together,
of swallowing in one gulp [#un seu! coup] the same liquid sub-
stance, is in spitit a new bonding (der Geist eines newen Bundes). This
spirit thus extends itself in the covenant and penetrates (durch-
dringt) "many.” Thirsty, many come to drink of this, in order to
gain height there and raise themselves (zzr Erbebung) above their
sins. The present of the cup that makes copulation possible in the
covenant, that present is not given, is not present. bt presents itself
only in the expectation of another coupling that will come to
fulfill, accomplish (welienden) what is announced or breached/
breached here. One day one will drink, as one is already acquiring a
taste for this, for the father himself, in his kingdom: “in a new life,
in the kingdom of my father I shall drink again with you.”

That is why this operation is not a useful sacrifice—of an
objective usefulness at least—exchanging something against an-
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The parade always stays behind {dermriére].

Derriére: every time the word comes first, if written
therefore after a period and with a capital letter, some-
thing inside me used to start to recognize there my
father’s name, in golden letters on his tomb, even be-
fore he was there.

A fortiori when | read Derriére le rideau [Behind the
Curtain)].

Derriére, behind, isn't it always already behind [déja

derriére] a curtain, a veil, a weaving. A fleecing text:

“One of my other lovers adorns his intimate fleece with

ribbons. Another once wove a tiny crown of daisies for

the tip of his friend’s prick. A phallic cult is fervently

celebrated in private, behind the curtain [derriére le

rideau] of buttoned flies. If a rich imagination, availing

itseif of the disturbance, should tumn it to account, just

imagine what festivals—to which plants and animals

will be invited—wiil ensue, and from them, above

them, what spirituality! | arrange in Java's hairs the

feathers that escape at night from the punctured pillow.
The word balls [couifles] is a roundness in my mouth”
(Thief’s Journaf).

ne weaves, braids, preens, #ricks out its writing.
Within it everything is sewn [se coxd }, fit out with,
makes way, on the borders, for all flowers. The gulf
hides its borders there. In the weaving of this dis-
simulation, the erection is produced only in abyme.

The tangled tracing of its filial filaments assures a¢
once (impossible castration decision) sewing and over-
lap cutting again [ /a couture et la recoupe}: of the mass
of flowers as a phallic upsurging «»d a vaginal con-
cavity (small glas grown, summarized in between, at
the back of the glottis), intact virginity #nd bleeding
castration, e (clipping and size) of a rose,-of “the
red rose of monstrous size and beauty” that will soon
open up into a “shadowy pit.”



other under the form of an object. This operation comes down to
letting onself be penetrated (the word “durchdringen” occurs three
rimes) and to establishing one’s identity. Jesus’ identifying penetra-
rion in his disciples—first John, the beloved disciple; the Fathers
in Jesus and through him in his disciples—John first; subjective in
a first time, then objective, becomes subjecrive by ingestion. Con-
sum(mat)ing interiorizes, idealizes, relieves.

A remarkable reflection: Hegel compares this penetrating resub-
jecrivation to the very movement of the tongue. More precisely, he
proposes to read that movement as the tongue’s, as language’,
hearing-understanding-oneself-speak in reading. More precisely
still, its absolute murmur in reading in a low voice. The voice kills,
the absolucely restrained voice annihilates the signifier’s objective
exteriority. The letter and the word disappear the moment they are
heard-understood within and first very simply grasped, under-
stood-included. Provided it name, it engage a discourse, the move-
ment of the tongue is analogous to the copulation at the Last
Supper scene.

This whole analogon takes form, srands up, makes sense {tient
debout}, and lets itself be grasped only under the category of cate-
gories. It relieves itself all the time. It is an Aufbebung.

Of blood.

“Nor only is the wine blood but the blood is spirit, . . . The
blood is the connection, the relation between them and the wine
which they all drink out of the same cup and which is for all and the
same for all. All are drinking together; a like emotion (ein gleiches
Gefiihl) is in them all; all are penetrated, permeated (durchdrungen)
by the like spirit (vom gleichen Geiste) of love. If they are made alike
simply as recipients of an advantage, a benefit, accruing from a
sacrifice of body and an outpouring of blood, then they would only
be united in a like concept (im gletchen Begriff ). Bur because they eat
the bread and drink the wine, because his body and his blood pass
over into them, Jesus is in them all, and his essence (sezz Wesen), ‘as
love,” has divinely penetrated (dwrnhdrungen) them. Hence the
bread and the wine are not just an object for the understanding.
The action of eating and drinking is not just a self-unification
brought about through the annihilation of food and drink, nor is it
just the feeling of merely tasting food and drink. The spirit of
Jesus, in which his young disciples (seine Jiinger} are one (eins), has
become present as object, an actuality, for external sense. Yer the
love made objective, this subjective element become a thing,
reverts once more to its nature, becomes subjective again in the
eating. This return may perhaps in this respect be compared (ver-
glichem) with the thought that in che written word becomes a thing
and recaptures its subjecrivity out of an object, out of something
dead (czus etnem Toten), when we read. The comparison ( Vergleichung)
would be more pertinent if the written word, in silent reading, by

The erion—fabric of writing and pubic fleece—is
the maddening, atopical place of the verily: more or
less (zhan the) truth, more or less (than the) veil. The
erion derides everything said in the name of truth or
the phallus, sports the erection in the downy being
[Fétre a poil } of its writing. Derision does not simply
make the erection fall; it keeps the erection erect but
does so by submitting the erection to what it keeps
the erection from, already, the crack of the proper
no{un) {dx non propre}. Apotropaic incantation of the
reseda, derisory erection of the gladiolus.

Gravely, imperturably, the author splits with
laughter [se poile}. He also rows with the application
of a sweet gale (galé

you do not yet perceive the word “galérien.” What

must be avoided is underlining, hammering at, putting

into relief [refever] those words or letters in a text

whose style glides over the important syllables, grazes,
buggers [effleure] each part of its body, buries, effaces

the essences, which end up being equal to each other,
mufiling the sounds at the base of the tongue, in the

crypt of the palate [palais]. Everything must float, sus-
pended, then resound elsewhere after the event

[résonner aprés coup] for the first time. As if coming

from a grotto that is almost closed:

“, . . the collar was open on his splendid neck that sup-
ported the collar of the Order of the Golden Fleece.
Truly, he came in a straight line, and by way of the sky,
from between the legs of the captain of the gailey.
Perhaps because of the miracle of which he was the
place and object, or for some other reason—to give
thanks to Ged his father—he put his right knee on the
floor. The four men quickly took advantage and climbed
up his leg and sloping thigh. They had great difficuity, for
the silk was slippery [glissait]. Halfway up the thigh,
forgoing his inaccessible and tumultuous fly, they en-
countered Harcamone’s hand, which was lying in re-
pose. They climbed on to it, and from there to the arm,
and then to the lace sleeve. And finally to the right
shoulder, the bowed neck [cou], the left shoulder and,
as lightly as possible, the face. Harcamone had not



being understood, vanished as a thing, just as (se wée) in the
enjoyment {Genuss) of bread and wine not only is a feeling (Empfin-
dunyg) for these mystical objects aroused, not only is the spirit made
alive, but the objects vanish as objects. Thus the action seems
purer, more apptopriate to its end, in so far as it gives spirit only,
feeling only, and robs the understanding of its own (das Seinigz),
i.e., annihilates the matter (Materze), the soulless (das Seelenlose).”

The understanding’s very own (das Seinige) does not disappear
except as the finite object, that is, as object, as insufficiently
reapproptiable (soulless, inanimate matter).

Hegel defines by a comparison the return to subjectivity in the
act of consum(mat)ing. Here the comparison with reading must
define just what escapes—he had barely told us above—the com-
parative structure. The comparisons necessity perhaps provokes the
ceaseless relapse { rechute] of what should escape that structure, but
this fate is itself relieved: the comparison receives its possibility
from a spiritual analogy that always draws upward.

Atraching importance {Faire aa5}, once more, to the stone. In
the present relief of the Last Supper, sublimation (idealization-
interiorization-animation-subjectivation, and so on) even works on
the stone.

Twice, the stone, love frozen in stone.

But this time the stone, the stone of love opposed to Christian
sublimation, the stone that does not let itself be relieved, is the
Greek and not the Jewish stone.

Here che movement is necessarily complicated by the fact that
the stone always falls (entombs) again. Remain(s).

The Last Supper scene certainly accomplishes a consuming
destruction of love that Greek plastic art cannot attain: a split
again, in the Greek, between stony matter and the interiority of
love. Bur the Christian consuming destruction will also divide
itself. A new split will dupe by icself this Christian destruction in
order to appeal to another relief, Aafbebung first in che heart {sein}
of Christianity, then Axfbebung of Christianity, of the absolute
revealed religion in(to) philosophy that will have been its truth.

Here are the Greek stones, stones other than Epimetheus’s or
Pyrrha’s, but always on the trail of a delay. “. . . the soulless (s
Seeleniose). When lovers sacrifice before the altar of the goddess of
love and the prayerful breath of their emotion fans {animates or
spiritualizes, begeistert} their emotion to a white-hot flame, the
goddess herself has entered their hearts, yet the stone image re-
mains standing in frone of them (das Bild von Stein bleibt immer vor
itmen steben). In the love-feast, on the other hand, the corporeal
vanishes and only living feeling is present (vorbanden).”
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moved, except that he was breathing through his half-
open mouth. The judge and the lawyer wormed their
way into the ear and the chaplain [auménier] and execu-
tioner dared enter his mouth. They moved forward a
little along the edge of the lower lip and fell into the
gulf. And then, almost as soon as they passed the gullet,
they came to a lane of trees that descended in a gentle,
almost voluptuous slope. All the foliage was very high
and formed the sky of the landscape. They were unable
to recognize the essences, for in states like theirs one
can no longer distinguish particular features: one passes
through forests, tramples down flowers, climbs over
stones. What surprised them most was the silence . , ."

rien) convict, a galley slave, driven
to write by orders received at the back, threatened by
the whip if he stops.

The miracle is that that (gz) sings, that that (gz)
pricks, chat that () bands erect like a lyre.

So the erion will have been able to bloom [é&/lore}
like a flower. [n botany, erianchus designates an organ-
ism furnished with villous and fleecy flowers. Thus
one can no longer decide, and thac is the whole interest
of writing, whether or not there is a style beneach the
fleece. One also says, épiov Ths apdxrns, the thread
[#/) and the web of the spider, of the phallic or
castrating mother, of the tarantula or the great spider

before the appearance of the fleece, the lecture on
femininity puts the spider into its web (*'in some classes
of animals the females are the stronger and more ag-
gressive and the male is active only in the single act of
sexual union. This is so, for instance, with the spiders.’
Abraham, who weaves the thing around the phallic
mother—“the spider’s web represents pubic hair [la
toison pubienne]”—and the Unheimliche, also recalls
the suction by which the spider, or the incestuous
mather, kills its victim.) and poses the problem of the
pharmakoen in galactic terms. “The fear of being poi-
soned is also probably connected with the withdrawal
of the breast [sein]. Poison is nourishment that makes
one ill.” Milk, a poison contra poison, is also treated as
the source of jealousy. YWhich would come back to our
question: what is the excess of zeal around the signa-



Bur the spirituality of the Christian Last Supper consum(mar)es
its signs, does not let them fall ourside, loves without remaings).
This assimilation without leftover {sans relief} also satisfies itself.
The destruction of cthe object keeps love in sight of the religion to
which this destruction prohibits love any access. Religton always
binds irself to an object. Love is still too subjective; it still marks
Christianity, in the moment of the Lase Supper, with an inner split.
Then, when religion will be born, the existence of the object, the
institution, the stone [prerre, Peter, rock} of the Church will pro-
voke another fission, will appeal to another reconciliation, beyond
religion and the religious family.

Love—rtemains interior. Speaking of the relief of objectivity
and of the superiority of the Christian feast, Hegel names neither
Plato’s banquet nor a certain feast of the stone statue {festin de
pierre]. “'But just this kind of objectivity {dieie Art von Objeksivitis;
the stone image is in question] is totally relieved (ganz aufgeboben
wird), whereas feeling remains (bleibr); this kind of objective mix-
ing rather than a unification, such that love becomes visible in
something, attached ro something chat is ro be annihilated—thar
is whar does not let this action become a religious one.”

Consum(matled without remain(s), the muystical object be-
comes subjective again but ceases thereby even to be the object of
religious adoration. Once inside, the bread and the wine are un-
doubrtedly subjectivized, but they immediately become bread and
wine again, food that is digested, naturalized again; they lose their
divine quality. ‘They would lose it as well, it is true, in not being
digested. Their divinity stands, very precariously, between swal-
lowing {englonrissement) and vomiting; and it is neither solid nor
liquid, neither outside nor in.

The moment the thing becomes thing again because con-
sum{rnat)ed—the thing is essentially consum(mat)ed, the process
of consum(mat)ing constitutes it as thing rather than breaching/
broaching it as such—the thing can be compared again with the
Greek statuary of love, the moment the stone becomes dust again.
Then Hegel again rakes up the references eo the statues of Apolle
and Venus. As long as they have a form, their friable matter, their

“breakable stone (zerbrechlichen Stein)" can be forgotten; then appeal
is made to its immortal element; one is penetrated with love. But if
the statue falls into ruin and if it is still said, *“This is Apollo, this
Venus,” the dust I have before me and the divine image in me can
no longer be reassembled. The value of the dust lay in the form.
After the disappearance of the form, the scattered dust again be-
comes the principal thing. Medirtating, worshiping thought can-
not appeal to the dust, but only, through it, to self-recollection.
The same applies for the mystical bread. Once eaten, although this
time the destruction is internal, che bread swallows up [englontit]
with itself che possibility of a propetly religious adoration. Whence

ture? Can one be jealous of something other than

a seing? Such a question galvanizes and vulcanizes

everything.

The glas also has to do with a war for the signature, a

war to the death—the only one possible—in view of

the text, then (dingdong), that finally, obsequently, re-
mains no one’s. Glas is written neither one way nor the

other, the one counting on the other to relieve the

double’s failure, the colessus the column, the column

the colossus. Glas strikes between the two. The place

the clapper will, necessarily, have taken up, let us name

it colpos. In Greek, colpos is the mother’s [de la mére),
but also the nurse’s, breast [ sein], as well as the fold [ pli]

of a garment, the trough of the sea [repli de la mer]

between two waves, the valley pushing down into the

breast [sein] of the earth

that eats her male.

One of the two Erigone’s, the daughter of Icarius,
slept with Dionysus, who laid her for a goatskin of
wine for Icarius. Some shepherds, thinking they were
poisoned by the wine, kill Icarius, and a baying
hound, Marra, discovers the place of the paternal
cadaver deprived of burial. The hound guides Erigone
there, and she hangs herself from a nearby tree. The
revenge of Dionysus:

the Christic scene, the sacrifice of the scapegoat, at the
end of the Miracle, is slightly preceded, almost accom-
panied, doubled, by a Dionysian revel [féte]. There Har-
camone is far from the Lord. The pharmakon suspends,
apostrophizes the contraries, brings them together
by dis-tancing them. “The execution of Métayer wasa
revel, it began with immolation and continued with
orgiastic frenzy, In short, | think that those children’s
joy was of a Bacchic order, a kind of drunkenness caused
by certain cruelties so inense that the joy could be
expressed only by a hoarse but also musical augh. . . .
Flowers are gaiety and some are sadness become
flowers. . . . And the whole Colony composed one
enormous Harcamone. ... Can it be that this mon-
strous thicket of vipers which had enticed so many boys
withered in its prime { fleur]?” And if you follow, up to
Harcamone’s decapitation, the writing's tentacular and
Medusa'ing movements, you will never be finished with
them. Since this is a writing of decapitation, it has no
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the mourning, the feeling of loss, of regret (Bedazern), of split
(Scheidung) chat seizes the young friends of Christ when the divine.
has melted in their mouths. Today’s Christians still experience chat
feeling. The imminent loss of Christ, the quasi-presence of his
corpse are felt [senszbler] precisely at the end of the meal, “after
enjoying the supper (nach dem Genzss des Abendmahis).”

The religious does not put up with this feeling of impotence
and division after the enjoyment. After a “genuinely” religious
action, the soul must be appeased, that is, must continue to enjoy
ftseff, The Last Supper is not yet religion. Its remains—that is, a
corpse—ate to be relieved. After the resurrection, the erection of
the church of stone [of Peter] will properly institute religion, But
the stone itself will give rise thete to another fracture, another ruin,
another mourning, another relief.

So we must concern ourselves with both Christs immortality
and what passes through his mouth.

The immortality of the one who is God's anointed, who is a
being ( Wesen) only as the son of God, this immortality, the glotious
resurrection of his body, consists in letting itself be thoughe. To
think is to think being, and to think being as immortal is to think
its life. To think being as life in the mouth, that is the /ogos. Being,
life, father, and son are equal in the infinite unity of the fogor.

Hegel recalls that Jesus often says that the one who speaks
through his mouth is in him and at the same time greater and
higher than he. He calls himself thus—the Son of God. His Father
goes through him and beyond him. And this filiation, which
constitutes his Sein, his Ween, can be revealed, attested, declared
only by the Father. When Peter [Pierre] recognizes the one in
whose favor God has given evidence, the son of Life, Jesus tells
him: it is not your finitude, it is my father who has revealed this to
you. Only the infinite—the Father—can name the bond of the
finite ro the infinite. What binds Hegel determines here as life.
The bond (Band) holds God and Jesus together, the infinite and the
finite; of this life Jesus is a part, a member (Glied), but a member
in which the infinite whole is integrally regrouped, remembered.
Such is life's secret (Gebeimmnis), the remembrance, the inner recol-
lection of the whole in the morsel, that mystetious and incalculable
operation the Jews could not comprehend. in order to grasp the
strange status that makes this uniry stand, one must stop thinking
human nature and divine narure apart: one must make the facher
enrer the sonand think them together, gather them together in one
same elevation. That is the essence of life as reconciliation and
the essence of being, essence itself as life. Being measures up to
thinking-together in the inner binding [/igazarel; being is self-
equality in infinite reconciliation.

What thus stands and remains inaccessible to the Jew is not
then a column, of stone, of fire or clouds—of matrer—or even a
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center. And it would be a snare, a supplementary de-
capitation, to see everything agglutinated, agglome-
rated around a principal sucker, be it virgin/castrated
like a flower (“metamorphoses into flowers,” “flowers
condemned mirthlessly by notorious councils,” the
“huge, ridiculous water lily” of a life—sister Zoé, the
“virgin”—who, “her breath taken away [ le souffle coupé],
toppled into the water”; “And from their flowery
mouths the big shots spat smacking [ claquants] gobs of
spit. . .," “ . . the thought of being the mystic flancé of
the murderer who had let me have the rose that had
come directly from a supernatural garden”) or the
whole family structure of the mother tongue properly
and lovingly slit at the throat [égorgée], at the glottis,
erected/excreted, in the depths of a grotto or a forge
(sounds of “sobs [sanglots],” “tramps [cloches: also,
bells],” a “bugle” making one page clack; then the foliow-
ing: . . . a huge crucifix. All the kids who were being
punished that day were waiting at the door for their turn
to be sentenced . . .”; then the following: “. . . their
unwashed asses, They would say of a youngster whose
toenails were too long: ‘His nails [engles] are curling.
They would aiso say: "Your crap basket.' ‘I'm going to
shake your crap basket’ (‘craps’ when he heard it, the
child adding the infamous s}.”).
Why would the s be a mark of infamy? What is at stake in
this (hi)story of infamy

to drive the young girls of
Athens mad and force them to hang themselves.
The narne Erigone was given to the Virgin, a celes-
tial constellation and the Mother of Christ.

What the four black men find when they penetrate
Harcamone’s body by the ear and the mouth: the
Immaculate Conception and the Mystic Rose.

Like the executioners, like Qur-Lady-of-the
Flowers, threatened by the feminine “‘glaive’™ of
justice (multiplied by the “bayonets” the moment the
hour of his death sounds, and which will be signified



colossas, the dead’s double, but a tree, a vegetable being, a tree of
life. The whole circulates in it, from the root toward the top
through all the parts. The whole already resides in /e gland [acorn,
glans}.

Is this a question of a comparison, a metaphor, a phallocentric
figure? A phallogocentric figure? The tree is said to be essentially
ferninine. Is this contradictory?

A remark in a kind of appendix: "“This relation of 2 man to God
in which is found the son of God, similar to the relation of branches,
of foliage and fruits to the trunk their father, had to rouse the
deepest indignarion of the Jews, who had maintained an insur-
mountable abyss between human being and divine being and had
accorded to our nacure no participation in the divine.”

This apparent metaphoricity is life’s essence or rather life as the
essence of being. When one is a Jew, when one does not compre-
hend life, when one is cut off {cowpé] from life, and when one no
longer feels [sen] it, only an accessory metaphor is scen there, a
rhetorical auxiliary without its own proper truth. When one feels
it from the inside, one knows thar life is metaphoricity, the alive
and infinite bond of the whole thought in its parts,

The language {/angue]} of the Jews does not have access to this.
‘Their language is at once capable and incapable of metaphor. Thus
the evaluation of its powers will be ambiguous. The Jew is capable
of metaphor, of stating metaphors; he is incapable of this to the
extent he sees precisely a metaphor, only a metaphor, a finite image
leaving the finite and the infinite separate. But since the language,
the historic state of a language was conceived by Hegel in a teleo-
logical way, as the becoming of a kind of acorn [glend], as a
dynamic prepatation o the accomplishment of the Jogss that will
fill up the Christians mouth, its very incapacity is only a childhood.
The Jewish tongue {/enguel speaks without yet knowing how to
speak, without being able to develop fully the sperm of the Jogas. It
is the childhood of the tongue.

Here that consists in a certain sort of analysis: to dissociate,
oppose, let the opposites hardheadedly persist in reflection, be
enclosed in the limirs of the understanding, without comprehend-
ing the living unity that circulates among the terms, that is child-
hood. It is not, as is too easily thought, the sensible and
imaginarive confusion that does not know how to raise itself to the
intellect. Here childhood is the state of intellect {Verszand), but as
an underdevelopment of reason (Vernunft). The Jews do not com-
prehend the metaphor of the cree, which they take for a simple
metaphor because theit language or culture still derives from the
gland Tacotn, glans).

The evangelists constrained, restrained by the laws of the Jew-
ish language, feit cramped for room. They had to freeze, harden,
petrify the oppositions just where it was necessary to let the uniry

to him by the Presiding Judge de Sainte-Marie), Har-
camone 1s a virgin.

At least he still is when he cuts the throat {coupe /e
cou} of a young girl as he deflowers her beside an
eglantine bush: “At the age of sixteen, he was fright-
ened by women, and yet he could not keep his flower
any longer. He was not afraid of the girl. When they
were near an eglantine bush, he stroked her hair. The
shuddering lictle bicch let him do ic. He probably
whispered something trivial, but when he put his
hand under her skirt, she defended herself and
blushed, out of coquetty—or perhaps fear. Her
blushing made Harcamone blush, and he got excited.
He fell on top ofher. . . .” The red insists, is going to
flow through the text until the four black men also
fall upon the red rose at the heart of Harcamone’s
bodily tabernacle, while also pushing back [é&artant}
some skirts.

Like the remain(s) (of a Rembrande, for example),
the scene of the Mystic Rose stands out {se décozupe]
facing a painting without one ever knowing ((no)
more illustration, (no) more legend, (no) more mar-
gin, {(no) more signature) whether the gallery regards
the text, or whether I have nothing facing me other
than a voice off, an invisible night light [veilleusel,
describing or clarifying a picture. In any case all that
is twisted in the bottom of a cradle: “When we were
in our shirts, we embraced again. The mattress was
warm. We pulled the brown woolen blankets over our
heads, and for a moment we lay still, as in the cradles
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of the divine sap flow {conler], the unity of the infinite life engulfing
these oppositions. The evangelists had, despire these oppositions,
to speak the language of childhood.

Such is the case with Johns text. Hegel accords it a very particu-
lar interest: “Pure life is being (Sesn). . . . This pure is the source
(Quelley of all separate lives, pressures, and acts. . . . In the deter-
minare situation in which he appears, the man can appeal only to
his origin { Ursprang), to the source (Qwuelle) from which every shape
of restricted life flows to him (#hm fliesst); he cannot appeal to the
whole, which he now is, as to an absolute. He must call on the
Most High, on the Father {(«n das Hobere, an den Vater appellieren)
who lives immutable in all mutabilicy. Since che divine is pure life,
anything and everything said of it must be free from any opposi-
tion. And all reflection’s expressions about the relations of the
objective or about the activity for the sake of the objective action
itself must be avoided, since the working of the divine is only a
unification of spirits. Only spirit grasps and encloses spirit in (it)self.
Exptessions such as command, teach, learn, see, recognize, make,
will, come (into the Kingdom of Heaven), go, express only rela-
tions of objectivity. . . . Hence it is only in inspiration (Be-
gessterung) that the divine can be spoken of, . . . John is the
Evangelist who has cthe most to say about the divine and Jesus’
bonding (Verbindung) with it. Bur the Jewish culture, so poor in
spiritual relationships, forced him to avail himself of objective
bondings and a language of actualicy (Wirklichbeisssprache) for ex-
pressing the highest spiritual things, and chis language thus often
sounds harsher than when feelings are supposed to be expressed in
the trading style. The Kingdom of Heaven, entry into the King-
dom; [ am the door; [ am the true food (rechre Speise), whoever eats
my flesh, etc. (wer mein Fleisch isst wsw.)-—into such bondings
{ Verbindungen) of dry actuality is the spiricual forced (ist das Geistige
bingingezwingt).”

So John is led, compelled to force his way into Jewish culture,
to make the best of its form, to be sure, but to do violence to it in
order to slide [ gfisser} the Christian semanteme into it, even at the
risk of wounding it. In so doing, can he be said to have violated
¢hildhood?

Yes and no. Jewish culture does indeed have something of
the underdeveloped childhood. But it is, nevertheless, perverse
enough to have lost the deep charm of childhood. Jewish culture
has neither maturity nor innocence. It has never been fully formed,
never reached puberty, has only been deformed. Neither culrure
nor nonculture, bur miscultare (Missbildung). Ic is a monstrous
acorn [gland]: “The state of Jewish culture cannot be called the
stare of childhood, nor can its language be called an undeveloped,
childlike language. There are a few deep, childlike tones {(Laute)
tetained in it, or rather reintroduced into it, but the remainder,
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where Byzancine painters often confine the Virginand
Child. And after we had taken our pleasure twice,
Divers kissed me and fell asleep in my arms. What
I had feared occurred: 1 remained alone.” That's
the end.

Then begins the elaboration of Harcamone’s dream.
Like the executioners, like Qur-Lady-of-the-Flowers,
like every flower, Harcamone is a virgin. And his
dream, on the eve of his death, repeats the trial { proces}
of Our-Lady threatened by the feminine “‘glaive’” of
justice. [t also has to do with a miracle: “In a hamlet,
the name of the flower known as ‘queen of the fields’
made a little girl who was thinking of Our-Lady-of-
the-Flowers ask:

“'Mommy, is she someone who had a miracle?’
There were other miracles that I havent time
toreport. . . .7

[y

In writing’s spacing, during the trial of the nar-
rative [réit}, the vertical lines (necktie, rain, glaive,
cane or umbrella tip [éperon]) cut the horizontal lines
of the newspaper or the book, of the wings or the
spokes of the umbrella. Language cuts, decollates,
unglues, decapitates. The sentences coil around a di-
rection like liana along a truncated column. The
direction—in reverse, everything has to be reread in
reverse—takes us back to a cradle: what I am (follow-
ing) is always the Immaculate Conception. “Thus,



with its forced and constrained {gezumngene) mode of expression, is
rather a consequence of the supreme miseducation (Misbildung) of
the people. A purer being (ein reineres Wasen) has to fighe with this
miseducation, and he suffers under it when he has to present
himself (sich darstellen) in its forms (Formen); and he cannot dispense
with them, since he himself belongs to this people.”

Where does John take place? Who has signed his text? On the
one hand, he is born of the Jewish people; he is Jewish; he is part of
what "“zu diesem Volke gebirt.”” He undergoes its cultural and lin-
guistic constraints; he is formed as a Jew. A Jew writes, accusing
himself in his own tongue.

For simultaneously he also represents the “reineres Waren,” the
purer being that breaks into the Jewish world. He must “fight” his
own proper belonging.

Now he can fight his belonging only in using the arms it places
at his disposal. He must steal his categories, his values from it, in
order to anoul them or turn them back against their own proper
nature, against their congenital essence. These stolen categories,
are they language’s or thoughts?

John writes in Greek. The Gospel undersigned John is by a
Greek Jew. How have the Jewish categorial constraints been able to
ligate, to make obsolete {#eillir] in advance the writing of the
good news?

Awu commencement éait le logos, in the beginning was the Jogas,
Here I write in French and English the translation of a Greek rext
that its apparent signer, transcribing it in a breath neither Greek
nor Jewish, had to continue, to a certain extent, to think in the
rongue of his childhood while printing ir in the foreign one.

Im Anfang war der Loges, that is what interests Hegel. Among
the four Gospels, the one he attends to the most, the most philo-
sophically, the most dialectically, remains apart. The original writ-
ten text, the only one we possess, with irs marks of Hellenism (of
Philonism or Hermetism) poses every kind of problem for the
philologists and exegetes. Are these Hellenic traits accidental,
prophetic, or essentiai?

This reading problem can unfold irself only on a family stage,
in a family scene,

What interests Hegel is that the most Greek of the Gospels still
keeps the revelation of the /oges back within the Judaic limit and
vet already begins co free it from that limit. The beginning of Joha's
Gospel is produced, to be sure, “in a more appropriate language (in
etgentlicherer Sprache),” at once because later and because it is Greek,
Bur it still remains all bound up within analytic, intellectualistic
formality. Scissionist. So one must distinguish berween the essen-
tial content of sense and the formal appearance through which it is
to be intended [viser). Im Anfang war der Logos has only the appear-
ance of a thetic proposition, of a judicative statement positing both

the newspapers were disturbing, as if they had been
filled only with columns of crime news { faits divers},
columns as bloody and mutilated as torture stakes.
And though the press has very parsimoniously given
to the trial, which we shall read about tomorrow, only
ten lines, widely enough spaced to let the air circulate
between the over-violent words, these ten lines—
more hypnotic than the fly of a hanged man, than the
words ‘hempen collar,” than the word ‘a gay’'—these
ten lines quickened the hearts of the old women and
jealous children. Paris did not sleep. She hoped that
the following day Our-Lady would be condemned to
death; she desired that (man) [/e].”

That (man)? What? Who? What Paris desires is be
and that he be condemned to death. She desires thar
(man) insofar a5 condemned to death and condemns
him to death in desiring that (man). In a word, she
makes that (man) desirable and decollatable.

Let us space. The art of this text 1s the air it causes
to circulate between its screens. The chainings are
invisible, everything seems improvised or juxta-
posed. This text induces by agglutinating rather than
demonstrating, by coupling and decoupling, gluing
and ungluing {en accolant et en décollant ] rather than by
exhibiting the continuous, and analogical, instruc-
tive, suffocating necessity of a discursive rhetoric.

“The hearing. . . . The courtroom is not majestic,
but it is very high, so that it gives a general impres-
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existence and a copula relation of subject to predicate. 'The true

sense, the set Anfang-Logos—archeology or logoarchy——the spiri-
tual and luminous life that passes through this set and gathers it

together, this must not, should not have been analyzed into several

terms. One should not have divided, judged (wrteifen), distributed

into subject, predicate, temporal modes modifying the pure pres-
ence. At once through naiveté and reflexivity [réflexiviré], two

accomplices, is the imperfect used; through concretism [ chosssme}

one says of the Jogos that it was in God (war bei Garr), that God was

the Jogos, that in him was life. The coarseness of these statements

results from division, the relation of inherence as well, introducing

finitude (as if something could be iz God) and abstraction (as if
being and living could be universal predicates). Predicative divi-
sion, the simple judicative copulation goes here in the wrong

direction, goes to nonsense {& contre-sens}; it is “widersinnig.” If the

true sense and the inadequate judgment are brought into relation,
there is a feeling of contradiction: what is posited must be imme-
diately annulled, what is in God is not in God, what was was not

but still is, and so on. This disorder, this contradiction (Wider-
sprach) are formal and finite only for the understanding; and for

those content to read, or rather who read badly because they are

content to read, because they do not animate the cbjectivity of the

dead language. Hegel takes into account the textual fact, but also

the necessity of relieving it: if the reader passively receives the

gospel text, without spiritual activity, without living repetition,
the reader will see in it only formal contradictions, but if the

reader, on the contrary, knows how to read (no longer just being

content to tead), matters will go completely otherwise. Everything

depends on the reader’s spirit: “This always objective language

hence attains sense and weight only in the spirit of the reader.” The

vatiations, the diversity depend here on the reader’s degree of con-
sciousness and on what the reader can think of the living relations,
as of “the opposition of the living and the dead.”

The family theatre organizes this theory of judgment whose
schema is already fixed for the whole future of Hegelian logic. It is
dominated by the Johannine values of life (z6¢) and light (phds),
that is, truth. In effect there are two ways of conceiving Jogos in
John's Gospel. Both are insufficient and one-sided. The one Hegel
qualifies as more “objective” consists in making the feges some
thing, an individual actuality; the other, the “subjectivist,” deter-
mines Jogos as reason, universality, as being-thought. But this
division represents the “Jewish principle” of the opposition be-
tween thought and actuality, rationality and the sensible, the divi-
sion of life, a relation of death berween God and the world. Such a
scissionist operation presupposes, s its unthoughe or unreflected,
just what ir gives the form of reflection to: the one, the unique (das
Einige) in which no partitioning ( Tes/ung) and thus no objectifying
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sion of vertical lines, like lines of quiet rain. Upon
entering, one sees on the wall a big painting with a
figure of justice, who is a woman, wearing big red
drapings. She is leaning with all her weight upon a
saber, here called a ‘glaive,” which does not bend.
Below are the platform and table where the jurors and
the presiding judge, in ermine and red robe, will
come to sit in judgment on the child. The presiding
judge is called ‘Mr. Presiding Judge Vase de Sainte-
Marie.””

At this table (the Miracle of the Rose also sets out a
“Holy Table” scene before putting Harcamone to

death), the Presiding Judge who, under his red robe,
is stiff like justice (a woman “wearing big red drap-
ings,” leaning on the glaive) and bears the name of the

Virgin, simultaneocusly takes the place of God and,
like Qur-Lady, of the thirteenth one: “The twelve

jurors are twelve decent men suddenly become sover-
eign judges. So, the courtroom had been filling up

since noon. A banquet hall. The table was set.”

They are going to eat and drink the pharmakos, but
it is already clear that each figure occupies all places at
once, circulates from one to the other, just as the
necktie will shortly do.



judgment (Urreily could rake place. Simultaneously it must pre-
suppose the possibility of division, of the infinite separation of the
one, then the uniry of unity and separation, of realicy and thought,
and so on. God and foges are one. But different insofar as God is the
content (S#0ff ) in the form (Ferm) of the Jogos. Only understanding
requires sucha distinction, and only understanding can thus oppose
them. “The Jogos itself is with God (¢ Gott); they are one . . . all
things are through the fygos.”

Through the fogss: the mediation of loges interrupts all emana-
tionism. If acruality were an emanation of God, it would be thor-
oughly and immediately divine. Hegel vigorously excludes this
possibility. And yet, he directly adds, as acruality, it is an “emana-
tion,” a part, a morsel (72i/) of the infinite partitioning ( Teilung).

This apparent contradiction is thinkable only through the fa-
milial determination of the concept of emanation. Here emanation
is nor what its name seems to indicate: the continucus production
flowing from the source naturally [confant de source]. A relation of
living to living, emanation ets itself be worked (over) by discon-
tinuity, division, negativity. Life and division go together, and with
them sight, since the dehiscence of the living being is just what
opens it to the light and thus to the truth (phas, alabeia).

Hegel follows John to the letter: “Yet, as actual, the actual is an
emanation, a part of the infinite partitioning, though at the same
time (zugleich) in the part (8v awr@ is better taken with the
immediately preceding o008 v & yéyover), or in the one who
partitions ad infinitum (if §v @t is taken as referring to Aoyos),
there is life.” So life is at once the part and rhe partitioning, the
morsel and the whole, its own proper difference, its own proper
self-opposition. Each living parr is the whole. Life is that strange
division producing wholes.

Here the “metaphor” of the tree turns up again as a family
metaphor: the genealogical tree in a radical sense.

So the individual, the singular, the limited, inasmuch as it is
opposed to the primordial unity of the living, as dead, isa morsel of
life, a branch in the tree of life. Branch is said Zu#sg. Like the two,

But to see it there must be a judas. “At the edge of
a gulf bristling with bayonets, Our-Lady is dancing a
perilous dance. . . . The public comes here only inso-
tar as a2 word may result in a beheading {déollation]
and as it may return, like Saint Denis, carrying its
severed head in its hands. . . . Here death is only
a black wing {#ne aile noire} without a body, a wing
made with some cuttings of black stamin {coupons
d'étamine noire} supported by a thin framework of um-
brellaribs . . .”

Ezamine [stamin, stamen}, if you were pressed to
dispose of the cutting, in order to restitch { recondre} it
somewhere else, as with each piece of material or each
flower of the text, you would find it again in the
Thief’s Journal, over the cunt of a Spanish whore.

But the erection has to be elaborated very slowly;
cutting and sewing proceed by themselves, without
visible application. “. . . umbrella ribs, a pirate ban-
ner without a staff. This wing of stamin floated over
the Palace, which you are not to confuse with any
other, for it is the Palace of Justice [ Palais de Justicel.”

If you displaced the tongue, in effect, the palate {/¢
palais} would not be the same any more.
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the bough { /e ramean1is produced by division; this dead something

(Toter) is at the same time (zugleich) “a branch of rhe infinite tree of
life (eim Zuweig des unenditchen Lebensbanumes). Each part, to which the

whole is external, is at the same time (zugleich) a whole, a life.” The

incomprehensible, what the understanding does not understand,
what the Jew is deaf to, is this zugleich, this structural at once

(simul) of the living whole and morsel. Reflected upon and divided,
considered from the viewpoint of the partitioning ( Tei/ung) at once

dividing and making possible the object of a judgment (Uresl),
life is at once subject and predicate, the synchesis of existence and

thought universality: at once life ({w7) and life thought, grasped

{aufpefasster), light (dpéis), truth (Wabrbeit). Life is life, life is light,
life is truth.

Hegel translates John into German but also, following a dia-
lectical law, into a family syllogism. The light’s new coming into
the world, life’s coming into the light of truth follows a process
such thar the recognition, the conscious grasp {fa prise de conscience]
of a revelatton already there, the bringing to light of the light, the
truth of the light in the light of truth, the rruth of truth, comes
down to recognizing God and recognizing ourselves (sich erkennen)
as children of God (afs Kinder Gorter). This process is a process of
family reappropriation. The question is recognizing what returns
to the father.

The light is in the world, in the ordered beauty of the &osmos.

“Though John was not himself the light,” the light was, in every
man who enters the world of men, equivalent. The asmos, 2 more
restricted notion than pantz, designates the totality of human
relations. The light does not accidentally befall the &osmas; the
kosmos is in the lighe insofar as the osmos is human and is the work
of the anthripox phitos or of the antbropes photizomenos. The light of
truth never blooms, never lights up, and nothing lights up in it—
before the anthrope [/antbrope]. Now there is in man something
before man, and in his light something that rejeces the light. Man
began by closing himself to what was nonetheless his most own,
what was most proper and closest (serw Eigenstes (i8wor)), maost
related to him. He treated his own properness as a stranger (als
fremd). Since the light properly his own is also the light of life, not
to receive it is to cut himself off from life. Those in return who
receive it, those who recognize themselves in it as at home, give
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“It [E/le)/ the wing {aile] of stamin/enveloped it in
its folds and had detached a green crepe de Chine
necktie to represent It in the courtroom. The necktie,
which lay on the Judge’s table, was the only piece of
evidence. Death, visible here, was a necktie, and this
fact pleases me: it was a light Death.”

It is too soon to consider the étamine.

But wing, the Death that floats above the Palace, is
represented by a necktie. It “had detached a necktie to
represent It. . . .”" A fabric is represented by a fabric.
The necktie that passes around the neck is the weapon
of the crime and, in the hands of God, of the Virgin
Mary, of the Apostles, of Judas, will become, in an
instant, what it will always have been in the hands of
Our-Lady, namely Christ, Christ himself, a phailus.
That's too self-evident, and there would be no need to
insist on it. Nor is it in any way what interests us in
this representation of a text by a text. What does
interest us is the fact that the textile that always
represents never represents anything. And we like it
so: the simulacrum of the represented is the lightness
of Death. There are only representatives. Death is
nothing. But its representatives are even less than
nothing. And yet everything is written for Death,
from Death, to the address of the Dead. I write for the
dead, he says everywhere. Read the Letters to Roger
Blin, the Studio of Alberto Giacommetti, read every-



themselves a power (Macht) that is not a new force (newe Kraft) but
one degree (Grad) more in the equality or inequality (Gledchbeit oder
Ungleichbeit) of life.

In doing so, they do not become others; “they know God and
recognize themnselves as children of God, as weaker than he, yet ofa
like nature (vom gleicher Natar) in so far as they become conscious of
that relation (Beziehuny (Gropa)) of the drfpwmos as dariio-
evos dare ainbivw [lighted by the true light}. They find their
essence (Wesen) in no stranger, bur in Ged.”

Whar Hegel translates by relation, relationship, is the name.
What man discovers more proper within himself, in his own
proper name, in his most appropriating relation, is God and God
as his father. So truth comes to the world, or rather reveals itself as
the structure of the Aasmos in the nomination of the filial relation.
The name, the relation, the spirit (Hegel sometimes translates
onoma by spirit) is the structure of what returns co the father.

This nomination s not an event. Not simply. This is an event
insofar as it is new, che absolutely new. But this new illuminaces
only the light; it brings the light of day to light, gives birth to the
light [met le jour au jour).

The sign that this nomination of truth as filiation is not abso-
lutely new, thac it a/ready repeats, and that the spirit always re-
peats, is the sign. That sign—of newness as repetition—is a
linguistic sign. The family or filial syncagm did not upsurge with
the good news. As if by chance, by contingency, zafillig, he says,
the Jewish tongue has this at its disposal. It was one of those rare
and naturally happy expressions that awaited their fertilization,
their true fulfilment, cheir full reference.

John has nothing to do with this. He introduced the concrete,
individual, existential reference into the discourse of truth. “John
bore witness, not of the ¢és alone (verse 7), but also of the
individual (verse 15).” Thus has the generic relation replaced the

thing. But he specifies: for the dead who have never
been alive. The glas is for (no) one. (No) one. It
announces or recalls nothing. It hardly sounds, it
sooner resounds, before ever having touched the ma-
terial of any sign. That (¢z) resounds. Why call that
(¢z) death? Why call for one’s death? Because that (¢z)

has  already (déja)
taken place.

This strange /-
ready (déja) has to be
deciphered.

What sends a repre-
sentative (wing, float-
ing death) is nothing,
burt as a past that has
never been present,
has never taken place.
We do not await
death, we only desire
it as a past we have not
yet lived, that we have
forgotten, but with a
forgetfulness that has
Not come to COver over
an experience, with a
memory more ample,
more capable, older
than any perception.
This is why there are
only traces here, traces
of traces without trac-
ing, or, if you wish,
tracings that only
track and retrace other
texts, wing/necktie
again, hymen and

déja, already. Death has aiready taken
place, before everything. How is one to
decipher this strange anteriority of an
diready that is always shouldering you
with a cadaver? You have remarked that
he is always in the act of paiming off his
cadaver on you. He wishes you never to
be able to get rid of the very stiff body his
literature, his funeral rite, will have
banded erect for you. How does one
seduce, how does one win love without
telling you ! am dead? Not just “pay at-
tention, | am gaing to die,” "1 am mortal,”
which would only have a relative and
provisional effect, but “{ am already
[déja] dead,” even before living. YWho
doesit better! Who says it better? And if,
as | have demonstrated elsewhere
(Speech and Phenomena, Glas in Phe-
nomen in its Slovene translation), | am
and | am dead are two statements indis-
tinguishable in their sense, then the ai-
ready [déja] that | am (following) [je suis]
sounds its own proper glas, signs itself its
own death sentence [arrét de mort], re-
gards you in advance, sees you advance
without any comprehension