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Translator’s Foreword

Eyes of the University translates the second and third parts of a massive
work entitled Du droit & la philosophie (Right to Philosophy), which con-
sists of essays, interviews, and talks given by Derrida between 1975 and
1990 on philosophical research, the teaching of philosophy, and the rela-
tion between philosophy and institutions, in particular the university. The
first part of the book has already appeared under the title Who’ Afraid of
Philosophy?

Part one of Eyes of the University, “Transfer Ex Cathedra: Language and
Institutions of Philosophy,” brings together four lectures delivered at the
University of Toronto. In the first two lectures Derrida explores the im-
plications of French becoming a State language and of Descartes’s writing
of the Discourse on Method in French for an understanding of the relation
between national or natural languages and philosophical discourse. The fi-
nal two essays examine the conception of the university in Germany at the
end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth centuries. Kant
and Schelling are read here as the philosophical forebears of the German
model of the university, that model of which current universities are still
the heirs.

Part two, “Mochlos: Eyes of the University,” brings together texts writ-
ten and delivered on various occasions, each in its own way returning to
questions of the university and its impact upon research and teaching in
philosophy: Derrida's talk at the anniversary of the founding of Columbia
University’s graduate school, his oral defense for the doctorat d'étar, his in-
augural lecture as Andrew D. White Professor-at-Large at Cornell Uni-
versity, an interview with the French newspaper Libération, and contribu-

x



X Translator’s Foreword

tions to conferences and collective works. While these texts often take up
philosophical considerations of the university from Kant to Heidegger,
they also reflect on the current state of research and teaching in philoso-
phy, on the tendency to orient these toward a programmable and prof-
itable end, and on Derrida’s own role, in particular as a member of the
Groupe de Recherches sur I'Enseignement Philosophique (Research
Group on the Teaching of Philosophy—Greph), in struggles to preserve
the teaching of philosophy as a distinct discipline. It should be noted that
the political and theoretical struggle for philosophy and its extension,
while it took a specific form in France, is not limited to that nation bur is
being fought in other places as well, in other forms and under different
conditions. Indeed, the demand for philosophy, Derrida notes more than
once, is felt elsewhere, in North America, for instance, but also in other
European countries, in numerous African countries, and so forth.

Greph had its beginnings in a meeting of a small group of teachers and
students in 1974 in response to the 1973 CAPES report (published in
March 1974), which they judged “scandalous.” The group saw this report
as part of a larger politics that they felt to be an attack on the teaching of
philosophy: a continual decrease in the number of teaching positions
available through the CAPES and the agrégation and the devalorization
and even the “de facto destruction of the teaching of philosophy” in an
educational system that privileged the sciences.? In April 1974, the mem-
bers of Greph approved the group’s “Avant-Projet” (published in Who’
Afraid of Philosophy?); the group was officially founded on January 15,
1975. With the announcement of the Réforme Haby—named after then
minister of national education, René Haby—which set out to curtail the
teaching of philosophy in French secondary schools, the group’s work
took on new urgency. Greph fought not only to maintain philosophy in
the lycée but to extend it, to have it begin before the final year, or Termi-
nale, in which it had traditionally been taught. As part of this on-going
struggle, Derrida and the other members of Greph were among these who
called for the Estates General of Philosophy. Held on June 16 and 17,
1979, the Estates General brought together more than 1,200 people from
diverse backgrounds, including teachers (of philosophy and other disci-
plines), scholars, and nonacademics, all concerned about the fate of phi-
losophy. In 1981 Frangois Mitterrand was elected president, and his So-
cialist government won a parliamentary majority on a platform that
included proposals by Greph and the Estates General, in particular the
promise that not only would the attack on philosophy end but the teach-
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ing of philosophy would be preserved and extended. The promised exten-
sion never became a reality, however, and today philosophy continues to
be taught in the final year of French lycées.

Nonetheless, as part of a committee established by Mitterrand’s minis-
ter of research, Jean-Pierre Chevénement, to investigate the possibility of
an international college of philosophy, Derrida participated in an initia-
tive that he saw as crucial for the reelaboration of philosophical research
and teaching. Founded on October 10, 1983, with Derrida as its first di-
rector, the College International de Philosophie is funded by the State yet
remains autonomous in its operation. Its mission is to provide a place for
research, particularly in philosophy, that existing institutions either forbid
or marginalize. To this end, the Collége does not require the kind of
teaching or research accreditation demanded by other institutions.

The appendices to this volume include Derrida’s contribution to a
round table held shortly after the Estates General of Philosophy (“Who's
Afraid of Philosophy?”); Mitterrand’s letter to Greph, in which he
promises to maintain and extend the teaching of philosophy; two parts of
the report made to Chevénement preparatory to the founding of the Col-
lege International de Philosophie (“Titles” and “Sendoffs”); and the report
of the Committee on Philosophy and Epistemology, which, as part of a
larger committee formed in 1988 to revise the contents of education, pro-
posed a restructuring of the teaching of philosophy in the lycée and in the
university.

Two volumes by Greph, Qui a peur de la philosophie? and Etars
Généraux de la philosophie, brought together the texts by Derrida trans-
lated here and in Who’ Afraid of Philosophy?, along with the contributions

of the other members of the group to these struggles and debates.

It is perhaps appropriate that a book collecting texts written over a fif-
teen-year period and intended for different audiences and occasions
should be translated by many hands. I have had the great pleasure and
good fortune to work with and learn from the existing translations, which
I have sometimes modified slightly for this volume, recognizing that ab-
solute consistency is no doubt impossible and perhaps not entirely to be
wished for.

I would also like to thank Yaél Bratzlavsky, whose patience and good
humor in face of the endless task of translation were unfailing.

P
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If There Is Cause to Translate I: Philosophy
in its National Language (Toward a

“licterature en francois”)

Et si j'écris en frangais, qui est la langue de mon pays, plutét qu'en
latin, qui est celle de mes précepteurs, c'est & cause que jespére que
ceux qui ne se servent que de leur raison naturelle toute pure jugeront
mieux de mes opinions que ceux qui ne croient qu'aux livres anciens;
et pour ceux qui joignent le bon sens avec I'étude, lesquels seuls je
souhaite pour mes juges, ils ne seront point, je m'assure, si partiaux
pour le latin, qu'ils refusent d’entendre mes raisons pour ce que je les
explique en langue vulgaire.

And if T write in French, which is the language of my country, rather
than in Latin, which is that of my teachers, it is because I hope that
those who use only their pure natural reason will better judge my
opinions than those who believe only in old books, and because I am
sure that those who combine good sense with scholarship, whom alone
I wish to have as my judges, will not be so partial to Latin as to refuse
to hear my reasons because I express them in a vulgar tongue.!

This, as you know, is the penultimate paragraph of Discours de la méth-
ode (Discourse on Method). That it is written in French goes without say-
ing but not without problems. For its present tense (“I write in French”) is
at once that of a constative (you see what I am doing, I am describing it)
and of a performative (I am doing what I say; the constative description is
itself written in French; I have committed myself to it; I promise itand am
keeping my promise, right now). Now, this simultaneity, this density of the
present tenses, points to problems of translation that we will, no doubt,
soon encounter. In fact, as I was preparing this seminar in my language,
French, knowing that I would have to give it, once translated, in English,
I already ran into these problems. But they are not met as accidents or ex-
ternal limits; they reveal the structure and the implications of an event like
the one that concerns us now. What happens when, to justify himself, to
plead to specific addressees who are also judges, Descartes writes, “And if I
write in French, which is the language of my country, rather than in Latin,
which is that of my teachers, it is because . . . ” and so forth?
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The argumentation underlying this defense is more complicated than it
may seem at first reading. I even find it cunning. In fact, it is only a
weapon, a passage, a passage of arms in the deployment of a rhetorical
panoply to justify the recourse to French in other texts, especially—and
this is not insignificant—in letters.

French, we would say in the current code, is one narural language
among others. What Descartes has to do is justify the recourse to a natural
language to talk about philosophy, a philosophy that up to this time had
been expressed in Greek and, above all, in Latin. As you know, it was
Latin that occupied the position of dominant language at the time, par-
ticularly in philosophical discourse.

We must not let the word “natural” in the expression “natural language”
mislead us. We call “natural” a particular language, a Aistoricallanguage as
opposed to the artificial, formal language constructed from the ground up
to become the universal language. Descartes’ argument, as we have just
seen in passing, consists in justifying the use of a “natural” language ad-
dressed to “those who use only their pure natural reason.” But the mean-
ing of the word “natural” in the expression “natural language” is clearly
opposed to its meaning in “natural reason.” Though it is quite clear, this
first paradox must be emphasized: a natural language is native or national,
burt also particular and historical; it is the least common thing in the
world. The natural reason Descartes speaks of is in principle universal,
ahistorical, pre- or metalinguistic. We are dealing here with two determi-
nations of naturalness. Between the two, there is a whole history, the his-
torical dimension of a language, the juridical and political, as well as ped-
agogical, implications that arise the moment a philosophical discourse
claiming to be “rational” (by appealing to natural reason as the most com-
mon thing in the world) passes from one dominant language to another.
What philosophy, what language politics, what psycho-pedagogy, what
rhetorical strategy does such an event entail? In what does it consist from
the moment it merges with what is called a work, in this instance the Dis-
course on Method, a work in the French language?

We are reading the Discourse on Method here in one language or an-
other. I have read it in French; we are reading it in English; I have written
about it in French; I am talking to you about it in English. We are distin-
guishing, then, between the language and the discourse of method. Ap-
parently, we find ourselves here in the distinction, indeed the opposition,
between language and discourse, langue and parole. In the Saussurean tra-
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dition, the synchronic system of langue, the “treasury of language,” would
be opposed to the events of parole or discourse, which presumably consti-
tute the only actuality of lngage. This opposition, which would also cover
that of the socio-institutional and the individual (discourse would always
be individual), raises numerous problems that we will not take up directly
here; but you can see already that it is difficult to express the opposition
in certain languages. It already resists translation. In German, Sprache
means at once langue, langage, parole, and discourse, although Redk is
more strictly reserved for this discursive value. Faced with this difficulty,
which he treats rather like an insignificant terminological accident, Saus-
sure says, precisely on the subject of Rede, that it is preferable in this case
to be concerned with “things” rather than “words.” In English, as you
know better than anyone, “language” can also mean langue and discours,
even if “tongue” and “discourse” can be used in certain contexts.

If, nonetheless, simply for reasons of temporary convenience, we were
to rely on this Saussurean opposition, this model that is more “structural”
than it is “generative,” we would have to define our problematic as fol-
lows: to deal with that which, in a philosophical event as a discursive or
textual event, is always caught in language, and happens #hrough language
and 0 language. What happens when such a speech act draws from the
treasury of the linguistic system and, perhaps, affects or transforms it?

The Discourse on Method comes to French through French, a language
that was not so widely used in the world of philosophical discourse. It was
not self-evident enough in this type of discourse for the author to dispense
with justifying his use of it, rather laboriously and on several occasions,
both in the work itself and outside it. This work then also becomes a dis-
course oz its own language no less than ix its own language, indeed a “trea-
tise” on discourse, since the word “discourse” in the title Discourse on
Method preserves, among other meanings, that of “treatise.” The same goes
for “method,” which, in a title, sometimes had the value of “treatise” or “re-
search” at the time. You will notice already the complexity of this structure,
the complexity of the title and the complexity pointed to by the title.

What kind of relations are there, then, between the French language
and this discourse? How can one, starting from this example, deal with
the general relations between a language and a philosophical discourse,
the multiplicity of languages and the universalist claim of the discourse
called philosophical? Since it is a question of the language and discourse
of method, one could, through an immediate transposition, examine the
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hypothesis of a language of method or of language as method. This hy-
pothesis would lead to the formation of a universal language, a project we
will recall from both Descartes and Leibniz, as well as to a mathematical
language, a langue des calculs, such as that of Condillac. Before becoming
a methodicallanguage, this language could constitute a corpus, a treasury,
a structural and synchronic system of coded elements; this system, this
(programmed-programming) program, would constrain in advance all
possible discourse on method. According to this schema, which is still
Saussurian, each individual subject, each philosopher talking and think-
ing about method, must draw from this source. He would have to ma-
nipulate this system governed by rules, over which he would have no
power and with which his possibilities would be limited to variations of
combination. And it is often tempting to think that all the specific
philosophies of method, all the systematic discourses on the concept of
method, from Plato to Bergson, from Spinoza to Husserl, by way of Kant,
Hegel, or Marx, could only have been written by combining the types, the
characters coded in a permanent language; they could only have exploited
philosophemes already constituted and caught in a language of philoso-
phy, of method in philosophy, content to make permutations and substi-
tutions in it: an essentially rhetorical implementation of a kind of philo-
sophical grammar over which individual philosophical acts would have no
control. Such a grammar, in the broad sense of the word, would form a
system of concepts, virtual judgments, segments of argumentation, tropo-
logical schemas, and so forth. No invention, then, only a powerful com-
binatory of discourse drawing from language and constrained by a kind of
pre-established social contract committing individuals in advance. I re-
peat, it is not for me, at this moment, to give substance to this schema,
Saussurian in its inspiration, and to use this axiomatics as an excuse for a
kind of structural linguistics of philosophy. I am simply naming the op-
position langue! discosirs and defining it as the title of a problem, indeed as
an object of inquiry: neither a truth nor a certainty.

It is thus in French, in the language of his country, that Descartes
writes, and he writes that he writes in French. He writes about the lan-
guage in which he writes, and he does so in the present tense, in thar first
person of the present indicative whose privileged status in performative
utterances is stressed by Austin.” “Right now I am writing in French™; it
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should be impossible to write what I am doing in preparing this lecture in
anything but French, and it should defy translation. This grammatical
present is even broader and thus goes beyond the performative present: in
fact, it comes at the end of the discourse and signifies: I have written, |
have just written in French throughout the book, I am forever writing in
“the language of my country, rather than in Latin, which is that of my
teachers.”

Such a present tense, however, marks the clear event of a rupture, but
also the continuity of an interminable, and interminably conflictual, his-
torical process. As you know, the imperative of national language, as
medium of philosophical and scientific communication, has not ceased to
recall itself [se rappeler], to call us back [nous rappeler] to order, especially
in France. Even before the memorandum addressed to all French re-
searchers and academics, even before announcing that the State would not
give grants to symposia held in France that did not guarantee the French
language its place, at least by means of simultaneous translation, the min-
ister of industry and research specified, in a directive [ Note 4 Orientation)
for the great Conference on Research and Technology (1982), that the
French language “should remain or become again a privileged medium for
scientific and technical thought and information.” The language politics
defined in this manner justifies itself by threats and responds to necessities
that are not without analogy or, indeed, without continuity with certain
facts or certain contradictions already felt in Descartes’ time. The prob-
lematic has remained relatively stable since the sixteenth century. On the
one hand, it is still a question of opposing a national language, which ata
given moment has become the language of the State and which preserves
in its State legitimacy the traces of a recent and specific formation, to na-
tional idioms that are subject to the same State authority and that consti-
tute dissipating or centrifugal forces, risks of dissociation or even subver-
sion, even if, and this is the first contradiction, they are simultaneously
encouraged. On the other hand, this same dominant national language, the
sole language of the State, will be opposed to other natural languages
(“dead” or “living”) that, for technical and historical reasons that should
be analyzed carefully, have become privileged media of philosophical or
techno-scientific communication: Latin before Descartes, American Eng-
lish today. We will not be able to deal with the broad implications of these
problems. Let us only establish that they are multiple and at the same
time socio-political, historical, religious, techno-scientific, pedagogical,
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and so forth. I need not emphasize this here, in Toronto, at a time when I
have to translate into English, in the anglophone part of a bilingual coun-
try, a discourse first written in the language of my country, French.

The French history of a problem found in all countries scans to the
rhythm of three great historical eras, all closely linked to the violent and
interminable constitution of the French State.

1) In the first place, it wds the great moment of establishing the monarchy
as State: a massive if not terminal or decisive progress of a French language
imposed on the provinces as administrative and juridical medium. What
we are trying to follow in this seminar is the constitution of the legal sub-
ject and of the philosophical subject rour courr, starting from the imposi-
tion of a language. As you know, under Frangois I, in 1539, the royal decree
of Villers-Cotteréts ordered that legal judgments and other proceedings be
“pronounced, recorded, and delivered in the French mother tongue.” In
1539: almost a century before the Discourse on Method, One century from
law to philosophy [du droit & la philosophie], one might say. One century
for the “French mother tongue” to mark a great philosophical event. For
Descartes, who lost his mother when he was one year old, French is a
grandmother tongue (he had been raised by his grandmother) that he op-
poses to that of his teachers, who imposed upon him the law of learning
and the law pure and simple in Latin. It is the language [ langage] of the
law [/i] because Latin, the language of the father if you wish, the language
of science and of school, a nondomestic language, is above all a language
[ Langue] of right or law [4roid]. And the greatest resistance to the (natural,
maternal, etc.) living language came from the juridical world.

Of course, the decree of Villers-Cotteréts itself represents only the legal
form, the scansion, and the juridico-administrative sanction of a broader
movement that prepared and followed it, both in the progression of
French and in the resistance to Frenchification. The factors of progression
and resistance were numerous and diverse. The Reformation, for example,
helped the progression of French by fighting against the Catholic Church
system: an economic struggle, a struggle for the reappropriation of texts
against an international church dominated and dominating by Latin.
There was a whole “nationalist” dimension of Protestantism that was
taken up, after the defeat of the Reformation in France, by a more “Gal-
lic” church irr the seventeenth century. The Protestants wanted their New
Testament in French: that of Lefevre d’Etaples in 1523, that of Olivetan in
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1535, a few years before the decree of Villers-Cotteréts. In 1541, Calvin, the-
orist of the French Protestants, republished his /nstitution de la religion
chrétienne (Institution of the Christian Religion) in French. We do not
need to be reminded of the role played by translations of the Bible in
other countries during the Reformation: both in the constitution or de-
finitive formation of a language of reference® and in the history of a prob-
lematics of translation.

The church never stopped, at least in the sixteenth century, resisting
this extension of French that can be followed in literature as well, in the
Pléiade, Montaigne, Rabelais, and so forth. Du Bellay’s book-manifesto
La défense et illustration de la langue frangaise (Defense and Illustration of
the French Language) dates from 1549, that is, ten years after the royal de-
cree of Villers-Cotteréts. We cannot follow this fascinating, rich, and com-
plex history of the French language in depth here without overlooking the
other themes that I would like to privilege in this seminar. For a prelimi-
nary inquiry, I refer you first to Ferdinand Brunot’s Lbistoire de la langue
frangaise, des origines & 1900. Published in 1906, it is already old, bur it
nevertheless remains an inevitable monument in this area. In Marcel Co-
hen’s book, Histoire d'une langue: Le francais (1947), content and informa-
tion are mobilized in a way that is always interesting and usually necessary,
through a Mamxist inquiry that at any rate makes it possible to show the
effects of class struggle, the politico-economic implications, and the link
with the history of technologies in these struggles for the appropriation or
imposition of a language. For a more modern period in the history of lan-
guage, particularly in its relationship to the politics of education systems,
I refer you to Le frangais national by Renée Balibar and Dominique La-
porte, and to Renée Balibar’s Les Frangais fictifs.3 In this short, preliminary,
and necessarily incomplete bibliography, I would also like to point out
Marcel Bataillon’s article “Quelques idées linguistiques du XVIIéme sie-
cle, Nicolas Le Gras.” This study was published in a collection of texts un-
der the title Langue, discours, société? in honor of Emile Benveniste, who,
like Bataillon, was professor in that very College de France created by
Frangois I (from 1529 to 1534) and called the Collége des trois langues (for
the study of Latin, Greek, and Hebrew). Some innovators taught French
in this Collége as early as the sixteenth century. If we wanted to immerse
ourselves in this enormous history, which we cannot, we would have to
problematize simultaneously and methodically all the practices of histori-
ans of language. Their system of interpretation, as you can easily imagine,
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is never neutral: philosophically and politically. It conveys an at least im-
plicit philosophy of language, and itself practices a certain language (rhet-
oric, writing, etc.), and takes sides, at a specific moment, in a language
war. This war continues today, over and within a language in transforma-
tion. And this war traverses institutions; the weapons bear its marks (rhet-
oric, procedures of demonstration, relationships between the disciplines,
techniques of legitimation). In this respect, the differences between
Brunot’s (1906) and Cohen’s (1947) histories are spectacular; and they are
not limited to political ideology.

Unable to do this work here, let us content ourselves with indicating its
necessity and with tracing a few “arrows” to mark directions, supposing
that it is possible to trace or to direct arrows in such a labyrinth. These few
arrows must in any case retain a certain relationship with the discourse on
method, I mean with the question concerning method (mezhod: following
the road; odos, the methodical becoming-road of a path; 0dos, that which
is not necessarily methodical),'® but also with questions of method. One
of these directions, at our very point of passage, leads onto the road along
which a politics of language also passes, in this instance the State exten-
sion of French by a monarchy that had just ensured its power over the
provinces and the dialects, gains or confirms control over a territory by
imposing linguistic unification upon it. I will not return to the “clearing”
(frayage], the presumed “metaphor” of method as a figure for the path or
road (via ruptd) as language, and not necessarily human language, but also
as language, trace, text, mark of what is called animality: tracks, wars for
sexual and economic territories.

The imposition of a State language implies an obvious purpose of con-
quest and administrative domination of the territory, exactly like the
opening of a road (for the mares of Parmenides’ Poem, the horseman
Descartes “who took off at such a good pace,” the trains of the pioneers of
the Far West, for the aerial, maritime, or strangely named “spatial” routes
of our century—with their considerable politico-juridical problems). But
there is a still more urgent necessity for us, right here: that by which the
aforementioned figure of the path to be cleared imposes itself, in a way,
from within, in order to tell the progress of a language.

I will give only one example. From Louis XII to Henri III, the com-
plicity becomes very visible between the king-and numerous writers, sto-
rytellers, grammarians, physicians, philosophers, to promote the expan-
sion of the French idiom. Brunot evokes the letters of thanks they
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addressed to Frangois I, Henri II, Charles IX, Henri II, the praise be-
stowed upon them by Du Bellay, Amyot, Henri Estienne, and many oth-
ers (Brunot 2.27). This sometimes becomes ridiculous; today, at our pre-
sent moment of the defense and illustration of the French language, we
smile at the idea that it was from the “first Frangois” that our language got
the name langue francoise. It is true that the royalty protected French belles-
fettres. We would understand nothing of the history of French literature if
we did not pay attention to this language politics. Though Frangois I
never appointed any teachers of French, he appointed a royal printer of
French in 1543, a few years after the decree of Villers-Cotteréts. He re-
warded translators or writers who published in French. And above all, and
here is that delicate and so very current problem (which is also that of a
politics of culture and of publishing): he commissioned, programmed,
and subsidized the work of certain writers. Among those commissions
were works whose purpose seems only too evident: for example, those of
Du Haillan, the history of the kings of France. But there was also some
less immediately profitable programming and planning. These writers
were invited, for example (and this is the example I am choosing from this
enormous corpus, for obvious reasons), to write philosophy in French.

It is here, precisely, that you will see a road pass, a French road and
French marches, in the French language, in the invitation sent out by
Henri IT's chancellery. On August 30, 1556, Henri II sent an invitation—
or an order—to Guy de Bruds for his Dialogues contre les nouveaux
Académiciens (Dialogues against the New Academicians, 1557). He did so
in a letter signed by the chancellor. I quote from it the following passage:

In particular, we wish the path opened by Brués (doing the great duty of do-
mesticating and familiarizing philosophy to our subjects in their own lan-
guage) to be followed by the other good and excellent minds of our kingdom
and to be led out by them, little by little, from Greece and the country of the
Latins towards these border regions [marches. (Cited in Brunot 2.28)

It is toward these French marches (marks, margins, and so forth, in the
sense of border, here national or military borders, Marken; I have insisted
cnough elsewhere on this chain of marche, marge, marque to go more
quickly here)!! that Greek or Latin philosophy must be “led out” [acon-
duire], that is, be made to come, diverted, by language, a language that
clears a path toward French. That is what Henri II’s chancellor says. We
will not be able to understand Descartes’ gesture, less than a century later,
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without keeping in mind this political genealogy, even if there is more to
it than that.

This political and territorial concern also presupposed that the repre-
sentatives of the royalty, as well as the people of the court, received the re-
quired education. Yet outside the priesthood, people generally were not
educated, in particular because they had not learned Latin; books in
French therefore had to be made for the benefit of administrators and
courtiers; what Claude de Seyssel called for the first time a Licterature en
frangois (literature in French) had to be created. This is the first occurrence
of the word in this form and with this meaning. In the Middle Ages it was
called “lettreiire.” The word and the advice go back to this Claude de
Seyssel, extraordinary counsel to Louis XII. He translated Pompei for
him. Saddened by the absence of useful works in French, he also trans-
lated a good deal (from Latin and Greek, which he did not know and for
which he had help); he did so for the nobility and for others who, as he
said, “are often more dedicated to the sciences than the nobility.” In 1509,
in a preface full of morality and politics, he proposed in principle that
those who did not know Latin should still learn “many good and lofty
things, whether in the Holy Scriptures, moral Philosophy, Medicine, or
History,” and that therefore there was a need for a “literature in French”
(see Brunot 2.29).

Moreover, this same Seyssel directly expressed the political advantage he
saw for the royalty, both within and outside of France, in extending the
territory of the French language. The extension of the language is a good
way, a good method, to be precise, to establish or confirm its power over
French and foreign territories. Seyssel had visited Italy, and in the course
of his travels he had understood at once a Roman model of linguistic-
military-political conquest and the chance for France to ensure a certain
conquest of Italy in the same way. In a prologue to Justin that he had
translated and offered to Louis XII, he gives a piece of advice:

What did the Roman people and princes do when they held the monarchy of
the world and sought to perpetuate it and make it eternal? They could find no.
more certain means than glorifying, enriching, and making more sublime
their Latin language, which, from the beginning of their empire, was indeed
meager and rude, and then communicating it to the countries and provinces
and peoples they had conquered, together with their Roman laws couched in
this lariguage. (Brunot 2.30)

Seyssel then explains how the Romans were able to make Latin as perfect
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as Greek, and he encourages the king to imitate these “illustrious con-
querors” and to “enrich” and “glorify” the French language.

You will have noticed in passing the insistence on right and law: it is in
the interest of the central power to “couch” [coucher] laws in the dominant
national language. This concern comes up against, in fact it merges with,
the properly philosophical or scientific project: to reduce the ambiguity of
language. The value of clarity and distinctness in the understanding of
words, in grasping significations, will at the same time be a juridical, ad-
ministrative, police (and therefore political), and philosophicalvalue. This
concern is found again in Descartes. If good sense is the most common
thing in the world, and since ignorance of the law is no excuse, the legal
text would still have to be read or comprehended through a linguistic
medium purified of all ambiguity, through a language that is not divisible
or does not dissipate into misunderstanding. The decree of Villers-Cot-
terées specifies this in articles 110 and 111, which stipulate that the acts and
proceedings of justice would henceforth be carried out in French:

And so thar there is no cause to doubt the meaning of these decrees [in
other words, so that the subjects of (the) French language may nor use their ig-
norance of the law, of the language of the law, namely Larin, as an excuse, and
therefore so that French-speaking subjects in fact may be or become subjects of
the law and subjecrs of the king, subjects subjugated to monarchial law with-
out any possibility of being elsewhere in language, without the possibility of an
alibi that could make them non-subjects excused by their ignorance of the
law}, we wish and command that they be made and written so clearly [my ital-
ics}, that there can be ng ambiguizy or uncertainty [1 emphasize again these pre-
Cartesian warchwords], nor any cause to ask for interpretation.

And because such things often take place according to the understanding
of the Latin words contained in these decrees, henceforth we wish all decrees,
along with all other proceedings, whether of our sovereign and lower courts,
or of registers, investigations, contracts, commissions, judgments, testaments,
and whatever other acts and dceds of justice, or deriving from them, to be
pronounced, recorded, and delivered in the French mother tongue and not
otherwise. (Brunort 2.30)

One cannot stress enough the significance of this event, especially its
complicated structure, even though we are still dealing with it in its ap-
parently external and juridical form. One of the complications or overde-
terminations stems from the liberating aspect of this act. It appears to be
the release from a violent constraint, thac of the Latin language, and to
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put into question the privilege of those whose linguistic competence (in
Latin) guaranteed them great power. According to this appearance, in a
strategy of assuming power, the decree would nevertheless make the con-
cession of moving toward the language that it itself calls the “mother”
tongue of the nation’s subjects; it seems in fact to move them gently, one
might say, into the trap of their own language, as if the king were saying to
them: in order to be subjects of the law—and of the king—you will fi-
nally be able to speak your “French mother tongue” (langaige maternel
frangois); as if they were being given back to the mother in order better to
be subjugated to the father.

But not at all. The essential subjugation to the law of the monarchical
State that was being constituted went hand in hand with another vio-
lence: at the same time as Latin, the provincial dialects were also being
abolished. A number of the subjects in question did not understand
French any better than Latin. French was so far from being their mother
tongue that many did not understand a word of it. That language re-
mained, if you will, paternal and scholarly; after Latin, it became the lan-
guage of the law [lz langue du droid], the language by law [l langue de
droifl—because of the king. A new trap, in a way, put the dialects before
the law: to plead in favor of a dialect, as to plead in a court rour court,
translation was necessary; one had to learn French. Once one had learned
French, the claim of dialects, the “maternal” reference, was ruined. Try to
explain to somebody who holds both force and the force of law that you
want to preserve your language. You will have to learn his to convince
him. Once you have appropriated the language of power, for reasons of
rhetorical and political persuasion, once you master it well enough to try
to convince or to defeat someone, you are in turn defeated in advance and
convinced of being wrong. The other, the king, has demonstrated through
the fact of translation that he was right to speak his language and to im-
pose it on you. By speaking to him in his language, you acknowledge his
law and authority; you prove him right; you countersign the act that
proves him right over you. A king is someone who is able to make you
wait or take the time to learn his language in order to claim your rights,
that is, to confirm his. I am not sketching the abstract schema of some
structural necessity here, a kind of master-slave dialectic as a dialectic of
languages rather than of consciousnesses. I am talking about a paradig-
matic event. It happened when the representatives from Provence wanted
to complain to the king about the obligation forced on them to pass judg-
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ment in French, under the pretext that judgment must be passed clearly
and distinctly. These representatives went up, as they say, to Paris. And
here is what happened; I quote Ramus in his Grammaire (1572):

But this gentle king, putting them off from month to month, and having his
chancellor tell them he did not like to hear any language other than his own,
gave them the opportunity to learn French carefully; then some time later
they made their case known in French harangue. This was the ridiculous po-
sition of these orators who came to fight the French language, and nonethe-
less through this fight learned it, and thus showed that, since it was so easy for
older people like them, it would be still easier for the young, and that it would
only be fit, although the language stayed with the people, for the most notable
men, having a public office, to have in their speech, as in their robes, some
precminence over their inferiors. (Brunot 2.31)

In such a dissymmetry is then established what cannot even be called a
language contract, but rather the sharing of a language in which the sub-
ject (the subject subjugated by a force that is not primarily and simply lin-
guistic, a force that consists first of all in the capacity to clear, to trace, to
open and to control the road, the territory, the passage, the routes, the
borders and border regions [marches, to inscribe and preserve its own
traces there) must speak the language of the more powerful party to
protest his rights and therefore to lose or aliénate a priori and de facto the
right that he claims. And that from then on is meaningless.

What I am suggesting here does not amount to subordinating language
or the force of language, or indeed the war of languages as such, in rela-
tion to a pre- or nonlinguistic force, to a struggle or more generally to a
relationship that is not one of language (a relationship that would not
necessarily be one of war bur also of love or desire). No, I am only em-
phasizing thar this relationship of language must already, as such, be the
power relationship of spacing, a body of writing to clear a path, in the
most general and fullest sense of these words. It is on this condition that
we have some chance of understanding what happens, for instance when
a language becomes dominant, when an idiom takes power, and possibly
State power.

Of course, a decree is never enough. Resistances to the juridical act have
never ceased. Much more time should be devoted to analyzing them in all
their complexity and duration, in all areas, including the university, where
law continued to be taught and treatises (particularly philosophical ones)
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published in Latin. But already at the beginning of the following century,
in 1624, it became possible to defend theses in French. It was not until
1680, however, that Colbert instituted the teaching of law in French. A
very significant sign is related to this: no doubt in order to convert to
Catholicasm the children of Protestants who had remained in France,
Louis XIV decided in 1698 to create free and compulsory public schools
where teaching was essentially religious and where French—or, if that was
not possible, patois—would be the only language of instruction. But this
decision had no effect.

Not only was there resistance in the face of the act of law, then, a slow-
ing of its effective application, but even the state of the law itself was not
simple. It had to come to terms with a historico-linguistic structure that
was also a highly differentiated territorial structure. The opposition of
Paris or of Ile-de-France to the provinces was already marked, and a good
many legacies of this situation remain today. Thus, French was not im-
posed on the recently incorporated provinces (Bretagne in 1532, part of
Lorraine in 1559, later, in the seventeenth century, Alsace, Roussillon, Ar-
tois, Flanders). Apart from administrative texts, the State had to accept
the multiplicity of languages. And still in 1681, when it recognized the au-
thority of the king, the city of Strasbourg was exempted from enforcing
the decree of Villers-Cotteréts.

This history cuts across that of the relationships between vulgar and
church language, that of the Bible and that of worship, all the debates that
developed around these questions (in France and everywhere else in Eu-
rope) and whose treasury of arguments is still used today, particularly in
regard to the language of worship, to prayer and to song. The Sorbonne
declared unanimously in 1523 purely and simply that zranslations must be
probibited. In 1525 it held that it is

neither expedient nor useful, indeed, given the circumstances, it would rather
be injurious, for the Christian republic to authorize the appearance . . . of to-
tal or partial translations of the Bible; those that exist already should be sup-
pressed rather than tolerated. (Brunot 2.22)

The Protestants complained:

Est-ce bien faict qu'un Prince ne consente
Les faicts du Christ estre 4 tous relatez
Et en commun langage translatez? (see Brunot 2.23)
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[Ts it good that a Prince not consent
To the deeds of Christ being told to all

And cranslated into common language?]

To measure the complexity of the forces and motivations at stake, one
would have to quote Montaigne: although one of the greatest inventors or
initiators of French literary language, he nevertheless took a stand agains:
popular language in worship and prayer:

It is not.a story to be told, but a story to be revered, feared and adored. Ab-
surd people they are who, because they have put it into the language of the
people, think they have made it easy to be understood by the people! . . .

I believe moreover that the liberty given to anyone to disperse so sacred
and important a word in so many kinds of idioms is much more dangerous
than it is profitable. The Jews, the Mohammedans, and almost all others are
wedded to and revere the language in which their mysteries were originally
conceived, and any alteration and change in them is forbidden; and not with-
out reason. Can we be sure that in the country of the Basques and in Brittany
there are enough men of judgment to establish this translation into their own
language?'?

I suggested a moment ago that this history of the French language, as
State institution, went through three great dramatic phases. Such a peri-
odization can only be summary, and I take it as such. Moreover, each of
these phases is original enough in itself to render more than problematic
the assumption that all these events belong to one and the same history: a
homogeneous history of France or of the only “French language.” This
schema helps us provisionally to pick out a first series of indications and
thus to prepare another elaboration. The preliminary investigation of the
“first phase,” the recognition of a first configuration starting from some
unquestionable symptoms, allows us perhaps to begin to read this appar-
ently philosophical event: Descartes writes that he is writing the Discourse
on Method in French. The philosophical, political, juridical, linguistic, and
other implications of this gesture appear perhaps more clearly on the
scene that we have just situated, even if this “situation” is still inadequate
and only sketched out. And, conversely, by pursuing the “internal” and

phllosophxcal reading of Descartes’ text, we will have a further opportu-
nity to interpret the implications of the historical events that we have just
¢voked briefly. Not that Descartes talks about them or tells us the truth
about them; let’s say that they are “talked” about through his text, and it
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is left to us to translate or decipher it. Not in a conventional relation of
text to context, of “internal” reading to “external” reading, but by prepar-
ing a redistribution or a recontextualization, that of a single text, which
does not mean a continuous and homogeneous text.

This is why I have insisted somewhat on these premises and on this
“first” phase of the process of French becoming the State language. The
other two, of which I will say nothing here, would culminate in the
“French Revolution” and in a certain current techno-scientific transfor-
mation. In the course of the French Revolution, the movement toward
State control once again came up against the juridico-political problem of
translation and the intelligibility of decrees. I will refer you here to Une
politique de la langue by Michel de Certeau, Dominique Julia, and Jacques
Revel.!? Resistance to the Revolution was often interpreted by the revolu-
tionaries as the result of a linguistic force and form. When linguistic pol-
itics are hardened, Barére wrote to the convention in a Report of the
Committee for Public Safety, “Federalism and superstition speak low Bre-
ton; immigration and hatred of the Republic speak German; the counter-
Revolution speaks Italian; and fanaticism speaks Basque.” A French
teacher was appointed in each commune where “the inhabitants speak a:
foreign idiom” (they were more careful with patois) in order to “enable the:
people to read and translate orally the laws of the Republic,” to teach the;
language and the Declaration of the Rights of Man. Thus, they move to:
voice, against writing, which is suspected of “maintaining barbaric jar--
gons.”" The decree of the second Thermidor prohibited all idioms other:

than French in any acr, even in private agreements. On the XVIth Prair-
!

ial, Year 11, Grégoire presented to the Convention his “Report on the Ne-
cessity and Means of Abolishing the Patois and Universalizing the Use of
French.”"® No coercive conclusions were drawn from this report; and af-:
ter Thermidor there was a return to a more tolerant practice. But weé:
would understand nothing of the relation of the French to their language:
and to their spelling, or of the role of the Republican school in the nine-:
teenth and twentieth centuries, if we did not keep such signals in mind.

Of the “third” great convulsion (and we are in it) I will say nothing..
While retaining something of the two legacies we have just talked about,
it is characterized in a newer and more specific way, on the one hand, on
the inside, by a legally recognized reawakening of linguistic minorities
(recognized all the more easily as it remains in the order of cultural mem-
ory and in no way threatens the linguistic unity of the nation-state), and,
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on the other band, on the outside, by a struggle against the attempts at mo-
nopolization of techno-scientific language, through the techno-linguistic
powers that dominare the world (commerce, the telecommunications in-
dustry, computerization, software, data banks, etc.). This is well known
and I will not insist on it. I will content myself with saying that with re-
gard to this modern problematic, whether it is a question of the complex
and measured recourse to a national language, whether it is a question of
its linguistics, its discourse on language, or even of a certain project for a
universal language of which we will speak later, the Cartesian event of “I
write in French, which is the language of my country” is not a past, a sim-
ple past, for us. For a reason other than the one I talked about in the be-
ginning, its present is not simply grammatical.

In order to try to think this event since the writing in French of the
Discourse on Method, what precautions should be taken in its reading and
interpretation? One would first have to remember that there are at least
three orders and three ranges of texts to consider.

There is the complex and heterogeneous whole, unevenly developed, one
might say, of the socio-juridical or politico-religious history of language. We
have just made some allusions to this. Others would be tempted to say that
they constitute the ousside of the Cartesian text. But this outside is inscribed
within the text, and it would be difficult, without taking this inscription
into account, to understand what happens when Descartes, justifying with
his rhetoric his strategy and choice, decides to write ore of his texts in
French. What little I have said about this history is enough to hint at this:
his act is not simply revolutionary, even if it seems relatively singular in the
order of philosophy and if it looks something like a rupture. Though he in
fact departs from a certain practice and renounces a dominant usage, and
though he complicates his relationship with the Sorbonne, he nevertheless
follows the tendency of the monarchist State; one might say that he goes in
the direction of power and reinforces the establishing of French law. He
translates the cogito as “je pense” (“I think”), another way of giving speech,
but also the law, to the French legal subject. Moreover, and this is a benefit
that is perhaps not secondary, he secures a certain clientele in the foreign
courts where the use of French was fashionable. This complex strategy was
not necessarily commensurate with the consciousness that the subject, be-
ginning with the subject Descartes, could have of it, or with the declara-
tions that this subject could make on this subject.

Yet the second corpus to be considered (the internal reading, one might
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say this time) is precisely all the utterances through which Descartes ex-
plains and justifies his choice. This corpus is divided in two. First, there is,
inside the Discourse itself, the explicit declaration, the argued justification,
the one I read at the beginning, It is rather cunning in itself and we must
return to it, at least in our discussions. Then, in this corpus of explicit de-
clarations on the choice of language, there are statements that are not in
the Discourse itself, particularly in the letters. They concern at the same
time a certain pedagogy, a certain pedagogical facilitation, aimed at feeble
minds and at women (let’s not forget that the necessity of, a certain de-
mand for, “facility” is a watchword of Cartesian philosophy): it is a ques-
tion of a book, he says, which he “wished to be intelligible even to women
while providing matter for thought for the finest minds” (Oeuwvres 1.560).
This passage does not directly link the question of vulgar language to the
question of women but, as we shall see, its argumentative logic links the
two motifs.

The third order or third stratum of the text is the whole of the Carte-
sian corpus in what at least presents itself as its proper order, its “order of
reasons [ordre des raisons],” its projected system, the presumed coherence
between the linguistic event and the organized whole of its philoso-
phemes. The linguistic event in this case is not limited to the choice of a
natural language; it consists in that which links philosophical statements
to some language (it is the question of the structure of statements such as
cogito ergo sum, for example) and to a philosophy of language and signs.

Naturally, the treatment we could attempt of these three orders of cor-
pus would be neither equal, equally divided, nor even dissociated or suc-
cessive. I wanted to mark qualitative or structural boundaries between
these orders of texts, even if they are not related to one another as a tex-
tual inside to a contextual outside; and even if each of them remains
strongly differentiated. We will talk again in particular about the logic of
Descartes’ explicit declarations, in his letters and in the Discourse on
Method, beginning with the end that I quoted at the beginning today and
that I quote again to conclude:

And if | write in French, which is the language of my country, rather than in
Latin, which is that of my teachers, it is because I hope that those who use
only their pure natural reason will better judge my opinions than those who
believe only in old books, and because I am sure that those who combine
Ty . . . . d .“
good serise with scholarship, whom alone I wish to have as my judges, will not
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be so partial to Latin as to refuse to hear my reasons because 1 express them in
a vulgar tongue.

As you may suspect, this passage disappears pure and simple in Etienne
de Courcelless Latin translation, published in 1644, seven years after the
original. The great Adam and Tannery edition indicates the omission of
this passage. The sentence is sublime: “There was in fact no cause to trans-
late [it]” (i ny avait pas liew de [le] traduire en effer [ Oeuvres 6.583]).

Thus, in agreement with Descartes and according to good sense itself,
good sense being more common than a language, a translation erases a se-
ries of statements that not only incontestably belong to the original, but
speak and practice performatively the language in which this original is
produced. They speak this language and speak 2bour this language. Yet
this is where they founder, in their form and their content, body and soul,
one might say, at the instant of translation. It is good sense itself: what
sense would it make to say in Latin “I am speaking French,” as you can
see? Or to say and do it, right here, in English?

Thus, when an “original” speaks about its language by speaking its lan-
guage, it prepares a kind of suicide by translation, as one says suicide by gas
or suicide by fire. Suicide by fire, rather, for it lets itself be destroyed al-
most without remainder, without apparent remainder Znside the corpus.

This tells us a great deal about the status and function of what one
could call the self-referential signs of an idiom in general, of a discourse or
a writing in its relationship to the linguistic idiom, for instance, but also
in its relationship to all idiomaticity. The (metalinguistic and linguistic)
event is then doomed to be erased in the translating structure. Now, this
translating structure does not begin, as you know, with what is commonly
called translation. It begins as soon as a certain type of reading of the
“original” text is instituted. It erases bur also exposes that which it resists
and which resists it. It offers up language to be read in its very erasure: the
erased traces of a path (odos), of a track, the path of erasure. The transiz-
tio, the translation, die Ubersetzung'is a path that passes over or beyond
the path of language, passing its path.'¢

Translation is passing its path, right here.

—Translated by Sylvia Séderlind



If There Is Cause to Translate II: Descartes’
Romances, or The Economy of Words

Last time, we interpreted a historical sequence in the course of which a
certain politics of language asserted itself. We analyzed its logic, its cun-
ning, its dissymmetry. It was one of the three great sequences of a history
of French as a State language. In it was inscribed the event entitled Dis-
course on Method, at least insofar as this latter was written “in French . . .
the language of my country.” We then distinguished the three types of
texts that we should discuss, whether successively or simultaneously. We
were constantly interested (at the beginning and end of the last session) in
the mode of that declaration that is so committed to its own language that
it has no chance of lending itself to translation: someone declares, in the
first person present indicative, that he is declaring what he declares in such
and such a language; this language turns our to be his own language, that
of his country or his natural, native, or national language, but this is not
essential either to the structure of this utterance or to what in it defies
translation. If Descartes had written in Latin, “I am writing in Latin,” the
problem would have been the same.

Now, we paused for a moment on the fact that this passage (“And if I
write in French, which is the language of my country . .. ”) was omitted
from the Latin translation that Descartes himself revised, as if a sentence
given to remarking, in a certain language, that it was written in that lan-
guage has no meaning that a translation as such could preserve, at least in-
sofar as one relies on a certain concept of translation.

However, this sentence does have a meaning, a meaning that is rather
simple and easy, in the end, to translate. Its resistance to translation is not
of the same order as that of a poem, at least in its formal effects or its se-

20
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mantic overdeterminations. It has an affinity with the poem only insofar
as the latter, one might say, always implies—even if it does not actually
declare this—an affirmation that it belongs to a natural language, indeed
to the “proper” language of the writer.

But if Descartes’ sentence has a clear and distinct meaning, the present
tense of its utterance is irreducibly bound to a language that forms not
only—as goes without saying—the signifying fabric of this presentation,
but also the signified theme: to change language is, in this case, to oblit-
erate the very heart of the “signified.” It is no longer—as is often the risk
with translations—simply a case of altering the signifier, the signified, or
the structure of their relation in such and such a ratio; it is rather a ques-
tion of destroying, pure and simple, the essential import of the sen-
tence—and of the whole paragraph, of the whole text itself, which,
whether directly or not, depends on it.

Thus, this sentence is not simply untranslatable. What happens with it
is both more serious and more singular. Others might say that it is less se-
rious and more banal, and with good reasons—the first of which being
that at this very moment I am speaking to you in English, having written
this in French, and apparently no catastrophe has resulted. Also, when 1
said that the sentence “And if I write in French ... ” (note this syntax,
and the subtle play of the “if”) resisted translation, I was pushing to its
limits a situation that made Adam and Tannery say, more reasonably,
“There was no cause to translate” (i/ ny avait pas lieu de traduire). The
French expression “il n’y a pas lieu,” “there is no cause,” crosses several
codes, among others the juridical code of obligation (“one must not,” “it
is forbidden”), the code of technical utility (it is not useful or expedient),
and the code of social propriety or decorum (it is not done, it is out of
place). Now, in fact, what would be the counter-indication for a transla-
tion that would present itself as such and whose reader would know full
well that it refers back to an absent original? We can easily imagine a
Latin translation saying, “Here is why I am writing in a vulgar tongue, in
the language of my country, which happens to be French.” And indeed
this is what happened in the translations into living languages (English,
German, etc.). It is enough for these translations to presens themselves as
translations from French—which is in any case readable and made clear
by this very sentence—for any ambiguity to be lifted. That is why, in-
deed, this would not be serious: the text then says to you, “I am a trans-
lation, you are in the midst of reading a translation that presents itself as
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the translation of an original that presents itself as originally written in
the language of the writer.”

Now, I am claiming thart this is precisely what already occurs in the
French, in what we are here calling the original. And only this can explain
an omission, in the only Latin version there is, of a paragraph that the
translations into living languages have never erased. This is because the
Latin version of this text, assuming that we should still call it a translation,
has an altogether different status. This has to do with the historical and
political situation that we discussed last time. Latin is not one foreign lan-
guage among others. And this translation into Latin is not a translation,
at least insofar as a translation presents itself as such by referring back, by
contract, to an original. In this case it is less a question of deriving or
“leading out” from an original language toward a second language (as the
text says, speaking of leading our [aconduire] from Greek or Latin into
these border regions [marches])—it is less a question of aconduire than of
reconduire, leading back toward what should have been, by rights, the orig-
inal language. There was cause [/ y avair lieu], in a situation judged to be
normal and normative, for books of science, law, and philosophy to be
written in Latin. Why did Descartes consent to a Latin translation, to a
translation into a “dead” language? Where has it ever been understood
that there was cause to translate a living language into a dead language—
a language that no one speaks anymore? The translation here is that of
writing, from a possible speech into writing. If Descartes yielded, it was
first of all before a law; a norm, a social contract that was still dominant in
certain circles: one had first to write in Latin those texts for which French
could only be a vulgarizing language—and that means philosophy. And if
by chance, by a deviation or even a transgression, one made the pretence of
beginning with the vulgar language, if one began in short with the trans-
lation, there was still cause [#/ y avait lieu] to return quickly to the sup-
posedly normal language of origin, which should have remained Latin.
The Latin version is thus nothing more than a restizution, a call to order
or a return to order. Only this can explain the embarrassed explanations,
indeed the anxious justifications, of Descartes in the French version.

Two remarks here of a very different order.

1. We are speaking of a logic and a topology, also of a phoronomy of
translation. A translatio goes from one linguistic place to another, from an
origin to a nonorigin that will have had to be or should have been, by rights,
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and in the language of right or law [droif] the origin. This movement trans-
sorts that which already appeared to be a¢ work in translation, and this
path that does not follow a straight line circulates between language, in the
common sense of a spoken language, and the text, in the strict sense of a
written language. To translate the Discourse into Latin was to convey it in
writing, or to make it readable under certain conditions and for certain
readers—for all subjects who were competent in certain areas, even if they
were not competent, linguistically speaking, in French. English, Italian,
and German scholars could read, in this language of writing that Latin was,
the Dissertatio de Methodo (1644) even if they could not understand the
Discours of 1637. Discours sounds closer, moreover, to the spoken, Disserta-
tio to the written. Even if the Latin version is a restoration to writing and
to law [4roid], let us not conclude too hastily that the vocalization of the
Discourse had the value of transgression or emancipation. We have con-
firmed that it gives the dignity of writing and of the law to other forces that
are in the course of becoming forces of law, namely those of a monarchic
State. Likewise, during the Revolution, it was in the name of the law that
teachers came into the communes in order to declare the laws in French.
We might have been tempted to think these translating itineraries as pas-
sages between two poles (law/nonlaw, writing/speech, death/life, dead lan-
guage / living language, paternal language / maternal language, etc.). But
not at all—and this is perhaps the essential point of what is thus shown:
the violence comes from boz# sides; each term of the opposition is marked
by the other side. There are always two forces of breakthrough [f#zyage] and

of resistance, each one bearing life and death at once.

2. In speaking of restitution, I was not referring to a virtual and hidden
structure. /n fact, to a large extent, what discourse of method there is in
the work that bears this title can be read also as the French translation of
the Regulae ad Directionem Ingenii (Rules for the Direction of the Mind),
a text that was written in Latin, eight years before the Discourse: a hidden
original as it were, since it was not published during its author’s liferime,
but circulated outside of France. We know that Leibniz read it. The Reg-
tlae, then, would be, in Latin and precisely before its literal writing, a Dis-
sertatio de Methodo. The word “method” and the “viatic” vocabulary are
plentiful here, and there is also the issue of rules: technical and ethical pre-
cepts, a deontology of knowledge or of research, in “the search for truth
{la recherche de la vérits]” (as the title of Rule IV also puts it). Rules: the
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word expresses well what is to be done [ce gu'il y a lieu de faire], in a reg-
ular, recurrent, repetitive, and thus formalizable manner, in order to be
conducted and to conduct oneself well on the path of knowledge when
one wants precisely to direct one’s mind, to direct oneself, to lead it
straight (recte), on the right path, in the right direction, to the right address.
Thus a Latin treatise will have preceded, almost secretly, the French dis-
course that henceforth resembles, to an extent that is yer to be deter-
mined, a vulgarizing translation, a translating itinerary. As for the method
and the cartography of the path, as for the motif of the “path” (I prefer
“motif” to “figure” or “metaphor” for reasons that I explained or will ex-
plain elsewhere, and also because “motif” at least retains the sense of
movement; as does “metaphor,” you will say—but without any other rhe-
torical presuppositions)—as for this motif, I will only say a word about it
here, saving the longer developments for the discussions and seminar ses-
sions. The motif of the path, of chemin, of via, as you know, is already de-
terminative in the Regulze. This unfinished text also had, in its own ad-
ventures, a “viatic’ destiny: it returned from its voyage with other papers,
in a trunk found at the bottom of the Seine. The boat that brought them
from Rouen to Paris sank. The Regulee had to be spread out to dry, which,
the biographer Baillet says, “could not be done without much confusion
in the hands of some servants who did not possess the intelligence of their
master for maintaining their order and arrangement.” The order of rea-
sons presupposes the intelligence of the master. Clerselier, the French am-
bassador to Stockholm, Descartes’ friend and heir—at least the heir to
these papers—had classified the Regulee among the texts whose publica-
tion was not urgent: no doubt because it was not only unfinished but also
written in Latin and thus had little chance of interesting that “general”
[grand] public to whom Clerselier wanted to introduce Descartes. In his
Preface to Volume 2 of the Lezzers, in fact, he notes,

The booksellers informed me that the large number of letters in Latin in the
first volume led several people, who are not conversant with that language,
not to buy it and even to tell others that the most beautiful part of the book
was hidden from them.?

Just like today, then too it was the bookseller who indicated, when ques-
tioned, that philosophical books written in a certain language are not in
great demand. In order to sell, one must change languages, order one’s dis-
course in relation to the reading capacity of the greatest number of buyers
possible. And this gap between ordinary language [lengage] and a “difh-
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cult” (esoteric or formalized) language [/zngue] can be even greater within
one and the “same” language than berween two separate idioms. We don’t
cven have to transpose it to perceive the present relevance of the problem:
Pedagogical, academic, editorial, economic, political, and so forth.

By writing in the vulgar tongue, Descartes wanted to facilitate the ac-
cess to facility (a motif we will speak of during the seminar), to avoid the
detour through the knowledge archived away in ancient books. So he
took into account the philosophical fragility of “weak minds,” explaining
this with some discomfort in a letter to Silhon (a philosopher and
Mazarin’s secretary). His letter (of May 1637) begins by saying that he
wanted to give reasons that were “easy for everyone”:

I agree, as you observe, that there is a great defect in the work you have seen,
and that I have not expounded, in a manner that everyone can easily grasp [my
emphasis], the arguments by which I think I can prove thar there is nothing
at all so evident and certain [thus easiest] in itself as the existence of God and
of the human soul. But I did not dare to try to do so, since I would have had
to explain at length the strongest arguments of the skeptics.?

The “weak minds” he addresses in French are not sufficiently equipped by
the School, nor experienced in philosophical discipline. Descartes is
afraid: they will yield to the arguments of the skeptics, which I will be us-
ing in a merely rhetorical, methodical, and provisory way. Because they
are weak, they won't know how to make their way or return to what is eas-
iest, to the evidence of clear and distinct ideas, to the cogito, to the natural
light of “pure reason” by which the existence of God can be proven, and
so forth. They will let themselves be impressed by skeptical doubt, by the
newly learned argument of the school. The road toward what is easiest—
this nonroad, this point of departure, so close to oneself that is intuitive
evidence—will be barred to them. A strategic paradox, which stems from
the historical and linguistic situation: by writing in French to facilitate
matters for the weak minds (insufficiently schooled or scholasticized),
Descartes can no longer move with such assurance toward what is easiest
and most cerrain, the absolute value of this philosophical methodology.
Later on he says,

But I was afraid that this introduction [which he has just reconstructed]
would look at first as if it was designed to bring in skepticism, and would dis-
turb weaker minds, especially as I was writing in the vulgar tongue.* (Letters
35: Oenvres 1.353-354).
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Choosing to write in a vulgar language in order to appeal more easily to
“natural reason,” which the School and ancient books have not yet man-
aged to dim and obscure, which dogmatism, intolerant of doubt, has not:
yet impressed, Descartes finds himself forced to take on a certain facility,
in the pejorative sense of the word. This hinders access to “good” facility.!
This is the fault neither of the vulgar language nor of the weakness of"
minds, of their natural “imbecility,” that of untrained minds. It is institu-,
tional, attributable to the School and to the tradition. Weak and not fore--
warned, these virgin minds that understand only French will let them-
selves be intimidated by skeptical doubt: the argument of the School,;
archived, typed, ritualized. And yet order must free the mind from sensu-;
alism, from the spontaneous dogmatism that prevents one from doubting}
sense certainties. This order requires the passage through skepricalj
doubt—at least through the schema of its argument, through its language§
and rhetoric—in order to transform skeptical doubt into methodica‘F
doubt. Now, this language and this rhetoric of skeptical doubt are bound,,
historically, to the language of the School and to Latin. So Descartes}
dreads the paradoxical and pernicious effects of this order on the “weak]
minds” that receive it, out of context, in their own mother tongue. Thusj
he must renounce this bad facility. The recipient of this letter, Silhon, i
not part of the society of “weak minds” but rather of that of the scholars;
whom Descartes “wishes to be [his} judges.” He will not let himself be led}
astray by the vulgar tongue:

But as for intelligent people like yourself, Sir, if they take the trouble not onlyg

emphasis)

Language, especially that of the written text, thus remains secondary in}
Descartes’ eyes. He demands that one not be content with merely readmg,‘,
one must also meditate in order. This order is not that of reading or writ-:
ing; it is that of reasons—and this is the essential order. 2

We find the same argument again in the famous letter to Pére Vatier:
(February 22, 1638). But instead of “weak minds,” here we read “women.”

It is true that I have been too obscure in what I wrote about the existence of
God in this treatise on Method, and T admit that althongh it is the most im-
portant, it is the least worked out section in the whole book. Thar is partly be-
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cause 1 did not decide to include it until [ had nearly completed it and the
publisher was becoming impatient [note the modernity of the strategy, the
prublcmatic of philosophical vulgarization, of the media, of editorial pres-
sures, etc.). But the principal reason for its obscurity is that I did not dare
[same argument, same wording as in the other letter] go into detail about the
arguments of skeptics, nor to say everything which is necessary ad abducen-
dam mentem a sensibus [the Latin for coded argument!]: for the certainty and
evidence of my kind of argument for the existence of God cannot really be
known without a distinct memory of the arguments which display the uncer-
winty of all our knowledge of material things; and these thoughts did not
secem to me suitable for inclusion in a book which I wished 10 be intelligible
cven to women [my emphasis] while providing matter for thought for the
finest minds. (Letters 46; Ocuvres 1.560)

Always the same strategy: two publics, two destinations, two discourses,
indeed two languages, so as to reach as many readers as possible and to
train as many philosophers in the “right” facility. Not everyone can under-
stand everything, especially not women; but let us do something so that
they can at least “understand something.” We would have to undertake a
long and difficult analysis in order fully to understand, in turn, this allu-
sion to the philosopher-women and to the unscholarly women of the era,
to those who would like to understand something of the philosophy re-
served, like the School, for men: we would have to analyze the situation of
women in that period, according to social classes, their relation to educa-
tion, the premises of “feminist” movements, and so forth. Unable to un-
dertake such an analysis here, I must note, however, that such an inquiry
would be essentially insufficient if it did not integrate—letting itself be af-
fected by it as well—the Cartesian problematic of natural (that is, univer-
sal) reason and of its relations with language, whether learned or vulgar.
This inquiry would thus be inadequate if it did not integrate this im-
mense problem of translation that cannot be separated from it, any more
than the event of the Discourse on Method can be. The complexity of a
“feminist” strategy would be proportionate to the crafty and convoluted
complexity of the Cartesian strategy: must women learn Latin and train
themselves scholastically in order to claim for themselves philosophical
authority and masculine power, with the paradoxical risks that accompany
Such a claim? Or must they on the contrary demand that one “speak”
knowledge, philosophy, law, and in particular, medicine, in one’s own
mother tongue? You know the record: it is far from being limited to what
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our schools would have us read by way of Molitre’s Les femnmes savantes or
Les précieuses ridicules.

Descartes wanted to speak to women, and to say to them in effect: there
is a natural reason; good sense is the most common thing in the world; we
must speak a language that is accessible to everyone. This movement, of
course, goes against any exclusion of women. It can even lead one to think
that by having escaped teachers, Latin and the School, women might be
more “virginal” and thus more apt to surrender to what is easiest, most in-
tuitive, most philosophical. The “price to pay” for this “progress” or
“process” or “trial” [procés] would always be the same: the erasure of sexual
difference in and by philosophy. Order, the straight and essential path, that
path that goes from what is least easy to what is easiest, would be an intel-
ligible order, thus “desexed,” without a body. The necessary passages, in the
order of demonstrations (the doubt of sensible things, the [ think, I am;
God exists, etc.), are sexually neutral or indifferent. The cogitois related, in!
its thinking as in its utterance, in the grammar of its sentence, to a subject!
that bears no sexual mark, since it is a res cogitans and not a body. As al-
ways, this neutralization produces ambiguous effects. It opens up fo;
women access to a universal community and to philosophy (which ong
might consider progress), but at the cost of a neutralization of sexual de
ference, now relegated to the side of the body, inessential to the act of the
cogito, to intuition, to reason, to natural knowledge, and so forth. The subd
jectivity of the subject that is thus founded in the Cartesian gesture would
remain—whether it is a question of the body or of language—sexually un:
differentiated. Perhaps it is not even enough, as I have attempted to suggest;
elsewhere, to deconstruct the Cartesian subject and to propose instead an
analytic of Dasein in order not to reproduce this “neutralization.”

Descartes was nothing less than revolunonary in speaking in such a way
as “to be intelligible even to women.” He is following a profound moves
ment of the era, a movement born in a certain milieu before him and thag
developed mainly around him. The reaction against Latin was intense: lry
was felt to be-a pedantic, indeed a barbaric language; it became mdecent,!
indeed impolite, to resort to it in certain situations, and one had to excuse!
oneself in these cases. The movement did not fade. Several decades later, iny
his Doutes sur la langue frangoise (1674), Pere Bouhours stages society peo‘—""‘
ple who wonder whether one should use the word inamissibilité, which “is

a lictle Latin,” and which “still smacks a bit of the barbarism of the School. »
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As for me, interrupted M. le Chevalier, I don't believe it is French; at most, it
: a foreigner dressed 4 la frangaise, he added, laughing. Since I dont under-
scand it at all, said Mme la Marquise, 1 assure you that T would have no diffi-
culty going without it.®

In this battle for the French language and against Latin or the School,
che place of women is essential, at least in certain social spheres, first and
foremost at court. Because they have never been taught Latin and the dis-
cipline of the School, women are supposed to have a better rapport with
the mother tongue, a better feel for language. They are, in short, the true
guardians of the vulgar language. Look at Vaugelas and his famous Re-
marques sur la langue frangoise (1647). He wrote that good usage is “the
manner of speaking of the soundest part of the court in conformity with
the manner of writing of the soundest of the authors of the day.™” Now,
this great chastiser of language also insisted on the fact that “women, like
men” were a part of this normative elite. He even added, “In regards to
doubts abour language, it is ordinarily better to consult women than men
and those who have not studied than those who are learned in Greek and
Latin.”

Yet in his concern to put language at the service of natural reason or
natural light, Descartes could not plead, pure and simple, however, for
one mother tongue, even if it were his own. He also had to invoke his
vows for a universal language. He did so. But if we are to take an interest
in this related dimension of his thinking on language, we must backtrack,
as if returning toward the premises, and at the same time accept a kind of
discontinuity in the path we are taking. This is inevitable in so short a
time (two talks on such rich problems and such entangled texts). We are
?nly situating preliminary points of reference, and we will atctempt, dur-
ing the lectures and working sessions, to reconstruct some continuity.

[ also need a guiding thread for this new stage in the reading of
Descartes. Perhaps in order to honor the contract of this lecture, which
Was supposed to deal also with “literary and poetic-language as linked to
the problem of their translation,” I will choose the romance, the word “ro-
man,” as my guiding thread.?

Df?scartes used it several times. I will isolate two occurrences of it. The
rst is at the end of his famous letter to Mersenne, from Amsterdam, on
N'2.>chber 20, 1629 (the period of the Regulae, almost ten years before the
Discourse). He is responding to the proposal of an admirable “new lan-
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guage.” An ambivalent response and the counterproposal of a univers;
language:

I maintain that this language is possible and that it is possible to discover tk
science on which it depends: it would make peasants better judges of the trut
about the world than phllosophers are now. But do not hope ever to sec it i
use. That would require great changes in the order of things—the whg]
world would need to become nothing but an earthly paradise, which is worg
proposing only in the land of romance [le pays des romans). (Letters 6, Oeuvr

1.81-82; my emphasis) )

This is the end of the letter. Everything takes place as if—one can faf
tasize—Descartes were giving up here on the idea of a universal languaé
for the peasants and was resigning himself to writing, a few years later,
a natural language for women.

The second occurrence is ten years later, in the “Letter from the authc
to the translator of this book (which can serve here as Preface).” The pre1
ace in question is to an'zpes de la Philosophie (Principles of Pthosophﬂ
a real preface in the guise of a fictive preface. Descartes says what he wot|
have said if he had written a preface, which in fact he is in the mxdst,T
doing in denying it, that is, in confessing it: " j

I would also have added a word of advice concerning the way to read ti
book, which is that I would like it first read rapidly in its entirety, like a
mance [roman], without the reader forcing his attention too much or stoppi
at the difficulties which he may encounter in it, simply to have a broad vi
of the matters which I have treated in it. (my emphasis)’

After which he recommends, as you know, reading the book three tirmi

The word “roman” does not have the same meaning in the two cpj
texts. In the letter, it is a work of the imagination, the fabulous descripti 3
of an unreal country, a fictitious paradise. The preface, on the other hang
insists on a certain mode of reading: to read a romance is to be taken g
in a story, to run through a narration without meditating, without f
flecting, and without backtracking. Despite these differences of inﬂectibg
or accent, the allusion to the romance in both cases touches on the notio:
of order: the order of exposition or of reading in the Principles; and the of
der of things that should be—but cannot be—changed in the letter (“Th
whole world would need to become nothing but an earthly paradist
which is worth proposing only in the land of romance”).

Now, the romance is not to be confused with the fable. It implies the fak
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lous but cannot be reduced to this. Let me refer you here to the chapter
«pundus est fabula” in Jean-Luc Nancy’s admirable book £go sum.* For
my oWn purposes, I will insist on what in the romance is not simply fable.

The fable no doubt has several features in common with the romance.
Recall the beginning of the Discourse:

But regarding this Treatise simply as a history, or, if you prefer it, a fable in
which, along with the example which may be imitated, there are possibly oth-
ers also which it would not be right to follow. (Discourse 53 Oeuvres 6.4)

The fable is a narrative, or récit, whose factual truth need not be verified.
But it can have the exemplary signification of a truth:

Many other things would remain for me to explain and I would even be
happy to add a few arguments to make my opinions more realistic. But to
make the lengthy discourse less tedious, I want to veil part of it in the inven-
tion of a fable through which I hope the truth will appear sufficiently and will
be no less pleasing to see than if I showed it unadorned.!

A fiction that allows the essence to appear, the fable bears truth, exhibits
it or displays it in an attractive fashion. It makes the truth desirable. The
romance avoids tedium, but the similarity stops there. For in his other
uses of the word “roman” Descartes does not seem to acknowledge this

value of truth:

But I considered that I had already given sufficient time to languages and like-
wise to the reading of ancient books, both their histories and their fables. For
conversing with those of other centuries is almost the same thing as travel-
ing. . .. But when one employs too much time in traveling, one becomes a
stranger in ones own country, and when one is too curious about things
which were practiced in past centuries, one is usually very ignorant about
those which are practiced in our own time. Besides, fables make one imagine
many events possible which in reality are not so, and even the most accurate
of histories, if they do not exactly misrepresent or exaggerate the value of
things in order to render them more worthy of being read, at least omit in
them all the circumstances which are basest and least notable; it follows from
this fact that what is retained is not portrayed as it really is, and that those
who regulate their conduct by examples which they derive from such exam-
Ples are liable to fall into the extravagances of the knights-errant of romance,
and form projects beyond their power.

[ esteemed eloquence most highly and T was enamoured of Poesy, but I
thought that both were gifts of the mind rather than fruits of study. (Discourse
6; Oenvres 6.6)
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We are thus coming close to the philosophy of language, of lengue
langage, that was announced in the letter of 1629 to Mersenne. Descartg
finishes by proposing what I will call a possible impossible language, .'
possibility of an impossible language: “I maintain that this language
possible. . . . But do not hope ever to see it in use. That would requig

come nothing but an earthly paradise, which is worth proposing only i
the land of romance.” .
The “land of romance” [pays des romans] would have an essential rel;

the theme of the tower of Babel harmonizes ironically with a Cartesig)
thematic, topic, and rhetoric: the recourse to the figure of a city that isi
be constructed from the ground up and raised to the roof (see Discoussg
Second Part and passim), this ascending movement, these stairways, allig
this tells of the philosophical enterprise as a systematic edification thatiij

fairly good order. . . . To this must be added that the second or third geg
eration had already recognized the senselessness of building a heav-;
reaching tower; but by that time everybody was too deeply involved{g
leave the city” (36-39). (The city, it would seem, is Prague: “The city-'
a closed fist on its coat of arms”; I believe Descartes went there.) We cafl
not separate this architectonics from a linguistics. ,
When he replies to Mersenne, who has just informed him of a certaif
Hardy’s proposed project of a new language, Descartes had already wii
ten the Regulae. He had already conceived the project of a kind of univeg
sal characteristic granted to the mathesis universalis of Rule IV. In this cog
text, mathematics is the general science explaining everything that cant
researched on the subject of order and measure. This is a Platonic and. iff
mediately post-Platonic (Speusippus) tradition as well, and is presented i
Aristotle’s Metaphysics (E 1026a, 26-27 and K 1061b, 19, for example)
mathematics as the common and universal science, without any parti"cl%
lar object. For Descartes, it is both the most necessary and the easiest sc‘i
ence. The motif of facility is linked essentially with this science. And
project:of a universal characteristic, which is outlined in the Regulae ant
announced in the letter to Mersenne, covers the entire axiomatics of facil
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ity, of technical power, of the “faculty” that we will be following elsewhere
in the course of these lectures. Rule IV:

As 1 reflected carefully, it finally became clear to me that only, and all, those
matters in which order and measure are investigated are related to mathemat-
ics, and that it makes no difference whether we are to seek out this measure in
the domain of numbers, figures, stars, sounds, or elsewhere. Consequently I
realized that there must be a general science which explains everything it is
possible to study which touches on order and measurement without being re-
stricted to any particular subject matter. And I realized that this science was to
be called universal mathematics—not an artificial name, but one of long
standing which has passed into common use [he had recalled earlier that “it is
not enough to consider the etymology of the word; for the word ‘mathemat-
ics’ means nothing more than ‘science’ . . . ” etc.], because this science con-
tains everything by virtue of which the other sciences are called branches of
mathematics. We can easily see now how much it surpasses the other sciences
in utility and simplicity, by the fact that it applies to the very same objects as
these, and many others besides. (Qewvres 10.377-78)

The project of mathesis universalis—or, as Husser] will say, of formal
ontology—presupposes that the investigation not be stopped by the
equivocations of language. In order to formalize and mathematize, all the
obscurities, ambiguities, and equivocations of natural language must be
overcome. Even before proposing a simple and univocal system of nota-
tion, Rule XIII prescribes going from words to things. It would be enough
to cross the equivocal thickness of words toward things to dispel philo-
sophical controversies among the learned. This optimism, which later will
orient the return to the vulgar language, implies a linguistic instrumental-
ism, the effects of which we will soon examine. Words, the lexicon, and
syntax remain to appoint techniques external to intuitive and deductive
thought. It is enough simply to be vigilant as to their condition (univo-
cality, facility, transparency), in order for philosophical communication to
¢rase any misunderstanding. How can we reconcile this optimism—
whose logic sustains the project of a universal characteristic—with re-
nouncing the adoption of this universal language, worthwhile only for the
“land of romance”? What relation is there between this writing and this
land of romance?

Rule XIIT recalls that the investigation goes from words to things, from
effects to causes, from causes to effects, from parts to whole, or indeed to
other parts, or, finally, all these things at once—which opens the philoso-
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phy of the simple to its own labyrinth (we will rlk, outside this session,
about method and the labyrinth in Descartes, about his Ariadne’s thread).

We say that the investigation goes from words to things whenever the diffi-
culty lies in the obscurity of the expression used: not only do all riddles belong,
to this group—like that of the Sphinx, about the animal which ar first has.
four feet, then two feet and finally three feet . . . but in the majority of issues.
which provoke controversy among scholars, it is almost always a question of
words. . . . These verbal questions arise so frequently that if only philosophers
could always come to some kind of understanding as to the meaning of their:
terms, we would see almost all controversy disappear. (Oeuvres 10. 433—434)

Note Descartes’ prudence: he says “almost always” and “the majority of.
issues.”

From the Regulae on, an economy, a principle of economy, guides the fa-
cility of the mathesis as well as the facility of an unequivocal language; in-;
deed, beyond language, it guides the facility of a system of notation that;
would economize on words—since these themselves can be obscure.
“Faire I'économie des mots”: this is an expression in Rule XIV. How can;
one designate something that, while necessary to reach a conclusion;;é
nonetheless does not demand the mind’s immediate attention? How canj
one come to the aid of memory while avoxdmg the risks that its weakness;
makes us run? One must use “concise signs” (per brevissimas notas), always;
by economy. Since memory is “labile” (labilis), we must economize orj?
spare its efforts: “art” (ars) has invented, “most aptly” (aprissime), the use»;
of writing (scribendi usum). By committing these economical notations te}
paper, to the charta (in charta), we can free thought for its own move:}
ment. One precaution should be taken: in each case we must set aside i
single and arbitrary sign for each single unity, for each one, atomic ele=:
ment by atomic element. We will designate by a single sign everything;
that must be regarded as oze for the purposes of resolving a difficulty. This,
sign itself will be forged, feigned, invented, arbitrary—whence the re-.
course to a certain fabulating, if not romanesque or novelistic, fiction, in
the invention of this artificial writing: “Per unicam notam designabimus,
quae fingi potest ad libitum” (we shall designate it by a single sign, which
can be constructed as we please; Oeuvres 10.455). After giving some exam-
ples (letters and numbers), Descartes proceeds:

By meaiis of this system, not only will we economize on many words bue
moreover—all this is the main point—we shall manage to exhibit the terms of
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our difficulty in such a pure and unencumbered way that even though noth-
ing useful will have been omitted, nonetheless nothing superfluous will be
found herein, nor anything which might risk preoccupying our mental pow-
ers to no avail, since the mind must grasp a number of things at once. (Oex-

pres 10.455)

Perhaps now we can better understand Descartes’ response (both recep-
rive and reserved, both attentive and slightly jealous) to the “Hardy” pro-
ject for a new language, in 1629, after the completion of the Regulse. He
calls the project “admirable,” but multiplies his objections to the claims
that this Hardy—about whom we know nothing—would have madc in
order to “advertise his drug” (yet another person who proposes a new
technique of language or writing, getting himself accused of introducing
drugs into a culture),’® or furthermore, says Descartes, “to praise his
wares” or “overcome such a drawback” (Letters 3-4; Qeuvres 1.77, 78, 79).
Reproaching Hardy for not having understood that the language to be
sought must depend on “true Philosophy” (Lesters 6; Oeuvres 1.81), Des-
cartes reveals his own project of a universal language, the very one he ends
up saying would be worth proposing only in the land of romance.

Here, then, is a letter on the romance of language or on the language of
romance, if not on romance languages [lengue romane]. It introduces us to
the philosophy of language that will be proposed later, in the Discourse.
(By analyzing it during another of these lectures, we will try to specify the
import of the cogito as an act of thinking and as a speech act.)

Right in the first paragraph, Descartes announces plainly that even
though he finds the proposal “admirable,” he is disappointed when he
looks at it more closely. The basis of his criticism falls immediately into
place. There are two things to learn in every language, syntax and seman-
tics; or, in the terms Descartes borrows here from the most solid (but also
the most problematic) tradition, “the meaning of words and grammar”
(Letters 3; Oenvres 1.76). On neither of these levels has Hardy proposed
anything new or satisfactory. As for “the meaning of words,” Descartes has
an easy time ironizing on Hardy’s fourth proposal, which prescribes “lin-
guam illam interpretari dictionario,” which, says Descartes, “a man some-
what versed in languages can do without him in all the common lan-
guages” (Letters 3; Oeuvres 1.76). If it is a question of forging a language
that is learned simply by looking up the meanings of words in a dictio-
Mary, one can do this for any language, including even “Chinese.” If not
¢veryone can do this, it is on account of the difficulty of grammar: “And 1
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believe that is our man'’s entire secret” (Lesters 3; Oeuvres1.77). Yet that, acy
cording to Descartes, should be very easy, once one forges or configures anj
absolutely simplified language: just one conjugation, one declension, on¢
construction, without defective or irregular sounds, which “arise from the
corruption of use” (Letters 3; Oeuvres1.77). This implies an interpretationy
on Descartes part, of the structure and history of language, of its procesg
of degeneration; this process would be linked accidentally to historical us

impossible), true, and romanesque language presupposes simple ideas,;
seems to go without saying that the “primitive words” must correspond;

atone's dxsposal it is no wonder if ordinary people learn to write the la,_)
guage with a dlcnonary in less than six hours, which is the subject of ""
first proposition” (Lezters 3; Oeuvres 1.77).

Up to this point, Descartes has been reproaching Hardy only for the ex
treme banality of his invention: he has reinvented the wheel! It is difficulg
not to have the impression of bad faith mingled with jealousy or resent(ﬁ
ment. For after having facilely ironized on the facility of the invention,,
Descartes paradoxically emphasizes the difficulties there would be in gety
ting the new language accepted and used. Before elaborating on the prac;
tical difficulty of this theoretical facility, Descartes drops a few spiteful res
marks on the sort of promotional discourse in which Hardy packages a
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philosophically mediocre product, in order to “advertise his drug” or
“praise his wares.” These digs tell us more about Descartes’ resentment
than about what he claims to be discussing. A classic situation.

“To advertise his drug,” Hardy proposes—and it is the principle of the
second proposal that I find most interesting—considering that, once the
new language is known, all languages would end up, would figure, as its
dialects. One would feign considering natural languages as historical sub-
languages, languages that are genealogically derived from this feigned uni-
versal language, which has been invented or reinvented. This latter would
become, fictively, a reconstructed primitive language. There would thus be
a romance of language. It resembles what Descartes would like to substi-
tute for it, with a small difference—a difference that Descartes jealously
insists on. This small difference is not slight; he will later call it “true phi-
losophy,” but it is not certain that by this name it has all the consistency
and all the originality that Descartes once more claims for it—as he will
do later for his “I think therefore I am” (against the Augustinian filiation,
on the day of his father’s death), or for the ontological argument (against
Anselm’s proof of the existence of God). Here he proves himself to be jeal-
ous of the very invention of primitiveness itself, of this putative primitive,
archi-paternal or archi-maternal, language. To accuse the inventor of “ad-
vertising his drug”—what a burst of venom, surprising enough in a philo-
sophical discussion that should remain serene, and all the more so since
the accused is not even there, but only the mediator, in the person of Pére
Mersenne. The stakes must be serious: this is what we must tell ourselves
whenever a philosophical objection takes the violent form of a denuncia-
tion or defamation; let us never forget this. Where has Descartes been hit?
Let us read.

As if by chance, the only example he can find to sustain his sarcasm, at
the point of his nastiest insinuation, is the word “love,” “aimer, amare,
philein, and so forth”:

The second [proposition), that is, cognita hac lingua, caeteras omnes, ut eius
dialectos, cognoscere [once this language has been learned, the others can be
learned as dialects of it] is only to advertise his drugs [faire valoir sa drogue).
He does not say how long it would take to learn them, but only that they
could be regarded as dialects of his language, which he rakes as primitive be-
cause it does not have the grammatical irregularities of the others. Notice that
in his dictionary, for the primitive words, he could use the words of all lan-
guages as synonyms of each other. For instance, to signify /ove, he could use
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aimer, amore, philein, and so on; a Frenchman, adding to aimer the affix for a
noun will form the noun corresponding to mour, a Greek will add the same
affix to philein, and so on.

Consequently, his sixth proposition, scripturam invenire (inventing a
script], is very easy to understand. For if he put in his dictionary a single sym-
bol corresponding to aimer, amare, philein, and each of the synonyms, a book
written in such symbols could be translated by all who possessed the dictio-
nary. (Lesters 4; Oenvres 1.77—78)

Descartes also distrusts the word “arcanum” (secret), which is used by
Hardy to “praise his wares.” Descartes is in favor of a philosophy without
secrets, and as soon as he sees this word appear “in any proposition,” and
especially in Latin, he “begins to think poorly of it.” But his bad faith
again resorts to the so-called argument of the kettle (“The kettle I am re-
turning to you is good as new; anyway, the holes were already there when
you loaned it to me; furthermore, you never loaned me a kettle”). For he
accuses the so-called inventor of labeling with the name arcanum a mere
pseudo-secret, a recipe that is too easy to teach. And here facility becomes
a sin.

In the second part of the indictment, Descartes tries to demonstrate
that this overly facile invention is too difficult to implement, although
Hardy claims to be able to teich it in six hours. This invention would be
useful for the public, Descartes pretends to admit, “if everyone agreed to
adopt it. But I see two drawbacks which stand in the way” (Lezters 4; Oen-
vres 1.78).

These two “drawbacks” are not of a strictly linguistic order, but are
rather historical and social. But does one have the right to make this
distinction?

On the one hand, people are used to the sounds of their own language
and will tolerate no other. What is easy and pleasant to us becomes harsh
and unbearable to Germans. Even if we can avoid this annoyance for one
or two languages at the very most, the so-called universal language would
be good for only one country: “We do not have to have a new language to
speak only with the French” (Lesters 4; Oeuvres 1.79). Another paradox?
Another denial? Descartes denounces one utopia, and yet it is another
utopia that he will present himself a little later, without making any secret
of it. This will not be inconsistent, if the resistance to using the new lan-
guage muist hinge, in Hardy’s case, on the fact that the “new language” is
not philosophical enough. Descartes’ own language, by contrast, will meet
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with resistance because and insofar as it aspires to being philosophical.
And his “romance” will be a philosophical romance.

On the other hand—and this is the second practical drawback—there
would be the difficulty of learning the words of this new language. This
explanation will be of interest to us to the extent that it touches on the
only aspect of the project that is seductive for Descartes: a system of
gl-aphic notation, a writing more than a universal language. Descartes uses
chis as a pretext to advance his own project for a universal language and
writing—his own “great method,” one might venture to say.

There would be no problem of apprenticeship for the primitive words
in cveryone’s own language. Everyone knows them, or can learn them
without effort. But one will be understood only by one’s compatriots, un-
less the other person looks in the dictionary, which is not convenient; and
no one will want to learn the primitive words of all languages. Unless, of
course, the recourse to writing is the solution, and it is in the course of
this argumentation that Descartes acknowledges the only utility of this in-
vention: the possibility of a universal characteristic, the printing of a huge
dictionary in all languages, with common characters for each primitive
word. We would generally and confusedly call these characters “ideo-
graphic,” but Descartes does not use this word. They would denote not
sounds or syllables, but rather concepts, semantic units. The example of
this ideographic writing is, once more, love:

So the only possible benefit that 1 see from his invention would be in the case
of the written word. Suppose he had a big dictionary printed in all the lan-
guages in which he wanted ro make himself understood, and pur for each
primitive word characters corresponding to the meaning and not to the sylla-
bles, a single character, for instance, for aimer, amare, and philein: then those
who had the dicrionary and knew their grammar could translate what was
written into their own language by looking up all these characters in turn.
(Letters 53 Oenvres 1.79-80; my emphasis)

Descartes remains cautious. Not excluding the hypothesis of an inade-
quate deciphering on his own part (the invention is itself a text to be de-
ciphered, and Descartes’ only access to it is through the intermediary of a
letter, an interpreration itself ro be interprered), he is still afraid that this
new technique might be useful only for reading “mysteries and revela-
FiOIIS” (Letters 53 Oeuvres 1.80), remaining too cumbersome for other uses.
This allusion to mysteries and revelations points o a whole enthusiastic
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activity during that period concerning new secret writings. Since I cannot
elaborate on this here, let me refer you to the references I make to it in Of
Grammatology.*

Over and above this critique, what is Descartes’ counter-proposal? It
would be a question of devising a method for instituting primitive words
and their corresponding characters. It is indeed a question of institution
here, in the strictest sense of the word. This method—artificial intelli-
gence, a translating machine—being at once both language and writing,
can be taught in very little time. Its essential mainspring, its novelty, its
universality, as much as its economic facility, is the principle of order, the
“means of order.” Yet another determination of the odos, of the path and
the passage. It is a question of “the order between all the thoughts that can
come into the human mind” (Letters 5; Oeuvres 1.80). The order and struc-
ture of these (linguistic and graphic) marks would be founded on the or-
der of meaning and thought. It is a universal and simple order, which is
guaranteed here, once more, by the analogy with mathematics, and in
particular with arithmetic. For “just as” “there is an [order]”

naturally escablished between numbers. In a single day one can learn to name
every one of the infinite series of numbers, and thus to write infinitely many
different words in the unknown language. The same could be done for all the:
other words necessary o express all the other things that fall within the
purview of the human mind. If this secret were discovered I am sure thar the:
language would soon spread throughout the world. Many people would will
ingly spend five or six days learning how to make themselves understood by
all men. (Letters 5—6; Qeuvres 1.80-81)

Hardy has not thought of this. He has not, as a philosopher, begun by
thinking order, according to order, the real relatdon of dependence be-
tween this new language and “true” philosophy, which alone permits one
to “numbser all the thoughts of man” (Letters 6; Oeuvres 1.81), to distin-
guish them in their clarity and simplicity. Such would be the only ar-
canum, the secret as secret both of method and of language, the secret for
acquiring “the true science” (Letters 6; Oeuvres 1.81).

Now, after boasting not only of the possibility of this language but also
of its necessity and, above all, its facility, Descartes, in a sudden and cata-
strophic turnabout, concludes the impracticability of the thing. Thus, the
conclusion:

If someone were 10 explain correctly what are the simple ideas in the human
imagination out of which all human thoughts are compounded, and if his ex-
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Planation were generally admitted, I would dare to hope for a universal lan-

uage that is very easy to learn, to speak, and to write. The greatest advantage
of such a language would be the assistance it would give 0 men’s judgment,
representing matters so clearly char it would be almost impossible to go
wrong. As it is, almost all our words have confused meanings, and men’s
minds are so accustomed to them thac there is hardly anything which they can
pcrfcctly understand.

I maintain that this language is possible and char it is possible o discover
the science on which it depends: it would make peasants better judges of the
cruth abourt the world than philosophers are now. But do not hope ever to see
it in use. That would require great changes in the order of things—the whole
world would need to become nothing but an earthly paradise, which is worth
proposing only in the land of romance {romans|. (Lesters 6; Oeuvres 1.81-82)

Here, then, is how the land of romance suddenly becomes the land of
the “true science.” Philosophy would have undivided dominion there; the
arbitrariness of the sign, techno-scientific rationality, and above all the law
of language or of writing—for these would be the same thing—would be
the law. The map of this land of romance would have some analogy, even
if they cannot be confused, with the map of methodological rationality,
that of order and of the path become method. I want to insist upon the
arbitrariness of the sign. Even if this theme is not explicitly named, it sus-
wins the entire logic of this letter. And especially of the following letter
(again to Mersenne, on December 18, 1629), which distinguishes between
two kinds of semiotic universalities: on the one hand, that of an absolutely
natural language; on the other, that of a totally artificial code that is con-
structed in an arbitrary fashion. Both are universally intelligible, whether
immediately or not. The opposition of nature and art, of physisand techne,
again governs this semiotic: “Voices, crying or laughing, are comparable
in all languages. But when I see the heavens or the earth I do not have o
name them in one way rather than another; and I believe that would be
the case even if there was an original justness” (Qeuvres 1.103). The struc-
tural difference between the absolutely natural language [/angage] (which
must be distinguished from a merely “natural language” [ langue]) and the
absolutely arcificial language remains insurmountable. And since the lan-
guage said o be “natural,” composed of words and names, is founded on
the arbitrariness of the sign, it would never be natural, of the naturalness
EF tgt' cry or the laugh thar transcends, according to Descartes, all national

orders.

«
Natural language” is situated between the two universalities. Peasants,



42 TRANSFER EX CATHEDRA

as well as real philosophers (as distinct from the philosopher of the trug
philosophy), speak this natural language. They are thus at least as receps;
tive to this new rational language, which “would make [them] bettey;
judges of the truth than philosophers are now.” They are not biased of
outwitted by false knowledge and a false idea of science. However, peass
ants and philosophers today—and one could add here weak minds and|
women—have in common with this natural language a kind of conservag]
tive habit. They will always refuse to change the order of things to call
upon the order of thoughts. They will refuse the earthly paradise or th
land of romance. One gets the sense that this bad order of things corre’
sponds to the fatality of a fall. An original sin would have expelled us fron;
paradise and imposed this natural language that is no longer purely natural;
and will never be purely artificial. The roman, the land of romance, would|
be the language of paradise before the fall: the myth of a pure language iz
illo tempore, purely natural or purely artificial. And these would amoung
to the same thing. The language of paradise and the language of method]
would share a universal transparency. There would be no more need evei
to desire method.

Between the two, there is the method to be constructed and there i§
history. History [Aistoire] cannot be written as a romance [ roman]; the r(_é
mance does not tell a true story [Aistoire]. The philosophical imaginatiof}
has more affinity with pure rationality; it dreams of a pure language: th_
true philosophy.

We should now go further and specify the history of romance, of thg
word “roman,” and of the literary genre named thus, of the relations bé3

course. '’

/
1

]



Vacant Chair: Censorship, Mastery,
Magisteriality

At this point we begin a second journey. No more so than the first will
this one lead us toward an overhanging edge from which we could domi-
nate the totality of an epoch or a historical territory. It will be a question
of situating some significant points of reference in order to measure a dis-
placement or the transformation of a problematic. This presupposes stra-
tegic choices and risks on our part.

I am thus taking the risks of a leap without a clear transition between
two great moments in the institutional structures of philosophy in Eu-
rope. During the last lectures, Descartes was, for us, the example of a
philosopher who, while explaining himself and struggling with all sorts of
institutional authorities, never did so as a teaching philosopher, as a pro-
Jfessorand civil servant in a State university. He no doubt posed pedagogi-
cal questions and analyzed the rhetoric and language of “exposition,” but
he did so without having to deal with a teaching of philosophy organized
by the State and entrusted to teachers who are also servants of the State.

Now, at the end of the eighteenth and beginning of the nineteenth cen-
turies the situation was transformed everywhere in Europe in this respect.
We will now focus our attention on the constitution of this new space,
that of philosophy in the State university and of the figure of the civil ser-
vant-philosopher. Naturally, such a transformation could not remain ex-
te‘rior to philosophical discourse itself, to its procedures and its content.
Limiting ourselves here to some exemplary indications, beginning with
the Kantian figure of this new situation, we will attempt not to isolate the
So-called external considerations from analyses of content.

Without further ado, therefore, I will state char the poinrt of departure,

43
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4
the guiding thread I have taken the risk of choosing for this second JOUj,j
ney: the question of censorship, as it might be posed between Reason and
the university. We will speak then, of censorship as institution, of censoi‘ﬁ
shxp outside the institution, in the university, or at the limits of the un[)-
versity, and of how censorship can operate as academic or State powet;

Deployed in its fullest dimension, the question could take a paradoxii
cal form: Can reason be censored? Should it be? Can it in turn censor? O‘E
censor itself? Can it find good or bad reasons for censorship? I shorg
what is censorship as a question of reasom?

In The Conflict of the Faculties' for example, Kant seeks to justify (4é:
griinden), 1o found in reason, in a critical and discriminating fashion, ag
apparently factual situation that must be recalled, at least briefly. In shor_,
in question is the death of a king, as if to confirm by that event that tl

king. In August 1786, the liberal king, Friedrich I, was replaced, upon ?_;
death, by Friedrich Wilhelm II. The offensive that then developed agal

the French Revolution, a censorship commission was established. In Julfg
1792, this commission prohibited the publication of book two of Re/igii &
within the Limits of Reason Alone.* Kant protested, addressing himselfig

who, in this situation, had the right and the power to determine wha
should or should not be censored. They were the legitimate and recog
nized trustees of a knowledge; they are supposed to know what does' 0‘%
does not go against the official religion. Now, in order to obtain a first im?

age of the lines of division, of the critical divisions, of the conﬂxctuaﬂ
boundaries, and of the interior separations that furrow the territory we arg
engaged upon, let us situate, like an emblem, the division a theologian cail
undergo, according to Kant, when he must assume two functions as a sing
gle person. In the preface to the first edition of Religion within the Limiti
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Reason Alone (1793), Kant explains the necessity and legitimacy of cen-
0 iship. The rational sanctity of moral law should be the object of the
so-ﬂzrest sespect (der grofSten Achtung), of an adoration addressed to the
Gupreme Cause ( Ursache) that fulfills these laws. Now, what is most sub-
lime shrinks (verkleinert sich) in human hands, that is, in the hands of fi-
nice beings. Laws of constraint (Zwangsgesetze) must therefore be added to
che free respect of moral law, the only authentic respect. One must make
Jo with a critique that has force at its disposal, that is to say, with censor-
ship. The theologian who censors books (der Biicher richtende Theolog)
may have been named, placed, charged (angestells), posted, appointed by
the State, in agreement with the church, to perform two functions, with
two pUurposes. The same individual can belong to two authorities. He can
be appointed as a censor, as an ecclesiastic, to see to the well-being of souls
(Heil der Seelen), or, furthermore, as a scholar (Gelehrrer), for the well-
being of the sciences (Heil der Wissenschafien). One must presuppose that
these two kinds of well-being do not go hand in hand, at least not imme-
diately. As a scholar responsible for the well-being of the sciences, this
theologian in fact belonged (at that time) to a public institution, an insti-
tution under the name of a university (Gliede einer iffentlichen Anstalt, der
[unter dem Namen einer Universitit] . . .), to which all the sciences are
entrusted. If it is practiced in this institution, censorship should net cause
any harm to the sciences and to truth as they are freely cultivated by the
university. And I remind you that the guarantor, the guardian of truth for
all the faculties (higher and lower) of the university is the philosopher,
who also has the right to censor (or should have it, according to Kant)
within the entire interior field of the university institution. The theolo-
gian responsible for the well-being of souls will therefore be quite distinct,
even if within one and the same person, from the university theologian re-
sponsible for the well-being of the sciences. Neglecting this rule of bipar-
tition, crossing this boundary, would amount to returning to a pre-
G_all-lcan situation; one would reproduce what takes place with Galileo: a
biblica] theologian who intervened in the domain of the sciences (astron-
omy, ancient history, history of the earth, etc.), “in order to humble the
P"“flf-’ of the sciences and to spare himself the study of them” (Religion 8).
. :lUCh wo.uld be th(.? i.n.ternal division of the E-Jiblical theologian. But there
ol :}(1’ the 1r-1ternal division of the theologian in general; he can be a 4ibli-

cologian (an expert in a positive and revealed religion) but also a

Philosophical theologian, a “rational” theologian.
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Before returning to this point, once the motif of censorship has beeng
tablished, I would like further to justify my choice of and insistence u:;i
this theme. This theme might seem anachronistic to those who woj
wish to initiate a reflection on modern university reason. Today, espeai
in the regnons we inhabit, it seems as though censorship no longer exj
in the strict sense we have just evoked: academics are no longer proh1b1
from publishing a paper, either spoken or written, by a governmental;
cree (in Kant’s case, a royal decree), based on the opinion formulated B
censorship commission composed of other academics appointed
the State. It would nonetheless be naive to conclude from this that ¢g
sorship disappeared from that time on, even if one refers to Kant’s defj
tion of censorship, that is, “ critigue that has power” (Religion 7) and ¢g
sequently prohibits, reduces to silence, or limits the manifestatiop
thought, the written or spoken word. What might have changed
form the use of this force takes, the place and machinery of its appli
tion, of its distribution, the complexity, the diversification, and the:g}
determination of its pathways. But how can one deny this? There
things that cannot be uttered within the universicy—or outside o

i

umversxty There are certam ways of saymg certain thmgs that are neif

network, censorship weighs on the university or proceeds from it (fofig
university is always censured and censoring). We find this prohibitf
power associated with other instances or agencies, other national or mfg
national research and teaching institutions, publlshmg power, the mcd
and so forth. The moment a discourse, even if it is not forbidden, canil
find the conditions for an exposition or for an unlimited public discl
sion, one can speak of an effect of censorship, no matter how excessi
thiis may seem. The analysis of this is more necessary and more diffict

than ever.
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Let us take an example. When an institution (I am thinking here of the
ecently created College International de Philosophie) proposes to give
ority to research projects not presently legitimated or insufficiently de-
veloped in other institutions (whethe.r French or foreign), what does th.at
signify, if nota challenge to censorship or the plan (clearly formulated in
the Report of the Committee established with the aim of creating this
College) to remove certain forms of censorship? It is a question of privi-
leging the access to those “things” that are not allowed to be uttered or
done in current institutions. One should understand the term “current in-
stitutions” to mean the totality of the organized field of which I was just
speaking: the university and para-university, publishing, the press, the me-
dia, the new systems of archiving, and so forth. Not to “legitimize” some-
thing, according to this or that criterion, not to give it the means to man-
ifest itself, is already to censor. Of course, since the field of “things” that
can be studied, said, or doneé, is by rights without set limits, the ¢ensoring
delimitation remains unavoidable in a finite and necessarily agonistic
field. At every moment, forces are suppressed, limited, repressed, margin-
alized, made minor, according to the most diverse ruses. A book of which
wwo thousand copies are published, an untranslated book, remains, today,
almost a confidential and private document. By proposing an apparently
paradoxical institution that would remove the censorship imposed within
the system of other institutions, one must realize that censorship is
thereby assigned a regulating idea thar in its essence is inaccessible: an idea
precisely in the Kantian sense. Such an institution will only see the light
of day, become effective, in a given (and thus finite) situation, where it will
be involved in transactions with the state of the system in place; hence
with a certain censoring apparatus, a certain relationship of power be-
tween the censored and the censoring, that is, sometimes, a certain rela-
tionship of self-censorship. There is never any pure censorship or pure lift-
Ing of censorship, which makes one doubt the rational purity of this
concepr that, however, never exists without reason and without judgment,
Without recourse to the law. One must also know that a new institution
thf‘t would propose to lift some forms of censorship should not only per-
it new “things” to be said and done, but should also devote itself con-
Sandy to a theoretico-institutional analysis (an auto- and hetero-analysis),
i?o(r:r(ii‘r ﬁ) d-CtCCt.Wit.hi.n its:elf Fhe effects of censorfhip or o-f nonlegitima-
“halvsi:f kinds. This institution should anal).zze its own instruments of
Ysis: tor example, this concept of censorship (a bit obsolete today) or
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that concept of legitimation (of non- or delegitimation) that has taken
its displaced relay and that, having very precise origins in the history of
ciological and political thought (for example, in the writings of Max}
ber), should include, in its very conceptual structure, some limits and:
its own censoring effects (what is the “legitimacy” of the concept of lq
imation?). These concepts of censorship or of legitimation involve th
retical and practical obstacles precisely because of the field into which & t
have been imported. One can say this a priori and without thereby &
pletely disqualifying them. The field is simply no longer our own. It
order to begin such a sk, very modestly and in a completely prelim."f
fashion, that I believe it is necessary to return to the constitution off
philosophical concept of censorship in Kant. ;

I will remind you, then, of the essential features of this concept:j

the mediation between pure reason (here in its highest form, pure:p
tical reason) and the disposal of force, force at the disposal of the S
One should not even say that the institution uses censorship or i§}§
jected to censorship: in truth, one cannot construct the concept 6ff
institution without inscribing in it the censoring function. The p
of practical reason should only constrain insofar as they are ho;
through a respect given freely. Since the sublimity of moral law “shg
in the hands of man, respect must be imposed from the outside, b
ercive laws” (Religion 7). These laws thus depend on the finitude
fallibility of man. And it is precisely concerning the subject of evi
possibility of a “radical evil,” that the question of the university will
pear along with that of censorshxp, in an acute, indeed aporetic, fofig
we had the right to give in to the facility of such shortcuts, we could
that without the principle of evil in man, there would be no univ“
Such a statement would not be false, but it is not a good idea to
quickly. 1

The Kantian definition of censorship is simple: a critique that hasH
(Gewalr) at ies disposal. Pure force in itself does not censor and, more.é
would not apply to discourses or texts in general. Nor does a critig
without power censor. Evoking force, Kant is obviously thinking of a}
litical force linked to the power of the State. Gewalt is legal force. In}
majority of cases where censorship was practiced as an official instituti
at least since the seventeenth century (with the development of print;
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conflicts surrounding religion, censorship in the service of the Catholic
Church, or in the famous case of Calvinist censorship in Geneva), cen-
sorship was, above all, a matter of the church. This fact always presup-

oses a theologico-political power, an organic solidarity between the
Church and the State. Itis thus still a question of censorship as a State in-
sticution, with public force at its disposal and working through public
acts. Commissions are named, known, centralized. University experts, es-
pecially from theology faculties, have always played an essential role in
this. Directly or indirectly, the university has always been involved in the
definition and formation of qualifications for the professions, in evalua-
tions, the granting or refusal of imprimatur, in the seizure or prohibition
of books as they are imported, and so forth.

One could interpret all of Kandan politics, that politics implicitly or ex-
plicidy implemented by the critical enterprise, through the three great
Critiques, as a political enterprise whose aim is to take note and delimit: to
take note of a censoring power—and of a legitimacy of State reason as a
censoring reason, the power of censorship—but also to delimit this
power; not by opposing it with a counterpower, but a sort of nonpower,
of reason heterogeneous to power. This would be that of pure reason, or,
from the point of view of its institutional translation, that of the Faculty
of Philosophy. No doubt, Kant wants this faculty to have, under certain
conditions, the right to censor at its disposal (and he uses the word “cen-
sorship” in The Conflict of the Faculties); but, since he always insists that
the Faculty of Philosophy should not have any executive power at its dis-
posal and should never be able to give orders, this amounts to refusing it
the right to censor that is inseparable, in its very concept, from the power
to censor, from force (Gewalt).

This is what we will attempt to analyze from this point on. But we will
have to narrow our focus to sharpen the analysis. We will not deal directly
with all of the problems enveloped in this matter, whether it be a question
of reason and faith, or of practical reason and religion, of politics and his-
try, and above all of judgment in general; for the entire politics of cen-
sorship, every critique of censorship, is a critique of judgment. Censorship
15 a judgment. It presupposes a tribunal, laws, a code. Since we are speak-
'ng of reason and censorship, we could easily evoke the chain that links
"@410 10 accounting, calculation, censorship: censere means to evaluate [ ré-
14 ’”‘:’]‘ to count, to comptite. The “census,” the “cens” is the enumeration
of citizens (recensement, census) and the evaluation of their wealth by the
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censors (census takers). But let us leave this chain, even though it is n f)
essary and significant.

Kant intends to legitimize State reason as a censoring reason, suppose
to have the right to censor in certain conditions and within certain limii
But he also wants to withdraw pure reason itself from all censoring poweg
Pure reason should, by rights, exercise no censorship and should be exemp
from all censorship. Now, this limit between reason that censors and reg
son foreign to censorship does not circumvent the university, but pass’é
right through it, right between the two classes of faculties: the higher fijg

isfied with saying, not doing, with saying the truth without giving ordeg§
with speakmg wzthm the umversxty and not outside of it. :

into conflict, into solvable conflicts. He distinguishes precisely betwi
conflict and war: war is savage and natural; it implies no recourse to;
law, no institutional access to arbitration. Conflict, however, is a regi
lated, foreseeable, and codifiable antagonism. It should regulate itselfyith
adversarial parties should be able to appear before an arbitrating body:

Two remarks before proceeding further. Both concern this fact or thj
principle, this principial fact: no censorship without reason. What dog
that mean? :

First remark: There is no censorship without reason (and without giy
reason) since censorship never presents itself as a brutal and mute reps
sion, reducing to silence what a dominant force has no interest in allo;
ing to be said, proffered, or propagated. In the strict sense Kant wants
delimit, censorship certainly makes use of force, and against a discourss
but always in the name of another discourse, according to the legal pro;
dures that presuppose a right and institutions, experts, authorities, pub
acts, a State government, and reason. There is no private censorship, evél
if censorship reduces speech to its condition of “private” manifestatiof
One does not speak of censorship in the case of repressive acts or of suf}
pression directed toward a private discourse (even less in the case.
thoughts without discourse) and thus restricting instances of contraban: :
translation, substitution, or disguise. Censorship only exists where therc:agJ
a public domain, with state-like centralization. The church can also fung

b
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Gon as @ State power or in coopcration with a State apparatus. When
Freud resorts to what one would be a little hasty in terming the “meta-
hor" of censorship in order to describe the process of repression, this fig-
p N Y .

ure is only a figure insofar as psychological “censorship” does not proceed,
Jike censorship in the strict and literal sense, along the public thorough-
fare of institutions and the State, even if the State can play a fantasmatic
role in the scene. Bur this figure is “felicitous” only insofar as it appeals to
a principle of order, the rationality of a central organization with its dis-
courses, its guardians/experts, and above all its representatives.

Consequently, if censorship is indeed the business of reason, if there is
no censorship without reason, one cannot limit the question of repressive
or prohibitive force to that of censorship. This would mean being satisfied
with analyzing the web of State connections and ignoring all the proce-
dures, techniques, strategies, and ruses that prohibit or marginalize dis-
course without necessarily being subjected to a process of State reason, or
without declaring itself publicly. As a public institution of the State, the
university was in Kant’s time and remains to a certain extent today a very
sensitive place for tracing this limit between censoring and censored rea-
son. This is still a very sensitive area in “totalitarian” countries, where the
most massive form of repression passes by way of State censorship. But in
industrial societies with supposedly liberal and democratic regimes, even
if State censorship is very reduced (I'm not saying nonexistent) for the sys-
tem in general, there are, on the other hand, mechanisms of prohibition,
suppression, repression, without censorship (stricto sensw): an increasing
multiplicity, refinement, and over-determination of marginalization or
disqualification, delegitimation of certain discourses, certain practices,
and certain “poems.”

They already existed, and were already very complex, in Kancs time,
and Kanc's silence about this would merit analysis. But today this overpo-
tentialization defies all our instruments of analysis. It should mobilize nu-
merous systems of deciphering directed toward places as diverse and di-
versely structured as the laws of capital, the system of language, the
C‘ducational machine, its norms and procedures of control or reproduc-
tion, wechnologies, particularly information technologies, all types of pol-
ttics, particularly cultural and media politics (in the private and public do-
™Mains), publishing structures, and, finally, all the institutions, including
those of “physical and psychological” health, without neglecting to cross
all of the systems and subjects that are inscribed or produced in them,
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with the over-determined complexxty of their bio-psychic, 1dlosyncr §
etc., functioning. Now, even supposing that one mastered the system;
these systems and that one made the general diagram of this appear of
giant computer, it would still be necessary to be able to ask it the follg
ing question: why for example does such and such a sentence, whatevei
be, remain forbidden? Why can't it be uttered? That such a question é
be asked, that this forbidden sentence can be said or felt as forbidden, p
supposes a lapse, however slight or furtive, in some area of the systemg
the organigram of prohibition. The latter includes within it the princi
of disturbance, the force or deconstructive counterforce that permiesg
utterance and even the deciphering of the forbidden sentence. Otherwj

reason to that of censorship (technical calculadon and enforced exa
tion, by force, of that which must and must not be uttered), Kant
to give the reason for censorship in a discourse on the university. He wa
to speak the truth abour censorship from the stance of reason. In déj

How so?
We have seen that Kant legitimizes censorship. He rationalizes the;s
cessity for it. He constructs, as he does elsewhere, a schema of pure
ori rationality in order to justify a state of fact, in this case the fact of}
State. He had made the same gesture to justify the division of the uni
sity into higher and lower “classes.” Kant therefore justifies censorsh
reason, censorship as an armed critique, as it were, the critique suppOE&
by police. Now, what is the essential argument of this justification?
fallibility of man. And who can understand the evil in man, who can
the reason for it? Who can speak the meaning and truth of i? Wh
therefore speak of the meaning, the truth, the possibility and the necess
the very foundation of censorship? The question “who?” very quickly
comes “what faculty?”: what expert, which corporation of experts, wh
competent authority in the university? This cannot come down to
members of the higher faculties, dependents of the State, subjected tol
authority and thus to the power of censorship. Neither the theologiai
nor the jurist, nor the doctor can think evil and have access to the vel
meaning of the censorship that, nevertheless, they represent. The truth
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ssorship is only accessible to the philosopher, to the Faculty of Philoso-
CT: This “lower” faculty represents the place of pure reason, and in ess-
P:zt as well as by contrac, it has no power. In a moment, we will ask
:ursclvch' quite simply if i# takes place, if it has a place, and if the philoso-

her himsclf takes place. The three higher faculties all have a specific in-
tcrpretﬂtion of radical evil. Buc all three fail to understand it, because they
deny freedom by conceiving of this evil as simply “hereditary”: hereditary
diseasc for the Faculty of Medicine, inherited debt for the Faculty of Law,
and inherited sin for the Faculty of Theology.*

We must take up this demonstration again, as it is presented a lictle ear-
lier, at the beginning of book one of Religion within the Limits of Reason
Alone (“Concerning the Indwelling of the Evil Principle with the Good, or,
on the Radical Evil [das radicale Bise] in Human Nature”). The problem
had already been formulated, in terms of authority and competence, in the
preface to the second edition, just before this chapter. Kant reiterates what
he had said in the first preface, that is, that what he was undertaking was
by right (mit vollem Rechi) the rask of the scholar, of the researcher in reli-
gious theory, the task of one who studies religion from a philosophical
point of view. By devoting himself to this research, this scholar in no way
encroaches upon “the exclusive rights” (in die ausschlisflichen Rechte) of the
biblical theologian, who is competent in positive religion, historically re-
vealed by the Scriptures: “Since then I found this assertion made in the
Moral (Part 1, pp. s—11) of the late Michaelis, a man well versed in both de-
partments, and applied throughout his entire work, and the higher faculty
did not find therein anything prejudicial to their rights” (Refigion 12). This
juridical vocabulary gives an indication of the fact that these philosophical
questions concerning the tribunal of reason should be settled according to
a code and before legitimate authorities.

This division of rights and authorities presupposes the establishment of
a border, of a line, or of a pure and decidable limit. Kant had just pro-
Poscd a topological figure to represent this limit. It deserves our consider-
Adon for a moment. It proposes a definition of the philosopher as the

teacher of pure reason” ( reiner Vernunfilebrer), and it prefigures or con-
ﬁgfﬂ'es the singular place of the deparunent of philosophy in the Kantian
University,

While explaining the title of his book, Religion within the Limits of Rea-
“n Alone, Kant remarks that revelation (Offenbarung) in general can in-
clude within ita pure religion of reason (reine Vernunfireligion), a religion



according to reason alone. This rational religion does not include the kj
torical element of revelation; there is nothing historical about it. Howeyj
compatibility, indeed harmony, between the two religions, the ratiog
and the historical, remains thinkable. This is the whole intent and the¢j
tire enigmatic difficulty of the book. These two revelations or two spa
the natural and the historical, form two “spheres” or “circles” (Kant mafg
use of both words a few sentences apart) that are not exterior to e
other, but one inscribed within the other, concentric. Around the seug
center, the inside circle is that of revealed or historical religion, while
ourside circle is that of rational religion. At that moment, instead of sify
ating philosophy, it is the philosopher whom Kant inscribes in the wig]
circle. He calls the philosopher “the teacher of pure reason.” 1

This signifies at least three things:

1. The teacher of philosophy is outside of the religious domain, at

[

in certain respects not to be within his official competence. I say “in ce
respects,” since it seems to be this way.

including the Faculty of Theology in its historical knowledge; for th
ulty of Philosophy simultaneously covers the field of knowledge as 4
icalknowledge in its entirety (history is part of the Faculty of Philosop}
and all fields concerned with #uzh. Kant says this explicitly in The:
flict of the Faculties:

Now the Faculty of Philosophy consists of two departments: a departmy
historical knowledge (including history, geography, philology and huma
along with all the empirical knowledge contained in the natural sciences
a department of pure rational knowledge (pure mathematics and pure ph
phy, the metaphysics of nature and of morals). And it also studies the reldtig
of these two divisions of learning to each other. It therefore extends to all'p
of human knowledge (including, from a historical viewpoint, the teachit
the higher faculdes), though there are some parts (namely the disti
teachings and precepts of the higher faculties) which it does not treat 483
own content, bur as objects it will examine and criticize for the benefit ofﬂ
sciences. The Faculty of Philosophy can, therefore, lay claim to any teachifl
in order to test its truth. The government cannot forbid it to do this with@%
acting against its own proper and essential purposes. (Conflict 45) i

i
The teacher of pure reason is simultaneonsly located in a deparement, ]
the exterior space of the larger circle, of the circle that remains exterior
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he circle of biblical theology, for example, and, by the same token, is able
o comprehend in his vision and his critical inspection the entire field of
knowledge- He has two p!aces: a circumscribed place and a non-place that
jsalso @ panoptical ubiquity. This topolog.y defines the j.urisdiCtional pow-
cts. The higher faf:ulties “mus.t put up Wltl’.l the ol:Jchtxons a}nd doubts it
[che Faculty of lexlosoPhy] brings forward in public (Conﬂn:t 45)

3. This philosopher is called “the teacher of pure reason.” This is not an
insignificant detail. The philosopher is not simply situated as an individ-
ual subject (one speaks of the place of the philosopher and not only of the
place of philosophy and pure reason), but also as a teaching subject in an
\nstitution, a competent subject and civil servant spreading a doctrine: he
is a “Dozent,” someone who teaches disciples and whose qualifications are
recognized by the State. He has a status, which is no longer the status that
dominated in philosophy before Kant. Neither Descartes, nor Spinoza,
nor Leibniz, nor Hume, nor any of the philosophers of the eighteenth
century had such a status. Between the formulation of the Principle of
Sufficient Reason by Leibniz and the Kantian Critiques, there is a sort of
becoming-institution, more exactly, a becoming-state-institution of rea-
son, a becoming-faculty of reason.

The topological structure of this teaching institution in the Kantian
discourse has an essential relation with the architectonics of pure reason.
Pure reason, we know, is set out at the end of the Critique of Pure Reason.
This is a famous but seldom examined chapter, at least from the point of
view of the teaching institution. In this respect, the chapter is crucial and
original. It is singular in that it describes the architectonics of pure reason
in its essential relation to the discipline. This is a new development in his-
wory. This chapter is undoubtedly well known in French lycées, since parts
of itare often extracted to be used as subjects on the French baccalauréat,
such as the famous, “one does not learn philosophy, one can only learn to
philosophize” (311 philosophieren lernen). The very familiarity of this sen-
tence often conceals the dense and difficult context that determines it and
gives it meaning.

L It is a question of a teaching, of the teaching of pure reason. Kant

tMonstrates that pure reason can be taught, which is not self-evident.
And he teaches us this teaching or this original discipline. What is unique
E‘b()l:lt this discipline is that in a certain way one teaches it without learn-
Ing It. This teaching is a non-teaching, Reason is not learned in the man-
ferin which onc learns something, in which one learns historical content.
€t us not forger that this famous and often quoted sentence occurs awice
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in the same chapter. And the emphasis shifts from one occurrence to y
other. One of them tells us: .

Matchematics, therefore, alone of all the sciences (2 priori) arising from reasg
[those that will be taught in the Faculty of Philosophy next to the lustom
disciplines that are learned because they are historical }, can be learned; p}
losophy can never be learned, save only in historical fashion; as regards wli
concerns reason, we can at most learn to philosophize.”

i

One can certainly learn philosophy, but not philosophically, only h}
torically Take a look at the short final chapter, which follows this of
“The History of Pure Reason”; it is a small manual on the history of pk

losophy or on human reason in a matter that has, up until now, needles
occupied our “curiosity” and has left edifices in ruins. It is a sort of
history of the childhood of philosophy about which Kant claims only;
be casting a glance from a transcendental point of view, that is, fromﬂ
point of view of pure reason.

2. The philosopher, who teaches without learning, who teaches thhta
teaching anything at all, teaches an action, not a content. Neverthelessgﬁ
is a teacher (Lebrer, maitre) and not an artisc (Kiinstler), contrary to wh
one might have thought; for one might consider someone who teagh
how to practice the philosophical act, rather than Philosophy” itself, tof
an ardist. Buc: :

(a) This Lehrer, this magister, is a legislator of reason. His mastery of{l
magisteriality has an essential relation to right and to the law.

the Faculty of Philosophy that gives it its meaning and its truth, cony
tutes an institutional place for a teacher of pure reason who in tru
mains an ideal and never takes place anywhere, Which amounts to sayit
that the university itself does not take place: presently. 3

How does one arrive at this proposition? How do the university, tea‘
ing, and the Faculty of Philosophy constitute institutional places allow"-
a teaching without teaching for a teacher of pure reason who in ﬁzctdq
not exist and is nowhere to be found (aber da er selbst doch nirgend)? HO
can one think this corporate body without a body proper? )

We will reconstruct the path that leads to this singular proposition. B‘

on the way we will encounter a third theme that I would like to emph
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gize. In fact, it pl.ays a ﬁx‘ndarr-lental role in Kant, but also in the later tra-
Jicion of this phnlosoph{cal discourse on tll(? university, in particular thfat
surrounding the founding of-the University of Berlin, particularly in
schelling. More than a theme, it is a figural schema.

We sce it crossed with, added to, or supplemented by the organic, in-
deed biological, figure of the living organism as the totality of knowledge,
of the (natural) seed from which an academic institution develops. We
also sce the properly architectonic or architectural figure of the institution
as founded and structured edifice, constructed as an artifact. Here, then,
are the three themes: 1) The philosopher, teacher of reason, legislator and
not artist; 2) this legislator as subject nowhere to be found and as non-
place of the constructed institution or of the organism developed around
him, the non-place ruling the topology; 3) the double figure of a bio-
architectural totality, nature and artifact, a rationality that can be called,
in a manner that is hardly anachronistic, bio-technological

Kant cells us that architectonics is the art of systems (die Kunst der Sys-
teme). A system is that which converts vulgar knowledge into science. This
also defines the essential function of reason: to go beyond the aggregate,
beyond rhapsody, to form the organized whole, and to give it a form
(Bild). One thus understands the necessity of the organicist “metaphor,”
at least if it is a mecaphor. Reason adds no content; it organizes a system,
coordinates and provides the organic form; it totalizes according to an in-
ternal principle. Architectonics, the art of the system, is nothing other
than the theory of the “scientificity” of our knowledge, since this scien-
tificity depends on systemic organicity. All of this takes place—and this
figure is no less significant than the others—“under the government of
feason,” under the regime and the legislation of reason (unter der
Regierung der Vernunf?). The philosophy teacher will be a legislator of hu-
man reason (Gesetzgeber der menschlichen Vernunft) and not an artist of
wason (Vernunftkiinstler). To speak of the regime, government, or regency
of reason is importanr when considering all of the following concepts to-
gether, in their essential relation to one another: the university, the Faculty
°_f Philosophy, and State power. This is alse a system of regulated rela-
Honships. Royal power will (should) be inspired by reason, by the gov-
Mment of reason, in order to rule the university. It would be in its inter-
TStto adjust its political government to the government of reason. This
mr.mony, as regulative idea, as idea of reason, inspires all of the Kantian
Politics of che university.
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The system unifies the organization of various fields of knowledge Li
der one Idea (in the Kantian sense). The fact that the whole does noti
low itself to be thought as Idea (in the Kantian sense, that is, in the seg
of a certain inaccessibility), as a rational concept of the form of the whg
explains indirectly but surely thar the teacher of pure reason, the subé
tive correlate of this idea, is in fact just as inaccessible as it, and theref q
as indispensable as he is nowhere to be found. Moreover, the fact that g
idea is also that of an organic whole explains that this organic whole;i
this case knowledge itself, grows like an animal, from the inside and'
by the mechanical addition of parts:

by external addition (per appositionem). It is thus like an animal body [w 7e
tierischer Korper}, the growth of which is not by the addition of a new
ber, but by the rendering of each member, without change of proportig
stronger and more effective for its purposes. (Critique of Pure Reason 653-8

siveness [finalité] and on the category of the totality of the living beiig
already implied in this rhetoric (and it is more than a rhetoric) of the @
tique of Pure Reason, particularly in its architectonics.
Architectonics plays a specific, acute, and irreplaceable role i
process of this development, in the fulfillment of the idea. One
think the umversnty lnStltUthn, as an msntunon of reason and pla

versity architecture without architectonics.
The fulfillment of the idea in fact presupposes what Kant calls a '5}
(Schema), a figure, a diversity, and a disposition of parts which is esseig
to the whole and can be determined a priori, according to the “prinigif
of purposc” (aus dem Prinzip des Zwecks). One sets out from a purposes
in every organic totality. When this schema does not proceed from {
purpose as the main purpose (Hauptzweck) of reason, when this schet
remains empirical and open to unforeseeable accidents, it only provxd%
“technical,” and not an architectonic, unity. The choice of words herg
significant. “Technical,” here, signifies the order of knowledge as “kné?
how”; this “know-how” arranges, without referring to principles, a mu
plicity of contents in the contingent order in which they present thCl
selves. One can always construct institutions according to technit
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(chemas with a concern for empirical profitability, withour referring to an
; Jea and without rational architectonics. But what we call science, says
(ant, €annot be founded technically, that is, by depending on resem-
plances Of analogies of diverse elements, or indeed because of the contin-

enc applications that can be made of science. What today is termed, par-
ncularly in France, the end-orientation |finalisation] of research gives rise
1o institutional constructions regulated by profitable applications, and
therefore, Kant would say, by technical, not architectonic, schemas. This
distinction between the technical [le technique] and architectonics thus
seems to Cover, to a large extent, the distinction between end-oriented [f-
nalisée] research and “basic” [fondamentale] research. This does not mean
that such a distinction does not reach its limit at a cerrain point.?® If we
can distinguish between an idea of knowledge and a project of technical
udlization, we should continue to plan institutions that conform to an
idea of reason. The Heideggerian interpretation of the Principle of Reason
puts this principle on the same side as modern technics [ /a rechniquel; it
amounts, then, to limiting, if not contesting, the pertinence of Kant's dis-
tinction between the technical and architectonics. It is crue that, as inter-
preted by Heidegger, a certain Beyond-the-Reason-Principle can always
find itself reoriented toward an end. This would require recasting the en-
tire problematic, including the “idea” of problem, of science, of research,
of episteme, and of idea. I will not undertake this here,

The architectonic schema contains the outline of the whole and of its
division into parts. This outline, the only one given, Kant calls a mono-
gram: an elliptic; enveloped signature, a kind of initial one needs in order
to begin to establish a science and thus its institution. An initial outline,
an initial outlined, for the idea of science dwells within reason like a seed
.(Ket'm). All of the parts of a kind of embryo are surrounded and hidden,
Inaccessible, and barely recognizable when studied under a microscope.
There is no radiography, no echography, for the entrails of reason. Further
on, Kane compares systems to worms ( Gewiirme) that seem to have a gen-
€ratio equivocq and proceed from a simple collection of united concepts.
Ac firse they seem to be truncated, but with time they complete them-
Selst according to their predestined form, which the schema has in-
Scribed in the monogram of reason. Once the organism has developed, all
the members of che system appear. The general architectonics of human
'eason, the system of knowledge of which it is the monogram, can be out-

fineg .
Ined, Kang says, and this outline today completes the work of the critique
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of pure reason. Such an outline proceeds from collected materials or §
the ruin of ancient, fallen edifices. The outline is a reconstruction:

We shall content ourselves here with the compleuon of our task, n
merely to outline the architectonic of all knowledge arising from pure 72
and in doing so we shall begin from the point at which the common rool:g
allgemeine Wiirzel} of our faculty of knowledge divides and throws ou

stems, one of which is reason. By reason here T understand the whole %
faculty of knowledge and am therefore contrasting the rational with thé
pirical. (Critigue of Pure Reason 6)

m.?z“&-,_mn N

At this very moment, the question of lkarning, the question of di
and of the discipline as a question of architectonics, is posed. If one¢

thus of the teaching institution is posed. In this subjective process, }f '
edge will be called Aistorical when it proceeds from the given (cognifj

with principles, ex principiis. A given knowledge is always histg
whether one learns it by immediate experience or thanks to a narsag

ian motif.” Historical knowledge proceeds from a foreign reason.
fremder Vernunft). The power of imitation (das nachbildende VermoJ
not the power of production or invention (das erzeugende Vermogen)

Here, a supplementary distinction arlses, the only one from which
can rigorously understand the sentence “one cannot learn phllosophy,
can only learn to philosophize.” This distinction runs between two 9
of rational knowledge: the philosophical, which operates by pure conce
and the mathematical, which presupposes the construction of cond

- . W]
(and therefore, in the Kantian sense of the word “construction,” th€
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coutse £ pure sensibility). As we have just seen, taking its mode of acqui-
iton into consideration, an objectively philosophical knowledge can be
Zubiectivcly historical. Such is the case with schoolchildren when they
Jearn OF memorize contents, which can be philosophical systems; and
Schoolchildren can be schoolchildren at any age. According to Kant at
Jeasts throughout one’s life one can retain a historical, that is, a scholastic
relation with philosophy, which is therefore no more than a history of
PhilOSOP}}Y or a.phllosophlcal doxography. o . .

This distinction between the scholastic-historical and the rational is
valid for philosophy, but not for mathematics. Mathematics can be
known rationally and learned at the same time. The teacher of mathe-
matics cannot draw his knowledge from anything but pure (sensible) in-
wition, from the pure receptivity of the given. Moreover, it is for this rea-
son that the teacher of mathematics can neither make an error nor remain
essentially in a state of illusion. Among all the rational sciences only math-
ematics can be learned, learned rationally. Philosophy can only be learned
in the historical mode: “As regards what concerns reason, we can a¢ most
learn to philosophize” (Critique of Pure Reason 657).

The system of all philosophical knowledge: this is what is called Philos-
ophy.'° It is the mere idea of a possible science; nowhere is this idea given
in concreto. One can thus only find oneself on the path toward it. One is
never in possession of Philosophy, the teacher of pure reason no more so
than anyone else. He is the teacher of philosophizing, not of philosophy.
Here we can understand the second occurrence of the phrase “man kann
nur philosophieren lernen” (“one can only learn to philosophize” [Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason G57)). This time, the emphasis is on learning (lernen),
while in the first occurrence it was on philosophizing (philosophieren): 1.)
One cannot learn philosophy, one can learn only to philosophize. 2.) One
€an only learn to philosophize (only learn: for philosophy itself is inacces-
sible). This is what the progression from one statement to the other would
F)e. The statements remain the same, with the exception of the underlin-
Ing, which emphasizes the verb philosophieren in the first. 1.) One can only
learn ¢, Philosophize (nur philosophieren), and not philosophy. 2.) One can
only /earn to philosophize, approach philosophy without ever possessing
" thlfs without really philosophizing with it. It is a question of transla-
1on; in French, the syntactic displacement of the “ne . . . que” (one can
“An only. . . ; one can only learn . . . [on ne peut apprendre que, on ne
Peut g4 apprendre]) allows one to mark the difference clearly. Since in
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German the sentence retains the same syntax, philosophieren had to beji
derlined (“to philosophize”) in the first statement—and the amblguxtyj
mains. It is not out of the question that these two occurrences retained
most the same meaning for Kant. ;

This same statement, which is repeated, indeed displaced, and, mg
case, accented differently, clearly shows that philosophy eludes teachﬂ
while philosophizing requires it, requires endlessly and only reaching,] 'I
essence of philosophy excludes teaching; the essence of philosophizing;
mands it.

It would be enough, if one might say so, to draw the institutional &
sequences from this. They result from this double bind that knots i
around the sublime body of the teacher of philosophizing, of his evi
and unavoidable absence. For in his very withdrawal, he remainsjg
avoidable. He haunts the scene more than he dominates it; he domii
it, indeed, as would a phantom One could say that he fascinates and}
duces, if these connotations were not too closely tied to sensnblllty. 3
imagination: for reason should break the charm.

Kant says, in short, that there is no philosophy; there is no philosopk

others: there are teachers, disciples, institutions, rights, duties, an¢
ers for this; but there is no philosopher, nor philosophy. Nothing:off

gant manifestation of a “braggart” (rubmredig); it is to understan

ing of the dlfference between an ldeal type (Urbild) and an individ ;

cus, which is that of a sy5tem of knowledge as science, considered umq‘w
in its systematic unity and logical perfection. The world concepr is uséd
a foundation of the naming of the philosopher, especially when he is’ é
sonified and represented as a model (Urbild) in the ideal of the phllO!
pher We must recall at this point that this ideal philosopher is nog
artist of reason (Vernunfikiinstler), but the legislator ( Gesetzgeber) of h
man reason. His object of study is philosophy as releologia rasionis k
manae, the knowledge of the essential ends of human reason. Here, reas
is characterized in its essence as being proper te man, animal ration
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[f it was necessary to recall that the ideal philosopher is a legislator and
ot an artist it is because not everyone who deals with reason is a legisla-
:oh The mathematician, the physicist, and even the logician are only
Artists of reason. They have instruments and are themselves instruments
in the hands of he who is their teacher because he knows the essential ends
of human reason: and this is the philosopher, who is nowhere to be found.
But the idca of his legislation is found everywhere in man’s reason.

Nowhere, everywhere: how to order this topology? How to translate it
into an institution? We will see how this paradox unfolds when, in the
name of this very logic, Schelling criticizes The Conflict of the Faculties.
Kant is wrong to wish there were something like a specialized institutional
place, a department for philosophy. Since philosophy is everywhere, one
must not reserve a place for it. Above all, one must not assign it a place.

There is the teacher [maitre}—and he is absent. But he has a mistress—
metaphysics. Kant presents metaphysics as a cherished lover (Geliebze) to
whom one always returns after quarrelling. This teacher’s mistress
[maitresse du maitre] is also a censor: in the department or in the (lower)
Faculty of Philosophy. She is, therefore, a censor without public force.
Perhaps this censor exercises her censorship against the censorship of the
State. Censorship against censorship, censorship of reason, serving and
not opposing reason.

But, by defining this rational metaphysics as' Censoramt, one acknowl-
edges a censoring structure of reason.

The debate thus remains that of the best censorship. For a teacher, or
for a finite being, there is never any lifting of censorship, only a strategic
calculation: censorship against censorship. Is this strategy an are?

—Translated by Barbara Havercrof
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fixed, if it can be put this way, rooted or re-rooted, in the very event 6§
Bible’s translation. For the sake of economy, I will mention onljj
proper name of Luther; this emblem will suffice. Starting with this:eg

something of this essential relation to sacred writing seems to remai _
effaceable in it—and there is nothing accidental in that. I have triég
show thls elsewhere in an essay on Benjamms The Task of the T ar )

Goethe’s West-Eastern Divan. In the last sentence of his text, Benj:_
speaks of the interlinear version (of the Bible) as the Urbild, the protof
ical ideal, the originary image or form of translation. ([ prefer to retain}
German word Urbild here, for throughout the lecture I will be spcal@,g
of Bild, bilden, Bildung) Now here is what Goethe says, after having
tinguished, like Jakobson,? though in a completely different sense, th
kinds, in fact three epochs, of translation: g

But the reason for which we have called the third period the last, this is W
we are going to demonstrate in just a few words. A translation that aims at:
ing identified with the original tends to come close in the final account to:

64
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acerlinear version and greatly facilirates the comprehension of the original; by
< find ourselves in a way involuntarily led back to the primitive text, and

le is finally completed according to which the translation from the
3

this W

thus the circ
foreign © the native, from the known to the unknown, is carried out.

[ will not speak directly about his theological dimension. This title,
«Theology of Translation,” refers to another historical grouping, to a pre-
modern configuration that, even as it presupposes and contains within it-
«lIf che “Lutheran” moment, 5o to speak (as does every concept of transla-
tion), no less conserves a certain originality, that of a family of events that
are irreducible in the history of translation, of its problematics and its
praC[iCC. . .

What external and conventional indicators are used to designate this
family of events? Roughly speaking, what we call German Romanticism,
which was at once a moment of intense, restless, tortured, fascinated re-
flection on translation, its possibility, its necessity, its meaning for German
language and literature and a moment when a certain thinking about Bil-
dung, Einbildung, and all the modifications of 6ilden are inseparable from
what one could call precisely the imperative of translation, the task of the
translator, the duty-to-translate [devoir-traduire]. 1 have left the words
Bild, bilden, Bildungand their entire family in their language of origin be-
cause they are themselves challenges to translation. fmage, form, formation,
culture are so many inadequate approximations, first of all because they
belong to different semantic roots.

Concerning this configuration of Bildung and Ubersetzung (a word that
can hardly be translated by #ranslation withour immediately losing the en-
tire positional dimension of sezzen [in #bersetzen), | will begin by referring
o the very fine book by Antoine Berman, L¥épreuve de [étranger: Culture
¢ traduction dans ['Allemagne romantique? In a kind of homage to this
book, what I will do here is provide perhaps a little supplementary contri-
dution to it, on the subject, moreover, of the structure of supplementarity
' manslarion. This modest contribution will concern, first, a certain onto-
theological dimension, a problematics of onto-theology that is located at
thf founding of a certain concept of translation. Berman does not speak of
t}}'& ['will also try to make visible the link between this onto-theological
n;'lTl"i‘nsion ar}d speculation in that period on the university institution. Fi-
tex[): [lo‘rCSt’rlct my aflalysis and so as not to remain in generalities or meta-
and 2;) illusions, I will approach a text and author Berman barely names

bout whom, in any case, he says almost nothing: Schelling.
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In effect, the movement of leaving and returning to itself of Spirit, as it \
fined by Schelling and Hegel, but also by F. Schlegel, as we have seen, | ;s
the speculative reformulation of the law of classical Bildung What is one'g
gains access to itself only by experience, namely the experience of the fcﬁ‘?;i
(162; 258-59) '
To this “law of classical Bildung® that would dominate the thin ity
translation, roughly from Goethe to Hegel, passing by way of Schelj;
Berman opposes the thinking of Hélderlin, who would “explode theg
plicity of the schema of Bildung.” {
If I have decnded to speak to you about Schellmg, it is also for AriG]

speakmg than about a certain Schellingian phllosophy of llterary :,7 ; _j
tion, a certain onto-theological claim to found poetic translation,

tion. This proposition is indeced called into question again by Sche
his 1803 Lectures On the Method of University Studies.’ What Schel

structure (in particular the two classes of faculties, the higher—th
law, medicine—tied to the power of the State they represent, aid

censorship, so long as philosophy speaks about truth within the uni
is the one-sidedness of Kant’s topological perspective, his “Einseitigd
(University 79). k
From the standpoint of institutional archntecture, this one—snde
translates the one-sidedness of Kantian “critique” in its very principle
cording to Schelling, all the dissociations, the entire grid of critical g
that chart the Kantian university institution (as it is described in T/aé'g
flict of the Faculties) only transpose the opposition of sensibility and}
derstanding, of understanding and reason, of sensible intuition and i llJ
lectual intuition, of intuitus derivativus and intuitus originarius. Bett
the two there is of course the scheme of the imagination (Embtldm
kraf? ), a sensitive place for the question of poetry and translation.:
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dhere is also, quite simply, thinking. For all the dissociations of Kantian
:ique must evidently allow themselves to be thought. They can do so
Crllt , from the standpoint of that which makes dissociation itself thinkable
ond) ssible, namely an originary unity. For Schelling and according to a
and po . . .
ovenent shared by everything that will be referrf:d to as post-Kantian
German Idealism, one must start from that from which we will have had to
start in ovder to think dissociation: originary unity. And if we start from this,
chen all differences will only be translations (not necessarily in a linguistic
sense) of the same, which is projected or reflected in different categories.
Cha is what thinking philosophy is: knowing how to start from that from
which knowledge will have started, to take note of this originary knowl-
edge presupposed by all critical delimitation. This move is no longer pre-
critical; it claims to be post-critical, critique of critique. Schelling’s Fourth
Lecture clarifies it in a theory of “reflexive” or “reflecting” translation. It
concerns the study of the pure rational sciences, mathematics and philos-
ophy. Kant separates these in The Conflict of the Faculties. He explains that
pure mathematics, unlike pure philosophy (the metaphysics of morals and
the metaphysics of nature), construces its pure sensible object. This con-
struction has no meaning in pure philosophy. Schelling calls this dissoci-
ation into question again, from the standpoint of the unity of originary
knowledge, which precedes the opposition of the sensible and the intelli-
gible. He starts from intellectual intuition. Not that he identifies mathe-
marics and philosophy, but he speaks of their “resemblance.” This resem-
blance makes possible the translation of the one into the other, for they
are both founded upon the identity of the general and the particular. The
universal triangle is one with the particular triangle that is in turn taken
for all triangles, being at once a unity and a totality, unitotality (Ein- und
Allheis) presented to intuition (University 47). For philosophy, intuition is
feason; it is an intellectual intuition (intellektuelle Anschauung) that is one
with ics objecr in originary knowledge (Urwissen) ( University 49). Math-
Cmatics resembles philosophy. Its intuition is not immediate but rather
only reflected (reflektierre). It belongs to the world of the reflected image
(abgebildete Welr) and only manifests originary knowledge in its absolute
dentity in the form of reflection (Reflex) (University 48). The analogical
translation berween the two worlds that in fact are only one is assured by
the symbol (Bild ) and this symbolicity is developed in the play of Abbil-
“gand Einbildung, of imaginarive reproduction. Hence the complexity
oF the relation to Kant, for this privilege extended to Einbildungskrafi
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J
(imagination) also has a Kantian filiation. Hence also the essential roi’!
poetry and of poetic discourse in these lectures. Poetry is at the h
philosophy; the poem is a philosopheme. The opposition to Kant tcsﬁ;
to the filiation of the Gritique 0f “Judgment, which Schelling read as a4
dent at Tiibingen, only a short time before Fichte (the object of his é
admiration) and Goethe helped him get an appointment at Jena in. e
the very year Kant gathered the texts of the Conflict of the Faculties. g
shortly thereafter, as a young professor at Jena (where he stayed for:g
five years), Schelling produced his Lectures on the Method of Umw;g
Studies. The argumentative strategy he uses to criticize Kant resen
thar of the third Critigue (Hegel will not conceal that he makes an af
gous move); he has recourse to the unity of the moments dissociated
the two other Critiques. This unity is that of the imagination (i

/4

fore, in languages, between the ideal semantic differences and theg
mal—signifying—so-called sensible differences), it itself resists f”_
tion. The fact that it belongs to the German language and to explol
the multiple resources of the Bildung in In-Eins-Bildung remains a- cll
lenge. The French translation, uni-formation, apart from the fact tha
deforms the French language, since the word is nonexistent, erases the
course to the value of image that is precisely what marks the unity of41
imagination (Einbildungskraft) and of reason, their cotranslatability. I
not taking the translators to task. Doubtess theirs is the best possi
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. . 1 only wanted to underline a paradox: the concept of fundamental
Cho]c/{,}ﬂbﬂizy is linked poetically to a natural language and resists translation.
Wg;t that in fact confirms Schelling’s thesis, while at the same time ap-

caring to put it in question, [n-Eins-Bildung, forr?xatlon, putting into
form and image; gathers together, to be sure, but this gathering together
roduces unity. It is a poetic production, since it uni-forms without uni-
formizing [uni-forme sans uniformiser]; it preserves the universal and the
particular in the imprint that it produces. Whence, by virtue of this very
particulariry. its essential tie to a poetics and to a natural language. The in-
rernal essence of the absolute is an eternal /n-Eins-Bildung that dissemi-
pates in profusion; its emanation (Ausfluf’) traverses the world of phe-
nomena through reason and the imagination (University 61). Philosophy
and poetry cannot be separated, therefore, an affirmation that Schelling
incessantly repeats; they should only be translated into one another, even
if the poetic (rooted in the particularity of a language) is the very site of
the limit of the translatability that it nevertheless demands.

We find ourselves here in opposition to Kant on a path that he never-
theless opened. Kant opposes the teacher of pure reason, the legislating
philosopher, to the artist and even to the rational artist. For Schelling,
there is an analogy between the two; the poetic is immanent in the philo-
sophical, and this is fraught with consequences: for philosophical “for-
mation,” for Bildung as the teaching, cultivation, and apprenticeship of
philosophy. This “formation” (Bildung) must be thought from the stand-
point of /n-Eins-Bildung, of the internal essence of the absolute, of the
uni-formation of the uni-versal and the particular. The universizy must
also be thought in the logic of uni-formation, which is also a poetics of
translation,

Philosophy is the soul and life of knowledge inasmuch as knowledge
has it5 end in itself. Schelling cannot find words harsh enough for those
who wish to urilize knowledge, to “end-orient” [finaliser] it by making it
Se“’f other ends than itself, or subject it to the demands of an “alimen-
1ary” professionalization. Nietzsche and Heidegger will do the same. As a
illvmg S“cienCc” (lebendige Wissenschaft), philosophy requires an “artistic
mPulse (s8). There is (es gibs), the Fifth Lecture tells us (i fize), “einen
P ll(’s‘.’Phischen Kunsttrieb, wie es einen poetischen gibt” (an artistic im-
l::lst‘ for philosophy, just as there is a poetical one). The “as” (wie) articu-

S fht" analogy, the symbolic affinity, the passageway for a translation.

8 1s why Schelling never makes a distinction between the philosophi-
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cal content, the philosopheme, and the form of its presenmtion
“new” philosophy, he says, has had to make a new “step” in form
versity s8). Corresponding to a new philosophy there has to be a formj
ventiveness, a poetic originality, and therefore a provocation as mug]
challenge to translation. In this case there is a problem of philosop}
translation, an internal and essential problem that could not havef
posed for traditional philosophers, at least insofar as they did noﬁi
philosophical rationality, or philosophical semantics in general, to-thy
etic body, to the “reality” of a form and a language. This is Schellingt’t%
inality: it is original (novel) to say that a phllosophy can and must po;
originality, that formal originality is essential to it, thatitis also a n_]
art. :
This originality distinguishes the philosopher from the mathemig
(and this explains why there is no problem of translation in mathg
ics; mathematics is by its very essence the immediate annulling of
tion of translation). Like mathematicians, philosophers have a relatg
the universal, to be sure, and are united in their science, bur thejl
the originality of being able to be original because they are capable:gf
“transformation of forms” (Wechsel der Formen) that also calls for g3
duction or a trans-lation [une trans- ou une tra-duction), an Uber

ferential particularicy (Umverszty 59).
If there is (es gé6#) an artistic impulse for philosophy, what concl
to be drawn for Bildung in the sense of teaching? Can philosopk
learned? This is a question all the thinkers of the period since Kan
sessed with, as we have seen; they have all became civil servants i

tunity, indeed the possibility of philosophy. Can philosophy ever!

quired through practice and study? Is it on the contrary a free
freies Geschenk), an innate (angeboren) abllity granted by destiny ( /
ick)? In a certain way the answer is “yes,” there is (es gib?) a gift or'd]
sent (Geschenk) bestowed, sent, bequeathed by destiny (Geschick); ¢
thus destined to philosophy insofar as it is an art, an art requiring gé
and ruled according to an intellectual intuition that can only be given
give itself its object, while at the same time being linked to the geml
a natural language (University 60). That said, if what is essential to]
losophy cannot be learned, its particular forms must be learned. Thati
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hy is 2 gift does not mean that each person possesses it without prac-
l?SOPThe properly artistic aspect of this philosophical science (Schelling
lCT' i “dialectical art”) no doubr cannot be learned, but one can practice
fal(;j,,juersity 61). Lecture 4 (on mathematics and philosophy) specifies
it ¢ if the pure intuition of space and time is only “reflected” in the di-
::nsion of the sensible to which mathematics refers, in philosophy intu-
tion is purely and directly in reason. The person who does not possess
this intuition cannot even understand what is said about it; it cannot even
be translaced for him (University 49). He may appear to understand the
words but he is not thinking what the words say. He is prohibited from
finding a passageway between these two modes of understanding. Philo-
sophical intuition can therefore only be given (in the sense of a gift, a pre-
sent), and that means that it is incapable of being given (this time in the
sense of being translated or given out by teaching). But this infinite philo-
sophical intuition has a negative condition: the consciousness of the
inanity of all finite knowledge (University v). This consciousness or this
negative condition can let itself be deepened, clarified, cultivated, formed,
elaborated in a Bildung. In the philosopher who knows how to form it, to
cultivate it in himself (¢% sich bilden), to form himself in relation to it, this
consciousness must be transformed in character, even to the point of be-
coming an unalterable organ, an untransformable habitus:” the aptitude
for seeing each thing insofar as it is presented (dargestell?) in the idea. This
presentation may be precisely the translation or retranslation of the real
into the ideal. The character or type of the translator, of the philosopher
formed in relation to this translation, to this mode or form of presenta-
tion (Darstellung), can be acquired.

That originary knowledge that constitutes the last instance of this dis-
course is the Urwissen of God; it is “absolute knowledge”—the expression
is Schelling’s. We can therefore speak of a theology of translation. But we
also have the institutional translation of this theology of translation: for
_Schclling, in the university he plans, “theology, as the science in which the
iAnermost core of philosophy is objectified, must have the first and high-
e;t Pla‘fe" (University 79). This is the objection aimed at The Conflict of the

%ulties in the Seventh Lecture (“On Some Conditions Externally Op-
E::Z‘{to Philosophy, and in Particular the Opposition of the Positive Sci-
not :a ). A‘s the French trar'lslators properly note, “positive sciences” does
ingt Iy its m(?dcrn meaning here, but that of those sciences enjoying an

'tutional existence, a body of knowledge and public legitimacy. These
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are the sciences that are the object of a discipline, such as the theols
juridical, and medical sciences Kant opposes to the phllosophlcal :
pline. The lecture’s title mdlcates clearly that this opposition between
losophy and these “positive” sciences is external, therefore philosophig
unjustified, insufficiently thought. It is indeed the system of opposii; ‘
limits upon which The Conflict of the Faculties is constructed that renj}
external and unjustiﬁed b

The criticism directed at Kant has two imports, the one litég
pointed, that is, strictly institutional, the other more fundamental
serving as the foundation for the preceding one. But the one can be'tf
lated into the other. The organizational and mtrafaculty critique hasv‘
target the onesidedness of the Kantian point of view: this is the poig
view of the finitude that opposes philosophy and theology. It theig
makes of philosophy the field of finite thought. By virtue of this it givg

3

philosophy from the university map, but on the contrary in order
ognize its true place, which is the entire place: “That which is all:th

of philosophy. He says that there never is any. When we think we
one, we are fooling ourselves; that which by usurpation is called:
name is not authentically philosophical. Schelling’s “affirmatio
hauptung) appears pointedly anti-Kantian. In fact, it remains fai
certain Kantian thesis. Apparently confined in its place, assigned i€
cific competence, the Faculty of Philosophy is in fact everywhere, a¢gt
ing to Kant, and its opposition to the other faculties remains secolig
and external. There are in short two Kants, and two times two
this entire scene—which is also a scene of interpretative translation: 1§
is the Kant of The Conflict, who wants to bring a department of philg
phy into existence and to protect it (in particular from the State). In']
to protect it, one must delimit it. And then there is the Kant who g
the Faculty of Philosophy the right of critical and panoptlcal supeeri
over all the other departments, in order to intervene in them in the
of truch. And as for critique, there are still two more Kants: the Kan
the two Critigues clearly marks out oppositions (and The Conflict 9
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(lries, subsequent to the third Critique, remains more controlled by the
Fﬂi rwo): but the Kant of the Critique of Judgment, the one who aroused
ﬁ}: cnthusiasm of the young Schelling, takes himself beyond oppositions
‘ 4 tries t© think the living and art. (And let us not forget that for Kant,
:?wc have cmphasized, the “teacher of pure reason” is at once everywhere
and nowhere. His unavoidable and obvious absence commands the entire
field but also empties out the space of the philosophy department.)®

Now. it is precisely from the point of view of life and art that Schelling
himself proposes to reorganize the university, to think its organicity, and
to resituate philosophy within it. If philosophy is objectified in the three
positive sciences that are theology, law, and medicine, it is not objectified
in torality in any one of the three (University 79). Each of the three de-
partments is a determinate, partial objectification of philosophy, theology
being the highest of them. “Objectification” can be translated as “transla-
tion.” The same meaning is transposed or transported into another idiom.
But what is the total translation, the translation itself that ensures the ver-
itable objectivity of philosophy in its totality? Art. “Philosophy in its to-
tality becomes truly objective only in art” (University 79). And this art is
therefore, like this university itself; an art of generalized translation. Through
arather surprising logic, Schelling concedes that strictly speaking, “for this
reason, there can be no Faculty of Philosophy, but only a Faculty of the
Arts” (University 79-80). This is only a passing concession, for the logic
would demand that there no more be a department for this total transla-
tion than for omnipresent philosophy.

It is once again the Bild that ensures the translating analogy between
art, specifically poetry, and philosophy: “Poetry and philosophy, which
another variety of dilettantism imagines to be opposites, are alike in that
both require a self-produced, criginal image [Bild] of the world” (Uni-
wersity 74).

This affirmation is political as well. In the Kantian system, the Faculty
of l?hilosophy remains determined and limited by the power of the State,
which is still external. Now, art—about which Kant does not speak in The
C0n]flirt-can never be limited by an external power (Machs). It is there-
f‘"’? independent of the State; it has no (external) relation to it; it does not
86[ 't_sflfbc ?ppressed, privileged, or programmed by the State (University
S:?: There is no State culture, Schelling seems to be saying. But we will
: ¢ing moment that it is not thar simple. The positive sciences can be de-

“'Mined in relation ro this external (when it is external) State power.
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Philosophy alone has the right to demand from the State an uncoj;
tional freedom (Nur der Philosophie ist der Staat unbedingte Fres
schuldig) (University 80). A Kantian affirmation, at least as concerns;;
losophy inasmuch as it is the judge of truth. Since the State could seg]
suppress philosophy only to the detriment of all the sciences, phlloso
should have its place, strictly speaking, in a Faculty of Arts. And fog:
arts there are only free associations (freie Verbma’ungen), as opposed
publxc State institutions (University 80). Such a proposition (philosgf
in the space of the ars) is not revolutionary. Schelling recalls the tradjg
of the Collegium artium, ancestor of the Faculty of Philosophy to wif
Kant refers: a college independent of the State, a liberal institution
would not appoint doctores, professors furnished with privileges inj

of liberal arts (University 80). Schelling attributes the decadence of P .;
ophy, which has become an object of mockery and ceases to be consid
in the loftiness of its true mission, to the bureaucratic organizatiof
corporation ( University 80). This organization has ceased being a frég
sociation in view of the arts—and therefore of poetic translation. S chlgl

ately contemporary, “a recent product, a direct offsprmg of pseudo
lightenment [Aufklirerei]” (University 71). Schelling reacts violef
against this Enlightenment that, for example in Kant, creates amﬁcxalii
positions, separates knowledge from action, politics from ethics (thei€
an analogous movement in Heidegger, nor would this be his only affif
with Schelling) This unhappy separation is transposed into the univers
institution of the Enlightenment. Kant, in his theoretical philosophy; ¥

wrong to have reduced the idea of God or of the 1mmortallty of the'sé
to “mere ideas” and to have then tried to validate these ideas “in the mQ
disposition” (in der sittlichen Gesinnung) (University 71). Now, the eley
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of ethics to a point beyond determination makes us similar to God,
and philosophy translate.s a si‘milar elevation (gleiche Erbebung); it is at

with the ethical (this is again at once Kantian and anti-Kantian). There
?nﬁbu[ one world” (University 71), Schelling says; there is no hinter-
::,orld,"' no world in itself. Each of us gives a translation of this absolute
wotld, an image (Bild) in his own way (jedes in seiner Art und Weise abzu-
bilder strebt), knowledge as such or action as such (University 72). But the
one transhates the other. There is only a reflecting transfer, Bildung, Abbil-
dung (reflected image, reflection), Einbildungskrafi. Between knowledge
and action, the only difference is between two reflected images or two re-
fections of one and the same world, a difference in short in translation
(Uberserzung and Ubertragung). The world of action is also the world of
knowledge; ethics is as speculative as theoretical philosophy (University 72).
In order to think the separation, Kant will indeed have had to think the
originary unity of the two worlds as a single and identical text to be deci-
phered, in short, according to the two significations, according to the two
versions or two translations of the original text. The unity of the originary
world causes us to call into question once again the opposition of philoso-
phy and the positive sciences in their institutional translation (theology,
law, medicine), since this opposition was founded on the separation of
knowledge and action. At the same time, it is the duality of the languages
that proves not to be annulled but derived as the result of reflection, of Re-
Jlex, of the reflected image, which is also to say, of translating transposition
(Ubertragung, Ubersetzung), of transfer. The entire Conflict of the Faculties
is constructed, we could show, upon the untranslatable multiplicity of lan-
Buages or, to put it more rigorously, upon dissociations of a discursive type:
language of truth (constative) / language of action (performative), public
language / private language, scientific (intra-university) language / popular
(eXtra-univcrsity) language, spirit / letter, and so forth.

According to a movement typical of all post-Kantiansms, it all takes
Pl?.lc? as though Schelling, from the standpoint of this idea of reason or of
this incellectual intuition, were giving expression to that which is suppos-
edly inaccessible- by deeming this intuition inaccessible, you show that
You have already acceded to it, you think it, it has already reached you,
i’:‘i‘ have al.ready reached it. You think the inaccessible, and so you accede
nim['_l’i\ll}d.ln order to think finitude, you have already thought the infi-
SiStc.n is is, moreover, the definition of thinking. It would be more con-
., v[, more responsible, to arrange everything in relation to this thought

You think, rather than to found your “criticism” in denegation. In the

gon
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most different ways, all the post-Kantians, from Schellmg to Heg
Nietzsche, will accuse Kant of such a denegation. It remains to be;;
what a denegation is when it concerns nothing less than the thinkis
thinking and gives rise to something like the transcendental dxalecqé
the Critique of Pure Reason.

The logic of this accusation, this negation of denegation or this cnq
of critique, has paradoxical political implications. In every case.
consider that of Schelling. He insinuates that Kant subjects the de
ment of philosophy, in a public establishment, to the external pows
the State; and that therefore he does not understand the practice and g
of philosophy in seciety in a liberal enough way. Kant’s liberalism wg
not be unconditional. Schelling seems to be calling Kant back to lit
ism, for example according to the model of the College of Arts. Inv
Schelling’s thinking of uni-totality or of uni-formation as generalk

'\l%.& i -

m..

nontransparence.

There is, then, a certain Schellingian statism. What is the State? 'I‘ ¢
coming-objective of originary knowledge i the mode of action. 1
the most universal of the ideal productions that objectify and t
translate knowledge. The State is a form of knowledge, translated
ing to the arche-type of the world of ideas. But since it is only the b
ing-objective of knowledge, the State itself is in turn transported ot
posed into an external organism with a view to knowledge as such;ifl

State, its Ubertragung, the Ubersetzungen that transpose the State in
positive sciences. The State-as-knowledge is here a transposition of
State-as-action. The higher faculties can therefore no longer be sepafg
from the lower faculty The differentiation of the positive sciences is n'i
on the basis of originary kn0wledge, in the image of the internal t}’p!
philosophy. The three positive sciences are nothing other than the

entiation, the differentiated translation of originary knowledge, and fh
fore of philosophy. There is a profound and essential identity berween] 1
losophy and the State. It is the same text, the same original text, 1f i
knows how to read its identity from the standpoint of Ur-Wissen. |
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This grouping (the State and its objectification transposed into the
chree positive sciences) is a whole, the whole of the objectification of
originary knowledge. Originary knowledge forms with philosophy an
uinbtcmal organism” (inneére Organismus) (University 76) that is projected
of cransported outward in the external totality of the sciences. It is con-
scructed through divisions and connections so as to form a body (Korper)
that itself expresses outwardly the internal organism of knowledge and
philoSOPh)’ (University 78). The word organism is frequent and decisive in
this context. It does not translate a biologism, since apparently, at least,
we are dealing with a metaphor. The ideal and the real are not yet sepa-
rable in the unity of originary knowledge. This unity permits one to
speak, without trope, of the one as of the other, of the one in the lan-
guage of the other. There is no metaphor but there is also nothing but
metaphor, image in the broad sense (Bild). The originary unity of lan-
guage in originary knowledge allows for rhetoric and at the same time
prevents one from considering it only as a restricted rhetoric. It is a gen-
eralized rhetoric or translatology. This justifies the fact that, since the be-
ginning of this paper, I have often spoken of translation when it was a
question only of transposition, of transfer, of transport in a sense that is
not strictly linguistic. One might think I was going too far and was
speaking metaphorically of translation (understood in the strictly semi-
otic or linguistic sense) when there was actually nothing properly lin-
guistic about the transposition of which I was speaking. But the point is
precisely that for Schelling, whose onto-theology I wished to present,
language is a living phenomenon; life or the living spirit speaks in lan-
guage; and in the same way nature is an author, the author of a book that
must be translated with the skill of a philologist. A motif found at the
same period in Novalis in particular, but already in Goethe. Whence
Schelling’s pedagogy of language, of dead or living languages:

N?thing forms the intellect so effectively as learning to recognize the living
spirit of a language dead to us. To be able to do this is no whit different from
what the natural philosopher does when he addresses himself to narure. Na-
ture is like some very ancient author whose message is written in hicroglyph-
s on colossal pages, as the Artist says in Goethe’s poem.!! Even those who in-
vestigate nature only empirically need to know her Janguage, so to speak [so to
speak should be emphasized] in order to understand utterances which have be-
come unineelligible to us. The same is true of philology in the higher sense of
the term, The earch is a book made up of miscellaneous fragmencs dating
fom very different ages. Each mineral is a real philological problem. In geol-
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ogy we still await cthe genius who will analyze the earth and show its comp
sition as Wolf analyzed Homer. (University 40)

into action, one of those speculative statements of a German Idealisr
we would today study through the mists like some great philosoph

whole of science. The way in which State structures (let’s not speak 0
ernment) function depends essennally and concretely upon the state

[fnalisées] sciences.'* And what has rightly been called the military-l_
trial complex of the modern State presupposes this unity of the basi
the end-oriented. We would also have to connect this “logic” with tha {
the “performativity” of scientific discourse. .
Schelling would no doubt say that the State is not the objectify
translation of knowledge as knowledge bur of originary knowledge «sid
tion. Tt would be all the easier today to show to what extent a mod
State is the implementation of a knowledge. Not only because it has a ;g
itics of science that it wants to pilot by itself, but because it is itself form¢
and transformed, in its concept, its discourse, its rhetoric, its method
and so forth, according to the rhythm of techno-science. }
It was necessary to insist, to be sure, on the unity of originary know
edge, on the toralizing gathering-together of the Ein-Bildung der Vzel/?&
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. Jiv Einbeit as general translatability. But that does not mean homo-
m ST .o .

encity and indifferentiation. There are forms and therefore specific struc-
cures. There are differences between philosophy and religion, philosophy
and poctry: That is why one must translateand this translation stems from
the finitude of individuals. Philosophy is indeed the immediate presenta-
ton (Darstellung), the science of originary knowledge (Urwissen), but it is
this only in the realm of the ideal and not “really.” If the mind could, ina
single act of knowledge, really grasp (begreifen) absolute totality as a sys-
rem completed in all of its parts, it would overcome its finitude (Univer-
sity79)- It would not need to translate. It would conceive the whole as be-
yond all determination. As soon as there is determination, there is
differentiation, separation, abstraction. Schelling does not say “opposi-
vion,” Enigegensetzung. The real presentation of knowledge presupposes
this separation, this division and this translation, one could say, of philo-
sophical work. “Originary knowledge” can become “real,” be realized in
its unity in a single individual, only in der Gattung, in the genus or
species, which is also to say in historical insticutions (University 75). His-
tory progresses as this becoming-real of the idea.

This schema constructed the First Lecture on the basis of the absolute
concept of science. The lecture starts from the idea of living totality. From
this it deduces the concepr of the university, as Kant also deduces it from
an idea of reason. We have another indication that Schelling revives the
Kantian tradition to which he is opposed as one might be opposed to a
philosophy of opposition. The thinking development of the idea of reason
leads Schelling to reject the limiting consequences that Kant draws from it.

The specialized training or formation (Bildung) of the student must be
preceded by the knowledge of this living torality, of this “living unity” (des
lebendigen Zusammenhangs) (University 7). The student must first have ac-
cess to the organic totality of the university, to the “grear tree” of knowl-
edge (University 9): one can apprehend it only by starting (genetically)
from ics originary root, Urwissen. On the threshold of his studies, more-
Over, the “young man” (and not the young girl, of course) has the sense of,
and the desire for, this totality (Sinn und Trieb fiir das Ganze) (University
8). Buc he is quickly disappointed. Schelling describes these disappoint-
Ments, all the damage done by professional training or by the specializa-
:"l’" flm.t bars access to the very organization, to the organicizy of this to-
ta 'ty ot knowledge, in other words, to philosophy, to the philosophy of

¢ University that constitutes the organic and living principle of this to-
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talicy. Schellmg then makes a proposal from which we have yet o reap;
full benefit. “It is imperative,” he says, “that universities give general‘
structdon in the aims and methods of academic study, both as a Wh01e>‘
in respect to its pamcular subjects” (University 6). Which is vé
Schelling does in saying so. His lectures tell us what the orlentatlon,_._.
method, and the torality of the particular objects of a university wortfh]
the name should be. He defines the final destination (Bemmmung) .t
determines and regulates all the organically interdisciplinary transla i
of this institution.

This final destination, that of knowledge as well as that of the unn
sity, is nothing less than communion with the divine essence. All kng
edge tends to enter into this commumty with the divine being. The p'
sophical community, as university community, is this Streben. %
Gemeinschaft mit dem gottlichen Wesen (University 11); it tends to pagt
pate in this originary knowledge that is one and in which each tyf}
knowledge participates as the member of a living totality. Those wh
thought is not regulated and ordered by this living and buzzing coritf
nity are like sexless bees (geschlechtslose Bienen): since they are denied}
power to create, to produce (produzieren), they multiply inorganic e&
ments outside of the hives as proof of their own platitude; they atteg
this way to their spiritlessness (Geistlosigkeir) (University 11). Thisid
ciency is also an inaptitude for the grear translation that causes the:mg
ing of originary knowledge to circulate throughout the encire b({)j;
knowledge. 1

Man is not a bee. As rational being (Vernunfiwesen), he is desi
(hingestells), placed with a view to, appointed to the task of supplemig
ing or complementing the world’s manifestation (eine Erginzung der ]
terscheinung) ( University 12). He completes the phenomenalization & ;
whole. He is there so that the world might appear as such and in ordg]
help it to appear as such in knowledge But if it is necessary to com
or supplement (ergdnzen), it is because there is a lack. Without 1
God’s very revelation would not be accomplished. By his very actxvg
man is to develop (entwickeln) that which is lacking in God’s total revi
tion (was nur der Offenbarung Gottes ﬁ’hlt) (University 12). 3

Thatis what is called translation; it is also what is called the destina€

of the university.

— Translated by Joseph Adam
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Mochlos, or The Conflict

of the Faculties

If we could say we (but have I not already said it?), we might perhaps
ask ourselves: where are we? And who are we in the university where ap-
parently we are? Whardo we represent? Whom do we represent? Are we re-
sponsible? For what and to whom? If there is a university responsibilicy, ic
at least begins the moment when a need to hear these questions, to take
them upon oneself and respond to them, imposes itself. This imperative
of the response is the initial form and minimal requirement of responsi-
bility. One can always not respond and refuse the summons, the call to re-
sponsibility. One can even do so without necessarily keeping silent. But
the structure of this call to responsibility is such—so anterior to any pos-
sible response, so independent, so dissymetrical in its coming from the
other within us—that even a nonresponse a priori assumes responsibility.

And so 1 proceed: what does university responsibility represenc? This
question presumes that one understands the meaning of “responsibility,”
‘university”—ar least if these two concepts are still separable.

The university, what an idea!

‘It is a relatively recent idea. We have yet to put it aside, and it is already
being reduced to its own archive, to the archive of its archives, without
our having quite understood what had happened with it.

Most two centuries ago Kant was responding, and was responding in
“'“.hs. of responsibility. The university, what an idea, | was just asking.
'8 1s not a bad idea, says Kant, opening The Conflict of the Faculties
(f‘: r Stre’it der Fakultdren, 1798). And, with his well-known humor,
? :;dﬁl:i a more laborious. and tortuous story, he.pretends to treat this
Asa find, a happy solution that a very imaginative person would have

83
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come up with, as the invention, in sum, of a fairly rational devicé;
some ingenious operator might have sent to the State for a a patent. An%

rthythm of its contradictions.
Here is the opening of this short work that I wanted to invite
commemoration, with that sense of vague disquiet that arises whe

posium, it is not Socrates, it is Kant, and he says:

It was not a bad idea [kein dbeler Einfall], whoever first conceived
posed a public means for treating the sum of kn0wledge (really the

[durch Wrt/:etlung der Arbeiten] where, for as many fields as there m
knowledge, so many public teachers [§ffentliche Lebrer] would be allotiet
fessors being like trustees [als Depositeure], forming together a kind of ¢4
scientific entity [efne Art von gelebrtem gemeinen Weserl called a univ

can pass judgment on scholars as such); and, thanks to its faculties:
small societies into which university teachers are divided, in keeping:
variety of the main branches of knowledge), the university would bi
rized [berechtigt: Kant is being precise, the university receives its le

eigner Machr, from its own power]—to teachers who are “free” (no
from the members themselves) and called “doctors,” a universally reco

Kant underlines the word “creating”: the university is thus auzhorizé
have the autonomous power of creating ttles.
The style of this declaration is not merely one of a certain fiction o%
origin: the happy idea of the university, that someone comes up withs{
fine day, at some date, with something like the fictive possibility of a.nz
niversary—this is what Kant seems to be evoking here. Indeed, furtheg
in his text, after dropping the rhetoric of an introduction, his first moy
to set aside the hypothesis of a somewhat random find, of an empiri
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o, an imaginative, origin to the university. Certain artificial institutions,

ocs on to say, have as their foundation an idea of reason. And the uni-
rsity is an “artificial” (kinstliche) mstitu'non of this kifld. K;'mt.beg.ms by
ccalling this fact for those who would like to forget it, believing in the
paturalness of the place and the habitat. The very idea of government is
founded on reason, and nothing in this respect is a matter of chance.

For this reason it must be said that the organizing of a university, with respect
w0 its classes and faculties, was not just a matter of chance, but that the gov-
crnment, without showing any special wisdom or precocious knowledge for
doing so. was, from a particular need that it felt (for influencing the people
through various teachings), able to arrive a priori ata principle of division that
happily [gliicklich] coincides with the principle currently adopted.

eve

And Kant is well aware that he is in the process of justifying in terms of
reason what was a de facto organization determined by the government of
his day, as if by accident its king were a philosopher. Of this he is evi-
dently aware, since he promptly excuses himself in something of a tone of
denial: “But I will not, for all that, speak in its favor as if it had no fault”
(Conflict 31).

Within the introductory fiction, Kant had multiplied his rhetorical pre-
cautions, or rather he had somehow guaranteed the analogical statements
with, so to speak, a real analogy: the university is analogous to society, to
the social system it represents as one of its parts; and the teaching body
Iepresents, in one form or another, the goal and function of the social
body—for example, of the industrial society that will give itself, in less

ten years' time, the great model of the University of Berlin; this lac-

ter, even now, remains the most imposing reference for what has been
h_ﬁﬂdcd down to us of the concepr of the university. Here, then, is the se-
ties of analogies: within the university, one would treat knowledge a lictle
like in industry (gleichsam fabrikenmaffig); professors would be like
“ustees (als Depositeure); together they would form a kind of essence or
collective scholarly entity that would have its own autonomy (eine Art von
,[ge ehr tem gemeinen Wesen, die ihre Autonomie hiitté). As for this autonomy,
- ¢ fiction ar}d hypothesis are more prudent still. In itself, this autonomy
6["0 doubt justified by the axiom stating that scholars alone can judge
of I:: scholars, a tautology that may be thought of as linked to the essence
St l_s°Wl’~’dge as to Fhe knowledge of knowledge. When, however, the is-
one of creating public titles of competence, or of legitimating
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knowledge, or of producing the public effects of this ideal autog
then, at that point, the university is no longer authorized by itself. It
thorized (berechtig) by a nonuniversity instance or agency—here, b%
State—and according to criteria no longer necessarily and in théi
analysis those of scientific competence, but those of a certain perfo‘
tivity. The autonomy of scientific evaluation may be absolute and. un
ditioned, but the political effects of its legitimation, even supposmé
one could in all rigor distinguish them, are no less controlled, me

and overseen by a power outside the university. Regarding this powa%
versity autonomy is in a situation of heteronomy; it is an autonom
ferred and limited, a representation of autonomy—in the double sel
a representatxon by delegation and a theatrical representation. In fa
university as a whole is responsxble wa nonumversxty agency.

him back to order. A letter from Friedrich Wilhelm reproachedri f
abusing his philosophy by deforming and debasing certain dogm i’ ‘

may be some who dream of receiving such a letter, a letter from 3
or sovereign at least letting us locate the law in a body and assig
ship to a simple mechanism within a determined, unique, puht
monarchical place. For those who dream, for various reasons, of'so!
suring a localization, [ will therefore do the pleasure of citing a st
unimaginable today from the pen of Carter, Brezhnev, Gis
Pinochet, barely, perhaps, from that of an ayatollah. The king of’
reproaches the philosopher for having behaved unpardonably, litegall
responsibly” (unverantwortlich). This irresponsibility Friedrich Wi
analyzes and divides in two. The accused appears before two jurid
stances. He bears, in the first place, his inner responsibility and p
duty as a teacher of the young. But he is also responsible to the fath
the land, to the sovereign (Landesvater), whose intentions are l{nor
him and ought to define the law. These two responsibilities are not#|
posed, but are instead subordinated within the same system: L

I
y

You must recognize how irresponsibly [wie unverantwortlich] you tht
against your duty as a teacher of the young [als Lebrer der Jugend) and ag
our soverelgn purposes [landesviiterliche Absichten], which you know we
you we require a most scrupulous account [licerally, an assuming of yo!
sponsibility, Verantwortung) and expect, so as to avoid our highest disple:
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chat in the furure you will not fall into such error, bur rather will, as befits
our duty: putyour reputation and talent to the better use of better realizing
our sovercign PUrpose; failing cthis, you can expect unpleasant measures for

your continuing obstinancy. (Conflict 11)

Kane cites this letter and justifies himself at length, in the preface and
fnally beyond the preface to The Conflict of the Faculties. Whatever one
thinks of his system of justification, the nostalgia that some of us may feel
i, the face of this situation perhaps derives from this value of responsibil-
ity: at least one could believe, at that time, that responsibility was to be
waken—for something, and before some determinable someone. One
could at least pretend to know whom one was addressing, and where to
situate power; a debate on the topics of teaching, knowledge, and philos-
ophy could at least be posed in terms of responsibility. The instances in-
voked—the State, the sovereign, the people, knowledge, action, truth, the
university—held a place in discourse that was guaranteed, decidable, and,
in every sense of this word, “representable”; and a common code could
guarantee, at least on faith, a minimum of translatability for any possible
discourse in such a context.

Could we say as much today? Could we agree to debate together about
the responsibility proper to the university? I am not asking myself whether
we could produce or simply spell out a consensus on this subject. I am
asking myself first of all if we could say “we” and debate together, in a
common language, about the general forms of responsibility in this area.
Of' this I am not sure, and herein lies a being-ill [ ma/l-ére] no doubt more
serious than a malaise or a crisis. We perhaps all experience this to a more
or less vivid degree, and through a pathos that can vary on the surface.
But we lack the categories for analyzing this being-ill. Historical codes
(and, a fortiori, historical datings, references to technical events or to spec-
@cular politics, for example, to the great unrest of *68), philosophical,

fmeneuric, and political codes, and so on, and perhaps even codes in
gi"cral, as productive [performani] instruments of decidibility, all seem

a:’jrle'ss here. It is an im-pertinencc? of the code, which can go hand in
ing—illwll:[h t'he greatest power, which lies, perhaps, at the source of this be-
POsi[i(; or llf acode guamnteec'l a'problematic, whatever the discord of the
el bC:S‘ taken or th'e coptradxctxons of the forces present, then we would
rvise /;: (ljn }tlhe university. But we feel bad, v'vh'o would da'xre to say oth-
s op an‘] t;m(:]s]: :lvv};(S) feel good are perhaps hiding something, from oth-
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Celebrating the anniversary of a university’s founding, if one 1@
the secondary gains that attend such commemorations, should supp
confirmation, the renewing of a commitment, and more profoundL
self-legitimation, the self-affirmation of the universiy. fi

I just uttered the word “self-affirmation.” Regarding the umvers%
hear itat once as a translation and a reference. It is the title of Heid
sadly famous speech upon taking charge of the Rectorate of the Uniy)
of Freiburg-im-Breisgau on May 27, 1933, The Self-Affirmation of ¢ tbg
man University (Die Selbstbehauptung der deutschen Universitis). Iﬁl ;
to summon here this great ghost and sinister event, it is not mere}
cause, in doing so, I can avail myself of a pretext here for paying hg
to Columbia University, for the welcome it managed to extend ;
lectuals and professors emigrating from Nazi Germany. It is also |

destination in terms of responsibility, with a stable reference to. thej
idea of knowledge, technics, the State, and the nation, very close o
at which the memorial gathering of a thinking makes a sudde
ward the entirely-other of a terrifying future. Unable though 1 aq
tify this hypothesis here, it seems to me that Heidegger, after this
eventually goes beyond the limits of this still very classical concepig
university, one that already guided him in Whar Is Metaphysics? (192
at least that the enclosure of the university—as a commonplace and}
erful contract with the State, with the public, with knowledge, withd
physics and technics—will seem to him less-and less capable of meg3
up to a more essential responsibility, that responsibility that, beforg
ing to answer for a knowledge, power, or something or other deterrj
before having to answer for a being or determinate object before a§

minate subject, must first answer fo bemg, for the call of being, antil.1
think this coresponsibility. But, once again, essential as it may seem{ t‘
I cannot explore this path today. I will ty, let’s say, to keep a const_a
oblique and indirect, link with its necessity.

When one pronounces the word “responsibility” today in the univi
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« no longer knows for sure with what concept one can still rule it. One

Sates between at least three hypotheses.
hCI One can treat responsibility as a precisely academic theme. One

OL.,]d exhume this archived pos, whose code would no longer be our
wwn along the lines of a celebration, an anniversary. In the course of a
;’cho;l exercise, one might, as a historian or philologist, embroider the
ropic with flowers of rhetoric, paying tribute to a secular institution that,
in short though not entirely of its own time, would, for all that, not have
aged alrogether badly. Within this hypothesis, that of commemorative
sestheticism with all it presupposes of luxury, pleasure, and despair, one
would still presuppose that events of the past century, and especially of the
most recent postwar era, would have ruined the very axiomatics of a dis-
course on responsibility—or, rather, of the discourse of responsibility.
Given a certain techno-political structure of knowledge, the status, func-
tion, and destination of the university would no longer stem from the ju-
ridical or ethico-political language of responsibility. No longer would a
subject, individual or corporate, be summoned in its responsibility.

2. A second hypothesis, that of a tradition to be reaffirmed: one would
then recall that more than a century ago, when Columbia’s graduate
school was founded, the question of knowing for what, and to whom, a
professor, a faculty, and so forth, is responsible, was posed within a philo-
sophical, ethical, juridical, and political problematic, within a system of
implicit evaluations, within an axiomatics, in short, that survives essen-
tially intact. One could posit secondary adaptations as a way to account
for transformations occurring in the interval.

3. Keeping its value and meaning, the notion of responsibility would
h_aVC to be re-elaborated within an entirely novel problematic. In the rela-
tions of the university to society, in the production, structure, archiving,
and transmission of knowledges and technologies (of forms of knowledge
as technologies), in the political stakes of knowledge, in the very idea of

Owledge and truth, lies the advent of something entirely other. To an-
:f'er, what to answer for, and to whom?: the question is perhaps more
to“l;c and lcgmma.te than ever. But the “what” and the “who” would have
cou[z] thoug}n entirely f)thcrvs(ise. And (a more interesting corollary) they

e l-)srartmg from this alterity, lead us to wonder what they might once
cen, this “who” and this “what.”

f}’pic(;;lld tl]cfic tbrce hypotheses exhaust, in principle, all possibilities of a

questioning abour university responsibility? I am not certain of
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this; nothing in this domain seems certain to me. Everything seem s
scure, enigmatic, at once threatened and threatening, in a place whe 5
greatest danger today is concentrated. The Western university is a vég
cent constructum or artifact, and we already sense that it is ﬁn
marked by finitude, just as, as its current model was established, be
The Conflict of the Faculties (1798) and the foundmg of the Unive E}
Berlin (October 10, 1810, at the close of the mission entrusted to H
boldt), it was thought to be ruled by an idea of reason, by a cer
tion, in other words, with infinity. Following this model, at least i
sential features, every great Western university was, between 180
about 1850, in some sense reinstituted. Between that moment ag

ebrating tonight the birthday of the modern university in
Whether it is a question of an anniversary or a university, all this tuf]
we say in French, very fast.
I was thinking of reopening with you The Conflict of the Facul
cause the fzrum of responsibility seems inscribed there at the origif
on the very eve of the modern university, in its pre-inaugural disco
is inscribed there in language receiving from Kant its first great:
tion, its first conceptual formalization of great rigor and conse
There, at our disposal, we find a kind of dictionary and grammaf
tural, generative, and dialectical) for the most contradictory discot
might develop about—and, up to a point, within—the universityl
not call this a Code, precisely because The Conflict of the Facultiesis|@
the Code and the written Code (Gesetzbuch) (Conflict 36fF.) withinid
circumscribed and determined part of the university, within the:
called “higher”—essential instruments of the government (the Faci
Theology, Law, and Medicine). If The Conflict of the Faculties 8}
Code, it is a powerful effort at formalization and discursive econofiy
terms, precisely, of formal law. Here again, Kantian thought tries to:
to pure legitimation, to purity of law, and to reason as the court®
appeal. The equivalence between reason and justice as “law” or “H
[drois] finds its most impressive presentation here. 5
For us, however, most often and in a manner still dominant, thé
course of responsibility appeals, in a mode we find tautological, to aj
ethico-juridical instance, to pure practical reason, to a pure thinkif
right [droif], and correlatively to the decision of a pure egological qu

.
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onsciousness or an intention that has to answer, in decidable terms,
9f ac d before cthe law. I insist on this: it is thus for us, most often and
for 2" revailingly, though this bond is not indissoluble for all eternity. It
most Pnatural; it has a history. One can no doubt imagine dissolving the
s notof_ responsibility by relativizing, secondarizing, or deriving the effect
‘r“.luebjectiviry, consciousness, or intentionality; one can no doubt decen-
of S:;;e subject, as it is easily put, without putting into question the bond
:cr[wecn responsibility, on the one }.1and, and freedom of subjective con-
sciousness and punty.of mtefltxon:.allty, on the other. This happens all the
gme and is not that interesting, since nothing in the prior axiomatics is
changed: one denies the axiomatics en bloc and keeps it going as a sur-
vwor, with minor adjustments de rigueur or daily compromises lacking in
rigor. In so doing, in operating at top speed, one accounts and becomes
accountable for nothing: neither for what happens, nor for the reasons to
continue assuming responsibilities without a concept.

Conversely, would it not be more interesting, even if difficult, and per-
haps impossible, to think a responsibility—that is, a summons requiring
a response—as no longer passing, in the last instance, through an ego, the
“I think,” intention, the subject, the ideal of decidability? Would it not be
more “responsible” to try to think the ground, in the history of the West,
on which the juridico-egological values of responsibility were determined,
attained, imposed? There is perhaps a fund here of responsibility that is at
once “older” and—to the extent it is conceived anew, through what some
would call the crisis of responsibility in its juridico-egological form and its
ideal of decidability—is still to come, and, if you prefer, “younger.” Here,
perhaps, would be a chance for the task of thinking what will have been,
Up to this point, the representation of university responsibility, what it is
or might become, in the wake of upheavals that we can no longer conceal

'om ourselves, even if we still have trouble analyzing them. Is a new type
°fun“’er$it)’ responsibility possible? Under what conditions? I don’t know,
Ut I know that the very form of my question still constitutes a classical

E:’::;COL of a precisely Kantian type: by posing my question in this way I
Spon:[-l:"i-to act as a guardian and trustee r.es.ponsible for tx.-aditional re-
Univeis'l 1ty. Kant in cffecr tells us the co.ndmons under wh!ch a ratiopal
im ro(;[)’ in gene.ral will, accordmg to him, have been possnb!e. Readlpg

the rigoaval sce his assurance and his necessity, much as one ml.ght ac.lmlre
wifi e rl;) a plan. or strucrure through the breaches of an uninhabitable
> 3out which one cannot decide whether it is in ruins or simply
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never existed, having only ever been able to accommodate the disceif
its incompletion. This is the uncertajnty with which I read Kan

intermittent despair, the laborious or ironic distress, the daily con‘
tions, the desire to challenge and militate on several fronts at onc
to maintain @nd to risk, and so forth. From the depths of this uncé
I still believe in the task of another discourse on university respor‘f
Not in the renewal of the contract in its old or barely renewed forr
since, concerning entirely other forms, I know nothing clear, ¢
and decidable, nor whether such forms will ever be, or whether'thg
versity as such has a future, 1 continue to believe in the interest o

this domain—and of a discourse measuring up to the novelty, to;
of this problem. This problem is a task; it remains for us given-to,
I do not know, to doing or thinking, one might have once said;
not just as a member of the university. It is not certain that the u
itself, from within, from its idea, is equal to this task or this debt;;a5
is the problem, that of the breach in the university’s system, in-th

nal coherence of its concept. For there may be no inside p'ossib‘l

own representations, as one of its possible objects. With a vi
other responsibility, [ will hazard a contribution that is modest;;
nary, and above all in keeping with the time at our disposal hen
no one in decency should exceed. With this economy and these
constraints taken into account, I set myself the following rule
translate The Conflict of the Faculties in part, and under the hea
introductory or paradigmatic essay, so as to recognize its points
translatablllty, by which I mean anything that no longer reaches us:2)
mains outside the usage of our era. I will try to analyze those unti L
able nodes; and the benefits that I anticipate—if not in the course{ )
brief effort, then at least in the systematic pursuit of this kind of
ing—will be an inventory not merely of what was and no longer is;
certain contradictions, laws of conflicts, or antinomies of umver31 )
son, but of what perhaps exceeds this dialectical rationality itself; aff
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cranslacability we experience will perhaps signal the university’s inabil-
‘un'w comprehend itself in the purity of its inside, to translate and trans-

it its proper meaning. Since its origin, perhflps.‘ o
will ic suffice today to speak of contradiction in the university? Is the
first incerest of Kant’s text not to recognize the conflict at the university’s
very incerior? Kant foresees the inevitable recurrence of this, a necessity
son‘1€h°w transcendefltzfl and constitutive. He classes the different types
and places of contradiction, ‘the rules of their return, the forms of their le-
gality or illegality. For he wishes at all costs to pronounce the law, and to
discern, to decide between legal and illegal conflicts that set into opposi-
rion the faculties of the university. Kant's principal concern is legitimate
for someonc intending to make the right decisions: it is to trace the rigor-
ous limits of the system called university. No discourse would be rigorous
here if one did not begin by defining the unity of the university system, in
other words the border between its inside and its outside. Kant wishes to
analyze conflicts proper to the university, those arising between the differ-
ent parts of the university’s body and its power, that is, here, the faculties.
He wants to describe the process of these internal contradictions, but also
to class, to hierarchize, to arbitrate. But even before proposing a general
division of the teaching body and recognizing the two major classes of fac-
ulties, higher and lower, that can confront each other, Kant encounters a
prior, if not a pre-prior, difficulty, one that we today would sense even
more keenly than he. As one might expect, this difficulty derives from the
definition of a certain outside that maintains with its inside a relation of
resemblance, participation, and parasitism that can give rise to an abuse of
power, an excess that is strictly political. An exteriority, therefore, within
the resemblance. It can take three forms. Only one of these seems danger-
ous to Kant. The first is the organization of specialized academies or
scholarly societies. These “workshops” do not belong to the university;
Kant is content simply to mention them. He does not envisage any col-
al_"oration, any competition, any conflict between the university and these
S’~"l€nfiﬁc societies. And yct these do not, as do the private amateurs he
::;::ms ir.1 the.same passage, represent a state of nature of science. The.se
role int;:)lis. w}’uch are also among the éﬂff:as of reason, play an essen.tlal
of th K?clc.ry. I"oda)_', howeverfand t!us isa ﬁrs‘t limit to the translation
very seriantnan text in our pOllthO-CplStClTlOlOglCal space—th.ere can be
seanc] C:,US competition ar‘ld bordef conﬂ‘mt‘s between nonuniversicy re-
rters and university faculties claiming ar once to be doing re-
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margin. Certain departments of the university at least have been réd
to that condition The State no longer entrusts cerrain research to §

stakes. When regions of knowledge can no longer give rise to the
and evaluation properly belonging to a university, the whole archi
ics of The Conflict of the Faculties finds itself threatened, and wit
model regulated by the happy concord between royal power and ¢
son. The representation of this model remains almost identical thro
the West, but the relation to power and to the research it progrs
search academies and institutes differs widely between States, regimg
national traditions. These differences are marked in the interven
the parr of the State and of public or private capital. They canni
reverberate in researchers’ practice and style. Cerrain objects and:i
research elude the university. Sometimes, as in certain Eastern col
the university is totally confined to the pursuit of a reproducible &
The State deprives it of the right to do research, which it reserves ¢
emies where no teaching takes place. This arises most often from
tions of techno-political profitability as figured by the State, or b;

or international, State or trans-State capitalist powers, as one migh
ine happening with the storage of information and with establis
banks, where the academic has to surrender any representati
“guardian” or “trustee” of knowledge. However, this representati
constituted the mission of the university itself. But once the lib
longer the ideal type of the archive, the university no longer rema
center of knowledge and can no longer provide its subjects with a4
sentation of that center. And since the university, either for reaség
structure or from its attachment to old representatlons, can no.l9
open itself to cerrain kinds of research, participate in them, or tra
them, it feels threatened in certain places of its own body; thneaten@-
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Jevelopment of the sciences, o, a fortiori, by the questions of science
the » sciences threatened by what it sees as an invasive margin. A singular
o :1’ unjust threat, it being the constitutive faith of the university that the
J‘;l 1 of scicnce is at the very basis of the university. How, then, could that
; d; threaten the university in its technical development, when onc can
q0 longer separate knov.vledge from power, reason ffom performativiry,
metaphysics from techn.lcal mastery? The university is a (finished) prod-
st 1 would almost call it the child of the inseparable couple meraphysics
and technics. At the least, the university furnished a space or topological
l:(,nﬁguration for such an offspring. The paradox is that at the moment
this offspring exceeds the places assigned it and the university becomes
small and old, its “idea” reigns everywhere, more and better than ever.
Threatened, as I said a moment ago, by an invasive margin, since non-
university research societies, public, official, or otherwise, can also form
pockets within the university campus. Cerrain members of the university
can play a part there, irritating the insides of the teaching body like para-
sites. In tracing the system of the pure limits of the university, Kant wants
to track any possible parasiting. He wants to be able to exclude it—legit-
imately, legally. Now, the possibility of such parasiting appears wherever
there is language, which is also to say a public domain, publication, pub-
licity. To wish to control parasiting, if not to exclude it, is to misunder-
stand, at a certain point, the structure of speech acts. (If, therefore, as I
note in passing, analyses of a deconstructive type have so often had the
style of theories of “parasitism,” it is because they too, directly or indi-
rectly, involve university legitimation.)?

We are still on the threshold of The Conflict of the Faculties. Kant has
more trouble keeping a second category on the outside. But in naming it,
he seems very conscious this time of political stakes. It has to do with the
class of the “lettered”: die Litteraten (Studirte). They are not scholars in the
Proper sense (eigentliche Gelehrte); but, trained in the universities, they be-
me government agents, diplomatic aides, instruments of power (/7stru-
"ente der Regierung). To a large extent, they have often forgotten what
they are supposed to have learned. The State gives them a function and
f:ewCicto its own ?nds, not to t}’I,e ends of science: “Not,” says Ka‘nt, “for
nam% (;dft “glooc.l of the sciences. ,Tf’ these formf:r students he gives the

businessmen or technicians of learning” (Geschiifisleute oder
an‘;"ifl:lnldzge der Gel.e/armmkeit) . Their Enﬂuencc on the public is official
8al (aufs Publicum gesetzlichen Einfluff haben). They represent the
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State and hold formidable power. In the examples cited by Kant, itie
that these businessmen of knowledge have been raught by the three
ties called “higher” (theology, law, medicine). They are ecclesiastics;
istrates, and doctors, who are not educated by the Faculty of Philo;
Today, to be sure, within the class so defined of businessmen or tegd
cians of knowledge, we would have to inscribe a massively larger v

places. They are all representatives of the public or private administeg
of the university, all “decision-makers” in matters of budgets and th

etc.), all administrators of publications and archivization, publishers3
nalists, and so forth. Is it not, today, for reasons involving the struce
learning, especially impossible to distinguish rigorously between $¢i

Businessmen of learning are formidable because they have an im
tie to the general public, which is composed, not of the ignoran
term is often rendered in translation, but, as Kant crudely says, o
({dioten). Bur since the university is thought to lack any power ofi
it is to the government that Kant appeals to keep this class of busiii

a constative type (those claiming to tell the truth) and even of a DI
cal” type (insofar as they imply a free judgment) to the jurisdiction.of
versity competence and, finally, we will see, to that within it which i
free and responsible in respect to the truth: the Faculty of Philosoph}{;a
principle of this demand may seem exorbitant or elementary—one 6£
other, one as well as the other—and it already had, under Friedrich'-ﬁ
helm, no chance of being applied, but not for reasons of empirical @
nization alone, which thereafter would only worsen. One would hay
imagine today a control exercised by university competence (and, it
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rance, by philosophical competence) over every declaration coming
. pureaucrats, subjects representing power directly or indirectly, the
rominating forces of the country as well as the forces dominated insofar
domey aspire to power and participate in the political or ideological de-
bate. Nothing would escape it—not a single position adopted in a news-
:Per or book, on radio or television, in the public practice of a career, in

the rechnical administration of knowledge, in every stage between the re-
search known as “basic” [ﬁ;m&zmentale] and its civil, police, medical, mil-
ccary LG “applications,” in the world of students and nonuniversity ped-
agogy (elementary or high school teachers, of whom Kant, strangely, has
nothing to say in this very place), among all “decision-makers” in matters
of bureaucracy and university accounting, and so forth. In short, no one
would have the authority to use his or her “knowledge” publicly without
being subject, by law; to the control of the faculties, “to the censorship of
the faculties,” as Kant literally says. This system has the appearance and
would have the reality of a most odious tyranny if (1) the power that
judges and decides here were not defined by a respectful and responsible
service to truth, and if (2) it had not been stripped, from the beginning
and by its structure, of all executive power, all means of coercion. Its
power of decision is theoretical and discursive, and is limited to the theo-
retical part of the discursive. The university is there 2o zell the truth, to
judge, to criticize in the most rigorous sense of the term, namely to dis-
cern and decide between the true and the false; and if it is also entitled to
decide between the just and the unjust, the moral and the immoral, this is
$0 insofar as reason and freedom of judgment are implicated in it as well.
Kant, in fact, presents this requirement as the condition for struggles
3gainst all “despotisms,” beginning with the one those direct representa-
tves of the government thar are the members of the higher faculties (the-
ology, law, medicine) could make reign inside the university. One could
play er}dlessly ar translating this matrix, this model, combining its ele-
Ments into different types of modern society. One could also therefore le-
ﬁ':.mau?ly entertain the most contradicrory of evaluations. Kant defines a
Or:]:rs"')’ that is as much a safeguard for the most totalitarian of social
of POwas a Plac-e for the most intr?nsigently liberal resistance to any abuse
impoteer, a resisrance that can !‘Je judged in turns as most rigorous or most
poWer_nt. In effect, its power is limited to a power-to-think-and-judge, a
Volve artlo“sa?’, though not necessarily to say in public, since this would in-
4ction, an executive power denied the university. How is the com-

Jast DS

as th
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bination of such contradictory evaluations possible for a model th;
and the same? What must such a model be to lend itself to thi_'

rigorously uncrossable line. To do so he must submit language to; a%
ular treatment. Language is the element common to both sphered
sponsibility, and it deprives us of any rigorous distinction between:
spaces that Kant would like to dissociate at all costs. It is langu
opens the passage to all parasiting and simulacra. In a cerrain w;
speaks only of language in The Conflict of the Faculties, and it is;
two languages, that of truth and that of action, that of theoreti
ments and that of performatives (especially of commands) that

to trace the line of demarcation. Kant speaks only of languag
speaks about the “manifestation of truth,” of “influence over thé]
of the interpretation of sacred texts in theological terms, or, con

tween the university’s inside and its outside. Kant’s effort—s
scope of the properly philosophical project and the demand for
ment capable of deciding—tends to limit the effects of confusioiig
lacrum, parasiting, equivocality, and undecidability produced 7
guage. In this sense, this philosophical demand is best represen
information technology that, while appearing today to escape t

of the university—in Kantian terms, of philosophy—is its produic
most faithful representative. This is only apparently paradoxical;
before the law of this apparent paradox that the ultimate respons
should be taken today, if it were possible. This force of parasitin,
its, first of all, so-called natural language, and is common to bothiti&
versity and its outside. The element of publicity, the necessarilyif
character of discourse, in particular in the form of the archive, desig
the unavoidable locus of equivocation that Kant would like to'#
Whence the temptation: to transform, into a reserved, intra-uni
and.quasi-private language, the discourse, precisely, of universal vam;
is that of philosophy. If a universal language is not to risk equnvocafa
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4 ulrimately be necessary not to publish, popularize, or divulge it to
| public that would necessarily corrupt it. In his response to the
ia, Kant defends himself thus:

woul

generd
ging of Pruss
As a teacher of the people I have, in my writings, and particularly in the book
Religion within the Limit.:. etc., contravened none of the supreme and :ozle‘reign
purposes known to me; in other word§ I have dc3ne no harm to [h(? public re-
Jigion of the land: this is already clear from the fact that the book is not suit-
Jble for the public in any way, being, for the public, an unintelligible and
closed book, a mere debate berween faculty scholars, of which the public takes
no notice: the faculties themselves, to be sure, remain, to the best of their
knowledge and conscience, free to judge it publicly; it is only the appointed

ublic teachers (in schools and from the pulpit) who are bound to any out-
come of such debates as the country’s authority may sanction for public ut-

terance. ( Conflict 15)

Itis, then, the publication of knowledge, rather than knowledge itself, that
is submitted to authoriry. Reducing this publication so as to save a dis-
course that is rigorous in science and in conscience, that is a rational, uni-
versal, and unequivocal discourse—this is a double bind, a postulation in
contradiction with itself, intrinsically in conflict with itself, as if, within
the Kantian text, it were already not translatable from itself into itself.
This contradictory demand was not satisfied in the time of Kant. How
could it be today, when the fields of publication, archiving, and mediati-
zation expand as strikingly as have, at the other end of the spectrum, the
overcoding and hyperformalization of languages? Where does a publica-
tion begi n?

There is something still more serious and essential. The pure concept of
the university is constructed by Kant on the possibility and necessity of a
purely cheoretical language, inspired solely by an interest in truth, with a
Stiucture that one today would call purely constative. This ideal is no
doubt guaranteed, in the Kantian argument itself, by pure practical rea-
;on, by prescriptive utterances, by the postulate of freedom on the one

and, and, on the other, by virtue of a de facto political authority sup-
foesed ‘b,v l'ight. to let itself be guided by reason. But this in no way keeps

Performative scructure from being excluded by right from the lan-
i“:'ici:"hcrcll)y Kant regulate.s b.oth the concept of .the university anc!,thus
uly, tilcP;:.rc. v autonox{mus in it, namely, as we w1.ll see, the .lowef fac-
aculty of Philosophy. I lec myself be guided by this notion of
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performativity, not because it strikes me as being sufficiently ¢lg
elaborated, but because it signals an essential topic in the debate m
we are involved here. In speaking of performativity, I think as.i
performativity as the output of a technical system, in that placg
knowledge and power are no longer distinguished, as of Austin’s ;
a speech act not confined to stating, describing, saying that whig i
producing or transforming, by itself, under certain conditions, th(
tion of which it speaks: the founding, for example, of a graduate s¢
not today, where we can observe it, but a century ago, in a v_eg.g

mined context. Interesting and interested debates that are dév,
more and more around an interpretation of the performative, By
language seem linked, in at least a subterranean way, to urgent:ge
institutional stakes. These debates are developing equally in de

of literature, linguistics, and philosophy; and in themselves, in
their interpretative statements, they are neither simply theoretici

exist: there are various performatives, and there are antagonis
sitical attempts to interpret the performative power of languagy

not only a general politics but a politics of teaching and of knio
political concept of the university community—are involved ¢

today of a polmcal 1mphcat10n that has, however, been at work, ft&
immemorial, in every university gesture and utterance. I am sp. Ak
just of those for which we have to take politico-administrativ
bility: requests for funding and their allocation, the organizatio
ing and research, the granting of degrees, and especially, the:
mass of evaluations, implicit or declared, that we engage in, eachi
its own axiomatics and political effects (the dream, here, of a i
study, not only sociological, of the archive of these evaluations, i m
for example, the publication of every dossier, jury report, and lectel
ommendation, and the spectrum analysis, dia- and synchron: o
codes in conflict there, intersecting, contradicting, and overdeterl
one another in the cunning and mobile strategy of interests grﬁ
small). No, I am not thinking only about this, but more preasely
the concept of the scientific community and the university that ot
be legible in every sentence of a course or seminar, in every act of b
reading, or interpretation. For example—but one could vary examj
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. Jy—the interpretation of a theorem, poem, phi.losophc.:me., or the-
finite” is only produced by simultaneously proposing an institutional
olo ci“:'ithcr by consolidating an existing one that enables the interpreta-
mode : by constituting a new one in accordance with this interpretation.
Ocd or clandestine, this proposal calls for the politics of a community
rs gathered around this text, and at the same time of a global
pociers 3 civil society with or wx.thout a State, a veritable regime enabling
the inscription of that community. I will go further: every text, every e‘le-
ment of a corpus reproduces or bequeathes, in a prescriptive or normative
mode, one or several injuncrionss come together according to this or that
cule, chis or that scenography, this or that topography of minds :'md bod-
ies, form chis or that type of institution so as to read me and write about
me, organize this or that type of exchange and hierarchy to interpret me,
evaluate me, preserve me, translate me, inherit from me, make me live on
(iiberleben or ﬁrtle.ben, in the sense that Benjamin gives these words in
“Dic Aufgabe des Ubersetzers” [The Task of the Translator]). Or inversely:
if you interpret me (in the sense of deciphering or of performative trans-
formation), you will have to assume one or another institutional form.
Bur it holds for every text that such an injunction gives rise to undecid-
ability and the double bind, both opens and closes, that is, upon an
overdetermination that cannot be mastered. This is the law of the text in
general—which is not confined to what one calls written works in li-
braries or computer programs—a law that I cannot demonstrate here but
must presuppose. Consequently, the interpreter is never subjected pas-
sively to this injunction, and his own performance will in its turn con-
Struct one or several models of community. And sometimes different ones
for the same interpreter—from one moment to the next, from one text to
ﬂje next, from one situation or strategic evaluation to the next. These are
s responsibilities. It is hard to speak generally on the subject of what

%Y are taken for, or before whom. They always involve the content and
g(i):; (::5:1 new. contracF. When, for exa{nple, I read a given sentence i.n a
o Fim, text in a seminar (a reply by Socrates, a fragment from Capital
oyl ﬁiﬂm %kf; a paragraph from The ‘Conﬂzct of the Faculties), ‘I am
e of nllg a prior contract: I can .also. write and prepare fo.r thf: signa-
the domincw (;ontraCt th}} the msntu.tlon, bet‘ween the. institution af1d
tion (Prccoant orces of society. A.nd this operation, as with any negotia-
. momenntracrual, t¥1at is, continually transforrfung an old contract), is

t for every imaginable ruse and strategic ploy. I do not know if

donv
Dedlat
of interprete
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there exists today a pure concept of the umversxty responsxbxlg
would I know, in any case, how to express, in this place and wn;]
limits of this lecture, all the doubts I harbor on this subject. I do ng
if an ethico-political code bequeathed by one or more traditionsij
for such a definition. But today the minimal responsibility and m(i
the most interesting one, the most novel and strongest responsib;
someone belonging to a research or teaching institution, is pe
make such a political implication, its system and its aporias, as
thematic as possible. In speaking of clarity and thematization, 3
these thematizations can take the most unexpected and convolii
ways, I still appeal to the most classical of norms; but I doubt th
could renounce doing so without, yet again, putting into ques
thought of responsibility, as one may naturally always wish to:
clearest possible thematization I mean the following;: that with

merely a few walls or some outer structures surrounding, protectis
anteeing, or restricting the freedom of our work; it is also and alf§
structure of our interpretation. If; then, it lays claim to any con
what is hastily called Deconstruction? is never a technical set o
procedures, still less a new hermeneutic method working on
utterances in the shelter of a given and stable institution; it is al
the least, the taking of a position inr the work itself, toward I:b,

never been concerned with the contents alone of meaning, it m,
separable from this politico-institutional problematic, and has:
a new questioning about responsibility, a questioning that no long
essarily relies on codes inherited from politics or ethics. Which!
though too political in the eyes of some, deconstruction can see
bilizing in the eyes of those who recognize the political only with:
of prewar road signs. Deconstruction is limited neither to a metb@
ical reform that would reassure the given organization nor, inverst
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of irresponsible or irresponsibilizing destruction, whose surest ef-
uld be to leave everything as is, consolidating the most immobile
£ the university. Itis from these premises that I interpret The Con-
Fuculties. 1 return to it now, though in truth I do not believe I

arade
fect WO
1ces o
jict of the
evef lefe it. . . .
Kant, then, wanted to draw a line between scholars in the university

4nd businessmen of learning or instruments of government power, be-
aween the inside and the outside closest to the university enclosure. But
¢his line, Kant certainly has to recognize, does not only pass along the bor-
der and around the institution. It traverses the faculties, and this is the

Jace of conflict, of an unavoidable conflict. This border is a front. In ef-
fect, by referring himself to a de facto organization that he seeks, in keep-
ing with his usual line of argument, not to transform but rather to analyze
in its conditions of pure juridical possibility, Kant distinguishes between
wo classes of faculty: three higher faculties and a lower faculty. And with-
out treating this enormous problem, Kant hastens to specify that this di-
vision and its designations (three higher faculties, one lower faculty) are
the work of the government and not of the scientific corporation.
Nonetheless he accepts it; he seeks to justify it in his own philosophy and
to.endow this faczum with juridical guarantees and rational ideals. The
Faculties of Theology, Law, and Medicine are called “higher” because they
are-closer to government power; and a traditional hierarchy holds that
power should be higher than non-power. It is true that later on Kant does
not hide that his own political ideal tends toward a certain reversal of this
hicrarchy:

Thus we may indeed one day see the last becoming first (the lower faculty be-
coming the higher faculty), not in the exercise of power [my emphasis, and
t, even with this reversal, remains true to the absolute distinction berween
knowledgc and power] but in giving counsel [and counsel, as he sees it, is not
Power] to the authority (the government) holding it, which would thereby
find, in the freedom of the Faculty of Philosophy and the insight it yields, a
tter way to achieve its ends than the mere exercise of its own absolute au-
thoricy, (Conflict 59)

Kfmt’s model here is less Plato’s philosopher-king than a certain practical
©m of the British parliamentary monarchy he mentions in a lengthy,
Using footnote to the “General Division of the Faculties” (Conflict 27).

: l°“g as this ideal reversal has not occurred, that is, in the current
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state of chings, the higher faculties are those that train the instrur
the government and anyone else with whose help the governmen%
off its “strongest and most lasting influence” over the general publif
so the government controls and oversees those higher faculties thi
sent it directly, even if it does not itself teach. It sanctions doctri}
can require that some of them be advanced and others withdrawns
ever their truth may be. This makes up a part of the signed coni
tween the higher faculties and the government. If, be it said inp

this sole Kantian criterion were kept (representing the interests8]
power and of the forces sustaining it), would one be assured tog
boundary between the higher faculties and the others? And ¢
limit the higher faculties, as before, to theology, law, and nieg
Would one not find some trace of that interest and that reprcse:[
power within the lower faculty, of which Kant says that it mugg]
solutely independent of governmental commands? The lower (g8
sophical) faculty must be able, according to Kant, to teach freely:
it wishes without conferring with anyone, letting itself be gui
sole interest in the truth. And the government must arrest its ows
as Montesquieu would say, in the face of this freedom, must ever
tee it. And it should have an interest in doing so, since, says Kant
fundamental optimism characterizing this discourse, without
truth cannot be manifested, and every government should taki
est in the truth manifesting itself. The freedom of the lower fa
solute, but it is a freedom of judgment and intra-university sp
freedom to speak out on rhar which is, through essentially th
judgments. Only intra-university speech (theoretical, judicativé;
tive, constative) is granted this absolute freedom. Members of chi
faculty, as such, cannot and should not give orders (Befehle geben)y
final analysis, the government keeps by contract the right to coniz
censure anything that would not, in its statements, be constative
certain sense of this word, representational. Think of the subtlelfil
current interpretations of nonconstative utterances, of the effects
would have on such a concept of the university and its relations to'¢
ciety and State power! Imagine the training that would have to be1
taken by censors and government experts charged with verifﬁi
purely constative structure of university discourses. Where would
expetts be trained? By what faculty? By the higher or the lower? An
would decide? In any case, and for essential reasons, we do not have
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disposal today a truth about pf:rformative language, or any legitima{e and
teachﬂblc docrr.me on the subject. \X’h.at follows from this? Every discus-
gon on the subject of speech acts (relations between speech acts and truth,
speech acts and i:ltenti‘(‘)n, “sier.i(lus" and “nona:erious,” “fictive” and “n(?n-
fctive,” “normal” and parasitic languag.e,. phl.losophy and literature, lin-
gistics and psychoanalysis, etc.) has politico-institutional stakes that we
should no longer hide from ourselves. These concern the power or non-
wer of academic discourse, or of the discourse of research in general.

The division between the two classes of faculties must be pure, princip-
al, and rigorous. Instituted by the government, it must nonetheless pro-
ceed from pure reason. It does not permit, in principle, any confusion of
boundary, any parasitism. Whence the untiring, desperate, not to say
“heroic” effort by Kant to mark off the juridical borders: not only between
the respective responsibilities of the two classes of faculties, but even be-
wween the types of conflict that cannot fail to arise between them in a kind
of antinomy of university reason. Faculty class struggle will be inevitable,
but juridicism will proceed to judge, discern, and evaluate, in a decisive,
decidable, and critical manner, between legal and illegal conflicts.

A first border between the classes of faculties reproduces the limit be-
tween action and truth (a statement or proposition with truth value). The
lower faculty is totally free where questions of truth are concerned. No
power should limit its freedom of judgment in this respect. It can no
doubt conform to practical doctrines as ordained by the government, but
should never hold them as true because they were dictated by power. This
freedom of judgment Kant takes to be the unconditioned condition of
University autonomy, and this unconditioned condition is nothing other
than philosophy. Autonomy is philosophical reason insofar as it grants it-
self its own law, namely the truth. Which is why the lower faculty is called
the Faculty of Philosophy; and without a philosophy department in a uni-
versity, there is no university. The concept of universitasis more than the
philosophical concept of a research and teaching institution; it is the con-
€ept of philosophy itself, and is Reason, or rather the principle of reason
& tnstitution. Kant speaks here not just of a faculty but of a “department”:
LF tl:erc is to be a university, “some such department” of philosophy has to

€ “founded” (gestiftet). Though inferior in power, philosophy ought “to
cmftml“ (controlliven) all other faculties in matters arising from #ruzh,
Vhich is of “che first order,” while uttlityin the service of government is of

3¢ second order.™ That th f the universi ly philosoph
o at the essence of the university, namely philosophy,



106 MOCHLOS: EYES OF THE UNIVERSITY o
fae

should at the same time occupy a particular place and be one:
among others within the university topology, that philosophy shoul;
resent a special competence in the university—this poses a seriouigg
lem. This problem did not escape Schelling, for example, who obj 4
Kant about it in one of his Vorlesungen iiber die Methode des akadew;
Studiums (Lectures on the Method of University Studies; 1802). .
ing to him, there cannot be a particular faculty (or, therefore,
Machr) for philosophy: “Something which is everything cannot,
very reason, be anything in particular.”

The paradox of this university topology is that the faculty
within itself the theoretical concept of the totality of the universi
should be assigned to a particular residence and should be subject
same space, to the political authority of other faculties and of th
ment they represent. By rights, this is conceivable and rational oni
degree that the government should be inspired by reason. And in ¢
case, there should be no conflicts. But there are, and not just ¢
or factual oppositions. There are inevitable conflicts and even
that Kant calls “legal.” How can this be? ‘

This stems, I believe, from the paradoxical structure of thosejli
Though destined to separate power from knowledge and ac
truth, they distinguish sets that are each time somehow in excess R
selves, covering each time the whole of which they should figure 6
part or a subset. And so the whole forms an invaginated pockerir
part or subset. We recognized the difficulty of distinguishing th
from the outside of the university, and then, on the inside, of dis., '
ing between the two classes of faculties. We are not done, how
this intestine division and its folding partition inside each space. THE
ulty of Philosophy is further divided into two “departments”™:
calsciences (history, geography, linguistics, humanities, etc.) an
rational sciences (pure mathematics, pure philosophy, the metaphiy;
nature and of morals); within the so-called Faculty of Philosoph:
philosophy is therefore still just a part of the whole whose idea it nof
less safeguards. And as historical, it also covers the domain of the bl
faculties. “The Faculty of Philosophy,” writes Kant, “can therefore l:f
all disciplines to submit their truth to an examination” (Conﬂict-45),;
cause of this double overflowing, conflicts are inevitable. And th
also reappear inside each faculty, since the Faculty of Philosophy
divisible. But Kant also wishes to draw a limit between legal and ill
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ficts. An illegal conflict merely sets into opposition, publicly, various
con ions, feclings, and particular inclinations. Though always involving
opin ace over the public, such a conflict cannot give rise to juridical and
i"quial arbitration. It primarily concerns a demand from the public,
mﬂ:h considering philosophy to be nonsense, prefers to approach the
w.hlhcr‘ faculties or businessmen of learning to ask them for pleasures,
h}:(g,rtcuts, or answers in the form of fortune-telling, magic, or thau-
:natul‘g)" The people seek artful leaders (kunstreiche Fiibrer), “dema-
gogu“S-“ And members of the higher faculties, such as theologians, can,
ostas well as the businessmen educated by those faculties, answer that de-
mand. In the case of these illegal conflicts, the Faculty of Philosophy as
such is, according to Kant, absolutely impotent and without recourse. The
solution can only come from beyond—once again, from the government.
And if the government does not intervene, in other words, if it takes the
side of particular interests, then it condemns the Faculty of Philosophy,
thatis, the very soul of the university, to death. This is what Kant calls the
“heroic” way—in the ironic sense of heroic medicine—that ends a crisis
by means of death. Some might be tempted into a headlong recognition
of the death of philosophy that others among us oppose in several West-
em countries, notably in France.® But things do not let themselves be
wken so simply in this Kantian schema. The “illegal” conflict is only of
secondary interest to Kant: putting individual inclinations and particular
interests into play, it is prerational, quasi-natural, and extra-institutional.
Itis not properly speaking a university conflict, whatever its gravity may
!’e- Kant devotes longer analyses to the legal conflicts that properly speak-
ing arise from university reason. These conflicts surge inevitably from
“:“hin: purting rights and duties into play. The first examples that Kant
Bves—the ones that obviously preoccupy him the most—pertain to the
S“Cretfl, faith, and revelation; it is the duty of the Faculty of Philosophy “to
:am.me and judge publicly, with cool reason, the origin and content of a
m""_ supposed basis of the doctrine, unintimidated by the sanctity of
d:cngCCt, for which one presumably feels something, having clearly de-
ST }ff’nm’hlo'xsen) to relate this supposed feeling to a concept” (Conflict
" s conflict (with, for example, the higher Faculty of Theology) rein-
Wit i;‘fs Fccling or !1istory where reason alone should be; it still harbors
still “Scl.f fomcthmg natural, since it opposes reason to its outside. It is
i Pa“}Sltmg of the legal by the illegal. But Kant does not wish to rec-

¢ this, or in any case to declare it. He imagines instances of interior
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arbitration, with sentence and judgment pronounced by a judge of
in view of a “public presentation of the truth” (éffentliche Darstellu
Wabrbeir). This trial and this arbitration should remain mtenm;,{
university and should never be brought before an incompetent Publ]
would change it back into an illegal conflict and feed it to facuq
popular tribunes, in particular to those Kant calls “neologists” (N
“whose name, rightly detested, is nonetheless ill understood, when
indiscriminately to all who propose innovations for doctrines an"d""'
lae (for why should the old ways always be taken as better?)” (Conjs
It is because they should by right remain interior that these: c,é
should never disturb the government, and they have to remain ing
that reason: never to disturb the government.

And yet Kant is obliged to recognize that this conflict is int
and therefore insoluble. It is a struggle that eventually destabili
mental regimes, constantly putting into question the borde
which Kant would constantly contain antagonism. Kant furchesig
this antagonism of the conflict of the faculties “is not a war” (kz#;
proposing for it a solution that is properly parliamentary: the k
ulties would occupy, he says, the right bench of the parliamen
and would defend the statutes of the government. “Butin as ﬁ‘ée
of government as must exist where truth is at issue, there must3
opposition party (the left side), and that bench belongs to thi
Philosophy, for without its rigorous examinations and objections}
ernment would not be adequately informed about things that mig}
its own advantage or detriment.” Thus, in conflicts concerning’
tical reason, the report and the formal investigation of the triak
entrusted to the Faculty of Philosophy. But in matters of conténg
touch on the most important questions for mankind, the pre
hearing falls to the higher faculty, and particularly to the Facult
ology (see “The Conclusion of Peace and Resolution of the €
the Faculties”) (Conflict 57—58; on matters of content, see p. 1)
despite this parliamentary juridicism, Kant has to admit that chi
“can never end,” and that the “Faculty of Philosophy is the ongy
ought to be permanently armed for this purpose.” The truth ugl
protection will always be threatened because “the higher faculti%
never rencunce the desire to govern” or dominate (Begierde zu /Jm

(Conflict s5).
I break off brusquely. The university is about to close. It is very late

3,
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jate for this Kan.tian discourse ii perhaps .what 1 meant to say. Burt know
hat the rest, w'hxch I have not dxs(iussed, is most interesting and least for-
nal, the most 1f1formal. It deals with the very content of conflicts among
theo[.;,gians, jurists, doctors, and the technicians or businessmen they train.

You have wondered all along, 1 am sure, where, as we say nowadays, I
was coming from, which side I was on in all these conflicts, (1) to the right
of the boundary or (2) to its left, or (3) more probably, as some might
(cightly of wrongly) suppose, a tireless parasite moving in random agita-
cion, passing over the boundary and back again, either seeking (no one
would know for sure) to play the mediator in view of a treaty of perpetual
peace, OF seeking to reignite the conflicts and wars in a university that
from its birth has been wanting [en mal de] apocalypse and eschatology.”
These three hypotheses, whose responsibility I leave in your hands, all ap-
peal to the system of limits proposed by The Conflict of the Faculties and
again let themselves be constrained by it.

Here it will have been my responsibility, whatever the consequences,
pose the question of the law of law [droit du droir]:* what is the legitimacy
of this juridico-rational and politico-juridical system of the university, and
soforth? The question of the law of law, of the founding or foundation of
law, is not a juridical question. And the response cannot be either simply
legal or simply illegal, simply theoretical or constative, simply practical or
performative. It cannot take place either inside or outside the university
bequeathed us by the tradition. This response and responsibility in regard
to such a founding can only take place in terms of foundation. Now the
foundation of a law [4roi¢] is no more juridical or legitimate than is the
foundation of a university is a university or intra-university event. If there
can be no pure concept of the university, if, within the university, there
can be no pure and purely rational concept of the university, this—to
speak somewhat elliptically, given the hour, and before the doors are shut
o the meeting dismissed—is very simply because the university is
fbf‘"deti An event of foundation can never be comprehended merely
“flt.hin the logic that it founds. The foundation of a law [droid is not a ju-
tidical even, The origin of the principle of reason, which is also impli-
ted in the origin of the university, is not rational. The foundation of a
UBiVe ity foeriryiriar | . . .

. CISity institution is not a university event. The anniversary of a foun-
.::;’:1 may be., but not the foundation itself. Though such a foundation

.ot merely illegal, it also does not arise from the internal legality it in-

“tutes. And while nothing seems more philosophical than the founda-
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tion of a philosophical institution, whether a university, a school, o
partment of philosophy, the foundation of the philosophical instityg
such cannot be already strictly philosophical. We are here in tha’F‘
where the founding responsibility occurs by means of acts or %
mances—which are not just speech acts in the strict or narrow sens;
which, though obviously no longer constative utterances regulateg
certain determination of the truth, are also perhaps no longer simj}
guistic performatives; this last opposition (constative / performativg

remams oo closely programmed by the very philosophico- um‘

and would no longer be a theoretical question in the style of
Kant, Husserl, or others. It would be inseparable from novel actsfi

the way, and irresistibly s0, beyond any representation, any con
any acts of individual subjects or corporate bodies, beyond an:
ulty or interdepartmental limits, beyond the limits between t
tion and the political places of its inscription. Such a foundadoe
simply break with the tradition of inherited law [4r0id, or subr
legality that it authorizes, including those conflicts and forms of;
that always prepare for the establishing of a new law /o], or a néy

guish legal from illegal conflicts, and above all, as Kant would A
flicts from war.

new foundation will negotiate a compromise with traditional lay
tional law should therefore provide, on its own foundational so
port for a leap toward another foundational place, o, if you preferv_?
metaphor to that of the jumper planting a foot before leaping—64
ing the call on one foot” [preriant appel sur un pied), as we say in Fre
then we might say that the difficulty will consist, as always, in de.t,fgfg
ing the best lever, what the Greeks would call the best mochlé-?%
mochlos could be a wooden beam, a lever for displacing a boat, 2§
wedge for opening or closing a door, something, in short, to lean: 0}
forcing and displacing. Now, when one asks how to orient oneself if



Mochlos I

. morality, or politics, the most serious discords and decisions have to
(;1;55 often with ends, it seems to me, than with levers. For example, the
osition of right and left, in this originally parliamentary sense, is per-
EaPS largely: if not entirely, a conflict between several strategies of politi-
al mochlos. Kant serenely explains to us that, in a university as in parlia-
ments there must be a left (the Faculty of Philosophy, or the lower faculty:
che left is below for the moment) and a right (the class of higher faculties
rcpl‘escmi"g the government). When I asked a moment ago how we
should orient ourselves toward the foundation of a new law, I was citing,
ss you no doubt recognized, the title of another short work by Kant (How
10 Be Oriented in Thinking?; Was heisst: Sich im Denken Orientieren?
[1786]). This essay speaks, among other things, of the paradox of sym-
metrical objects as presented in yet another essay of 1768, Von dem ersten
Grunde des Unterschiedes der Gegenden im Raume (Foundation for the Dis-
tinction of Positions in Space), namely, that the opposition of right and
left does not arise from a conceptual or logical determination, but only
from a sensory topology that can only be referred to the subjective posi-
tion of the human body. This was obviously related to the definition and
perception, perhaps specular, of the left and right sides. But if I quickly
displace myself at this point from speculation to walking, well, as Kant
will have told us, the university will have to walk on two feet, left and
right, each foot having to support the other as it rises and with each step
makes the leap. It is a question of walking on two feet, two feet with shoes,
since the institution is at issue, a society and a culture, not just nature.
This was already clear in what I recalled about the faculty parliament. But
L'find its confirmation in an entirely different context, and I ask you to
forgive me this rather rapid and brutal leap; I allow myself to take it by
the memory of a discussion I had in this very place more than two years
3go with our eminent colleague, Professor Meyer Schapiro, on the subject
of cerrain shoes by Van Gogh. It was a matter, in the first place, of the
Heideggerian interpretation of that 1935 painting, and of knowing
Whether those two shoes made a pair, or two left shoes, or two right shoes,
the elaboration of this question having always seemed to me of greatest
Cons?quence. Treating the conflict between the Faculty of Philosophy and
;oi Faculty of Medicine, after speaking about the power of the human
t0 master its morbid feelings, after involving us in dietetics, his
YPochondria, sleep, and insomnia, Kant proceeds to ofter the following
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confidence, to which I shall add, out of respect for your own slegg
one word. I will only emphasize the mochlos or hypomochlium: ;:i

Since insomnia is a failing of weak old age, and since the left side is gg!
weaker than the right, I felt, perhaps a year ago, one of those crafg
seizures and some very sensitive stimuli. . . . I had to . . . consult a dogi
I soon had recourse to my Stoic remedy of fixing my thought forcibly:
neutral object. . . . (for example, the name of Cicero, which contains i3
sociated ideas . . . ). (Conflict 193—94) ~

note:

It is sometimes said that exercise and early training are the only fa
determine which side of a man’s body will be stronger or weaker,
use of his external members is concerned—whether in combat he
the sabre with his right arm or with his left, whether the rider standsi
stirrup will vaule onto his horse from right to left or vice-versa, and:
But this assertion is quite incorrect. Experience teaches that if wi
shoe measurements taken from our left foot, and if the left shoe fi
then the right one will be too tight; and we can hardly lay the blarg
on our parents, for not having taught us better when we were chil
advantage of the right foot over the left can also be seen from the fack
we want to cross a deep ditch, we put our weight on the left foot an
with the right; otherwise we run the risk of falling into the ditch. Th
Prussian infantrymen are trained #o start out with the left foot confiti
than refutes, this assertion; for they put this foot in front, as
mochlium, in order to use the right side for the impetus of the attaj
they execute with the right foot against the left.? ;

—Trunslated by Richard Rand and Ariyil

Ok



punctuations: The Time of a Thesis

Should one speak of an epoch of the thesis? Of a thesis that would re-

uire time, a great deal of time? Or of a thesis whose time would belong
to the past? In short, is there a time of the thesis? And even, should one
speak of an age of the thesis, of an age for the thesis?

Allow me to begin by whispering a confidence that I will not abuse:
never have I felt so young and at the same time so old. At the same time,
in the same instant, and it is one and the same feeling, as if two stories and
two times, two rhythms were engaged in a sort of altercation in one and
the same feeling of oneself, in a sort of anachrony of oneself, anachrony in
oneself. It is in this way that I can, to an extent, make sense to myself of a
cerain confusion of identity. This confusion is, certainly, not completely
foreign t me and 1 do not always complain about it; but just now it has
;uddenly got much worse and this bout is not far from leaving me speech-
ess,

Between youth and old age, one and the other, neither one nor the
f’ther» an indecisiveness of age. It is like a discomfiture at the moment of
nstallation, an instability, I will not go so far as to say a disturbance of sta-

licy, of posture, of station, of the thesis or of the pose, but rather of a
EEZSC in the more or less well-regulated life of a university teacher, an end
"4 beginning that do not coincide and in which there is involved once
:5:“ 1o doubr a certain gap of an alternative between the delight of plea-
and fecundiy.

is anachrony (I am, obviously, speaking of my own) has for me a

Vcry f

amiliar feel, as if a rendezvous had forever been set for me with what

113
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should above all and with the utmost punctuality never come
pointed hour, but always, rather, too early or too late.

As to this stage on which I here appear for the defense of a thesi
been preparing myself for it for too long. I have no doubt premedi:

have for me a slight character of phantasy or irreality, an air of impj
bility, of unpredictability, even an air of improvization. i3
It was almost twenty-five years ago now that I committed m

ply following the course that was taken to be more or less natural an]
was at the very leasr classical classiﬁable, typical of tlxose wh' }

the Ecole Normale and after the agrégation.} j
But these twenty-five years have been fairly peculiar. Here I amy

deliberately to question it, deliberately and, I honestly thougl
tively, only to end up, just a very short while ago, by deciding in
that, rightly or wrongly, I believed to be quite new to take the
other evaluation, of another analysis.

has taken, even supposing that it could, improbably, be isolate
environment in which it has moved through a play of exchange
semblances, of affinities, of influences, as the saying goes, but alse
pecially, more and more indced, through a play of divergences and
ginalization, in an increasing and at times abrupt isolation, whf
regards contents, positions, let us just say “theses,” or whether m
cially as regards ways of proceeding, socio-institutional practices,
style of writing as well as—regardless of the cost, and today this
to a great deal—of relations with the university milieu, with cultut
litical, editorial, journalistic representations, there where, today, it‘_
to me, are located some of the most serious, the most pressing, af”
most obscure responsibilities facing an intellectual.

No, it is not of myself that I am thinking when I allude to the trajeg
of these-twenty-five years, but rather of a most remarkable sequence ifl
history of philosophy and of French philosophical institutions. I we
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ot have the means here and now, and in any case, this is not the place, to
'nn alyre this sequence. But as, for reasons that are due not only to the lim-
2 od amount of time available to me, there can equally be no question of
ltutti"g- together the works that have been submitted to you in something
like a ;-;rcscntation in the form of conclusions or of theses; and as, on the
other hand. I do not want to limit the discussion that is to follow by mak-
ing an overly long introduction, I thoungt that I might perhaps hazard a
few fragmentary and preliminary propositions, indicating a few among the
most obvious points concerning the intersections between this historical
sequence and some of the movements or themes that have attracted me,
that have retained or displaced my attention within the limits of my work.
Around 1957, then, I had registered, as the saying goes, my first thesis
ropic. I had entitled it The /deality of the Literary Object. Today this title
seems strange. To a lesser degree it seemed so even then, and I will discuss
this in a moment. It received the approval of Jean Hyppolite, who was to
direct this thesis, which he did, which he did without doing so, that is, as
he knew how to do, as in my opinion he was one of the very few to know
how to do, in a free and liberal spirit, always open, always attentive to
what was.not, or not yet, intelligible, always careful to exert no pressure,
if not no influence, by generously letting me go wherever my path led me.
I'want to pay tribute to his memory here and to recall all that I owe to the
trust and encouragement he gave me, even when, as he one day told me,
he did not see at all where I was going. That was in 1966 during a collo-
quium in the United States in which we were both taking part. After a few
friendly remarks on the paper I had just given, Jean Hyppolite added,
“That said, I really do not see where you are going.” I think I replied to
bim more or less as follows: “If I clearly saw ahead of time where I was go-
Ing, I really don't believe that I would take another step to get there.” Per-
?’aPS [ then thought that knowing where one is going may no doubt help
In orienting one’s thinking, but that it has never made anyone take a sin-
gle step, quite the opposite in fact. What is the good of going where one
k-.nOWS oneself to be going and where one knows that one is destined to ar-
"ve? Recalling this reply today, I am not sure that I really understand it
very well, but it surely did not mean that [ never see or never know where
ram _8<)ing and that to this extent, to the extent that I do know, it is not
r::::‘“ that I have cver taken any step or said anything at all. This also
n(‘,\]S‘ perhaps, tlxaF, concerning this place where [ am going, I in fact
vV enough about it to think, with a certain terror, that things there are
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not going very well and that, all things considered, it would be bettet
to go there at all. But there’s always Necessity, the figure I recently wag
to call Necessity with the initial capital of a proper noun, and Necis
says that one must always yield, always go [se rendre] where it calls
if it means never arriving Even if it means, itsays, o never arrive. E
that you don't arrive. [Quitte & ne pas arriver. Quitte, dit-elle, A ne p
river. Quitte pour ce que tu narrives pas.]
The ideality of the literary object: this title was somewhat more
prehensible in 1957 in a context that was more marked by the tho
Husserl than is the case today. It was then for me a matter of bend
more or less violently, the techniques of transcendental phenomen&
to the needs of elaborating a new theory of literature, of that very peely
type of ideal object that is the literary object, a “bound” ideality E
would have said, bound in so-called natural language, a nonmathe;
or nonmathematizable object, and yet one that differs from obj;
plastic or musical art, that is to say, from all of the examples privilg
Husserl in his analyses of ideal objectivity. For I have to remi
somewhat bluntly and simply, that my most constant interest;:
even before my philosophical interest, I would say, if this is possible}
directed toward literature, toward that writing that is called liter:
‘What is literature? And first of all, what is it to write? How- is:ig
writing can disturb the very question “what is?” and even “wha
mean?”? To say this in other words-—and here is the saying ozherw,
was of importance to me—when and how does an inscription
literature and what takes place when it does? To what and to 1
this due? What takes place between philosophy and literature; Sl
and literature, politics and literature, theology and literature;
analysis and literature? It was here, in all the abstractness of its itl
lay the most pressing question. This question was no doubt inspifee
me by a desire that was related also to a certain uneasiness: why
does the inscription so fascinate me, preoccupy me, precede me?é¥§
am 1 so fascinated by the literary ruse of inscription and the whole3
graspable paradox of a trace that manages only to carry itself av
erase itself in re-marking itself, itself and its own idiom, which in O !
to take actual form [arriver & son événement] must erase itself and prod
itself at the price of this self-erasure. »4
Curibus as it may seem, transcendental phenomenology helped me;
the first stages of my work, sharpen some of these questions, which afﬁ
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. o were NOT 28 well marked out as they seem to be today. In the 1950s,
t”;:cn it was still not well received, was little known or too indirectly un-
:j"’crst0°d in French universities, Husserlian phenomenology seemed in-
gscapable to some young philosophers.. I still see it today, in a different
ways 45 3 discipline of incomparable rigor. Not—especially not—in the
Jersions proposed by Sartre or Merleau-Ponty, which were then domi-
pant, but rather in opposition to them, or without them, in particular in
those areas that a certain type of French phenomenology appeared at
(imes 0 avoid, whether in history, in science, in the historicity of science,
the history of ideal objects and of truth, and hence in politics as well, and
even in ethics. [ would like to recall here, as one indication among others,
2 book that is no longer discussed today, a book whose merits can be very
diversely evaluated, but which for a cerrain number of us pointed to a
rask, a difficulty, and an impasse as well no doubt. This is Tran Duc Tao’s
Phénoménologie et matérialisme dialectique. After a commentary that re-
traced the movement of transcendental phenomenology and in partcular
the transition from static constitution to genetic constitution, this book
attempted, with less obvious success, to open the way for a dialectical ma-
terialism that would admit some of the rigorous demands of transcenden-
wal phenomenology. One can imagine what the stakes of such an attempt
might have been, and its success was of less importance than the stakes in-
volved. Moreover, some of Cavailles’s dialectical, dialecticist conclusions
proved of interest to us for the same reasons. It was in an area marked out
and magnetized by these stakes, at once philosophical and political, that I
had first begun to read Husserl, starting with a mémoire [master’s thesis]
on the problem of genesis in Husserl’s phenomenology.? At this early date
Maurice de Gandillac was kind enough to watch over this work; twenty-
S years ago he alone served as my entire examination committee, and if
Irecall that he was reduced to one-third of the committee for a thesis for
the t}}ird cycle (De la grammatologie [ Of Grammatology) in 1967)° and o
one-sixth of the committee today, I do so not only to express my gratitude
0 h“fl with that feeling of fidelity that is comparable to no other, but to
E:iolmlse him that henceforth this parceling out, this proliferating division
h ClTasc: This .will be my lasr thesis defense.

’-‘nal(:l (lemg this first work, my ir.urod.uction to The Origin of Geometry'
5 :l' me to approach sor.nethmg like the un-thought axiomatics of
it rian phenomenology, its “principle of principles,” that is to say, in-
nism, the absolute privilege of the living present, the lack of atten-
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tion paid to the problem of its own phenomenological enunciag
transcendental discourse itself, as Fink used to say, to the necessity
course, in eidetic or transcendental description, to a language thag
not itself be submitted to the epocke (to the epoch)—without 1tse]f
simply “in the world”—thus to a language that remained naivg
though it made possible all the phenomenologxcal bracketings andxﬂ
theses. This unthought axiomatics seemed to me to limit the scof
consistent problematic of writing and of the trace, even thoughm
cessity of such a problematic had been marked out by 7he Q@
Geometry with a rigor no doubt unprecedented in the history of’ pé
phy. Husserl indeed located the recourse to writing within the ve
stitution of those ideal objects par excellence, mathematical f‘
though without considering—and for good reason—the threat:
logic of this inscription represented for the phenomenological pr6
self. Naturally, all of the problems worked on in the introducti
Origin of G-ometry have continued to organize the work I hav
quently attempted in connection with philosophical, literary;:
nondiscursive corpora, most notably that of graphic or pictorial;
am thinking, for example, of the historicity of ideal objects, of:t
of inheritance, of filiation or of wills and testaments, of archives

and linguistics, of the question of truth and of undecidability, of
ducible alterity that divides the self-identity of the living pres
necessity for new analyses concerning nonmathematical ideali
forth.

During the years that followed, from about 1963 to0 1968, I trie)
out—in particular in the three works published in 1967°—what 2§
way meant to be a system but rather a sort of strategic device;+@

W
onto its own abyss, an unclosed, unenclosable, not wholly forma

vice perhaps enabled me to detect not only in the history of philg
and in the related socio-historical totality, but also in what are allg
be sciences and in so-called post-philosophical discourses thatg
among the most modern (in linguistics, anthropology, and psych0
sis), to detect in these, then, an evaluation of writing, or, to tell

rather a devaluation of the writing whose insistent, repetitive, GVG
scurely compulsive character was the sign of a whole set of long-std
constraints. These constraints were practiced at the price of cont
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— denials, of dogmatic decrees; they were no: to be localized within
imited 10p0s of culture, of the encyclopedia, or of ontology. I proposed
analyze the nonclosed and fissured system of these constraints, under
he namc of logocentrism in the form that it takes in Western philosophy
;nd under that of phonocentrism as it appears in the widest scope of its
dominion. Of course, I was ab!e.to develop this device and this interpre-
(ation only by according a privileged role to t.he guideline or analyser
named writing, text, trace, and only by proposing a reconstruction and
neralization of these concepts (writing, text, trace) as the play and work
of diffrance, whose role is at one and the same tme both of constitution
and deconstitution. This strategy may have appeared to be an abusive de-
formation—of; as some have cursorily said, a metaphorical usage—of the
currenc notions of writing, text, or trace, and have seemed to those who
continued to cling to these old self-interested representations to give rise
to all sorts of misunderstandings. But I have untiringly striven to justify
this unbounded generalization, and I believe that every conceptual break-
through [frayage] amounts to transforming, that is to deforming, an ac-
credited, authorized relationship between a word and a concept, between
a rope and what one had every interest to consider to be an unshiftable
primary, proper, literal, or current meaning. Moreover, the strategic and
thetorical scope of these gestures has never ceased to engage me in nu-
merous subsequent texts. All of this was grouped together under the title
of deconstruction, the graphics of différance, of the trace, the supplement,
and so forth, and here I can only indicate them in an algebraic manner.
What I proposed at that time retained an oblique, deviant, sometimes di-
rectly critical, relationship with respect to everything that seemed then to
dominate the main, most visible, the most spectacular, and sometimes the
Most fertile outcrop of French theoretical production, a phenomenon
iﬁat, in its various different forms, was known, no doubt abusively, as
Stucturalism,” These forms were of course very diverse and very remark-
able, }Vh'cthcr in the domains of anthropology, history, literary criticism,
"MBuistics, or psychoanalysis, in rereadings, as one says, of Freud or of
Wair:l-sBlft regardless of their indisput.able ifltcrest, during [l:lis pcriod.that
‘988-6;;) mla'ppcaranc;c the rrzost static period of the. Gaullist republic of
sentig] , c\l’v Fxfar I was attempting or what was tempting me was of an es-
termg 0};_ tll ’ erent nature. And so, aware of the cost of t}.1ese advances in
s evie heir mc.taphy.ﬂ.cal presuppositions, to say nothmg of what was,
ntly, cheir political price, I buried myself from this time on in a

al
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sort of retreat, a solitude that I mention here without pathos, ag
self-evident, and merely as a reminder that increasingly in regard.
emic tradition as well as to established modernity—and in this.
two are but one—this solitude was and often still is considered tg
well-deserved consequence of a hermetic and unjustified reclusivés
it necessary to say that I do not think this is so and that I interp
entirely different manner the reasons for this verdict? It is also ¢
the living thinkers who gave me the most to think about or w
provoked me to reflection, and who continue to do so, are no
those who break through a solitude, not among those to who
simply feel close, not among those who form groups or schools;
tion only Heidegger, Levinas, Blanchot, among others whom 1.
name. It is thinkers such as these to whom, strangely enough;
consider oneself closest; and yet they are, more than others, othi
they too are alone. A

It was already clear to me that the general turn that my res
taking could no longer conform to the classical norms of the th
“research” called not only for a different mode of writing but-4]
work of transformation on the rhetoric, the staging, and th
discursive procedures, which, highly determined historically,
university discourse, in particular the type of text that is called
sis”; and we know how all these scholarly and university mode]
provide the laws regulating so many prestigious discourses, eve
literary works or of eloquent political speeches thar shine outside
versity. And then, too, the directions I had raken, the nature aric
versity of the corpora, the labyrinthine geography of the itinerar
ing me toward relatively unacademic areas, all of this persuadec
the time was now past, that it was, in truth, no longer possible, &
wanted to, to make what I was writing conform to the size and fof
required for a thesis. The very idea of a thetic presentation, of pos
or oppositional logic, the idea of position, of Sezzung or Stellung,
called at the beginning the epoch of the thesis, was one of the
parts of the system that was under deconstructive questioning.
then put forth under the title withour any particular claim [#zre san
of dissemination explicitly dealt, in ways that were in the end neit
matic nor thetic, with the value of the thesis, of positional logl :
history, and of the limits of its rights, its authority, and its legitimac
did not imply on my part, at least at thar particular time, any radi
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s[i:utiom‘l critique of the thesis, of the presentation of university work in
prder ©© have it legitimized, or of the authorization of competence by ac-
crediced representatives of the university. If, from this moment on, I was
indeed convinced of the necessity for a profound transformation,
amounting even t0 a complete ul?hcaval of university institutions, this was
not, of course, in order to substitute for whar existed some type of non-
thesis, nonlegitimacy, or incompetence. In this area I believe in transitions
and in negotiation—even if it may ar times be brutal and accelerated—I
pelieve in the necessity of a cercain tradition, in parcicular for political rea-
sons that are nothing less than traditionalist, and I believe, moreover, in
the indestructibility of the ordered procedures of legitimation, of the pro-
duction of titles and diplomas, and of the authorization of competence. I
speak here in general and not necessarily of the wniversitas, which is a
powerful but very particular, very specific, and indeed very recent, model
for this procedure of legitimation. The structure of the universitas has an
essential tie with the ontological and logocentric onto-encyclopedic sys-
tem; and for the past several years it has seemed to me that the indissocia-
ble link between the modern concept of the university and a certain meta-
physics calls for the work I pursued in my teaching or in essays that have
been published or are in the course of being published on Kant’s The Con-
flict of the Faculties, and on Hegel, Nietzsche, and Heidegger in their po-
litical philosophy of the university. If I insist on this theme, it is because,
given the circumstances and the impossibility in which I find myself of
summing up or presenting thetic conclusions, I feel that I should attend
first and foremost to what is happening here and now, and I wish to as-
sume responsibility for thar as clearly and as honestly as possible: from my
very limited place and in my own way.

In 1967 I was so little bent on questioning the necessity of such an in-
stitution, of its general principle in any case, if not its particular university
Sttucture and organization, that I thought I could make a sort of compro-
Mise and division of labor and time, according its share to the thesis, to
the. time of the chesis. On the one hand, I would have let the work in
Which | was engaged develop freely, and outside the usual forms and
horms, a work tha decidedly did not conform to such university require-
:":if:ts and El'lat was even to analyze, contest, displace, deform them in all

rhetorical or political bearing; bur at the same time, and on the other
s;':i‘li; ,[,l]e transac:i'on or.thc? epoch of the thc?sis would have ar}’xounted to
& apart one piece of this work, a theoretical sequence playing the role
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tation of the Hegelian theory of the sign, of speech and writing in‘}
semiology. ]
It seemed indispensable to me, for reasons 1 have discussed, esjse
in Marges—de la philosophie [ Margins of Philosophy, to propos;
tematic interpretation of this semiology. Jean Hyppolite gave me
sent once again, and this second thesis topic was in its turn—re
This, then, was in 1967. Things were so intertwined and oy;
mined chat I cannot even begin to say what the impact was on mg
work and my teaching, on my relationship to the university in
and to the space of cultural representation of that event that on
not know how to name other than by its date, 1968, without hav
clear idea of just what it is one is naming in this way. The least
say abouc it is this: something I had been anticipating found its:et
tion ar that time, and this confirmation accelerated my own m
away. [ was then moving away more quickly and more resolut
one hand, from the places where, as early as the autumn of 196
armatures were being hastily recentred, reconstituted, recon

classical thesis, and even directed by a concern for recognition:
mic authoricies who, at least in those bodies in which were to

ers of evaluation and decision, seemed to me, after 68, to be bo"_
active and too effective in their resistance to everything that di
form to the most tranquilizing criteria of acceprability. I had:
indications of this; certain concerned me personally, and if I sayith
itics was also involved it is because, in this case, the political do
only the conventional distribution along a left/right axis. The
tive force of authoriry can get along more comfortably with decl
or theses whose encoded content presents itself as revolutionary, f
that they respect the rites of legitimation, the rhetoric and the
tional symbolism that defuses and neutralizes everything that come§
outside the system. What is unacceptable is what, underlying positi¢
theses, upsets this deeply entrenched contract, the order of these-n¢
and thart does so in the very form of the work, of teaching or ole‘é
The death of Jean Hyppolite in 1968 was not only for me, as for of
a moment of grear sadness. By a strange coincidence, it marked
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o—the autumn of 1968, and it was indeed the aucumn—the end of a
dat in gype of membership in the university. Certainly, from the first day
" arrival in France, in 1949, this membership had not been simple,
of n:[)’ was during these years no doubt that I came to understand better to
:::a[ extent the necessity of deconstruction (I use this word for the sake of
brevitsh though it i_s a word I have never like_d and one whose fortune has
disagfeeably surprised me) was not primarily a matter of philosoph.ical
contents, themes or theses, l:?hllosophemes, poems, theologc_:me_s or ide-
ologemes; bur especially and msc?parably meaningful frames, insticutional
SEruCEures, pedagogical or rhetorical norms, the possibilities of law; of au-
thoritys of evaluation, and of representation in its very market. My inter-
est for these more or less visible framework structures, for these limits,
these effects of the margin, or these paradoxes of borders continued to re-
spond o the same question: how is it that philosophy finds itself in-
scribed, rather than itself inscribing itself, within a space that it seeks but
is unable to order, a space that opens out onto another that is no longer
even its other, as I have tried to make apparent in a cympanum? as litde
Hegelian as possible. How is one to name the structure of this space? I do
not know; nor do I know whether it can give rise to what is called £row!-
edge. To call it socio-political is a triviality that does not satisfy me, and
even the most necessary of what are called socio-analyses often enough
have very little to say on the matter, remaining blind to their own in-
scription, to the law of their reproductive performances, to the stage of
their own heritage and of their self-authorization, in short to what I will
call their writing,

_I have chosen, as you can see, to confide to you without detour, if not
without a certain simplification, all the uncertainties, the hesitations, the
oscillations by way of which I sought the most fitting relationship with
the university insticution, on a level that was not simply political and that
concerned not only the thesis. I will thus distinguish between roughly
three periods in che time that separates me today from the time I began to

a"df)n the project of a thesis. It was at first a somewhar passive reaction:
upe;}i‘[‘{:g 110‘ longer inte_resred me very much. I wosxld hgve had to come
visor an; r.lcw formulation, come to an unders:andx.ng with a new super-
o so forch. And as doctorates based on published works, theoret-

m};dp:\,sjlble’ were obviously n0t‘encouraged, to say the very least, I
Scemeg o, ay, at first somewhat passively, I repeat, from those places that

me less and less open to wha really mattered to me. But I have



124 MOCHLOS: EYES OF THE UNIVERSITY

to admir chat in certain situacions, most no:ably those in which Lag
ing and in which I am writing about writing, my obstinacy is gr
straining for me, indeed compulsive, even when it is forced ¢

1972, I kept worrying away at the same problematic, the same opel
trix (opening onto the linked series formed by the trace, ifféran,
cidables, dissemination, the supplement, the graft, the hymen

and less linear, logical, and topical forms, even typographical fo
were more daring, the intersection of corpora, mixtures of ge
modes, Wechsel der Téne [changes in tone), satire, rerouting, gr*_

lished for years, I do not believe them to be simply presentable o
able to the university and I have not dared, have not judged it opg
to include them here among the works to be defended. Theses
clude Glas,” despite the continued pursuic there of the project
matology, the encounter with the arbitrary characeer of the sig
theory of onomatopoeia in Saussure, as well as with the Hege
bung, the relation between the undecidable, the dialectic, and ¢
bind, the concepr of generalized fetishism, the pull of the discoul
tration toward an affirmative dissemination and toward anothet}

attemprs. ] will say che same thing abour other works that I have
ately left our of this defense, works such as Eperons: Les styles de
(Spurs: Nievzsche's Styles) or La carte postale (The Post Card)," w!
in its own way, nevertheless extend a reading (of Freud, Niewzst
some others) begun ac an earlier stage, the deconstruction of 2
hermeneutics as well as of a theorization of the signifier and the lette
its authority and institutional power (I am referring here to the w
choanalyrtic system as well as to the university), the analysis of |
trism «s phallogocentrism, a concept by means of which I tried 163
cate, in my analysis, the essential indissociability of phallocentrist
logocentrism, and to locate their effects wherever I could spot ther®
these effects are everywhere, even where they remain unnoticed.
The expansion of these texts dealing with textuality mlghf"‘
anamorphic or labyrinthine, or both at once, but what in pal'fl
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m just about indefensible, in particular as a thesis, was less the
aplicity of their contents, conclusions, and demonstrative positions
e ¢ seems to me, the acts of writing and the performative stage to
et ,h they had to give rise and from which they remained inseparable
‘thichencc not easily capable of being represented, transported, and
- lated into another form; they were inscribed in a space that one
trans . . .
could no longer, th'at I myself co.uld no longer., identify or cl?ssxfy under
he heading of phxlqsophy or literature, fiction or nonfiction, and so
forth, espccially ata time when what others would call the autobiograph-
jcalinvolvement of these texts was undermiqing the very notion of auto-
biography: giving it over to what the necessity of writing, the trace, the
remainder, could offer of all that was most baffling, undecidable, cun-
ning, OF despairing. And since I have just alluded to the performative
sructure, let me note in passing that, for the same reasons, 1 have held
pack from the thesis corpus, along with a good many other essays, a de-
bate that I had in the United States with a speech act theorist, John
Searle, in a short work that I entitled Limired Inc."!

During an inidial period, then, from 1968 to 1974, I simply neglected
the thesis. But during the years that followed I deliberately decided—and
Isincerely believed that this decision was final—not to submit a thesis at
all. For, besides the reasons I have just mentioned and that seemed to me
to be more and more solid, I have been engaged since 1974 with friends,
colleagues, and university and high school students in a work which 1
should dare to call a long-term struggle that directly concerns the institu-
tion of philosophy, especially in France, and first and foremost in a situa-
tion whose nature has been determined by a long history, but that was
Worsened in 1975 by a policy that could—or, one may fear, will—lead to
the destruction of philosophical teaching and research, with all that this
SUpposes or implies in the country. For all the women and men who, like
Me, worked to organize the Groupe de Recherches sur I'Enseignement
llosophique (Greph) and who participated in its Avant-Projet, its re-

Cff, and its actions, from 1974 until the meeting of the Estates General
. P :‘losophy in chis very place just one year ago, for all of us the task was
tas;( ¢ utmost urgency, and the responsibility ineluctable.'? I specify: this
seq was urgent and ineluctable in the places we occupy—teaching or re-

rrih in philosophy—the places to which we cannot deny that we belong
I which we find ourselves inscribed. But of course, other things are
Nt too; this philosophical space is not the only one available to think-

ode the

of

Urge
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itself to be forgotten What we in Greph were questioning with: r
the teaching of philosophy could not be separated, and we haye#
been attentive to this point, from all of the other cultural, poli
other relations of forces in this country and in the world.

not always easy and obvious. I insist upon saying this here: ;
among the works presented to you I have included neither the «
signed or those that I have prepared as a militant of Greph nor,
the collective actions in which I have participated or which. E

spirit, from my other public acts—most notably from my othe
tions. And the gesture I make today, far from signifying thac I.
doned anything in this respect, will, on the contrary I hope,
ble other involvements or other responsibilities in the same strt
It remains the case that during this second period, beginni;
1974, 1 thought, rightly or wrongly, that it was neither consistg
sirable to be a candidate for any new academic title or responsi
ther consistent given the work of political criticism in which Iy
ipating, nor desirable with regard to a little forum that was mer:
more private, and where, through a whole endless scenograp.
bols, representations, phantasies, traps, and strategies, a self:ifl
counts all sorts of interminable and incredible stories to i
thought I had decided that, without further changing anythig
university situation, I would continue for better or for worse do)
I had done up to then, from the place where I had been immobili
without knowing anything more about where I was going, indec
ing less no doubt about it than ever. It is not insignificant, 1 beli
during this period most of the texts I published placed the greats
the most novel, emphasis on the question of rights and of the pro
proprel, on the rights of property, on copyright, on the signature-af
market, on the market for painting or, more generally, for culture:2 ﬁ
its representations, on speculation on the proper, on the name, on,
nation and restitution, on all the institutional borders and structi
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- yrses, on the machinery of publishing and on the media. Whether in
dlscon.lly,qcs of the logic of the parergon or the interlacing stricture of the

yi,[; iuind, whether in the paintings of Van Gogh, Adami, or Titus
doumcl, or the meditations on art by Kant, Hegel, Heidegger, or Ben-
g::in (in La Vérité en peinture | The Truth in Painting))," or again in my
" gempts 1 explore new questions with psycboanalysxs (for example, in
exchang® with the works, so alive today, of Nicolas Abraham and Maria
Torok) " —in all of these cases I was increasingly preoccupied with the ne-
wessity of re-elaborating, with new stakes, questions said to be classically
institutiOnal. And I would have liked in this respect to have been able to
parmonize both a discourse and a practice, as the saying goes, to fit the
premises of my earlier project. In fact, if not in principle, this was not al-
ways casy, ot always possible. At times indeed it remained very burden-
some in a number of ways.

Of the third and final period, the one in which I find myself here and
now, I can say very little. Only a few months ago, taking account of a very
wide number of different factors that I cannot analyze here, I came to the
conclusion, putting an abrupt end to a process of deliberation that was
threatening to become interminable, that everything that had justified my
earlier resolution (concerning the thesis, of course) was no longer likely to
bevalid for the years to come. In particular, for the very reasons of insti-
wutional politics that had until now held me back, I concluded thatit was
perhaps better, and I must emphasize the “perhaps,” to prepare myself for
some new type of mobility. And as is often, as is always the case, it is the
friendly advice of this or that person among those present here, before or
behind me, it is others, always others, who effected in me a decision I
could not have come to alone. For not only am I not sure, as I never am,
of being right in taking this step, I am not sure that I see in all clarity what
ed me to do so. Perhaps because I was beginning to know only too well
?Ot where [ wag going but where I was, not where I had arrived but where

Stopped.
COL began by saying Fhat it was as if I was speechless. You recognized, of
nor';Cl, tha‘t this was just a’nother manner of spf:aking; nevertheless it was
ces :jc. For the captario in which I have just indulged was not only ex-
et Y .code‘d, excessively narrative—the chronicle of so many

2chronies—ir was also as impoverished as a punctuation mark, rather, 1
Should ¢, i > P . P ’ ’
it b ) ¥» an apostrophe in an unfinished text. And above all, above all,

Sounded too much like the totting up of a calculation, a self-justifi-
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cation, a self-defense (in the United States one speaks of a thesigj
for a soutenance de thése). You have heard too much tlk of: sug
“Strategy” is a word that I have perhaps abused in the past, espe o
was always to specify in the end, in an apparently self- contradlcgi
ner and at the risk of cutting the ground from under my own feeg:d
thing I almost never fail to do—a strategy without any goal [finalf
strategy without any goal—for this is what I hold to and whag
holds me—the aleatory strategy of someone who admits that he, d
know where he is going. This, then, is not after all an undertakmg
or a discourse of belligerence. I would like it also to be like a kg
flight straight toward the end, a joyous self-contradiction, a disag
sire, that is to say, something very old and very cunning, but thag}
just been born and that delights in being without defense. wg."

—Translated by Kathleen M

~
e




The Principle of Reason: The University
in the Eyes of Its Pupils

How not to speak, today, of the university?

I putmy question in the negative (how not to), for two reasons. On the
one hand, as we all know, it is impossible, now more than ever, to dissoci-
ate the work we do, within one discipline or several, from a reflection on
the political and institutional conditions of that work. Such a reflection is
unavoidable. It is no longer an external complement to teaching and re-
search; it must make its way through the very objects we work with, shap-
ing them as it goes, along with our norms, procedures, and aims. We can-
not not speak of such things. On the other hand, the question “how not
t” gives notice of the negative, or perhaps we should say preventive, char-
acter of the preliminary reflections I would like to purt to you. Indeed,
since I am seeking to initiate discussion, I will content myself with saying
how one should not speak of the university. Some of the typical risks to be
avoided, it seems to me, take the form of a bottomless pit, while others
ke the form of a protectionist barrier.

_Does the university, today, have what is called a raison d’étre? [ have de-
!}berately chosen to put my question in a phrase [raison d’étre, literally,
Teason to be”] that is quite idiomatically French. In two or three words,
"1at phrase names everything I will be talking about: reason and being, of
ic::'r;e, anld the essence of the university in its relaftior‘ls to reason and be-
ing: J:ctl also 'the cause, purpose [ ﬁnalzte’], necessity, Jus.txﬁcatxon, mean-
o d’é[rmlssxon of the um.vemfy; ina word,‘ 1rs.a'e5tz7.zatzon. To 'have a rai-
ave o mf-’, a reason for being, is to ‘have a ;Lfstlﬁ'catlon .for existence, to

eaning, a purpose [ finalité], a destination. It is also to have a

129
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cause, to be explainable according to the “principle of reason” or
of sufficient reason,” as it is sometimes called—in terms of a reason ¢
also a cause (a ground, ein Grund), that is to say also a footing and 3;
dation, ground to stand on. In the phrase raison détre, this causaligy;
on above all the sense of final cause, in the wake of Leibniz, the au]

ciple of Reason.” To ask whether the university has a reason for be
wonder “why the university?,” but the question “why” verges on g
view to what?” The university with a view to what? What is the univg
view? What are its views? Or again: what do we see from the un
whether, for instance, we are simply in it, on board; or whether, p
over destinations, we look out from it while in port or, as French
“au large,” on the open sea, “at large”? As you may have noticed, i
“what is the view from the university?” I was echoing the title o
peccable parable James Siegel published in Diacritics two years agy
demic Work: The View from Cornell.” Today, indeed, I shall do'r
than decipher that parable in my own way. More precisely, I shall 1
scribing in a different code what I read in that article—the dramat
emplary nature of the topology and politics of this university, in
its views and its site: the topolitics of the Cornellian point of view:

'

From its first words on, metaphysics associates sight with kn
and knowledge with knowing how to learn and knowing how to té
be more specific, Aristotle’s Metaphysics does so, and from its
lines. I will return later to the political import of its opening lines:
moment, let us look at the very first sentence: “Pantes anthropoi @l
denai oregontai phusei” (All men, by nature, have the desire t
Aristotle thinks he sees a sign (semeion) of this in the fact that sens
give pleasure, “even apart from their usefulness” (khoris tes khreias
pleasure of useless sensations explains the desire to know for the
knowing, the desire for knowledge with no practical purpose. An
more true of sight than of the other senses. We give preference to s
“through the eyes” not only for taking action (prastein), but even whi
have no praxis in view. This one sense, naturally theoretical and co
plative, goes beyond practical usefulness and provides us with moff
know than any other; indeed, it unveils countless differences (polld-f"ﬁ
diaphoras). We give preference to sight just as we give preference to:

uncovering of differences. K
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But is sight enough? To learn and teach, does it suffice to know how to
el differences? In certain animals, sensation engenders memory, and
chat makes them more intelligent (phronimitera) and more capable of
Jearning (mathetikotera). But to know how to learn, and learn how to know,
ight’ intelligence, and memory are not enough. We must also know how
:0 hear, and to listen (257 psophon akouein). 1 might suggest somewhat play-
fully that we have to know how to shut our eyes in order to be better lis-
encrs. Bees know many things, since they can see; but they cannot learn,
snce they are among the animals that lack the faculty of hearing (me
Junatai ton psophon akouein). Thus, despite appearances to the contrary, the
university, that place where people know how to learn and learn how to
know, will never be a kind of hive. Aristotle, let us note in passing, has ush-
ered in a long tradition of frivolous remarks on the philosophical ropos of
the bee, the sense and senses of the bee, and the bee’s reason for being.
Marx was doubtless not the last to have overworked that topos, when he in-
sisted on distinguishing human industry from animal industry, as exempli-
fied in bee society. Seeking such nectar as may be gathered from the vast an-
thology of philosophical bees, I find a remark of Schelling’s, in his 1803
Lessons on the Method of University Studies,” more to my taste.

An allusion to the sex of bees often comes to the aid of the rhetoric of
naturalism, organicism, or vitalism as it plays upon the theme of the com-
plete and interdisciplinary unity of knowledge, the theme of the univer-
sity as an organic social system. This is in the most classic tradition of in-
terdisciplinary studies. I quote Schelling:

The apritude for doing thoughtful work in the specialized sciences, the ca-
pacity to work in conformity with that higher inspiration which is called sci-
entific genius, depends upon the ability to see each thing, including special-
ized knowledge, in its cohesion with what is originary and unified. Any
thought which has not been formed in this spirit of unity and rotality [der
Ein- und Allpeid) is empty in itself, and must be challenged; whatever is inca-
Pable of fitting harmoniously within that budding, living rotality is a dead
shoot which sooner or later will be eliminated by organic laws; doubtless there
3l§0 exist, within the realm of science, numerous sexless bees [geschlechtslose
Bienen) who, since they have not been granted the capacity to create, multiply

In Inorganic shoots the outward signs of their own witlessness [ihre eigne
Geistlosigheit).>

m_(l don’t know what bees, not only deaf but sexless, Schelling had in
ind ac the time. But I am sure that even today such rhetorical weapons
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would find many an eager buyer. One professor has recently Wit

a certain theoretical movement [“deconstructionism”] was mov

ported, within the university, by homosexuals and feminists<8

which seemed very significant to him, and doubtless a sign of asg
Opening the eyes to know, closing them—or at least listenirips

der to know how to learn and to learn how to know: here we hai8

rthythm? To hear better and learn better, must it close its eyes or.
outlook? In cadence? What cadence? Shuttmg off sight in order

that have hard, dry eyes (t5n sklerophtalmon), the animals lack!;;
(ta blephara), that sort of sheath or tegumental membrane (phrig
serves to protect the eye and permits it, at regular intervals, t
off in the darkness of inward thought or sleep. What is terrifyi
animal with hard eyes and a dry glance is that it always sees:
lower the sheath, adjust the diaphragm, narrow his sight, th
hear, remember, and learn. What might the university’s dia
The university must not be a sclerophthalmic animal, a hard-
when I asked, a moment ago, how it should set its sights ands f |
views, that was another way of asking about its reasons for beingg
essence.* What can the university’s body see or not see of its 0
tion, of that in view of which it stands its ground? Is the uniy
master of its own diaphragm? ‘
Now that I have opened up this perspective, allow me to clos ”
the twinkling of an eye, to allow me to conﬁde in you, to mak

Before preparing the text of a lecture, I find I must prepare
the scene I will encounter as I speak. That is always a painful
an occasion for silent, paralytic deliberation. I feel like a huntedd
looking in darkness for a way out where none is to be found. Ev:
blocked. In the present case, the conditions of impossibility, if yot
were made worse, for three reasons. ]
In the first place, this was not to be just a lecture like any othel',.J
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. had © be something like an inaugural address. Of course, Cornell Uni-
it siry has welcomed me generously many times since I first came to
verak here in 1975. I have many friends here, and Cornell is in fact the first
American university I ever taught for. That was in Paris, in 1967-68, as
pavid Grossvogel will undoubtedly remember: he was in charge of a pro-

-am that had also been directed by Paul de Man. But today, for the first
ime, | am taking the floor to speak as an Andrew Dickson White Profes-
cor-at-Large. In French, “au large!” is the expression a great ship uses to
hail a small craft about to cross her course: “Wear off. Give way.” In this
ase, the tidle with which your university has honored me at once brings
me closer to you and adds to the anguish of the cornered animal. Was this
inaugural lecture a well-chosen moment to ask whether the university has
a reason for being? Wasn’t I about to act with all the unseemliness of a
sranger who in return for noble hospitality plays prophet of doom with
his hosts, or at best eschatological harbinger, like Elijah denouncing the
power of kings or announcing the end of the kingdom?

Asecond cause for worry is that I find myself involved already, quite im-
prudently, that is, blindly and without foresight, in an act of dramarurgy,
writing out the play of that view in which Cornell, from its beginnings, has
felt so much ro be at stake. The question of the view has informed the in-
stitutional scenography, the landscape of your university, the alternatives of
expansion and enclosure, life and death. From the first it was considered vi-
tal not to close off the view. This is what Andrew Dickson White, Cornell’s
first president, recognized, and I wanted to pay him this homage. At a mo-
ment when the trustees wanted to locate the university closer to town, Ezra
Cornell took them to the top of East Hill to show them the sights, and the
site, he had in mind. “We viewed the landscape,” writes Andrew Dickson
White. “It was a beautiful day and the panorama was magnificent. M.
Cornell urged reasons on behalf of the upper site, the main one being that
there was so much more room for expansion.” Ezra Cornell gave good rea-
%ons, and since the Board of Trustees, reasonably enough, concurred with
thefn, reason won out. But in this case was reason quite simply on the side
of life? Drawing on K. C. Parsons’s account of the planning of the Cornell
“Ampus, James Siegel observes (and I quote) that

E or Ezra Cornell the association of the view with the university had some-
thing t0 do with death. Indecd Cornell’s plan seems to have been shaped by
the .tl'lematics of the Romantic sublime, which practically guaranteed thar a
“Ultivated man in the presence of certain landscapes would find his thoughts
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drifting metonymically through a series of topics—solitude, ambition ,,
choly, death, sttuahty, “classical inspiration”—which could lead, by ;
extension, to questions of culture and pedagogy. (“View” 69) ’

A matter of life and death. The question arose again in 1977, wheg
university administration proposed to erect protective railings on ¢
legetown bridge and the Fall Creek suspension bridge to check
of suicide inspired by the view of the gorge. “Barriers” was the ¢

“partitioning fence.” Beneath the bridges linking the universicy !
roundings, connecting its inside to its outside, lies the abyss. In tes

to express his opposition to the barriers, those diaphragmatic eyeli
the grounds that blocking the view would mean, to use his woit
stroying the essence of the university” (“View” 77).

What did he mean? What is the essence of the university?

Perhaps now you can better imagine with what shudders of
pared myself to speak to you on the subject—quite properly sub
the essence of the university. Sublime in the Kantian sense of th,
The Conflict of the Faculties, Kant averred that the university s
governed by “an idea of reason,” the idea of the whole field &
presently teachable (das ganze gegenwiirtige Feld der Gelebrsamk
happens, no experience in the present allows for an adequate grasp
present, presentable totality of doctrine, of teachable theory.
crushing sense of that inadequacy is precisely the exalting, desg
of the sublime, suspended between life and death.

Kant also says that the approach of the sublime is first herals
inhibition. There was a third reason for the inhibition I myse
thought about speaking to you today. I was resolved of course to i
self to preliminary, preventive remarks,® o speak only of the risl
avoided, the abyss, and bridges, and even boundaries as one t

voted a year-long seminar to the question of the university. Furtheff
I was recently asked by the French government to write a proposal
establishment of a Collége International de Philosophie, a propo
for literally hundreds of pages considers all of the difficulties mvolved
speak of such things in an hour would be more than just a challenge?
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sought to encourage myself, Flaydreaming a bit, it occurred to me that ’I’
gidn't know how many meanings were conveyed by the phrase “at large,
e “professor at large.” I wondered whether a professor at large, not be-
ing to any department, nor even to the university, wasn’t rather like
longlite . . €ps o es me
che person who in the old days was called un ubiguiste, a “ubiquitist,” if
ou will, in the university of Paris. A ubiquitist was a doctor of theology
ot atrached to any particular college. Ourside that context, in French, an
ubiquiste is someone who travels a lot and travels fast, giving the illusion
of heing everywhere at once. Perhaps a professor at large, while not exactly
2 ubiquitist, is also someone who, having spent a long time “au large” (in
French, more than English, the phrase is most often used as a nautical
rerm meaning on the high seas) occasionally comes ashore, after an ab-
sence that has cut him off from everything. He is unaware of the context,
the proper rituals, and the changed environment. He is given leave to con-
sider matters loftily, from afar. People indulgently close their eyes to the
schematic, drastically selective views he has to express in the rhetoric
proper to an academic lecture about the academy. But they may be sorry
that he spends so much time in a prolonged and awkward attempt to cap-
ture the benevolence of his listeners (captatio benevolentiae).

As far as I know, nobody has ever founded a university against reason.
So we may reasonably suppose that the university’s reason for being has al-
ways been reason itself, and some essential connection of reason to being.
But what is called the principle of reason is not simply reason. We cannot
plunge into the history of reason here, its words and concepts, into the
puzzling scene of translation that has shifted /ogos to ratioto raison, reason,
Grund, ground, Vernunfs, and so on. What for three centuries now has
been called the principle of reason was thought out and formulated, sev-
eral times, by Leibniz. His most often quoted statement holds that “noth-
Ing is withour reason, no effect is without cause” (Nibil est sine rasione seu
nu/[uy effectus sine causa). According to Heidegger, the only formulation
Pelbniz himself considered authentic, authoritative, and rigorous is found
N a late essay, Specimen inventorum: “There are two first principles in all
feasoning, the principle of noncontradiction, of course . . . and the prin-
ciple of rendering reason” (Duo sunt prima principia omnium ratiocina-
:Z:::;n, {:rincipium nempe .contraa'ictionis . . . et principium reddendae ra-

- The second principle says that for any truth—for any true
Pfoposition, thar is—a reasoned account is possible. “Omnis veritatis
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reddi ratio potest.” Or, to translate more literally, for any true Profigs
reason can be rendered. ‘

Beyond all those big philosophical words—reason, truth, prifg
that generally command attention, the principle of reason also
reason must be rendered. [In French the expression correspondmgx ;
nizs reddere rationem is rendre raison de quelque chose; it means to;y
or account for something.—Trans.] But what does “render” mear;
spect to reason? Could reason be something that gives rise to-
circulation, borrowing, debt, donation, restitution? But in that
would be responsible for that debt or duty, and to whom? In i
reddere rationem, ratio is not the name of a faculty or power (L
Reason, Vernunf?) that is generally attributed by metaphysics to-mzhy
logon ekhon, the rational animal. 1f we had more time, we cotildg
Leibniz's interpretation of the semantic shift that leads from ¢
the principium reddendae rationis, the principle of rendering
reason as the rational faculty—and in the end, to Kant’s defin
son as the faculty of principles. In any case, if the razio in the p;

.. AN

son cannot be separated from a question about the modal verb ‘mitisy
the phrase “must be rendered” The “must” seems to cover the:
our relationship to principle. It seems to mark out for us re
debt, duty, request, command, obligation, law, the imperative,
reason can be rendered (redd: potest), it must. Can we, witho
precautions, call this a moral imperative, in the Kantian sen
practical reason? It is not clear that the sense of “practical,” as i

veals the origin, of this “must” that, however, it has to presuppose;
be shown that the critique of practical reason continually ¢
principle of reason, on its “must,” which, although it is certainly
theoretical order, is nonetheless not simply “practical” or “ethical
Kantian sense. ‘

call of the principle of reason. In Der Satz vom Grund (The Prings

Reason), Heidegger names thar call Ampruc/r requirement, claim, 1

demand;’command, convocation; it always entails a certain addressi

speech. The word is not seen; it has to be heard and listened to, this’
trophe that enjoins us to respond to the principle of reason.



F The Principle of Reason 137

gestion of responsibility, to be sure. But is answering #o the princi-
of rcason the same act as answering for the principle of reason? Is the
- the same? Is the landscape the same? And where is the university lo-
& 4 within this space?
cafl‘zo respond to the call of the principle of reason is to render reason, to
(plain effects through their causes, rationally; it is also to ground, to jus-
:‘ff; w0 account for on the basis of principles (arche) or roots (riza). Keep-
ingin mind that Leibnizian moment whose originality should not be un-
Jerescimated, the response to the.call of the principle of reason is thus a
response 0 the Aristotelian requirements, tl.lose of metaphysics, of ﬁrft
Philomphy, of the search for “roots,” “principles,” and “causes.” At this
poin, scientific and technoscientific requirements lead back to a common
ofigin. And one of the most insistent questions in Heidegger’s meditation
is indeed that of the long “incubation” time that separated this origin
from the emergence of the principle of reason in the seventeenth century.
Not only does that principle constitute the verbal formulation of a re-
quirement present since the dawn of Western science and philosophy; it
provides the impetus for a new era of purportedly “modern” reason, meta-
physics, and technoscience. And one cannot rhink the possibility of the
modern university, the one that is restructured in the nineteenth century
inall the Western countries, without inquiring into that event, that insti-
tution of the principle of reason.

But to answer for the principle of reason (and thus for the university),
t0 answer for this call, to raise questions about the origin or ground of the
principle of foundation (Der Satz vom Grund), is not simply to obey it or
W respond /n the face of this principle. We do not listen in the same way
when we are responding to a summons as when we are questioning its
Meaning, its origin, its possibility, its goal, its limits. Are we obeying the
Ptinciple of reason when we ask what grounds this principle that is itself
3 prnciple of grounding? We are not—which does not mean that we are

Sobeying it, either. Are we dealing here with a circle or with an abyss?
renfj :irclc would consi'st i.n seeking to account fo.r reason by reason, to
0rderrt feason to the prmgple of reason, in gppeahng to the ercxple in

& erO lmake' it 'speak of itself at the very point where, ac;cordmg to Hei-
l "%1(){ t lil principle of reason says norht’ng about reason 1tself..T.h.e abyss,
Pring Ll’e[ ;Abgrzm.d, the empty gorge wquld be the 1mp-ossxb111ty fqr a

. Un};v of grounding to ground Ttself. This very grounding, then, lx.ke
Void A,C.mty‘ would have to hold itself suspende.d a.bove a most peculiar

¢ we to use reason to account for the principle of reason? Is the
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who offers questions in return and tries to think through the poss
that summons, or the one who does not want to hear any questio
the reason of reason? This is all played out, along the path of the:
gerian question, in a subtle difference of tone or stress, accordin
particular words emphasized in the formula nibil est sine ratip

(T3

statement has two different 1mphcat10ns according to whether
“sine” or “est” and “ratione” are stressed. I shall not attempt her
the limits of this talk, to pursue all of the decisions involved in
of emphasis. Nor shall I attempt—among other things, and for ]
reasons—to reconstruct a dialogue between Heidegger and, for

quotes Peirce, who, in 1900, “in the context of a discussion on
higher education” in the United States, concludes as follows:

Only recently have we seen an American man of science and of weig

the purpose of education, without once alluding to the only motive;
mates the genuine scientific investigator. I am not guiltless in this m
self, for in my youth I wrote some articles to uphold a doctrine ¢
matism, namely, that the meaning and essence of every conception
application that is to be made of it. That is all very well, when propgzll
derstood. I do not intend to recant it. But the question arises, whac:i$ e
timate application; and at that time I seem to have been inclined to;
nate the conception to the act, knowing to doing. Subsequent expeti!
life has taught me thar the only thing that is really desirable without
for being so, is to render ideas and things reasonable. One cannot:
mand a reason for reasonableness itself*

To bring about such a dialogue between Peirce and Heidegg ei
would have to go bcyona’ the conceptual opposition between “conce]

and “act,” between “conception” and “application,” theoretical vch
praxis, theory and technique. This passage beyond is sketched our bi
by Peiice in the very movement of his dissatisfaction: what might i
timate application be? What Peirce only outlines is the path where:
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or feels the most to be at stake, especially in Der Satz vom Grund. Un-
Jble o follow this path myself here in the way I have attempted to follow
¢ elsewhere, I will merely draw from it two assertions, at the risk of over-
simplifying' ] .. )
.. The modern dominance of the principle of reason had to go hand in
pand with the interpretation of the essence of beings as objects, an object
resent as representation (Vorstellung), an object placed and positioned
before a subject. This latter, a man who says “I,” an ego certain of itself,
thus ensures his own technical mastery over the totality of what is. The
we.” of repraesentatio also expresses the movement that accounts for—ren-
ders reason to—a thing whose presence is encountered by rendering it pre-
sent, by bringing it to the subject of representation, to the knowing self.
This would be the place, if we only had the time, to reconstruct the way
Heidegger makes language do its work (the interaction between begegnen,
entgegen, Gegenstand, Gegenwart on the one hand, Stellen, Vorstellen,
Zustellen on the other hand).? This relation of representation—which in
its whole extension is not merely a relation of knowing—has to be
grounded, ensured, protected: that is what we are told by the principle of
reason, the Stz vom Grund. A dominance is thus assured for representa-
tion, for Vérstellen, for the relation to the ob-ject, that is, to the being that
is located before a subject that says “I” and assures itself of its own present
existence. But this dominance of the being-before does not reduce to that
of sight or of theoria, nor even to that of a metaphor of the optical (or in-
deed sklerophthalmic) dimension. It is in Der Sasz vom Grund that Hei-
degger states all his reservations on the very presuppositions of such
thetoricizing interpretations. It is not a matter of distinguishing here be-
tween sight and nonsight, but rather between two ways of thinking sight
and light, as well as between two conceptions of listening and voice. But
115 true that a caricature of representational man, in the Heideggerian
Sénse, would readily endow him with hard eyes permanently open to a na-
ture that he is to dominate, to rape if necessary, by fixing it in front of
himself, or by swooping down on it like a bird of prey. The principle of
"eason installs its empire only to the extent that the abyssal question of the
ti‘::g ;hat is hiding within it remains hidden, and with it the very ques-
o :d-the ground, of groundmﬂg as griinden gto gr(')un'd, to give or take
espect l'l Boa’enjnehmen), as begr'zmaten (to motivate, Jusnfy,'author_lze), or
aCCOrda _y as stfﬁen (to erect or institute, a meaning to which Heidegger
S 4 certain pre-eminence).'”

degs
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SPEGRSS: ]

4T

2. Now this institution of modern techno-science that is the:
Stiftung s built both on the principle of reason and on what remai]
den in that principle. As if in passing, but in two passages that. arexj
tant to us, Heldegger asserts that the modern umversnty is gmﬁ
(gegriinder); “built” (gebans) on the principle of reason; it “rests” (’3
this principle."! But if today’s university, locus of modern scigh
grounded on the principle of grounding” (griindet auf dem . Saj
Grund), nowhere do we