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perience of past, ﬁrcscr and future was the recita-
tion of a psalm. Thus h{{ anticipated all the modern
critics who wonder how it can be that a book can
simultancously bdpreseht like a picture (though in
a way a picture has alsd to be recited) and yet ex-
tended in time. Curtius testifies to the durability of
the book as a wqrld-model in the Middle Ages.”
Like the ziggumtjthe Byzantine church, and most
of all like the Gort¥e cathedral, it is a perpetual tes-
timony to the set of our demands on the world. If
the ziggurat is a topocosm, the book is a biblio-
cosm.** We can distribute our fictions in time as
well as in space, which is why we must avoid an
casy translation from the one to the other. E.H
Gombrich has recently been talking about the rele-
vance of the great eleventh chapter of Augustine’s
Confessions, to which [ have already referred, and
finding in it the seeds of modern psychological
speculation about the action of memory.”” There
1s the marter of mere physiological persistence—
which makes television possible. There is ‘immedi-
ate memory,” or ‘primary retention,’ the registration
of impressions we fail to ‘take in,” but can recover
a litle later by introspection; and there is, finally,
a kind of forward memory, familiar from spooner-
isms and typing errors which are caused by antici-
pation, the mind working on an expected future,
The second of these memories—registration of
what we fail to ‘take in’—is an essential too| of nar-
rative fiction. It is familjar from the ‘double-take’
of the music-hall, and many literary kinds, from
reems which catch up words and ideas into new
significance, to complicated plots like that of Tom
Jones, depend on ir, Aristotle’s notion of the best

*See E. Curtius, European Literature iy the Latin Middle
Aiges, translated by Willard R, Trask, New York, 1953,
[Au.]

*See Grace E, Cairns, Philosophies of History, New York,
1962; Mircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, New
York, 1959, p. 40. [Au.]

“See E. H. Gombrich, “Moment and
Journal of the Warburg and Courtay,
(1964), pp. 293 ff. [Au.]

Movement in Art,”
ld Institutes, XXVI

possible plot is a double-take, There
which Macbeth is an enormous dr;
of the double-take, for it is b
viation of attention which ¢

between the original apprehension of what the
situation signifies and the final undcrstanding that
'its significance was other, The third kind of memory
is what enables writers to use the beripeteia, 3 fa);.
fication of e€xpectation, so that the end comes as ex-
pected, but not in the manner expected.

Gombrich’s argument s that we ignore these

facts when we make a sharp a priori distinction be-
tween time and space; that in time our minds work
in fashions that are not wholly and simply succes-
sive, while in sparial appreciations—as when one
looks at a painting—there is a temporal element;
one ‘scans’ the picture and could not do so without
retinal persistence; one remembers what has passed,
and has expectations abour what is to come. These
are matters on which he has previously spoken in
Art and Illusion. | quote him in support of a re-
valuation of the element of temporal structure,
memory, and expectation, as against the tendency
to reduce our bibliocosms to merely spatial order. It
seems obvious thart in the experience of literature
We use temporal expectation—a ‘mental set,’ as
Gombrich puts it, which is ‘a state of readiness to
Start projecting.’ We remember that in Stevens the
“angel of reality’ gives us the power ‘to see the earth
again/ Cleared of its stiff and stubborn, man-lockefi
set’; and that he aims at ‘meanings said / By repeti-
tion of half—meanings'—-by using the second kind of
memory to play upon the expectations created by
the third.

So we may call books fictive models of the tem-
poral world., They will be humanly serviceable as
models only if they pay adequate respect to what we
think of as ‘rea|’ time, the chronicity of the \\fakmg
moment. If we are normal we can guess the time—
Ve can guess how long ago the lecture began, and
also how long we shall have to wait for some de-

sire to be gratified, for example, that the lecture
should end
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general, his view of “Phik’so‘i"h."” CO“M bc. tr.aced to the
taigne and Descartes, the political ﬂn.d linguistic specul
the development of phenomenology since Hegel’s Pl;enomeno[ogy of Mind, by,
especially the articulation of transcendental phe.nomenology by Husser|. Other
major influences on Derrida’s work include Nietzsche, Heidegger, Emmanye|
Levinas, Sartre, and de Saussure.
It has been said, somewhat facetiously, thar the range of modern philosophicy]
styles falls between two extremes, defined by the posture of Wittgenstein, wric.
ing as if he were the First Philosopher who had read nothing, and the posture of
Derrida, writing as if he were the Last Philosopher, who had read everything,
But as Newton Garver suggests in his preface to the English translation of Der-
rida’s La Voix et le Phénomene, extremes Meet—or, in this case, given the pre-
sumptive evidence that early on, Derrida had not read Wittgenstein (or White-
head or Russell or Carnap), they converge on similar Preoccupations: problems
of meaning, signification, and the radical critique of metaphysics. When Derrida
refers to “Philosophy,” however, the rhetoric of inclusion in fact represses what is
most likely to be taught in Departments of Philosophy ar most major American
universities: logical analysis, conceptual elucidation, philosophy of science, all
with a characteristic preference for empiricism or Positivism. While it could be
argued that the broad arrack on metaphysics thar has characterized logical em-
piricism or positivism at least from Comte and Mach to Russell and Carnap had
50 far succeeded as 1o divorce positivism from the main historical concerns of
philosophy, it remains that Derrida’s invocation of“Philosophy” is primarily rhe-
torical and is often as parochial as the response of his critics who might, for ex-
ample, admit that Hegel and Nietzsche were philosophers without feeling com-
pelled to take them very seriously as such,
chertheicss, It remains that Derrida’s work must be taken into account, no
matter h0\y one conceives of philosophical and critica] traditions, simply on the
strength of his most Important insight. Derrid, shows with exhaustive ingenuity
that Fhe fate of Western metaphysics s inextricably involved with the notion of
the sign, and that the fepresentation of the sign Paradoxically requires a tran-
scendental signified 1o be “present” 1o consciousness, even as that signified is
a]wa;:s absent, always already displaced by another signifier.
In §trucmre, Sign and Play,” Derrida focuses his attention on the peculiarity
of Fhe idea of “structure,” a5 i vide closure, coherence, and “to-

ectly reconciled with the element
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linguistic sign are not local or limited but fundamental and deeply tied to tf

history of Western metaphysics.

Much of Derrida’s work has appeared in English translation. Among the most
important are Speech and Phenomenon: Introduction to the Problem Ofo”r;< ;,i
Husserl’s Phenomenology (1967; trans. 1973); Of Grammatology ﬂxgé-:ira-n's..
1976); Writing and Difference (1967; trans. 1978); Dissemination (1972; trans.

1981); Margins of Philosophy (1972;

(1976; trans. 1981); SignepongelSignsponge (1985). Positions (19724

trans. 1983); Spurs: Nietzsche's Styles

725 trans.

1981) contains several interviews with Derrida. See also especially Christopher
Norris, Deconstruction: Theory and Practice; Jonathan Culler, “Jacques Der-
rida,” in John Sturrock, ed., Structuralism and Since: From Lévi-Strauss to
Derrida; Paul de Man, “The Rhetoric of Blindness,” in his Blindness and In-
sight; Geoffrey H. Hartman, Saving the Text: Literature/Derridal/Philosophy:
Gregory J. Ulmer, Applied Grammatology; and Robert Magliola, Derrida or

the Mend.

STRUCTURE, SIGN
AND PLAY IN THE
DISCOURSE OF THE
HUMAN SCIENCES

We need to interpret interpretations
more than to interpret things.
(Montaigne)

Pethaps something has occurred in the history of
‘f‘hc concept of structure that could be called an
event,” if this loaded word did not entail a mean-
ing which it is precisely the function of structural—
Ot structuralist—rthought to reduce or to suspect.
Let us speak of an “event,” nevertheless, and let us
use quotation marks to serve as a precaution. What
would this event be then? Its exterior form would
be that of a rupture and a redoubling.

?:&:f:lékﬁ..sm‘v AND PLAY IN THE DISCOURSE OF THE

at T};c_] lC'ENCES was first presented 1n 1966 as a lecture

S O NS Hopkins University. It was published in The

f ucturalist Controversy (1970) and in Writing and Dif-

}ZE:Q 51367; trans. 1978). This translation is by Alan

Chi and is reprinted by permission of The University of
cago Press.

[t would be easy enough to show that the conce
of structure and even the word “'structure” irself are
as old as the epistémé'—that is to say, as old as
Western science and Western philosophy—and that
their roots thrust deep into the soil of ordinary lan-
guage, into whose deepest recesses the episténte
plunges in order to gather them up and to make
them part of itself in a metaphorical displacement.
Nevertheless, up to the event which I wish to mark
out and define, structure—or rather the struc-
turality of structure—although it has always been
at work, has always been neutralized or reduced,
and this by a process of giving it 4 center or of refer-
ring it to a point of presence, a fixed origin. The
function of this center was not only to orient, bal-
ance, and organize the structure—-one cannot in
fact conceive of an unorganized structure—but
above all to make sure that the organizing principle
of the structure would limit what we might call the
play of the structure. By orienting and organizing
the coherence of the system, the center of a struc-
ture permits the play of its elements inside the toral
form. And even today the notion of a structure
lacking any center represents the unthinkable self.

Nevertheless, the center also closes off the play
which it opens up and makes possible. As center, it |
is the point at which the substitution of conrents, |

Vepisteme, Greek, wisdom, scientific or philosophical
knowledge. [Eds.]
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Derrida’s thesis ¢h, n‘ 2 general sense he rcfcme SRisips
only be “"dt:rsro:d[ 9BIC and coherence Khe;‘l’er;cc is to
; contradictor: nselves
Pose the sup . adictori] can
s Pression of dif, Y, since the:
of the gener. ifférance, “pir: Y presup-
al econ ) “writing”
La diss -conomy. Cf, “La p}, g™ in the sens,
emination, Pharmacie de Fods
Freudian mode] of 5}1- 125-26, where Dcr‘:;dzlaton, ”in
ify the s ~ Obdream ”“Cl'prer = uses the
/ radi ation
ence, [Tr] 16 embedded in phipraproct (2 <!
: Phical coh
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original or transcendental signified, is never abso-
lut:‘l)' present outside a systcm.ot »qlﬂcrcnccs. The
absence of the trunsccr_ld.enm‘l sxgmh.cd extends the
Jomain and the play of signification 1'nﬁmtc‘|y.

Where and how does this decentering, this think-
ing the structurality of structure, occur? It wquld be
somewhat naive to refer to an event, a doctrine, or
an author in order to designate this occurrence. [t is
no doubt part of the torality of an era, our own, but
siill it has always already begun to proclaim itself
and begun to work. Nevertheless, if we wished to
choose several “‘names,” as indications only, and
w0 recall those authors in whose discourse this oc-
currence has kept most closely to its most radical
formulation, we doubtless would have to cite the
Nietzschean critique of metaphysics, the critique of
the concepts of Being and truth, for which were
substituted the concepts of play, interpretation, and
sign (sign without present truth); the Freudian cri-
nque of self-presence, that is, the critique ot con-

sciousness, of the subject, of self-identity and of
self-proximity or self-possession; and, more radi-
cally, the Heideggerean destruction of metaphysics,
of onto-theology, of the determination of Being as
presence. But all these destructive discourses and all
their analogues are trapped in a kind of circle. This
circle is unique. It describes the form of the relation
between the history of meraphysics and the destruc-
tion of the history of metaphysics. There is no sense¢
in doing without the concepts of metaphysics in
order to shake metaphysics. We have no language—
1o syntax and no lexicon—which 1s foreign to this
history; we can pronounce ot a single destructive
proposition which has not alceady had to slip into
the form, the logic, and the implicit postulations of
precisely what it seeks to contest. To take one ex-
ample from many: the metaphysics of presence is
shaken with the help of the concept of sign. But, as I
suggested a moment ago, as soon as one seeks to
demonstrate in this way that there is no transcen-
dental or privileged signified and that the domain
or play of signification henceforth has no limit, one
must reject even the concept and word “sign” it-
self—which is precisely what cannot be done. For
the signification *“sign” has always been understood
and determined, in its meaning, as sign-of, a sig-
I_liﬁcr referring to a signified, a signifier different
from its signified. If one erases the radical difference
between signifier and signified, it is the word “sig-
nifier” irself which must be abandoned as a meta-

physical concepr. When Lévi-Strauss says in
preface to The Raw and the Cooked that he has
“sought to transcend the opposition berwee
sensible and the intelligible by operating from ¢

and legitimacy of his act cannot make us fo
the concep of the sign cannot in itself surpass this

opposition between the sensible and the intelligible.
The concept of the sign, in each of its aspects, has

been determined by this opposition throughout the
totality of its history. It has lived only on this op-
position and its system. But we cannot do without
the concept of the sign, for we cannot give up this
metaphysical complicity without also giving up the
are directing against this complicity, or
n the self-

crinque we
without the risk of erasing differen
identity of a signified reducing 1ts signifier into irselt
or, amounting to the same thing, simply expelling
s signifier outside itselt. For there are two hetero-
senous ways of erasing the difference berween the
;1gniﬁcr and the signified: one, the classic way, con-
sists in reducing or deriving the signifier, that is 0
say, ultimately in submitting the sign to thought;
the other, the one we are using here against the first

in putting into question the system in
tioned: first and
he sensible and

the meta-

one, consists
which the preceding reduction func
foremost, the opposition between ¢
the intelligible. For the paradox is that :
physical reduction of the sign needed the opposi-
tion it was reducing. The opposition is systematic
with the reduction. And what we are saying here
about the sign can be extended to all the concepts
and all the sentences of metaphysics, in particular
to the discourse on “‘structure.” But there are sev-
cral ways of being caught in this circle. They are all
ve, more or less empirical, more or
e or less close to the formula-
formalization—of this circle. It
lain the multiplicity of

more or less nai
less systematic, mor
tion—that is, to the
is these differences which exp
destructive discourses and the disagreement be-
oween those who elaborate them. Nietzsche, Freud,
and Heidegger, for example, worked within the in-
herited concepts of metaphysics. Since these con-
cepts are not elements or atoms, and since they are
taken from a syntax and a system, every parucular
borrowing brings along with it the whole of meta-

3The Raw and the Cooked, trans. John and Doreen
Wightman (New York: Harper and Row, }969‘, p. 14
{Au.] (Translation somewhat modified.) [Tr.]
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physics. This is what allows these destroyers to de-
stroy each other reciprocally—for example, Heideg-
ger regarding Nietzsche, with as much lucidity and
rigor as bad faith and misconstruction, as the last
metaphysician, the last *“Platonist.”” One could do
the same for Heidegger himself, for Freud, or for a
number of others. And today no exercise is more
widespread.

WHAT is the relevance of this formal schema when
We turn to what are called the “human sciences”?
One of them perhaps occupies a privileged place—
ethnology. In fact one can assume that ethnology
could have been born as a science only at the mi:
ment when a decentering had come about: ar the
moment when European culture—and in conse-
quence, the history of metaphysics and‘of its con-
cepts—had been dislocated, driven from its locus
Jr.ld forced to stop considering itself as the cu]tur:
of reterence. This moment is not first and foremos:
2 moment of philosophical or scientific discourse, [t
1s‘ulso @ moment which is political, economic, tec.h-
nical, and so forth. Ope can say with toral se1cu ity
that zhgrc is nothing fortuitous about the fact :f,‘
the critique of ethnocentrism—the very cond'r‘ s
i:))r» ?tﬁnology—shou]d be sysrematical.ly andl[l'lxci)srj
rh:-}.ﬁg[}o;?:;e:iggarx?us }\;’i[h the destruction of
the same era. Now, cghniosl.og(\)'iﬁi,::r%vm e
ic(oin'ms abou.; within the element of dlSC’OUl’SC And
'S primarily a European science el jing
ditional concepts, however much ltf:ﬂ?.‘mg e

g : Vv stru.
against them, Consequently, whether he wa 2

science—

when he denounces
ible; it is nort a historical contingenc

consider all jts impli

; it, however [j
may do so, this does not mean th’a i

8IVing in to it are of equal i

problem of the statys of a djsc,
from a heritage the resuurcg; i
construction of that hcrirags ?tccjssmy for the de-
economy and strategy, e Problem o
‘lf we consider, as an example
Lévi-Strauss, it is not onl Pf. o
s ¥ because of (e
accorded to ethnology amon h o Silees
nor even because the tf.mought ogf E ie o ciences,
he_awly on the contemporary th )LVI-Strauss piichs
It is above al] because a cert:-u’n Llor"i[lcal on
clared in the work of Lévi«S(raCu]mw b
certaiq doctrine has been claboratzz
cisely, in a more o less explicit man
both this critique of I;lnm.mgc ”
guage in the socia] scienzes.
‘h? order to follow this movement in the te.
Lévi-Strauss, let us choose as one guid; e
among others the opposition betw '&cn r:zr:rg d’”md
cl:xlrurc‘. De_spxte all its rejuvenations and dll;;uz:d
this opposition is congenital to philosophy. It is’
even oldgr than Plaro. It is ar least as old as 'rl.m Sof
phists. Since the statement of the opposition physis/
nomos, R/J)'sis/teclme'," it has been relayed to u)sj b
im:ans ot a whole historical chain which oppose)s,
nature” to law, to education, to art, to technics—
?u[ also to liberty, to the arbitrary, to history, to so-
clety, to the mind, and so on. \Io'w, from th;;OUTSCY
of his researches, and from his first book (The Ele-
n}ent;zry Structures of Kinship) on, Lévi-Strauss
Zl[rlr;il;;agrut:;::scl)}' has experienced the necessity of
ol oE ! Pposition and the impossibility of ac-
fropm [ijlst;; :'] tﬁc E/er;:e{zt‘.:, ¥ Structures, he begins
S Sp;)::.; or definition: that which is univer-
; aneous, and ne: dependent on any
ﬁ)ﬂ:;scix;a;aizl:cun}e or on any decerminate norm, be-
i no; nversely, 'tha[ \Vhlch depends upon
e : ms.regulanng society and therefore
another, belon:sr);glg flmm e e
are of the tmdigonal ;L/I [eur!; T'hcslf i d'eﬁ‘nmons.
of the Elementy Stri S Srathelvery s
B givmry ructures Lévi-Strauss, who has
G E credence to these concepts, cn-
something whit:he CTHS e R
ture opposition hnoh onger tolerates the nature/cul-
simultaneoysty s.e 2 acccpt?d, somcrhm_g hich
i f) eems to require rhe predicates of
of culture. This scandal is the incest pro-

LEXTS of Clayde

and becayse 5
there, and pre-
er, as concerng
and this critjcq| lan-
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art. [Eds,) techné: Greek, physical reality, custom,
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ion, The incest prohibition is universal; in this
e .c could call it natural. But it is also a pro-
a system of norms and interdicts; in this
1d call it cultural:

sense 0N

hibition,

sense one cou
Let us suppose then that everything universal
in man relates to the natural order, and is
characterized by spontaneity, and that'evcry—
thing subject to a norm 1s cultural and is both
celative and particular. We are then con-
fronted with a facr, or rather, a group of
facts, which, in the light of previous defini-
tions, are not far removed from a scandal: we
refer to that complex group of beliefs, cus-
toms, conditions and institutions described
succinctly as the prohibition of incest, which
presents, without the slightest ambiguity, and
inseparably combines, the two characteristics
in which we recognize the conflicting fearures
of two mutually exclusive orders. It consti-
tutes a rule, but a rule which, alone among all
the social rules, possesses at the same time a
universal character.’

Obviously there is no scandal except within a sys-
tem of concepts which accredits the difference be-
tween nature and culture. By commencing his work
with the factum of the incest prohibition, Lévi-
Strauss thus places himself at the point at which
this difference, which has always been assumed to
be self-evident, finds itself erased or questioned. For
from the moment when the incest prohibition can
no longer be conceived within the nature/culture
opposition, it can no longer be said to be a scan-
dalous fact, a nucleus of opacity within a network
of transparent significations. The incest prohibition
is no longer a scandal one meets with or comes up
against in the domain of traditional concepts; it is
something which escapes these concepts and cer-
tainly precedes them—probably as the condition of
their possibility. It could perhaps be said that thc
whole of philosophical conceptualization, which is
systematic with the nature/culture opposition, is de-
signed to leave in the domain of the unthinkable the
very thing that makes this conceptualization pos-
sible: the origin of the prohibition of incest.

$The Elementary Structures of Kinship, trans. James Bc.ll,
John von Sturmer, and Rodney Needham (Boston: Bea-
con Press, 1969), p. 8. [Au./ Tr.]

This example, 00 cursorily examined, 15 ¢
one among many others, but nevertheless it al
shows that language bears within itself the nec
of its own critique. Now this critique may be under-
taken along two paths, in two “manners.” Once
limit of the nature/culture opposition makes self
felt, one might want to question systematically and
rigorously the history of these concepts. This 1s a
first action. Such a systematic and historic ques-
tioning would be neither a philological nor a philo-
sophical action in the classic sense of these words.
To concern oneself with the founding concepts of
the entire history of philosophy, to deconsutute
them, is not to undertake the work of the philolo-
gist or of the classic historian of philosophy. Despite
appearances, it is probably the most daring way of
making the beginnings of a step outside of philoso-
phy. The step “outside philosophy™ is much more
difficult to conceive than is generally imagined by
those who think they made it long ago with cavalier
case, and who in general are swallowed up in meta-
physics in the entire body of discourse which they
claim to have disengaged from it.

The other choice (which [ believe corresponds
more closely to Lévi-Strauss’s manner), in order to
avoid the possibly sterilizing effects of the first one,
consists in conserving all these old concepts within
the domain of empirical discovery while here and
there denouncing their limits, treating them as tools
which can still be used. No longer is any truth value
artributed to them; there is a readiness to abandon
them, if necessary, should other instruments appear
more useful. In the meantime, their relative efficacy

is exploited, and they are employed to destroy ic
old machinery to which they belong and of which
they themselves are pieces. This is how the l.anguagc:
of the social sciences criticizes itself. Lévx-Srr.auss
thinks that in this way he can separate method from
truth, the instruments of the method and the objec-
tive significations envisaged by it. One Fould ft]m’og
say that this is the primary affirmation of Lévi-
Strauss; in any event, the first words of the_ Elgmen-
tary Structures are: “Above all, it is beginning to
emerge that this distinction berween nature and so-
ciety (‘nature’ and ‘culture’ seem prefe}'able o us
today), while of no acceptable hxstqr}cgl signifi-
cance, does contain a logic, fully justifying its use
by modern sociology as a methodological tool.”*

41bid., p. 3. [Au./ Tr.]
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Lévi-Strauss will always remain faithful to this
double intention: to preserve as an instrument
something whose truth value he criticizes.

On the one hand, he will continue, in effect, to
contest the value of the nature/culture opposition.
More than thirteen years after the Elementary
Structures, The Savage Mind faithfully echoes the
text | have just quoted: “The opposition between
nature and culture to which I attached much impor-
tance at one time . . . now seems to be of primarily
methodological importance.” And this methodo-
logical value is not affected by its “ontological”
nonvalue (as might be said, if this notion were not
suspect here): “However, it would not be enough to
rcnbs(}rb particular humanities into a general one.
This first enterprise opens the way for others which

- are incumbent on the exacr natural sciences:
rhc reintegration of culture in nature and finally
ot life within the whole of its physico-chemical
conditions.””

On the other hand, still in The Savage Mind, he
presents as what he calls bricolage what might be
called the discourse of this method. The bricolesur
says Lévn»Srrauss, is someone who uses “‘the mean;
at h‘a‘nd,“ that is, the instruments he finds at his dis-
Position around him, those which are already there
which had not been especially conceived with ar;
eye to the operation for which they are to be used
and to which one tries by trial and error to adapt
them, not hesitating to change them whenever it ag-
pc‘xrsAnu:es.smv'y, O to try several of them ar once,
even if their form and their origin are herero, en:
ous—and so forth. There s therefore a critj ui f
Il:nguagc in the form of bricolage, and it ha;1 cv;
a:nths:r:gl;l:;nb:::tliifi’ is c;itical lar_lguage itself.

tte, “Structurali E 0' ‘[he ar‘tlclle 'Of S
nette, isme et critique littéraire,” pub-
L’Arc (no. 26, 1965), wheresist”ilsassrg::zl:lal;fsue o
analysis of bricolage could “be applied alm et
for word” to criticism, and especially to O‘?t e
criticism.” e
Ongso:oeni.zllisbfncolage the necessiry.of borrowing

Pts trom the text of 4 heritage which
more or less cohe.rent or ruined, it must pe said [h;i
every discourse is bricoleur, The engineer, whom

"The Savage Mind (London: George Weidenfeld and Nic-

olson; Chicago: Th, =it /
S [r\u.}g e University of Chicago Press, 1966),

Lévi-Strauss Opposes to the bricoley, h

one to construct the totality of hjs l:m, Siten
and' lexicon. In this sense the engine, o e,
subject who supposedly would pe e agTvth. A

i g . the ab i
gin of his own discourse and Supposcdly ;zh;;n ori-
= “ i u
struct it “out of nOthmg," i WholLl | cgn_

¢ cloth,”

\wogld be the creator of the verb, the verb itself. T},
notion of the engineer who supposedly b R
all forms of bricolage is therefore - e -
o el a theologjca]
1d§a, and since Lévi-Strauss rells us elsewhere th
bnco[age is mythopoetic, the odds are th;qurl:er .
gineer is a myth produced by the bricolenr, As soeonr;
a8 we cease to believe in such an engineer and in
zjn(si?;)cuor:;;vhaxﬁz I;rse:;l(:(s)r:vith the recgivcd histori-
cal disc s ar as we admit that every
finite discourse is bound by a certain bricolage and
that tl.'w engineer and the scientist are also species
of bricoleurs, then the very idea of bricolage is
menaced and the difference in which it took on its
meaning breaks down.
This brings us to the second thread which might

guide us in whar js being contrived here.

- Lévi-Strauss describes bricolage not only as an
intellectual activity but also as a mythopoetical ac-
tivity. One reads in The Savage Mind, “Like bri-
colage on the technical plane, mythical reflection
can reach brilliant unforeseen results on the intel-
lectual plane, Conversely, attention has often been
drawn to the mythopoerical nature of bricolage.”*
: But Lévi-Strauss’s remarkable endeavor does not
simply consist in proposing, notably in his most re-
cent investigations, a structural science of myths
and of mythological activity, His endeavor also ap-
pears—| would say almost from the outset—to
have the status which he accords to his own dis-
course on myths, to what he calls his “mythologi-
cals.” It is here that his discourse on the myth
reflects on itself and criticizes irself. And this mo-
ment, this critical period, is evidently of concern to
all the languages which share the field of the human
sciences. What does Lévi-Strauss say of his “mytho-
108":}115”? It is here that we rediscover the mytho-
poetical virtue of bricolage. In effect, what appears
most fascinating in this critical search for a new
Status of discourse is the stated abandonment of all
reference o center, to a subject, to a Pfi"”eged
Teference, to an origin, or to an absolute archia.
The theme of this decentering could be followed

Ibid, p. 17, [Au
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uchout the “Overture” to his last book, The
t=4

theosE  the Cooked. I shall simply remark on a

Raw &

3 5 ints.
-w key poin T :
m, From the very start, Lévi-Strauss recognizes

that the Bororo myth which he employs in the book
as the “reference myth” does not merit this name
and this treatment. The name is specious and the
use of the myth improper. ThlS myth <‘:1e'servesﬂno
more than any other its r‘eteremml pn}/llegc: In
fact, the Bororo myth, which I shall refer to from
now on as the key myth, is, as [ shall try to show,
simply a transformation, to a greater or lesser ex-
tent, of other myths originating either in ti}e same
society or in neighboring or remote societies. I
could, therefore, have legiumately taken as my
starting point any one representative myth of t»h::
group. From this point of view, the key myth is in-
teresting not because it is typical, but rather be-
cause of its irregular position within the group.”

2. There is no unity or absolute source of the
myth. The focus and the source of the myth are al-
ways shadows and virtualities which are elusive,
unactualizable, and nonexistent in the first place.
Everything begins with structure, configuration, or
relationship. The discourse on the acentric struc-
ture that myth itself is, cannor itself have an abso-
lute subject or an absolute center. It must avoid the
violence that consists in centering a language which
describes an acentric structure if it is not to short-
change the form and movement of myth. Therefore
it is necessary to forgo scientific or philosophical
discourse, to renounce the epistémé which abso-
lutely requires, which is the absolute requirement
that we go back to the source, to the center, to the
founding basis, to the principle, and so on. In
Opposition to epistemic discourse, structural dis-
course on myths—mythological discourse—must
ttself be mythonorphic. It must have the form of
that of which it speaks. This is what Lévi-Strauss
says in The Raw and the Cooked, from which I
Wwould now like to quote a long and remarkable
pﬂ:,sagc;

The study of myths raises a methodological
problem, in that it cannot be carried out ac-
cording to the Cartesian principle of break-
ing down the difficulty into as many parts as
may be necessary for finding the solution.

"The Raw and the Cooked, p. 2. [Au.]

There is no real end to methodological analy-
sis, no hidden unity to be grasped once the
breaking-down process has been completed.
Themes can be split up ad infinitunt. Just
when you think you have disentangled and
separated them, you realize that they are
knitting together again in response to the
operation of unexpected affinities. Conse-
quently the unity of the myth is never more
than tendential and projective and cannor re-
flect a state or a particular moment of the
myth. It is a phenomenon of the imagination,
rc.’sulting from the attempr at interpretation:
and its function is to endow the myth with
synthetic form and to prevent its disintegra-
tion into a confusion of opposites. The sci-
ence of myths might therefore be termed
“anaclastic,” if we take this old term in the
broader etymological sense which includes
the study of both reflected rays and broken
rays. But unlike philosophical reflection,
which aims to go back to its own source, the
reflections we are dealing with here concern
rays whose only source is hypotherical. . . .
And in seeking to imitate the spontaneous
movement of mythological thought, this es-
say, which is also both too brief and too long.‘
has had to conform to the requirements of
that thought and to respect its rh}'thn}. It fol-
lows that this book on myths is itself a kind

of myth."

This statement is repeated a little farther on: “As
the myths themselves are based on secondar?’ cod.cs
(the primary codes being those that pr‘ovxdc the
substance of language), the present work is put toxj—
ward as a tentative draft of a tertiary code, w,h.mh is
intended to ensure the reciprocal translatability of
several myths. This is why it would not be wrong to
consider this book itself as a myth: it is, as it were,

the myth of mythology.” ! Thga_bﬁrwv_jr is

here the absence of a Sljbi_ég_m;d‘}_}}g_ﬂ_bi&mwf an :

author—“Thus the myth and the musical work are
Tike conductors of an orchestra, whose audience
becomes the silent performers. If it is now asked
where the real center of work is to be found, the an-
swer is that this is impossible to determine. Music

[bid., pp. 5—6. [Au.]
Ubid., p. rz. [Au.]
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and mythology bring man face to face with poten-
tial objects of which only the shadows are actu-
alized. . . . Myths are anonymous.”* The musical
ondcl chosen by Lévi-Strauss for the composition
of his book is apparently justified by this absence of
any real and fixed center of the mythical or mytho-
logical discourse. . ¢
Thus it is at this point that ethnographic bri-
cvoldge deliberately assumes its mythopoetic func-
ton. But by the same token, this function makes
the philosophical or epistemological requirement of
4 center appear as mythological, that is to say, as a
historical illusion. 2
Nevertheless, even if one yields to the necessity of
\yhat Lévi-Strauss has done, one cannot ignore its
r|§ks. If the mythological is mythomorphi: are al.l
discourses on myths equivalent? Shall we ‘ha\'c o
Jb:lndon any epistemological requiremenr which
Permits us to distinguish berween several qualities
of discourse on the myth? A classic, but mcvirablé
question. It cannot be answered—and I believe th
Lévi-Strauss does not answer it—for as long a IJS
problem of the relations between the phllosg Ahsc[ ke
or the theorem, on the one hand, and the va;he:e
;;S;Zee:n)ir_hproeml; on the other, has not beerf
xplicitly, which is
lack of explicitly posing thi:;r(sn?lziln Pro)b!em, or
ogrselves to rransforming the alle; *dy “-,L L‘Oﬂdt’mn
i nto an unnon_wdE;au]‘”"f!lff“lon
otic t within the

z::tlsd 0[}6 'givcx;{to demonstrate this risk: the con
S1gn, history, truth, and s f h 1
Story, truth, . Whar |

want to emphasize is simp] =
A ply that the passa -
yond I;hll(?sophy does not consjst in f)urnirllg;3 3:3
l;:)asiep: Phlk;)sotﬁhy (which usually amounts to phie
1zing badly), but in continuj i
Alos;[)hera‘ in a certain way, The risk Ir;%n[sop;;tijnphl;
1S always assumed by Lévi—Srrauss, and it is the VgBl?V

probably end up very quickly with 5 number of ah-

“Ibid., pp. 17—18. [Au.]

solutely contradictory Propositiong
) con

status of discourse in structural ethpg| Cerning the

~ : h 0]
one hand, structuralism jusrifgply g o O the
¢ critique of empiricism, By, o Sms 0 be
5 aAme time

there i§ not a single book o study by

form(;mon. The structural schemata
0s: i :
pf : ef as hypotheses resulting from a finje quant;
o 1 : ity
d ntormation and which are subjected to the proof
: experience. Numerous texts could be used g
cmonstrate this double postulation. Let ys ¢
once again to the “Overture” e
S . verture” of The Raw and th,
S L;)l, Where it seems clear that if this postulation
S double, it is because it is a question here of a lan-
guage on language:

are always pro-

If critics reproach me with not having carried
out an exhaustive inventory of South Ameri-
can myths before analyzing them, they are
makxf\g a grave mistake about the nature and
function of these documents. The total body
of myth belonging to a given community is
cpmp;rable to its speech. Unless the popl.llﬂ'
tion dies out physically or morally, this total-
'y Is never complete. You might as well criti-
cize a linguist for compiling the grammar of
a language withour having complete records
of rhc.words pronounced since the language
fame into being, and without knowing what
\\'1_” be said in it during the future part of its
existence. Experience proves that a linguist
can work out the grammar of a given lan-
BUage from a remarkably small number of
sentences. . . . And even a partial grammar
Or an outline grammar js 2 precious acquisi-
tion when we are dealing with unknown lan-
Bliages. Syntax does not become evident only
;frer a (theoretically limitless) series of events
has \bcen recorded and examined, because it
:jsulct:ie(iilh“e(/:ody of ruleg governing 'tht‘if pro-
e []:,e at [ have tried to give is an out-
soih lsynmx of South American mythol-
w%l'] 2 (:ll:j fresh data come o hand, they
L Ze to check or modify the formu-
ot rtain grammatical laws, so that
o gre z_ibandoned and replaced by new
strzi:edu:og] no insmnf:eA would I feel con-
ccept the aribitrary demand for a

Totalization,

useless,
dotibt due to the fact that there are two ways of

conceiving the limit of totalization. And [ assert
once more that these two determinations coexist
implicitly in Lévi-Strauss’s dlscourse». Totalization
can be judged impossible in the classical style: one
then refers to the empirical endeavor of either a
subject or a finite richness which it can never mas-
ter. There is too much, more than one can say. But
nontotalization can also be determined in another
way: no longer from the standpoint of a concept of
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rotal mythological pattern, since, as has been
shown, such a requirement has no meaning."

therefore, is sometimes defined as
and sometimes as impossible. This is no

finitude as relegation to the empirical, but from the
standpoint of the concept of play. If totalization no
longer has any meaning, it is not because the infinite-
ness of a field cannot be covered by a finite glance or
a finite discourse, but because the nature of the
field—that 1s, language and a finite language—ex-
cludes totalization. This field is in effect that of
play, that is to say, a field of infinite substitutions
only because it is finite, that is to say, because in-
stead of being an inexhaustible field, as in the classi-
cal hypothesis, instead of being too large, there is
something missing from it: a center which arrests
and grounds the play of substitutions. One could
say—rigorously using that word whose scandalous
signification is always obliterated in French—that
this movement of play, permitted by the lack or ab-
sence of a center or origin, is the movement of sup-
blementarity. One cannot determine the center and
exhaust toralization because the sign which re-
places the center, which supplements it, taking the
center’s place in its absence—this sign is added, oc-
Curs as a surplus, as a supplement."* The movement
of signification adds something, which results in the

fact that there is always more, but this addition is a

1

*1bid., pp. 7-8. [Au.] :
This double sense of supplement—rto supply something
Which is missing, or to supply something additional—is
at the center of Derrida’s deconstruction of traditional
linguistics in De la grammatologie. In a chapter entitled,
“The Violence of the Letter: From Lévi-Strauss to Rous-
seau” (pp. 149ff.), Derrida expands the analysis of Lévi-
Strauss begun in this essay in order to further clarify the
Ways in which the contradictions of traditional logic
H_Pml:’-l':!m" the most modern conceptual apparatuses of
lmguisncs and the social sciences. [Tr.]

floating one because it comes to perform a s
function, to supplement a lack on the part of the
signified. Although Lévi-Strauss in his use of the
word “supplementary” never emphasizes, as | do
here, the two directions of meaning which are so
strangely compounded within it, it is not by chance
that he uses this word twice in his “Introduction to
the Work of Marcel Mauss,” at one point where he
is speaking of the “overabundance of signifier, in re-
lation to the signifieds to which this overabundance

can refer”:

[n his endeavor to understand the world, man

therefore always has at his disposal a surplus

of signification (which he shares out amongst

things according to the laws of symbolic
thought—which is the task of cthnologi.s:rs
and linguists to study). This distribution of a
supplementary allowance [ration supplémen-
taire]—if it is permissible to put it that way—
is absolutely necessary in order that on the
whole the available signifier and the signified
it aims at may remain in the relationship of
complementarity which is the very condition
of the use of symbolic thought.” **

(It could no doubr be demonstrated that rhls m‘rion
supplémentaire of signification is zhe origin of the
ratio itself.) The word reappears a little further on,
after Lévi-Strauss has mentioned “this floating sig-
nifier, which is the servitude of all finite thought™:

In other words—and taking as our guide
Mauss’s precept that ail social phenomena
can be assimilated to language—we see in
mana, Wakau, oranda and other no'tions of
the same type, the conscious expression of a
semantic function, whose role it is to permit
symbolic thought to operate in Sp'itc of rhe
conrradiction which is proper to it. In this
way are explained the apparently insoluble
antinomies attached to this notion. . .. At
one and the same time force and action,
quality and state, noun and verb; ak?srra::
and concrete, omnipresent and localized—

15sIntroduction a l'oeuvre de Marcel .\l:fuss." in Marcel
Sociologie et anthropologie (Paris: P.U.F., 1950),

Mauss
p. xlix. [Au.]



mana is in effect all these things. But is it not
precisely because it is none of these things
that mana is simple form, or more exactly,
a symbol in the pure state. and therefore n:
pable of becoming charged with any sort of
S:v"mbl)“l: content whatever? In the system
of symbols constituted by all cosmolbéics
mana would simply be a zero symbolic value’
thatis Lo say, a sign marking the necessity of:;
symbolic content supplementary [my italics)
to that with which the signified is alread
l()qdcd, but which can take on any v1‘luea )
qunrcd, provided only that this vnl‘uc‘still :e-
mains part of the availab|e reserve » :

] and is
as phonologists p e

Uit a “group-term,”

I.cyx-Srrauss adds the note:
Linguists have already been Je
potheses of this type. For e
fieme i opposed to al] ¢,
Fr«‘:jnch in that it engajls no
and n 3
o © constant phonetic value. On the contrar:
£ ; ! V£
o pro;nr function of the zero phoneme js b"
0Se o) £
: Ipur; -;\? phoneme absence,’ (R. Jakobson 2 j
o : oz an
\\'/m‘{)- nootcs:n the French Phonemic Pattern,”
5, no. 2
thmér}zc thc[colxr;gcus;t;94?]: 155). Similarly, if \\’re
eption [ am
S Proposing here, i
: most bg said that the function ots nori(; -
: € opposed to the f b
! ‘ e abs signi
cation, without entailing by jrself e
Signification,” s 7
The overabundance
Mentary characeer,

d to formulate hy-
Xample: ‘A zerq ph(;-
¢ other phonemes jn
differential characters

any particular

% }?r the signifier, jrg supple-
Gt : thus the result of 5 finitud,

Y the result of 5 lack wh;j 2
supplemented. SR

it can now be understood wh

Tension with history,
problem, objections to whi
I shall simply indicage
mality of the problem;
"Ibid Pp. xlix~]

: » PP Xlix—I. [Au,)
George Charbonnje, 7
Strauss (Paris: Plon:L:;Gl‘;"[’gtt:e

“Race and p;,
S107y (Paric: 1o
(Au] 07y (Paris: yngsce Publicarions

i

]?15 avec Claude 1 gy;.

1958).

Strauss has treated ag
has always beep, incom
eschatologj :
ot (l)lloglcal mgmph_vs'lcs, in othe
Xically, in compliciry witl R
Presence to which it wae h"

It deseryes

s A conge
plicity wig, i Kclcolop't Which

seems to be 3 somewhgzz |
ha_s always been required
Bems as presence. With or
despre the classic antagon;j
significations throughout
could be shown that the ¢
Ways called forth thar of h
the unity of becominq,

ate arriva| jp Philosophy,
by the dcrcrmmarion o;
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gelh‘;"r‘isrj:c:ppro.prmnon of truth in presence ang
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moven']cm O(:_r; as :1]\\'..’1'\’5 been conceived a5 the
between rwo r)fCSur?an, o h.lstor‘v, a8 2 cetuc
e COH:)gscn‘_c;s‘. Butifiris legitimate to sus-
e w“hO:Pf of 715rf>ry', there is a risk, if it is
jom e indxct an explicit statement of the prob-
Dyl ﬂnjg here, of falling back into an
T moa c assx_cal type, that is to say, into a
S ef;t’n_t of the l?xsrory of metaphysics.
e Ci raic tormallry of rhc.problem as [
e recncre'rel_v, in the work of Lévi-Strauss
e ognized th.l[.lhc respect for struc-

Y, for the internal originality of the structure,

compels izati f
5 lP a neutralization of rime and history. For ex-
Ple, the appearance

mn conscnousness-

origi of a new structure, of an
thr;gi:i:, SC):‘:Zm, a]wa.\ts comes about—and this is
e Wi[;lrxgn of its §trucrp|tg| spccnficiry—b;
Therefore ope c;fsdpast,. its origin, and its cause.
Structura] organizn escribe what is peculiar to the
count, in the yer. ation only by not taking into ac-
Past conditiops. by moment of rh;sj description, its
the transirion f,roy omitting to posit the problem of
putting hisrory b’[’_“’ one structure to another, by
alist” momen, t}: ween brackets. In this “structur-
tinuity are ind;s € conceprs of chance and discon-
fact often aPpeaf)fnsible' And Lévi-Strauss does in
that Structure of 5? them, for example, as concerns
Says in the «] ruCt,u“fo language, of which he
ntroduction to the Work of Marcel

'\/IE!US 2 i on
) S rhat 16 c n in
fc” = o4 ould Oﬂ])’ have bCL’n bOl’ 1 €

Wh

atever may |k
\ L e
e ¥ have been the moment and the

umstan i
ces of its appearance on the scale
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of animal life, language coruld only have been
porn in one fell swoop. fhmgs could not.lmvc
setaboutacquiring signification progrcssnvdy.
Following a transformation the srudy of which
is not the concern of the social sciences, bur
cather of biology and psychology, a transition
came about from a stage where nothing had
a2 meaning to another where everything pos-

sessed 1t."”

This standpoint does not prevent Lévl—Sr_rauss fr4<)m
recognizing the slowness, the process of maturing,
the continuous toil of factual transformations, his-
tory (for example, Race and History). But, in accor-
dance with a gesture which was also Rousseau’s and
Husserl’s, he must “set aside all the facts™ at the
moment when he wishes to recapture the specificity
of a structure. Like Rousseau, he must always con-
ceive of the origin of a new structure on the model
of catastrophe—an overturning of nature in nature,
a natural interruption of the natural sequence, a set-
ting aside of nature.
Besides the tension between play and history, there
is also the tension between play and presence. Play
is the disruption of presence. The presence of an ele-
ment is always a signifying and substitutive refer-
ence inscribed in a system of differences and the
movement of a chain. Play is always play of absence
and presence, bur if it is to be thought radically, play
must be conceived of before the alternative of pres-
ence and absence. Being must be conceived as pres-
ence or absence on the basis of the possibility of
play and not the other way around. If Lévi-Strauss,
better than any other, has brought to light the play
of repetition and the repetition of play, one no less
perceives in his work a sort of ethic of presence, an
ethic of nostalgia for origins, an ethic of archaic :mfi
natural innocence, of a purity of presence and self-
presence in speech—an ethic, nostalgia, and even
remorse, which he often presents as the motivation
of the ethnological project when he moves to?m'rd
the archaic societies which are exemplary socicties
in his eyes. These texts are well known.*
Turned towards the lost or impossible presence of
the absent origin, this structuralist thematic of
broken immediacy is therefore the saddened, 7ega-

"“Introduction 3 Poeuvre de Marcel Mauss.” p. xIvi.
[Au.]

“'The reference is to Tristes tropique, trans. John Russell
(London: Hutchinson and Co., 1961). [Tr.]
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tive, nostalgic, guilty, Rousseauistic side of the
thinking of play whose other side would be the
Nietzschean affirmation, that is the joyous affirma-
tion of the play of the world and of the innocence ot
becoming, the affirmation of a world of signs with-
out fault, without truth, and without origin which
is offered to an active interpretation. This affirma-
tion then determines the noncenter otherwise than
as loss of the center. And it plays withour security.
For there is a sure play: that which is limited o the
substitution of giwen and existing, present, pieces.
[n absolute chance, affirmation also surrenders it-
self to genetic indetermination, to the semmal ad-

venture of the trace.

There are thus two interpretations of interpreta-
tion. of structure, of sign, of play. The one secks 10
decipher, dreams of deciphering a :ru.th or an ongin
which escapes play and the order of the sign, and
which lives the necessity ot interpretation as an
exile. The other, which is no longer turned toward
the origin, affirms play and tries to pass beyond
nan and humanism, the name of man being the
name of that being who, throughout the history of
metaphysics or of ontotheology—in other \\'9@5,
throughout his entire history—hns drcamgd of full
presence, the reassuring foundarion, [h.c origin and
the end of play. The second interpretation of xnrcrj
pretation, to which lietzsche pointed the way, does
not seek in ethnography, as Lé\'l-SHuu;s d_qes, the
“inspiration of a new humamsm" (again cn}’ng the
“Introduction to the Work of Marcel Mauss )

There are more than enough indications today o
ght perceive that these two interpre-
- hich are absolutely ir-
imultaneously

suggest we mi
rations of interpretation—w
reconcilable even if we live them s
them in an obscure economy—to-

and reconcile : 2
hich we call, in such a prob-

gether share the field w ;
lematic fashion, the social sciences.

For my part, although these two interpretations
must acknowledge and accentuate their dllﬁen:ncc
and define their irreducibilicy, I do not b;llcvc‘ t_h.lr
today there is any question of choosing—in the first
placé because here we are in a region (let us say, pro-
visionally, a region of historicity) where the‘cate-
gory of choice seems particularly trivial; apd in the
second, because we must first try to conceive of the
common ground, and the différance of this x{rcduc-
ible difference. Here there is a kind of question, let
us still call it historical, whose conception, /qrnm-
tion, gestation, and labor we are only catching a
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glimpse of today. | employ these words, I admit,
with a glance toward the operations of childbear-
mg—buF also with a glance toward those who, in a
society trom which I do not exclude myself, turn
rhc}r cyes away when faced by the as yer u'nn:lmable
which is proclaiming itself and which can do so, as
1S necessary whenever a birth is in the offing, o,nlv
under the species of the nonspecies, in the forr,nless’
mute, infant, and terrifying form of monstrosity, :

FROM
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LiNGuisTics anD GRAMMATOLOGY

. »
The Outside and the Inside"

On the ne hand, true to ¢ ¢ Western tradi on that
he o h d, to the W T dir; th
controls not only in theory bur In practice (in the
pracn th
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I tice) the latio P
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tter more than a ngrroy, and derivative fypc-

::,: Narrow because i is nothing but one modalit
bCfalr;ga (;;l:lc’rz, a)modality of the evenrs which car);
el e ugn age whose essence, as the facts seem
ey ,‘L remain f()revcr unconmmilmted bV

& -Anguage does have ap . oral tradition

OF
IiShES,\.MMAToLocY (De la 8rammatologie) wag fi
ity N 1967, translated by Gayarri C, sp; k e
Whtc.;fl‘vcnnn below is from part |, chap;erp'wgnlm i
is rcp{oduccld hefe. Reprinted by pcrr:issioi; f)}l:ll':’
) e

of writing” on the i

: - Premise that “Th, : 3

sh Efne e conc Jriti
ozld define the field of a science” ( “)cp;)r i e

up the contrast between linguistics and. S sers

tial task has been rak
taken to be de,
a mon.
of sound and meaning, which .
vnung “outside” the field of
sign of a sign.” [Eds.]
The title of the NEXt section is “The Outsid
€

s ting the “unjry”
: ucfox:e appears to place
INBUistics proper, a5 “the

side.” In French, “js» (est) an and” (g squn{d. lh(-

. . st) and " «,
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rbat i1s independent of Writing”
hique géncrale, p. 46). Derivagve c:
tatie: signifier of the first sionif
of the self-present voice, of rhnc i i
and direct signification of the s L
nified, of the concept, of the I_;n::lmng e e
have you). Saussure takes up the pr. ;
tion of writing which, already in ’
totle, was restricted to the moael o
anfi the language of words. Let ys
It;lexr::[n Ideﬁnitif)n: “Spoken words are the symbols of
al experience and written words are
bols of spoken words.” Saussure: * iy
Writing are two distinct systems of sigizflrg:casg:*ang
(exzstf fqr t{;e sole purpose of rppresenz:;tg the E:Z"
dz}:r:]ixtal'xcs addeFl) [p. 23]).2 T_‘his representative
g nation, beside communicating without a
oubrt essentially with the idea of the sign, does not
translate a choice or an evaluation, does x;ot betray
? psychological or metaphysical presupposition pe-
culiar to Saussure; it describes or rather reflects the
Structure of a cerrain type of writing: phonetic writ-
ing, \thlle We use and within whose element the
ﬁﬁlgs:zzzsm general (science and philosophy), and
gL In particular, could be founded. One
o n(,) [m;reoveg say model rather than structure;
Fais qUC‘S:Uf)T of a system constructed and
i ri:er‘ ectly, bur‘ of an l‘dcal' explicitly di-
S e f.nomng which in /a.cz is never com-
R letic. ‘In fact, but also for reasons of es-
x 1o which [ sha]] frequently return.
Siv’e?i?iz:;;hlzfacrum of phonetic writing is mas-
SCicnce and l[r‘l S our entire Cl{'[UrC Zlnd our entire
orhcrs.“\’eve ‘nsi c.ert'anzly not just one fact among
= (;f reheless ir does not respond ro any ne-
a ;;:bsoflure and universal essence. Using
Project and obrr g d?Panum’ 5““5?“’,“ dcﬁncs [-hc
A I'1ect of general lmgulsncs:.“ The lin-
Hon wosdnor defined by the combination of
form alone cor and the spoken word: the spokeg
R nstitutes the object” (p- 45; italics
PP-23—24],
rh;henig;:dotithe question to which he responded
e Ofe, rcs;;qnsc. It Was a matter of know-
S e the object of linguistics and
relationships are berween the atomic uni-

€ represey.-
erite :
b Tepresentario,

bject or what
ditional‘deﬁm.
»Plato and Arjs-
f phonetic script
recall the Aristo-

*Hereafte 5 -
nal Wmf;::;%,::mbgs In parentheses refer to the origi-
[Tr.] ¢ 1n brackets to the English translation.

ties that are the written and the sppken word. Now

the word (vox) is already a unity of sense and

sound, of concept and voice, or, to speak a more

rigorously Saussurian langu:&ge, of the signified and

the signifier. This last terminology was moreover
first proposed in the domain of spoken language
alone, of linguistics in the narrow sense and not in
the domain of semiology (I propose to retain the
word sign [signe] to designate the whole and to re-
place concept and sound-image respectively by sig-
nified [signifié] and signifier [signifiant]” p.99
[p-67]). The word is thus already a constituted
unity, an effect of “the somewhat mysterious fact
. . . that ‘thought-sound’ implies divisions” (p. 156)
[p. 112]. Even if the word is in its turn articulared,
even if 1t implies other divisions, as long as one
poses the question of the relationships between
speech and writing in the light of the indivisible
units of the “‘thought-sound,” there will always be
the ready response. Writing will be “phonetic,” it
will be the outside, the exterior representation of
language and of this “thought-sound.” It must nec-
essarily operate from already constituted units of
signification, in the formation of which it has played
no part.

Perhaps the objection will be made that writing
up to the present has not only not contradicted, but
indeed confirmed the linguistics of the word. Hith-
erto [ seem to have maintained that only the fas-
cination of the unit called word has prevented giv-
INg to writing the attention that it merired. By that [
seemed to suppose that, by ceasing io accord an ab-
solute privilege to the word, modern linguistics
would become that much more attentive to writing
and would finally cease to regard it with suspicion.
André Martinet comes to the opposite conclusion.
In his study “The Word,”? he describes the necessity

]D"’gé”‘-' 51, 1965, (p. 54]. [Parallel English, French, and
Spanish editions of this journal are published simultane-
ously. My references are to the English Diogenes.] André
Martinet alludes to the “courage” which would formerly
ave been “needed” to “foresee that the term ‘word” itself
ml_gh( have to be put aside if . . . researches showed that
this term could nor be given a universally applicable defi-
nition™ (p. 39) [p. 39]. “Semiology, as revealed by recent
f‘[u‘iics, has no need of the word” (p. 40) [p-39]. - . -
Grammarians and linguists have long known that the
analysis of utterances can be pursued beyond the word
Wwithout going into phonetics, that is, ending with seg-
ments of speech, such as syllables or phonemes, which
have nothing to do with meaning” (p. 41) [p. 40]. “We
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that contemporary linguistics obeys when it is led,
if not to dispense everywhere with the concept of
the word, at least to make its usage more flexible. to
associate it with the concepts of smaller or greater
units (monemes or syntagms). In accrediting and
consolidating the division of language into words in
certain areas of linguistics, writing would thus have
encouraged classical linguistics in its prejudices.
Writing would have constructed or at least con-
densed the “‘screen of the word.”

What a contemporary linguist can say of the

word well illustrates the general revision of

traditional concepts that the functionalist

and structuralist research of the last thirty-

five vears had to undertake in order to give

a scienrific basis to the observation and de-

scription of languages. Certain applications
of linguistics, like the researches relating to
mechanical translation, by the emphasis they
place on the written form of language, could
make us believe in the fundamental impor-
tance of the divisions of the written text and
make us forget that one must always start
with the oral urterance in order to under-
stand the real nature of human language.
Also it is more than ever indispensable to in-
sist on the necessity of pushing the examina-
tion beyond the immediate appearances and
the structures most familiar to the researcher.
It is behind the screen of the word that the
truly fundamental characteristics of human

language often appear.

One cannot but subscribe to this caution. Yer it
must always be recognized that it throws 'suspi.ci.on
only on a certain type of writing: ph_onctlc writing
conforming to the empirically determined and prac-
ticed divisions of ordinary oral language. The pro-
cesses of mechanical translation to which it alludes
conform similarly to that spontaneous practice. Be-

are touching here on what renders the notion of the word
so suspect to all true linguists. ThL:y cannot accept tradi-
tional writing without verifying first whether it repro-
duces faithfully the true structure of the language \\'h}ch
it is supposed to record” (p. 48) [p. 48]. In conclusion
Martinet proposes the replacement “in lmgunsnc_prac-
tice” of the notion of word by that of “syntagm,” any
“group of several minimal signs” that will be called
“monemes.” [Au./Tr.]



96 JACQUES DERRIDA

yond that model and that concept of writing, this
entire demonstration must, it seems, be recon-
sidered. For it remains trapped in the Saussurian
Iimlmt_i_on that we are attempting to explore.

ln. eftect Saussure limits the number of systems of
writing to two, both defined as systems of }cprescn-
tation of the oral language, either representing
words in a synthetic and global manner, or repre-
senting phonetically the elements of sounds con-
stituting words:

Thc_rc are only two systems of writing: 1) In
an ideographic system each word is repre-
sented by a single sign that is unrelaced to the
component sounds of the word itself. Fach
written sign stands for a whole word and, ip-
directly, for the idea expressed by the \\';)rd
T}ac c!‘u:ssxc example of an 1dcozr:1iahic svstcrr;
of writing is Chinese. 2) The system com-
monly' known as “phonetic” tries to repro-
duce the succession of sounds that make up a
]wErd. Phonetic systems are sometimes sp\"l-
abic, sometimes alphabetic. j ‘
_thc irreducible elemeit:?)?:;’eelc:;“ b
ideographic systems freely ;
when certain ideograms |
value and become symbols
(P-47) [pp. 25-26].

Moreover,
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ose their original
of isolated sounds,
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: for the scientificity (‘)f? il
is that the field of linguistics have | giEnIstlcs
frontiers, that it b g 1cs have hard and fast
nal necessity, and eha ystem regulated by an inter-
be closed 1)"}1: sn certain way its structure
fﬂCi]ita(eS.thm ri[;rcs?r?tan.wst concept of writing
ey ‘gs. \xv‘nn’ng is nothing bur the “figu-
right to ;}ic?:c; “‘)-fZSJ of the language, one has the
(forir mL;st be Zli' rf)m the interiority of the system
o) [he I'C\Cd that there is an insia'e‘of the
damage fr’om rhi‘f‘“égﬂ may be excluded withour
theme “the re € sy 5“‘{” of rf?:lht'/. Proposing as his
Saussure thLlSpll;eeseir:urgﬂr[]:.o~n 2 ‘_a_nguagc by \Yr‘mng.”
kit o [theg] : ,;n:;sm’ng (l;l‘.‘lt f“l'rmng’"::
(Pr44)o: o) Ex[em. l./‘ system” o :l‘n‘guto»
resentation/pre. - /mrc.?rnal, lmagc{rcﬂ‘lty, e
5 b rhepm f“cfe, SUC_h.xs the old gn‘d to whxch
ence. And of w; o Qutlxnlng the 'domam of a sci-
o v, :a[ ;cxencc? Of a science that can no
Teme Betsues tho t e g‘lassilc:ﬂ concept of the e;.uf-
nality that it ina: originality of its field—an origi-
“image” withis ugurates—is that the opening ?f the
ity”; a relationsi’[.a}?ieaxs as the condition of “real-
Wwithin the simp] lg& at can no longer be rhougbr
ing exteriori P'é dilterence and the uncompromis-
side” a dl(‘).l-.lty. of “image” and “reality,” of “out-
with thr; ”-mde’“ of “appearance” and “essence,”
sarily fO“Z"‘jST?rSysr?m of oppositions which neces-
same thing abou"[mhlr. Plaz_o, \vh.o said bnsicall'y‘the
speech, and bejp, s reﬂlf‘UOnsh.p between writing,
subtle, more criricg:ll(or o L e e
Image, paintin a :jafld'les's complacent theory of
Presides ove, hg’ Nd imitation than the one that
© the birth of Saussurian linguistics.

¢ is not by chance that the exclusive considera-
tion of phonctic \\frmng permits J 'CSP?"S‘? to the
exigencies of the “internal system. T_hc basic func-
tional principle of phonetic writing is prc‘sxsely to
respect and protect the integrity of thg internal
system’” of the ianguage, even lf.m f;fct‘lt docs not
" doing so. The Saussurian limitation does

succeed in !
happy convenience, to the

not respond, by a mere
G 33 ”
scientific exigency of the mternal system.” That

exigency 1s itself constituted, as the ep.ts.te'*molugxca/
exigency in general, by the very [JOSSIbI‘lIty of pho-
setic writing and by the exteriority of the “nota-
tion” to mternal logic.

But let us not simplify: on that point Saussure
t00 is not quite complacent. Why else would he give
so much artention to that external phenomenon,
that exiled figuration, that ourside, that double?
Why does he judge 1t impossible “to simply dis-
regard” [literally “make abstraction of”] what s
nevertheless designated as the abstract itself with
respect to the inside of language? **Writing, though
unrelated to its inner system, is used continually to
represent language. We cannot simply disregard it.
We must be acquainted with its usefulness, short-
comings, and dangers” (p. 44) [p. 23]-

Writing would thus have the exteriority that one
attributes to utensils; to what 1s even an imperfect
tool and a dangerous, almost maleficent, technique.
One understands better why, instead of treating this
exterior figuration in an appendix or marginally,
Saussure devotes so laborious a chapter to it almost
at the beginning of the Course. It is less a question
of outlining than of protecting, and even of restor-
ing the internal system of the language in the purity
of its concept against the gravest, most perfidi-
ous, most permanent contamination which has not
ceased to menace, even to corrupt that system, in
the course of what Saussure strongly wishes, in spite
of all opposition, to consider as an external history,
as a series of accidents affecting the language and

bcfulling it from without, at the moment of “nota-

tion” (p. 45) [p. 24], as if writing began and ended
with notation. Already in the Phaedrus, Plato says
that the evil of writing comes from without (2754a).

The contamination by writing, the fact or the threat

of it, are denounced in the accents of the moralist or

preacher by the linguist from Geneva. The tone
counts; it s as if, at the moment when the modern
science of the logos would come into its autonomy
and its scientificity, it became necessary again to at-
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tack a heresy. This tone began to make irseif heard
when, at the moment of already tying the epis-
téme and the logos within the same possibility, the
Phaedrus denounced writing as the intrusion of an
artful technique, a forced entry of a totally original
sort, an archetypal violence: eruption of the outside
within the inside, breaching into the interiority of
the soul, the living self-presence of the soul within
the true logos. the help that speech lends o itself.
Thus incensed, Saussure’s vehement argumentation
aims at more than a theoretical error, more than a
moral fault: at a sort of stain and primarily at a sin.
Sin has been defined often—among others by Male-
branche* and by Kant—as the inversion of the natu-
ral relationship between the soul and the body
through passion. Saussure here points at the inver-
sion of the natural relationship between speech and
writing. [t is not a simple analogy: writing, the
letter, the sensible inscription, has always been con-
sidered by Western tradition as the body and matter
external to the spirit, to breath, to speech, and
to the logos. And the problem of soul af\d l?gdy
is no doubt derived from the problem of writing
from which it seems—conversely—to borrow its
metaphors. :
Writing, sensible matter and artificial exterionty:
a “clothing.” It has sometimes been contested that
speech clo;hcd thought. Husserl, Saussure, Lavelle
have all questioned it. But has it ever been doubted
that writing was the clothing of speech? For Saus-
sure 1t is evena garment of perversion and debauch-
ery, a dress of corruption and disguise, a festival
mask that must be exorcised, that 1s to say w arded
off, by the good word: “Writing \:eils the appear-
ance of language; it is not a guise for ‘Iangua‘h",c but
a disguise” (p. 51) [p- 30]. Strangg “@nge." One
already suspects that if writing is “lmag.e_ and
exterior “figuration,” this “representation = 1s not
innocent. The outside bears with the inside a rela-
as usual, anything but simple ex-

tionship that 1s,
as always

teriority. The meaning of the outside was :
present within the inside, imprisoned outside the
outside, and vice versa.

Thus a science of language must recover the natu-
ral—that is, the simple and original—rclarionshilps
between speech and writing, that is, between an in-
side and an outside. It must restore its absolurte

Nicolas Malebranche (1638—1715), French philosopher.
[Eds.]
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i8in of Incqualicy ,:"Tlmclfurs, to “A Discourse on the Or-
trans. G. D, H. C‘ol e Social Contract and Discourses,
€L Us extend our ¢ (London, 1913). [Tr.]
affect of these ¢y quortation to bring out the tone and the
Bt Ll ,E'O‘tcncal propositions. Saussure puts the
Tepresents \vhaz%‘ “Another result is that the less writing
the tendency ¢ u(s 18 supposed to represent, the stronger
never fail to dray € 1t as a basis becomes. Grammarians
logically, the tend atention to the written form. Psycho-
quences are anpg €ncy is easily explained, bur its conse-
and ‘Pronunciar ,vx?g_ Free use of the words ‘pronmxncu'
real, legitimate '0'; S_JHCtiQns the abuse and reverses the
Buage. Whoeyer relationship berween writing and lan-
nounced 5 cerrajnsayS ‘_ha:.a certain letter must be pro-
sound for the o Way is mistaking the written image of a
nounced 1y, th|~u.nd itself. For French oi to be pro-
dently; ﬂctu;;ll 3 598”'"5 would have to exist indepen-
upon this stra,),, Wa is written o1.” Instead éf meditating
text (“actually i‘f Proposition, the poss:bility of such a
attribute the odd'd IS written 0s"), Saussure argues: To
and 7 also mislecy oo T €XCeptional prbnunciitiur; of o
pends on g wri Ladmg' for this implies that language de-
m‘; taken in wrig:;n ;';(;r{? and that certain libciicfmay
M7 (p. 52) [p. 30’i. [Alu Ehc graphic symbols were the

‘hich lets itself be seduced narcis-
y of representation, the point of
aspable. There are things like
an infinite reference

and the reflected W
rically. In this pla
mes ungr
ols, and images,
he other, but no longer a source, a
longer a simple origin. For what
not only as an addi-

1St
origin becor
reflecting PO
from one O €
spring- There is no
is reflected is split in itself and
dion to itself of its image. The reflection, the image,
the double, splits what it doubles. The origin of the
speculation becomes 2 difference. What can loqk at
iself is not one; and the law of the addition of the’
origin to its representation, of the thing to its im-
age, is that one plus one makes at least three. The
historical usurpation and theoretical oddity that in-
stall the image within the rights of reality are deter-
mined as the forgetting ota simple origin. By Rous-
seau but also for Saussure. The displacement s |
hardly anagrammatic: “The result is that people |
forget that they learn to speak before they learn to “_‘
write and the natural sequence 1s reversed” (p- 47)
[p- 25]. The violence of forgerting. Writing, a mne-
motechnic means, supplanting good memory, Spon-
tancous memory, signifies forgetfulness. Itis exactly
what Plato said in the Phaedrus, comparing writing
to speech as hypomnesis to mnéme, the auxilliary
aide-mémoire to the living memory. Forgetfulness
because it is a mediation and the departure of the
logos from itself. Without writing, the latter would
remain in itself. Writing 1s the dissimulation of the
ediate presence of sensc

natural, primary, and imm
alls the

to the soul within the logos. Its violence bef
SPUI as unconsciousness. Deconstructing this tradi-
tion will therefore not consist of reversing it of
making writing innocent. Rather of showing why
the violence of writing does not befall an innocent
language. There is an originary violence of writing
hall gradually

because language is first, in a sense 1's
ady

reveal, writing. “Usurpation” has always alre
begun. The sense of the right side appears in a
mythological effect of return.
_“The sciences and the arts” have elected to
live within chis violence, their “progress” has con-
secrated forgetfulness and “corrupted manners
[moeurs).” Saussure again anagrammatizes Rous-
seau: “The literary language adds to the undeserved
importance of writing. . . . Thus writing assumes
undeserved importance [une importance a laquelle
elle n’a pas droit]” (p- 47) [p- 25]. When linguists
become embroiled in a theoretical mistake in this
subject, when they are taken in, they are culpable,
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their fault is above all moral; they have vielded to
imagination, to sensibility, to passion, they have
fallen into the “trap” (p. 46) [p. 25] of writing, have
let themselves be fascinated by the “influence [pres-
tige] of the written form™ (ibid.}, of that custom,
that second nature. “The language does have a defi-
nite and stable oral tradition that is independent of
writing, but the influence [prestige] of the written
form prevents our seeing this.” We are thus not
blind to the visible, but blinded by the visible,
dazzled by writing. “The first linguists confused
language and writing, just as the humanists had
done before them. Even Bopp. . . - His immediate
successors fell into the same trap.” Rousseau had
already addressed the same reproach to the Gram-
“For the Grammarians, the art of speech
ery little more than the art of writ-
ing.”* As usual, the “trap” is artifice dissimulated in
nature. This explains why The Course in General
Linguistics treats first this strange external system
that is writing. As necessary preamble to restoring
the natural to itself, one must first disassemble the

trap. We read a little further on:

marians:
seems to be Vi

ately what is natural for
1d be necessary; but this
first studying the sounds
of whar is language; detached from their
sounds represent only vague
notions, and the prop provided by writing,
though deceptive, is still preferable. The first
linguists, who knew nothing about the phys-
iology of articulated sounds, were constantly
falling into a trap; 0 let go of the lerter was
for them to lose their foothold; to me, 1t
means a first step in the direction of truth
(p- 55- Opening of the chapter on Phonology)

[p- 32]-

To substitute immedi
what is artificial wou
is impossible without

graphic signs,

"Franz Bopp (1791—1867), German phllolu:gisr. early
analyst of connections among Indo-European languages.
ds. i
‘.\Ir:‘iam]xscript included in the Pléiade edition under the
ditle Prononciation (11, P- 1248). lIts composttion is
placed circa 1761 (cf. editors’ note in the Plu"i:h?'x"r.;rhc
sentence that I have just cited is the last one of the frag-
ment as published in the {’Iéi.zd‘n It does not appear in
the comparable edition of the same group of notes by
M. G.] Streckeisen-Moultou, under the ttle of' 'F‘mg-
ment d'un Essai sur les langues” and “Notes dérachees
sur le meme sujer,” in Qenvres ot correspondances né-

dites de ]. J. Rousseau ({Paris], 1861), p. 295- [Au]
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For Saussure, to give in to the “prestige of the
written form” is, as I have just said, to gLn'c in to
passion. It is passion—and I weigh my word—that
Saussure analyzes and criticizes here, as a moralist
and a psychologist of a very old tradition. As one
kn(_uws, p-ﬂ?sx:on Is tyrannical and enslaving: “Philo-
logical criticism is still deficient on one point: it fol-
I‘m.\'s the written language slavishly and neglects the
Il»'{ng language” (p. 1) [pp. 1—:.]'. “The tyranny of
writing,” Saussure says elsewhere (p-53) [p ’1]
That tyranny is at botrom the mastery of the i)z)d :
(r));x:}-]the so;xl, and passion is a passivir); and sicknes)s
The ool st ol
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the notions < 11 general of the entire syste

the cmgn?: ‘l’:[m"qu' and of “vocalic Ianv.’,u:‘;ss?;::'xn:
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Jared project 0 be exterior to the spoken lan-
115 declar nciple, pious wish and his-

~[aration of Pri
.. Declar ing its full sclf-
guage = ence of a speech dreaming 1 ol sl
toricd . living itself as its own resumption; self-
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Jaimed language, ﬂuto-productiqn of a spegch
rocnd Alive, capable, Socrates said, of helping
declare i oS’\VhiCh believes itself to be its own
|‘(self. Jb iﬁ lifted thus above written discourse,
father, being and infirm at not being able to

: less)
nfans (speech it Ll e
i when one questions it and which, since itsy

d i
e s help] is [always] needed” (tou patros :10'1

“parent(
ds;:ai boithoti— Phaedrus 275d) must therefore be

born out of a primary gap and a primary expatria-

tion, condemning it to wandering and blindness,

t mourning. Self-proclaimed language but actu-

ally speech, deluded into believing itself completely

alive, and violent, for it is not *“capable of protect-

[ing] or defend[ing] [itself]” (dunatos mén amanai

éauto) except through expelling the other, and es-

pecially its own other, throwing it outside and be-

low, under the name of writing. But however impor-

tant it might be, and were it in fact universal or
called upon to become so, that particular model
which is phonetic writing does not exist; no prac-
tice is ever totally faithful to its principle. Even be-
fore speaking, as I shall do further on, of a radical
and a priori necessary infidelity, one can already
remark its massive phenomenon in mathematical
script or in punctuation, in spacing in general,
which it is difficult to consider as simple accessories
of writing. That a speech supposedly alive can lend
itself to spacing in its own writing is what relates it
originarily to its own death.

Finally, the “usurpation” of which Saussure
speaks, the violence by which writing would sub-
stitute itself for its own origin, for that which ought
notonly to have engendered it but to have been en-
gendered from itself—such a reversal of power can-
e be an accidental aberration. Usurpation neces-
Sar.'ly refers us to a profound possibility of essence.
This is without a doubt inscribed within speech it-
self and he should have questioned it, perhaps even
started from it.

Saussure confronts the system of the spoken lan-
Buage with the system of phonetic (and even alpha-
bc[}C) writing as though with the telos of writing.
This teleology leads to the interpretation of all
Crfuptions of the nonphonetic within writing as
fransitory crisis and accident of passage, and it is

right to consider this teleology to be a Western eth-

| vio
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nocentrism, a premathematical priminvism, and
a preformalist intuitionism. Even if this teleology
responds to some absolute necessity, it should be
problematized as such. The scandal of “usurpation™
invites us expressly and intrinsically to do that.
How was the trap and the usurpation possible?
Saussure never replies to this question beyond a
psychology of the passions or of the imagination;
a psychology reduced to its most conventional dia-
grams. This best explains why all linguisics, a de-
termined sector inside semiology, is placed under
the authority and superiority of psychology: “To
determine the exact place of semiology is the task of
the psychologist” (p. 33) [p- 16]. The affirmation
of the essential and “natural” bond between the
phoné and the sense, the privilege accorded 1o an
order of signifier (which then becomes the major
signified of all other signifiers) depend Aexprcssly,
and in contradiction to the other levels of the Saus-
surian discourse, upon a psychology of conscious-
ness and of intuitive consciousness. What Saussure
does not question here is the essential possibility of
nonintuition. Like Husserl, Saussure determines
this nonintuition teleologically as crisis. The empty

symbolism of the written notation—in marhem;'m-
cal technique for example—is also for Husserlian
om the clear

intuitionism that which exiles us far fr ¢

evidence of the sense, that is to say from the full
presence of the signified in its nrurh, and t}}u's o;jc}r:s
the possibility of crisis. This is indeed a crisis of the

iz for Husserl, this possibiliry re-

# logos. Nevertheless, i
mains linked with the very moment of Fru{[h and the
production of ideal objectivity: it hc?s in fact an e§:
sential need for writing." By one entize aspect .of l‘naf
text, Husserl makes us think that the -ne.gam'xt_v o
the crisis is not a mere accident. But 1t 1s rl)cn Kht;
concept of crisis that should be suspect, b\ vxr:{c o_
what ties it to a dialectical and teleological deter:
mination of negativity. : X

On the other hand, to account for t‘usurpnrxv':)n‘
and the origin of “passion,” the classical :"id ;elr)
superficial argument of the sohd. permanence ?h :juj
written thing, not to be simply false, calls tlolr: };.
scriptions which are precisely no longer \vmf{\ rbe
province of psychology- Psych_ology will neni;-{ i
able to accommodate within its space that w {c '
constitutes the absence of the signatory, t@ say
nothing of the absence of the referent. Writing 1s the

WCf. Llorigine de la géométrie, 1962, [Au]



name eSe twi C ides, i
o of these two .abscnces. Besides, is it not con-
1ct}(l)ry to what is elsewhere affirmed about lan-
yua ing ““a definite
5‘ dgc‘ aving *a df.ﬁnltg and [far more] stable oral
tradition that is independent of writing” (p. 46)
[p. '14], to explain the usurpation by means of writ-
ng’s power 1 ' means of 1
Ofg,[h;? : of duration, by means of the durability
f the substance of writing? If these two “stabili-
:;:5 we]fc of the same nature, and if the stability of
d.L sp(:’ en !anguage were superior and indep'en-
.Lnr, the origin of writing, its “prestige” and its
sug]poscd harmfulness, would remain an i
g;t\ /.. mystery. It seems then as if Saussure
.If the same time to demonstrate the corruption
e
rhta]pu[:chdby writing, to denounce the harm thar
> latter does to the for
‘ mer, and to underl;
inalterable and n it Fagi e
atural independence of
e : pendence of language
are independent of wri ( ;
¢ of w 3 5)
[p- 24]). Such is the ¢ h i )
el > truth of nature. And yer nature is
e ir:m without—by an overturning which
1ts interior, dena 1 i
to be separated from irse‘lf Nat[:resdu ST
) i) re denaturing jself
bung separated from itself, naturally !}!(SL“,
outside into its inside. : e
s inside, is catastrophe, a narur. I
that overthrows nature or i
L 2 % monstrosity, a
u : 1on within nature. The funcrion .
sumed in Rousseay’s disco b hc Al
urse by the
(as we shall see), is here delegare e isophs
ness. Let us cite the entire con i
of the Course (“Graphic Re
guage”), which must be cq
texr on I’rommciation:

nexpli-
wishes

ated to monstroys-
clusion of Chapter VI
Presentation of [ ap-
mpared to Rousseay’s

But the tyranny of w;, n Vi ur
hi riing goes even further.

By imposing j
By g itself upon the
= s
u;frllu::nces ‘andl modifies Ianguai?efl”l:ist:mg
i,ri:[ only in highiy literary languages 3 h“P'
v ?:lrcxrs Iplay an important roje Th:nu’c
ages lead to wrop it %
iDaps : g [vicien
[r;ugx;cc:lmgnsl,l'such mistakes are rca”sjsp]ul:}:o.
- opelling practices is n
i:::[pronunciation of many Fi:::hn\:ztiikes :
namzznlc-e,ffhere Were two spellings for :hz 2
e e lf:vrc (from larin faber), one po Sll”-
5 imple, the other learneq and e e
cal: Lefévre and Lefébure. Bec. Rt
were not kept apart in the olds
:;i l{;efebvre Was read as Lefzbyye with a §
as never really existed ; ;
& ally €d and a y that .
; ~e re]sulr of ambiguity, Now, the larter fat o
ctually pronounced (PP- 53—54) [p Oer s
( Lz

n
ence, and duration, v

Where is the evil? one ;i
what has been Invested iy
makes such “aggressi ”‘]’ el
gressions i
ent Ins
stant action of wri‘iai:ggm5 e
gression? What prohjbig
gressed? Where s the
mqther tongue be prorec
writing? Why determine
lence, and why should the
deformation? Why sh
have a history, or, what comes
Rroduce its own history in M
E’StiC, and domestic way, \?"P;rtecrly L
tected by any ourside> \‘(/'l;v \\” }?Uf e el
for a monstrous crime, ro'rhels o
~r.cser\'e for i, even mfhm scicpmll';[‘ e
special compartment” th h m‘l T
S e that glda 1t at a distance?
S Sdussgr;n .1 sort ot intralinguistic leper
2o ns deants to contain and concen-
e bo{ etormations through writing.
Sl de c:onvmced that he would take in
e ;H.fcc’m questions that [ have just
e ’efebure 1s not a bad name and
The passage belo\f . _kt us readtheffcliopane
not “natural,” and explains to us tha the “play” is
Pronunciario’ns Cf; itensucpeimpneihle
more frequently ufdm e e
useless lerrers ‘r:m S
bly increase,” Ii’\_o_noun”:d ¢ spmkers i
the CaPimI.x’s- z: = Rous‘s‘cau o [hCAsamc aready
Pronounce the tC_CUSEdZ e
S T x;hs‘e;;t_ /en{mﬁs ‘seven \volm‘cn:'n
o i rha[. ‘( 1sroncal.gnp—-for it is in-
language from w. one must stop in order to protect
riting—will only widen:

18 Word," yp_

thing,

D
lasrr?ls,:,r;:[ci_(;rz?“_s rhﬁ day \V‘hcn even the
nounced—tryly ai’]”’gfhrwcnry > will be pro-
ity. Such Thomt defOrr ographnc monstros-
guage bur do , ormations bclqng to lan-
functioning Thezo, stem from its natural
uence, Lingyi Y are due to an external in-
] guistics should pur them into a

s,

3f:ctl:7{a:§[mp-d”[mem for observation: they
ogic se z o i

[pp. 3,_311‘? al cases (p. 54; italics added)

It is
€a
r. that the concepts of stability, perma-

vhich here assist thinking the

Ps ask. And

(ela[i0"5hips berween specch :fnd'wnnflg, are too
. to every uncritical investiture. They
Jax and open ’ e G o
would require more attentive and minute ar?a yses.
The same i applicable to an explannuqn acuor'dmg
(o which “most people pay more attention to visual
impressions simply beclause thf:se 2ic sharper and
more lasting than :1u_ral 1mpre551025. (p- 46) [p- 25]-
This explanation of “usurparlon- 1.5 por only em—
irical in its form, 1t 1S problematic in its content, it
refers 0 a metaphysics and to an old physiology of
sensory faculties constantly disproved by science, as
by the experience of language and by the body
proper as language. [t imprudently makes of VlSlbII-'
ity the tangible, simple, and essential element of
writing. Above all, in considering the audible as the
natural milieu within which language must natu-
rally fragment and articulate its instituted signs,
thus exercising its arbitrariness, this explanation
excludes all possibility of some natural relationship
between speech and writing at the very moment
that it affirms it. Instead of deliberately dismissing
the notions of nature and institution that it con-
stantly uses, which ought to be done first, it thus
confuses the two. It finally and most importantly
contradicts the principal affirmation according to
which “the thing that constitutes language [/esser-
tiel de la langue) is . . . unrelated to the phonic
Character of the linguistic sign” (p. 21) [p- 7]. This
affirmation will soon occupy us; within it the other
side of the Saussurian proposition denouncing the
“illusions of script” comes to the fore.

What do these limits and presuppositions sig-
tiafy? First that a linguistics is not general as long as
it defines its outside and inside in terms of deter-
nmined linguistic models: as long as it does not rig-
orously distinguish essence from fact in their re-
spective degrees of generality. The system of writing
In general is not exterior to the system of language
in general, unless it is granted that the division be-
tween exterior and interior passes through the inte-
rior of the interior or the exterior of the exterior, to
the point where the immanence of language is es-
sentially exposed to the intervention of forces that
are apparently alien to its system. For the same rea-
Son, writing in general is not “image” or “figura-
tion” of language in general, except if the nature,
the logic, and the functioning of the image within
the system from which one wishes to exclude it be
reconsidered. Writing is not a sign of a sign, except
if one says it of all signs, which would be more pro-
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foundly true. If every sign refers to a sign, and if
“sign of a sign” signifies writing, certain conclu-
sions—which [ shall consider at the appropnate
moment—will become inevitable. What Saussure
saw without seeing, knew without being able to
take into account, following in that the entire meta-
physical tradition, is that a certain model of writing
was necessarily but provisionally imposed (but for
the inaccuracy in principle, insufficiency of fact,
and the permanent usurpation) as instrument and
technique of representation of a system of language.
And that this movement, unique in style, was so
profound that it permitted the thinking, within lan-
guage, of conceprs like those of the sign, technique,
representation, language. The system of language
associated with phonetic-alphabetic writing is that
within which logocentric metaphysics, determining
the sense of being as presence, has been produced.
This logocentrism, this epoch of the full speech, has
always placed in parenthesis, suspended, and sup-
pressed for essential reasons, all free reflection on
the origin and status of writing, all science of writ-
ing which was not technology and the history of a
technique, itself leaning upon a mythology and a
metaphor of a natural writing.'* It 1s this logfxcn—
trism which, limiting the internal system of lan-
guage in general by a bad abstraction, prevents
Saussure and the majority of his successors** from
fully and explicitly that which is called

determining hich is called
crete object of linguistics

“the integral and con
(p-23) [p- 7]-
Bur converse
he is not expressly dealing with writing, :
feels he has closed the parentheses on that subject,
that Saussure opens the field of a general gram-

ly, as I announced above, it is when
when he

and “epoche,” the Husserl-
*putring out of play™ that
tion. [Tr.] (See Hus-

122 play on “époque” (epoch)
jan term for “bracketting” or *
constitutes phenomenological reduci
serl.) [Eds.] ;

13The signifier aspect of the system of language can con-
sist only of rules according t0 which the phonic aspect of
the act of speech is ordered,” [N.S.] Tmubcrzl_;n_v, I’mf-
cipes de phonologie, tr. fr. {J. Cantineau (Paris, 19493
Principles of Phonology, tr. Christiane A. M. Balr.}.\c
(Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1969)], p.2. It is .x'hL‘
“Phonologie et phonétique™ of Jakobson and Halle {the
first pare of Fundamentals of Language, collected and
translated in Essais de linguistique genérale [tr. Nlcpl:fs
Ruwet (Paris, 1963)], p-103) that the phonologistic
strand of the Saussurian project seems to be most system-
atically and most rigorously defended, notably against

Hielm'slc\"‘s *algebraic” point o

fview. [Au./ Tr.]



matology. Which would not only no longer be ex-
cludnﬁd from general linguistics,‘bur would dom.i-
nate it and contain it within itself. Then one realizes
that what was chased off limits, the wandering m;r—
cast of linguistics, has indeed never ceased to haunt
!anglmgc as its primary and most intimate possibil-
1r.\'.‘Thlcn something which was never spoken and
\\_'luch is nothing other than writing itself as the o
gin of language writes itself within Saus;‘urc's d::
]L:::LL Thcxl'n we ghmpse the germ of a profound but
e .gt exg anation of the usurpation and the traps
m'crr;]rrnor:: cvl:n g}hff)wr V!. This explanation will
deve rgpl(;.rm of the question to which it

The Outside }([/Jc Inside

The thesis of the arbitrariness of the
munarpcd, and not only for the re
himself recognizes) ™ my
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> asons Saussure
SclEnol e must forbid a radical distine-
ERlase ¢ linguistic and the graphic sign. N
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This thesi e

€s1s successfully
relationship berween ¢
eme

irectly but irrevoca-
ared proposition when
outer darkness of language.
accounts for a conventional
(in Ph()ncri,;c:r']nihc. pl;koncmc and the graph-
signifier-significd, and l}ng’ iR
but by the sam: r;)kff f e gmphumc, pure signifier),
“mage” of lhc-forn:f] lr\furbxds that rh'c latter be an
el “’rmtr. h m it was .mdlspcnsablc to
come 10 impose ‘-Vng as :‘xr?m‘u system,” that it
T i ltn_age‘ a “representation,” or
sl > xterior reflection of the reality of
It matte o
o ]dcoét:;;}::[Crl;ii:t;rc at least, thar there is in fact
Bt e on f)f the alphabet. This im-
N 1s much debated by historians
o am;lt:c‘rs hcrg is FhaF in the syn-
= ystematic principle of alpha-
" ;‘f“gni’:;j—n,c:[,ic writing in general—
S e al” representation, none of
b pation, no “‘symbolic” re-
e H?gelxall—53u551xr|an sense, no
relatlonship in the Peircian sense,

Pt of yrip.
ntire fio]q ofvlrl:lt

allenge, in the very name
.5 of the sign, the Saussurian defi-
«image’—hence as natural

__of language: Not to mention the fact t}'ifl't
qeme is the unimaginable |tsclt,_and no visi-
i resemble 1618 suffices to take into account
il e Lre says about the difference between
i Sall)lzsl and the-sign (p- 1o1) (pp-68—69] in
e be completely baffled as to how he can at
ordcr[tnoe time say of V\;\'H’.ing thatitis an “image” or
E-hﬁcgf;:-ation" of l‘angL‘mgc ar}d deﬁx?e lz’mg‘uafg? ,anﬂd'
writing clsewhere as “two distinct systems oi.mgns
(p- 45) [P- 23]. For the property of the sign lb'n()[[[o
be an image. By & process cx~posed by Freud in The
Interpretation of Dreams, Saussure thus accumu-

lates contradictory arguments to bring about a

sausfactory decision: the exclusion of w‘riting. In
fact, even within so-called phonetic writing, the
“araphic” signifier refers to the phoneme Fhrough a
web of many dimensions which binds i, like all sig-
nifiers, to other written and oral signifiers, within a
“roral” system open, let us say, to all possible invest-
begin with the possibility

hchf‘)rC ch

ments of sense. We must
of that total system.
Saussure was thus never
ing was truly an “image,”
sentation” of the spoken langu
considers that he nonetheless needed the
quate notions to decide upon the exteriority of
writing, one must conclude that an entire stra-
wm of his discourse, the intention of Chapter V1
(“Graphic Representation of Language”), was not
at all scientific. When 1 say this, my quarry is not
primarily Ferdinand de Saussure’s intention or mo-
tivation, but rather the entire uncritical tradition
which he inherits. To what zone of discourse does
this strange functioning of argumentation belong,
this coherence of desire producing itself in a near-
oneiric way—although it clarifies the dream rather
than allow itself to be clarified by it—through a
contradictory logic? How is this functioning articu-
lated with the entirety of theoretical discourse,
throughout the history of science? Berter yet, hqw
does it work from within the concept of science 1t
self? It is only when this question is elaborated—if
it is some day—when the concepts required by this
functioning are defined outside of all psychology
(as of all sciences of man), outside metaphysics
(which can now be “Marxist” ot «seructuralist”);
when one is able to respect all its |

able to think that writ-
a “figuration,” a “repre-
age, a symbol. If one
se inade-

evels of generality

and articulation—it is only then that one will be
able to state rigorously the problem of the articu-
lated appurtenance of a text (theoretical or other-
wise) to an entire set: | obviously treat the Saus-
surian text at the moment only as a telling example
within a given situation, without professing to use
the concepts required by the functioning of which 1
have just spoken. My justification would be as fol-
lows: this and some other indices (ina general way
the treatment of the concept of writing) already give
us the assured means of broaching the deconstruc-
ton of the greatest totality—the concept of the
and logocentric metaphysics—within
d, without ever posing the radi-
cal question of writing, all the Western mc[bods of
plication, reading, or interpretation.
hink that writing is at the same
more exterior to speech, not being its “image”
» and more interior t0 speech, which
g. Even before itis linked
or the letter, to 2
signifier referri . isniﬁ_er sngnnﬁed
by it, the concept of the graphie [unit of a pos_sxblf:
graphic system] implies the framework of the mszxi
tuted trace, as the possibility common to éll systems
of signification. My efforts will now be directed to-
ward slowly detaching these two concepts from the
classical discourse from which [ necessarily borrow
them. The effort will be laborious and we know a
hat its effectiveness will never be pure and

epistéme
which are produce

analysis, ex

Now we must t
time
or its “symbol,’
is already in itself a writin
engraving, drawing,

to incision,
ng in general 0 @'

priori t
absolute.

The instituted trace is
pricious. Like the word'
Saussure, it «should not imply that the ch“ :
signifier is left entirely to (l’le speaker (: 1’01‘)‘
(pp- 68—69]. Simply, it hasAno natural attac! mcntf
to the signified within reality. For us, [hft rupture ol
that “natural attachment” puts in question the idea
of naturalness rather than that of attachment. That
is why the word “institution” shou‘ld not‘be roof
quickly interpreted within the classical system O

tions. :

l)P}l)'?\f:‘ ilgstirutcd trace cannot be thm‘xgl?t without
thinking the retention of difference within a .StruC’-
ture of reference where difference appears a3 such
and thus permits a certain liberty of variauons
among the full terms. The absence of another here-
and-now, of another transcendental present, of
another origi

1 of the world appearing as such, pre-
senting itself as irre

«unmotivated” but not ca-
“arbitrary” according o
oice of the

ducible absence within the pres-



ence of the trace, is not a metaphysical formula sub-
stituted for a scientific concept of writing. This
formula, beside the fact tha it is the questioning of
metaphysics itself, describes the structure implied
by the “arbitrariness of the sign,” from the moment
that one thinks of its possibility short of the derived
opposition between nature and convention, symbol
and sign, etc. These oppositions have meaning only
after the possibility of the trace. The “unmotivated-
ness” of the sign requires a synthesis in which the
completely other is announced as such—without
any simplicity, any identity, any resemblance or
continuity—within what is not it. [s announced as
such: there we have all history, from what mera-
physics has defined as “non-living” up to “con-
sclousness,” passing through all levels of animal or-
gnnlzatioq. The trace, where the relationship with
t)hc ori}icr is marked, articulates jts possibility in the
;:Llrgeﬁ;l:idojstl:;:rggz ,[-et:—ztxt)], \\'hich'mctflphysics
occulted movement of tﬁcpr:;::f;}‘]ﬂ)m"s sl
thought before the entity. Bur tl- i B s
trace is necessarily nccuitcd ir]C mZVCTf"f R
self-occultation. When the ot;) o ULL.S l_KSCJf =
such, it presents itself in the d'e"r*':mnou'nwS le
This formulation js not rht' IISSfm‘llhﬂOn & Ir§elf.
believe somewhat hastil g ngfﬂ e m!ghr
: ily. The “theological”
determined moment in the i 28
: ¢ total movement of the
trace. The field of the entity, before bein d
mined as the field of presence, is srructurcdg 5
> accord-
ing Iro the diverse possibilirics~genczic and struc-
tural—of the trace. The Presentation of the other
issimulation of js gas

nmotivatedness” /
ture to the other when the .
passes r when th
SIgn"" crosses the stage of the “symbol.” It js j ;
fistic ! X na
certain sense and according to a certain determined
structure of the “as such” that one is authorized ¢
say that there is yer no !mmotivation in what Says-

sure calls “symbo]” )
& and which ac 5 !
does not—at least > Fordmg to him,

connects within the same possibility, and th

not be separated except by abstract,i s
ship with the orh
ment of temporalization, and lan
Without referring back o 4 «
tivation of the trace has alwa

er, the move-
BUage as writing,
nature,” the immo.-
ys become. In fact,

there is no unmortjy.
nitely its own becom
language, what Say,
to be sgid: there is neither symbo]
bccommg-sign of the symbo|.
Thus,Aas it goes without saying
I'speak is not more natural (it 1s,not the
natural sign, or the index in the Hus‘ltlmark‘ e
thap cultural, not more physical th i
logical than spiritual. It is that sear,
a becoming-unmortivate :
the ulterior Oppositio
other, is possible.
In his pro
been more
bility

.ated trace: the trace
Ng-unmotivared, p,, S
ssure does not g

1S Indef-
AUssurian
Y would haye
nor sign by

the trace Whereof

1an sense)
an psychic, big-
: tung from which
d of the sign, and with itall
ns between bhysis and it

ject 91‘ semiotics, Peirce seems to have
attentive than Saussure to the irreduci-
of this becoming-unmotivated. In his termi-
ns)logy, one must speak of a becoming-unmonvated
of the symbol, the notion of the symbol playing here
a role analogous to thar of the si’gn which Saussure
OPposes precisely to the symbol:

Symbols grow. They come into being by de-
velopmént out of other signs, particularly
from icons, or from mixed signs partaking of
the nature of icons and symbols. We think
only in signs. These mental signs are of mixed
nature; the symbol parts of them are called
concepts. If a man makes a new symbol, it is
by thoughts involving concepts. So it is only
out of symbols that a new symbol can grow.
Omne symbolum de symbolo."
; PCH’?C complies with two apparently incompat-
ible exigencies, The mistake here would be to sacri-
fice one for the other. It must be recognized that the
Symbolic (in Peirce’s sense: of “the arbitrariness of
[bc sign”) is rooted in the nonsymbolic, in an ante-
ior and related order of signification: *“Symbols
grow. They come into being by development out of
other signs, particularly from icons, or from mixed
SIgns.” But these roots must not compromise the
structural originality of the field of symbols, the au-
tonomy of a domain, o production, and a play: “So
It is only our of symbols that a new symbol can
8row. Omne symbolum de symbolo.”
But in both cases, the genetic root-system refers
" Elements of
Hartshorne
58), vol. 2],
[Eds.]

Logic, Bk. 11, [ Collected Papers, ed. Charles
and Paul Weiss (Cambridge, Mass., 1931—
P- 169, paragraph 302, [Au.] (See Peirce.)

round of nonsignification—

d as insignificance ot an i.nn;itior:i (:foi
understo® retches out to give it foundati :
resent (10t ¢ coming into being of signs.
ander the Pla}’longcr depends on logic. LO.gIC., IlL
Semiots B0, ce, is only a semiotic: “Logic, In its
o o ’15 [ believe I have shown, only an-
gencl‘:ll R miotics (semeiotike), the quasi-

ame for s¢ D e
e or formal, doctrine of signs.” And log
necessarys

ical sens ic “properly speaking,
- the classical sense, logic “‘prop bl
e logic commanded by the value of truth,
muede BF iotics only a determined and
ies in that semio! 3 .
S el. As in Husserl (but t
fundamental level. 2 1
e Ithough it is most thought-provoking,
ug| :
analogy, altho o 1658 0
woulfs‘top there and one must apply it um:fu 3 ),f
; s y
the lowest level, the foundation of the possib! Ilz}[’ =
logic (or semiotics) correspon@s to the SFE];L“ !
he Grammatica speculativa of Thomas rfurt,
f 1 Scotus.'” Like Husserl,
falsely attributed to Duns Scotus. S
irce S fe it. It is a matter of elabo
Peirce expressly refers to It. v e
rating, in both cases, a formal do-cmn.e o e
tions which a discourse must satisfy mf ord Lfrqlsc
i “mean,” even if 1t 1S £
have a sense, in order to “mean,” even fas
or contradictory. The general morphology o : .[
: e e
meaning " ( Bedeutung, vouloir-dire) is indepe

of all logic of truth.

i [¢]
from sign £ S'8™ PO
I

and th

The science of semiotic has three bmnchf:s.
The first is called by Duns Scotus granmatica
speculativa. We may term it pure grammar. It
has for its task to ascertain what must bc true
of the representamen used by every scientific
intelligence in order that they may cmbodA)i
any meaning. The second is logic proper- Itis
the science of what is qu;\si-ncccssa‘nly true of
the representamina of any scientific intelli-
gence in order that they may hold good of any
object, that is, may be true. Or say, 'lgglﬁ
proper is the formal science of the condmops
of the truth of representations. The thu’d, in
imitation of Kant’s fashion of preserving old
associations of words in finding nomcnclla-
ture for new conceptions, I call pure rhetoric.
*Thomas d'Erfurt, thirteenth-century Scholastic philoso-
pher. [Eds.]
""John Duns SC()[US: (c.:.éj.Gi%— 1308)
'“Yl’hi:s:i?\‘/j ‘t:t()lt‘x)'?na:l] ['on of bedeuten by Um,‘rlt}:’:;,:i
[mcaniflg, literally “wish-to-say”] in La voix e
nomene. [Au.]

, Scholastic philoso-

Its task is to ascertain the laws by which in
every scientific intelligence one sign gives
bicth to another, and especially one thought
brings forth another.”

Peirce goes very far in th_c direction that [ have
called the de-construction of the transcendental >1'gv
nified, which, at one time ot another, wjould p‘?lyCL al
reassuring end to the reference from sign to .le:n. :
have identified logocentrism and the metaph ‘ ‘L,S 0d
as the exigent, powerful, systematic, an
le desire for such a signified. Now Pm‘rc.r:
considers the indefiniteness Of. rcf:}:zr[\c“cca::?:‘;lt;d
rion that allows us to recognize Al
dealing with a system Qf signs. What : ,‘L”S s
movement of signification 1s wh_at ;mx._w sl

? ssible f is a sign. An

ruption impossible. T(;e tl_}mngtsi e
acceptable proposition for HusSers, B :
:chn:logy remains [her;'mT;énr:;[i;‘:::iljg

rinciples”—the most radicatz nos e
ence between Husserl's ar e

i f ce it concerns the
S‘L‘)S T5Y:JZ(ri::;ln‘:)cfnt(}C::aS;:anit}:smtion of prescnced t:c

[lle = ships between the re-p.rcse'nmrpn an IOL
S sntation of the thing itself (truth). on
b doubtedly closer to the in-

omenology: Lambert pro-
s 10

presence
irrepressib

origin :
this point Peirce 15 un

2! of the word phen :
Vm[(()ir in fact to “reduce the theory of thing
pose

i “phaneoro-
he theory of signs.” According t0 the “ph =
B 0;' “phcnomcnology" of Peirce, mart (e
- ence, it make:
[io;E));tsclf does not reveal a pre;cn};ﬁlxt”onwml-

i inciple of Phe:

i d in the Principle : :
sign. One may rea i le of s
’ l-;')/ that “the idea of manifestation 15 lthe mducmg
. i e nality re
sisvn.“l“ There is thus no phenome I
thb sign or the representer so that [hhe tl ing L

5 lly in the luminosity
allowed to glow finally in the U )
e The sg-called “thing itself” is always
en shielded from the sim-
The representamen
an interpretant thn’r
to infinity. The self-

its presence.
already a representant !
plicity of intuitive <?v1dc.ncL.

functions only by giving rise 0
e ‘Sigr"ﬁa’rclldcsoonco::nls itself unceasingly
ldcj‘t‘lfy'l(l)\fv;:: (S::En(lh: move. The properrybnzt t,l:.
;::pn::e;ztamcn is to be itself and another, to be p

ted Writings, [ed. Justus

of Peirce: Selec! R

18 The Philosophy Bl

Buchler (New Yor!
'lPA.::nl 93. Let us recall that Lai
nology to aletheiology- [Au.]

mbert opposes phenome=



duced as a structure of reference, to be separated
from itself. The property of the representamen is
not to be proper [propre], that is to say absolutely
proximate to itself (prope, proprius). The repre-
sented is always already a representamen. Defini-
tion of the sign:

Anything which determines something else
(its interpretant) to refer to an object to which
itself refers (its object) in the same way, this
mterpretant becoming in turn a sign, and so
on ad infinitum. . . . If the series of successive
interpretants comes to an end, the sign is
thereby rendered imperfect, at least.”'

ey

Frf)m the moment that there is meaning there are
nothing but sig{ls. We think only in Slg;l& Which
amounts to ruining the notion of the sign at the very
moment when, as in Nietzsche, its exigency is I'CC.-
ognized in the absoluteness of its righ;. One could
call play the absence of the tmnscenl!cnt;l] signified
as Ilml_rlcssness of play, that is to say as the dgstruc»
tion of u'nmthcology and the mem-ph\'sics of pres-
ence. It is not surprising that the sh’ock. shaping
tmd undermining metaphysics since its origin I’tb
itself be named as such in the period when f‘f, i
© lnqd linguistics to semantics (which all I::u;ousmg
linguists, from Saussure to Hjemslev, still do)pm'n
pelling the problem of meaning out512ic of thci’rc;"\‘-
searches, certain American linguists constantly L'_

rcrvm the model of a game. Here one nulx;r‘rhir;k“}
WIItng as a game within language. (The pp (?
zirr{s‘l(:77c) condemned writing prccisieliv as pla}::
gl:;ilt‘;—[s:;’nocilzglf.x())Td such ch|ld_ishncss to the adult
absence of the transcsei?::t.:zl:ihls'glgy" SR
in the world, as it has always s L e
gllirposesdof co}:ﬂaining it, b; tﬁ:e;hizzg;i‘lgglrlie
10n and as the ici ;
it (or those w;c[)l:e(f)(;lclzz?:s 5 Fjﬂ)' 3!50 onside
Bloomﬁcld, refer semantics tg T e bovond
other local discipline). To rhinisyih()]ogy' e
(}nmlogxcal and transcendenea| % ab)] mdlfully e
first be seriously exhausted: thpr0 i
meaning of being, the being (;f thi ertn ol e
transcendental origin of the worldenm’f(v G
ness of the world—must be patie; I_—0 e el
worked through, the critical mo B poeoaly
vement of the Hys-

! Elements of Logic, Bk. L 2,p. 502 [Au.}

sFrlian and Heideggerian uestj
tively followed to the vcrchntjmmS e

ness and lcgibility must be cr; ﬂ.nd wher e

were crossed out, without j¢ [h!thcrwd.

and writing to which I-s !
u.‘rpa‘in caught within regi

PITICISt, positivist, or metaphysical dige

counter-move that the holders of‘su ‘;SLOUrsc. e

would oppose to the precritical tr“

metaphysical speculation would be
worldly representation of ¢
therefore the §ame of the world thar i

thought; before attempting t e
fr s el . E 0 understand al| the

i i y in the world.

m the very 7 of the

withi the becoming oot (R
With regard to [hisbbccomin atLl -“ s N
diachronic and synchronic is a%‘ t;L ’O'p*posmon i
not be able ro ;:omm.]nd a ’50 c”“?. : WOUIq

rtie
nently. The immotivation of [hé;"‘::TQIU :}’]‘a’}’ 235
be understood as an operation umi ;L :’“S [F”"’“" "
an active movement, a demotivati : "‘5 A “‘“'_" JS

: 3 ation, and not as a
g_n'er‘n structure. Science of “the arbitrariness of the
sign,” science of the immotivation of the trace, sci-
ence of writing before speech and in speech, gram-
Wato!t;_g}' would thus cover a vast field within which
linguistics would, by abstraction, delineate its own
area, with the limits thar Saussure prescribes to its
1nrcrn'al system and which must be carefully re-
examined in each speech/writing system in the
world and history.

By a substitution which would be anything but
verbal, one may replace semiology by gramma-
tology in the program of the Course in General
Linguistics:

Cffcc.
Ctive-
Even if it
ts of play
Tecourse ;||
and an en-

C()nq_-p
h:l” ’hfch
onal limits

a discourse
adition ang to
: nothing but the
heir own operation, [t s

1 §hnll call it [grammatology]. . . . Since the
science does not yet exist, no one can say
what it would be; but it has a right to exis-

i3 T,}.‘“S" Heideggerian themes obviously refer back to
Nietzsche (cf. La chose [1950), tr. fr. in Essais et confé-
rences [tr. André Préau (Paris, 1958)], p- 214 [*Das
Dmg," Vortrige und Aufsitze (Pfiilingen, 1954)), Le
principe de raison (1955—56), tr. fr. [André Préau, Paris,
1962] pp. 240 f, [Der Satz vom Grund (Pfiillingen,
1957)]. Such themes are presented also in Eugen Fink
21.;" /eu comme symbole du monde |Spiel als Weltsym-
‘,O | (Sturegare, 1960), and, in France, in Kostas Axc!cs,
ers la pensée planétaire ([Paris), 1964), and Einfiibr-
ung in ein k“‘"ﬂlgL’s Denken: jiber Marx und Heidegger
(Tubingen, 1966, [Au./Tr.]

be to give to th

staked out in advance. Lin.—
s only a part of [that] general sci-
; thc‘l;‘l\VS discovcrf:d b_y [gmmmn—
i‘ll be npphcublc to linguistics (p- 33)

rence; n.plucc
guiati'is !
ence + -
tologyl W
[p- 16}

. advantage of this substitution will not only
Titee ¢ theory of writing the scope needcd
tric repression and the subm"dl-
It will liberate the semiological
its greater theo-

to counter logocc?n
gUISTICS. 11 libe
from what, in spite of ater the
remained governed by linguistics,
guistics were at once its center
ough semiology was in ﬂf[t
than lin-

pation to ling
project tself
retical extension,
organized as if lin
and its telos. Even th i
more general and more comprehensive tha %
auistics, it contined to be regulat.ed as {f 1t we ;
Zne of the areas of linguistics. The.lmgmsltw azg;? r‘e.
sained exemplary for semiology, it dommmc it 1‘15‘
the master-sign and as the generatve model: the

pattern [patror).

One could therefore say that signs that are
wholly arbitrary realize better than the others
the ideal of the semiological process; that
is why language, the most complex aqd uni-
versal of all systems of expression, is al§0
the most characteristic; in this sense linguis-
fics can become the master-pattern for all
branches of semiology although language
is only one particular semiological system
(p. 1o1; italics added) [p. 68].

Consequently, reconsidering the order ql ‘iCPf‘“‘
dence prescribed by Saussure, apparently inverting
the relationship of the part to the \vholc,'Barthcs in
fact carries out the profoundest intention of the
Course:

From now on we must admit the possibility
of reversing Saussure’s proposition some dny:A
linguistics 1s not a part, even if privxlcgcd, of
the general science of signs, it is semiology
that is a part of linguistics.”

semiology to a
lication as lin-
tric meta-

d there

This coherent reversal, submitting
“translinguistics,” leads to its full exp
guistics historically dominated by lf)gocen
physics, for which in fact there is not an

3 Communications, 4 (1964), p- 2+ [Au]

should not be “any meaning except as namcd"’
(ibid.). Dominated by the so-callcd"‘civ:l‘w.anun of
writing” that we inhabit, a civilization of so-called
phonetic writing, that is to say of the logos where
the sense of being is, in its telos, determined as par-
ousia. The Barthesian reversal is t‘ccunfj and |nd1’>-
pensable for the description of the fact and the
vocation of signification within rhlc closure of [hlSl
epoch and this civilization thaF is in the process of
disappearing in its very globalization.

Let us now try to go beyond these formal and ar-
chitectonic considerations. Let us ask in a Tnorc
intrinsic and concrete way, how language |>4n'nt
merely a sort of writing, “comparable to a s»ymm
of \\'l:lting" (p-33) [p- xS]fSaussurc writes cun'
ously—but a species of writing. Or rathrr..s'm;..
writing no longer relates to language ai an m{rcSl.
sion or frontier, let us ask how Ian.ggag‘L is J'p s
bility founded on the general possﬂ?lhry Of}:\‘rlFlng;
Demonstrating this, one would give at the 5:m;

account of that alleged “usurpation fx ic
could not be an unhappy accident. It suplpodns :})\2
the contrary a common root and thus exciudes

« ; Sk Foel
cesemblance of the “image,” derivation, or f %
jon. And thus one would bring 3;
i . . e, e
i i ary possibility, €
to its true meaning, o its priman ‘p =
apparently nnocent and didactic analogy
makes Saussure say:

fme an

sentative reflex:

sstem of signs
age is [comparable to] a system Of SIS
Eheet is therefore compa-
that express ideas, and is t Lre_(ji G
; 7 J -mutes,
rable to writing, the al'phnbu of cln m' =
symbolic rites, polite formulas, military f ;1
n"lls etc. But it is the most important c;
i : : 1 1 od) i,
these systems (p- 333 italics added) [p- 1 ]
it is not by chance that, a h\lqufcd
' ¢plaining
and thirty pages later, at the moment of expl: i
phonic d;ﬁ‘urencc as the condition of l|ngu|st|L.nubOr
i 1 24 st agal =
(“from a material viewpoint”), he m\}:at lt,am 2
i e exa )
row all his pedagogic resources from the examp

writing:

Further,

ade up solely of rela-
th respect to the other t_crm§dut
can be said of its material side.
word 1s not the sound! alone
ke it possible o dis-

14«The conceptual side of value is m
tions and differences Wi
language, and the same
The important thlfx;g in the NS
ic differences t
the phonic difference sSble 0
t"l: uishp(hls word from all others, for dm;r;r‘\:c‘: ;n ey
; Eiﬁcation A segment of language can neve L
5 ... A SEE : 1g¢ I
>ﬁ‘gal analysis be based on anything cxu.prcus_r;nn{.a
i o 3) -—18]. [Au.
dence with the rest” (p. 165) [pp. 11 1ok
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§|ncc an identical state of affairs is observable
in wrlt%ng, another system of signs, we shall
use writing to draw some comparisons that
will clarify the whole issue (p. 165) [p. 119].

Four demonstrative items, borrowing pattern and
content from writing, follow.>
Once more, then, we definitely have to oppose

Saussure to himself. Before being or not being

“notgd," “represented,” “figured,” in a “graphie ;

the linguistic sign implies an originary writin’

Henceforth, it is not to the thesis of the nrbi(rargi:
ness of the sign that I shall appeal directly, but ¢
what Su‘ussurc associates with it as an indis; ,cn 3 bl0
lcorr;l:mve and which would seem to me f =
o

What are, fro ‘ h e i
e Cm;sequrznzcse grammatological point of

5 of this theme thar is S
well-known (and upon w| e
flected in the Sophist)?

: By definition, difference
sible plenitude. Therefore
the allegation of a narura
Buage. It contests by the
natural dependence of th,
a consequence Saussure

ather to
rence as

hich Plato already re-

15 never in itself a sen-
> ItS necessity contradicts
lly phonic essence of Jan-
same token the professed
¢ graphic signifier. Thar is
himself draws against the

nce an identical state of affairs is
Zing, another system of signs, we
raw some comparis, .
v ariso i
ey e p ns that w
1) The signs used j i
ed in writin i
a
connection, for example, bcngv = Mblﬂ’ﬂry: e
sound that j¢ designates
*2) The val f letters ;
S Samuz S: letters is purely negative and diffe;
Al : _icn caln write ¢, for instance, in dul;.
ys: e 0e =
oy € Oniy requirement at the si
o ¢ only re, is th
e confused in his script with the sj e for
e the signs used for
“3) Values in wrigi i
A% i ng functio, y
OPPosition within a fixed sy B
%um§er of letters. This third
:j muijal to the second, is clo,
epend on the i
ko ongh lif;?: Since the graphic sign is arbitrary,
S or rather matters on]y h ot
tons imposed by the system gt ik
' .;l) .Thc means by which the sj
pletely unimportant, fo,
(;‘hnsl also follows from
the letters in whij
ite or black, r.
£ or | aised
fenhO( chlsgl—a]l this is of no impor:)r
:Wc,; [;ﬂr signification” (Pp- 165—66) [ 5
roitrary and differential are :
(p. 163) [p. 118]. [Au.}

observable in writ-
% shall use Wwriting to
i clanfyrhcwho!clsmc

3 1S no
cen the letter ¢ and the

oo th:‘l[l'aroug'h reciprocal
il consists of a ser
characteristic, though nor
sely related to 1t, for both

S gn is pfx;’oduccd is com-
s not affecr th
s e sys
characteristic 1). Whether lymf:lzn
e

ce with respect

P- 119—20]. [A
9-20]. [Au.

tWo correlatiye qualmcs‘J

remises defini 1
E{ es defining the Internal sygee
€ must now exclude the e
m;n;d him to exclude Writing: sound
ra i1} - i
; londTh [lien naturel] with meq "{“d
ample: “The thi “onsti e
e thing that constitutes langyage ;
ater, unrelated to the phoni gh e
C C aracter

of the linguistic sign” 7
gn” (p. 2 i
y e : (p- 21) [p. 7)- And in 5 para-

lang;

‘ ua,

very thing which, had pfi

1ts “nary-
For ex-

It is impossible for sound alone, i
element, to belong to languag L
ondary thing, subsmnce%odﬁs.;:xltstinlya S:\Cl
g use.
il;irc Zc;nr:;:Eopal valugs have the chamctebI
giay Whi:ng contused with the tangible
S Y 'ﬁL supports t}_\em. ... The lin-
ﬁu[ : gni ?r - - - IS not [in essence] phonic
£ Incorporeal—constituted not by its ma-
tena? substance but the differences that sepa-
rate1ts sound-image from all others (p. 154)
[pp. 1 1_8- 19]. The idea or phonic substance
that a sign contains is of less importance than
the other signs that surround it (p. 166)
[p- 120].

fiﬂ?::;inséils re]ducrion of phonic mn[ter,‘the dis-
Smres \\'ojfjnh anguage and speech, decisive for
for the o, S ave no rigor. It would be the same
o burwcis -S!:;(m,s that happened to descend from
etc. Conclu;'o : .‘lAn)d message, pattern and usage,
i :”- {_honr)lo_g','-—.thls bears repeat-
Oflane o 5lan auxiliary discipline [of the science
( 5é ge] and belongs exclusively to speaking”
\\I/)x:ifin)g“;'oatzc]]. Speech thus draws .‘n?m [.'xi:;tf)tk of
that On’e mus["" not, that language is, and itis h:‘rc
Hden 1 s “m‘edxr‘aluj upon the comphcxty_ be-
bhoné reveals [hftab‘l"lc}.‘ Tl‘m reduction of the
for example, ab is complicity. What Saussure says,
“confirms” [,h, Ou;’ the sign in gcncmlln'nd Wh:lt'hc
also to langua of"g‘ “‘he example of writing, :}pp}ws
of general sem%c.] Signs are governed by a principle
to change in t(.) 0{5;‘" continuity in time is coupled
graphic SYS[em;le; this is confirmed by orrhm,:
(p. 111) [p. 16] , the speech of deaf-mutes, etc.
only ;;i?::ﬁ: Zf Ph‘f’{ic substance thus does not
the one hand (andlsnfnufo“. between phonetics on
ology of the S a fortiori acoustics or the physi-
the other, It also maing organs) and Phonulogy on
tliary disci line.” Ses OfPhOUOIOgyltsclfan “aux-
Pline.” Here the direction indicated by

akes us beyond the phonologism of those
rofess to follow him on this point: in fact,
Whobion believes indifference to the phonic sub-
J?::cc of expression to be impossible and illegiti-
fn:nc. He thus criticizes the glossematics of .H]clm-'

and practices the neutralizing of

equires
slev which - :
sonorous substance. And in the text cited above,

Jakobson and Hallc maintain ‘thar th'c "theorcn;nl
requirement”’ of a research of 1pvar1ablcs placing
sonorous substance in parenthesis (as an empirical
and contingent content) is:

1. impracticable since, as “Eli Fischer-Jorgensen
exposes [it],” “the sonorous substance [is taken
into account] at every step of the analysis.”*” But is
that a “troubling discrepancy,” as Jakobson and
Halle would have it> Can one not account for it as a
fact serving as an example, as do the phenomenol-
ogists who always need, keeping it always within
sight, an exemplary empirical content in the read-
ing of an essence which is independent of it by
nght?

2. inadmissible in principle since one cannot con-

sider “that in language form is opposed to sub-
stance as a constant to a variable.” It is in the
course of this second demonstration that the liter-
ally Saussurian formulas reappear within the ques-
tion of the relationships berween speech and writ-
ing; the order of writing 1s the order of exteriority,
of the “occasional,” of the “accessory,” of the
“auxihary,” of the **parasitic” (pp. 116—17; italics
added) [pp. 16—17]. The argument of Jakobson
and Halle appeals to the factual genesis and in-
vokes the secondariness of writing in the colloquial
sense: “Only after having mastered speech does one
graduate to reading and writing.” Even if this com-
monsensical proposition were rigorously proved—
something that I do not believe (since each of its con-
cepts harbors an immense problem)—one would
still have to receive assurance of its pertinence to
the argument. Even if “after” were here a facile
representation, if one knew perfectly well what one
thought and stated while assuring that one learns to
write after having learned to speak, would that suf-
fice to conclude that what thus comes “after” is
parasitic? And what is a parasite? And what if writ-
ing were precisely that which makes us reconsider
our logic of the parasite?

Saussure £

¥ Jakobson and Halle, Fundamentals of Language, (1956),
p. 16. (Tr.]
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In another moment of the critique, Jakobson and
Halle recall the imperfection of graphic representa-
tion; that imperfection is due to “the cardinally dis-
similar patterning of letters and phonemes:”

Letters never, or only partially, reproduce the
different distinctive features on which the
phonemic pattern is based and unfailingly
disregard the structural relationship of these
features (p. 116) [p. 17].

[ have suggested it above: does not the radical
dissimilarity of the two elements—graphic and
phonic—exclude derivation? Does not the inade-
L]uacy of graphic representation concern only com-
mon alphabetic writing, to which glossematic for-
malism does not essentially refer? Finally, if one
accepts all the phonologist arguments thus pre-
sented, it must still be recognized that they oppose
2 “scientific” concepr of the spoken word to a vul-
aar concept of writing. What | would wish to show
is that one cannot exclude writing from the general
“the structural relationship of these

experience of ‘
f course, to reforming

features.” Which amounts, o
the concept of writing. i

In shore, if the Jakobsonian analysis is faithful to
Saussure in this matter, is it not especially so to the
Saussure of Chapter VI? Up to what point \}'ould
Saussure have maintained the inseparability of mat-
ter and form, which remains the most important ar-
gument of Jakobson and Halle (p. xt7), [p- 1717
The question may be repeated in :h; case of fhe
position of André Martinet who, in this dcbafc. tol:
lows Chapter VI of the Course te the letter.™ And

»This literal fidelity is expressed:

1. In the critical exposition of Hjelmslev’s attempt

(*“Au sujet des fondements de la théorie linguistique §L
5

2 Bulletin de la Societé Lingustigue
“Hijelmslev is perfectly consistent
that a written text has for
Jue as a spoken text,
important. He

L. Hjelmslev,’
Paris, vol. 42, p. 40):
with himself when he declares
the linguist exactly the same va
since the choice of the substance is not
refuses even to admit that the spoken substance
tive and the written substance denved. It seer
would suffice to make him notice that, burt for certam
pathological exceptions, all human beings speak, but
few know how to write, or that chlldn_'n know how to
speak long before they learn how to write. I shall there-
fore not press the pomt” (italics added). s )

2. In the Eléments de linguistique § snérale [(Pans,
1961); Elements of General Linguistics, tr. Elisabeth
Palmer (London, 1964)], where all the chaprers on the
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Chapter VI, from which Martinet expressly
s the doctrine of what, in the Course, ef-
faces the privilege of phonic substance. Atter having
explained why “a dead language with a perfect ide-
ography,” that is to say a communication effective
through the system of a generalized script, “could
not have any real autonomy,” and why nevertheless,
“such a system would be something so particular
that one can well understand why linguists rvant
ude it from the domain of their science”
La Iimgusstique syncronigue, p. 18; italics added),
Martinet criticizes those who, following a certain
trend in Saussure, question the essentially phonic
character of the linguistic sign: “Much will be ar-
tempted to prove that Saussure is right when he an-
nounces that ‘the thing that constitutes language
[lessentiel de la langue] s . . o it

IC13

: - unrelated to the
Phnmc character of the linguistic sign,” and, goine
beyond the teaching of the master, o declare {h;
the linguistic sign does not nec
phonic character” (p- 19).

On that precise

essarily have that

s PoINt, it is not a question of “go-

ing beyond” the master’s teaching but of mllow?no

and extending it. Not to do it Is t:) cling to whart i:

Chaprer VI greatly limits formal and s;rucrural re-

§c:1rch_‘1nd contradicts the least contestable find-
e S .

ings of Saussurian doctrine, To avoid “going be-

vocal c!\.}ractcr of language pick up the words and
ments of Chapter VI of the Coyrs, "[Oné ‘Ir:‘a 1{‘:1{1
speak bcrgrc learning to read:] reading come. ol
lﬂcmrja x:it )_;H:kcn usage: the reverse js z‘uv:r l:m:‘\' 'Jxr:T
CS a cd. 1S proj tion Ce| :
oughly dcbn[ablcr: cgs):l;;(x)lx‘tlt.rl:in’io Fs
experience which has the force of law
LTcm,Iv.\Iart'mcr concludes:
m.xp.ml}. . c?lsnng from linguistics proper, although
Phr.?glm.a y >p_cang It 1s one of its dependencies Th%l'
:\,:m:,:;ﬁ:;:n:! {prl:)c;plc Operates without regard fo:
el My:d ;1; £p. 17]. We see how the concepts
el straction function: writing and its
: ciae ¢n dut not independent; whjch does nor
:(;1: r] em from bc'mg, cur}va"_scly, Immanent bur not es-
al. Just enough “outside not to affect the intep
m‘ the hnguags itself, in its pure original sv:]f-idcr?r[x’(x%'nry
::)5 E‘:?p;:z,n[lﬁr cn(?ugh “inside” not to have the n;z::
2y pi cal or epistemological independence, And
3. In “The Word” (already cited): **
speech that one should always start in orde
stand the real nature of human language” <! f()'undcr-
4. And finally and above all in Sk douﬁlz'.l)ril)cllxrizlr)—le;

du langage,” L4 linguis
gage, ¢ guistr Y
W8 L ) 34 que s).nrl;romquc, PP- 8 . anc

of that common
withii this argy-
The study of writing is a

it 1s from

yond,” one

risks returning r
short. ‘

3 pome thyy falls
) I bcl_icvc that generalized Writiy
idea of a system to be invented
characteristic or a future possibxli‘
contrary that oral language aireq
writing. Bur thar prcsupp:)
concept of writing that we for the momer
anticipate. Even supposing that one is nog v‘: l\m‘rdy
modified concept, supposing that one s cot‘::s:ln-[huK
d system of pure writing as an l\»’potiwcslsséo:rl?a%
tuture or a working h).'porhcsis:hccd \;'irh t;l ;
hypothes:xs. should a linguist refuse himself }?t
means of thinking it and of Integrating its formu[l ¢
t;]on within his theorerical discourse? Docs the fai;
r\;::::;rﬁlr;:x:: gi::;){;:intc a icoruncnl right?
i at opinion. After having
claborated a purely “dactylological” hypothesis of
language, he writes, in effect: '

18 1S not jugp the

an hypothcticnl
. Lthink on the
dy belongs ¢ this
S¢s 2 modification of the

It must be recognized thar the parallelism be-
tween this “dactylology™ and phonology is
complete as much in synchronic as in dia-
chroqxc material, and thar the terminology
associated with the latter may be used for the
former, except of course when the terms refer
to the phonic substance. Clearly, if we do not
Ju;lrg to exclude from the domain of lin-
8uistics the systems of the type we have just
Imagined, it is most important to modify tra-
dlr}onal terminology relative to the articu-
lation of signifiers so as to eliminate all re-
ference to phonic substance; as does Louis
Hjelmslev when he uses “ceneme and “cene-
maties” instead of “phoneme” and “phone-
Maucs.” Yet it is understandable that the
majority of linguists hesitate to modify con-
pletely the traditional terminological edifice
for the only theoretical advantages of being
able to include in the field of their science
some purely hypothetical systems. To make
them dagree to envisage such a revolution,
‘I‘Lf." must be persuaded thar, in attested lin-
gUlSl'IC systems, they have no advantage in
consxdcfin{; the phonic substance of units of
EXpression as to be of direct interest (pp. 20—
21; italics added).
ph?::lco;;s;]]m \vyc do not doubrt the vuluc-of these
hind wlnchnd'?’“mcms, the presuppositions be-
have attempted to expose above. Once

¢ assumes these prcsup[‘)osnions, it W(')u‘ld b'c'nl)-
| to reintroduce confusedly a dc'rlv'anvc writing,
s area of oral language and within the system
mf t[l]:s dc‘riv;\tion. Not only would ethnocentrism
::ot be avoided, but all the frontiers within tch
sphererof its legitimacy \yguld then bu coqfuscd. Itis
not a question of rclmb.rllmnng writing in the nar-
row sense, nor of reversing thc order of dependence
when itis evident. Phonologism does not brook any
objections as long as one conserves t.he colloquial
concepts of speech and writing which form the
solid fabric of 1ts argumentation. Cglloqum[ and
quotidian conceptions, inhabited bcsxdesfyncon-
tradictorily enough—by an old history, limited by
frontiers that are hardly visible yet all the more rig-
orous by that very fact.

[ would wish rather to suggest that the alleged de-
rivativeness of writing, however real and massive,
was possible only on one condition: that the “origi-
nal,” “natural,” etc. language had never existed,
never been intact and untouched by writing, that it
had itself always been a writing. An arche-writing
whose necessity and new concept I wish to indicate
and outline here; and which I continue to call writ-
ing only because it essentially communicates with
the vulgar concept of writing. The latter could not
have imposed itself historically except by the dis-
simulation of the arche-writing, by the desire for
a speech displacing its other and its double and
working to reduce its difference. If I persist in call-
ing that difference writing, it is because, within the
work of historical tepression, writing was, by its sit-
uation, destined to signify the most formidable dif-
ference. It threatened the desire tor the living specch
from the closest proximity, it breached living speech
from within and from the very beginning. And as
we shall begin to see, difference cannot be thought
without the trace.

This arche-writing, although its concept is in-
voked by the themes of “the arbitrariness of the
S1gn” and of difference, cannot and can never be
recognized as the object of a science. It is that very
thing which cannot let itself be reduced to the form
of bresence. The latter orders all objectivity of the
object and all relation of knowledge. That is why
what I would be tempted to consider in the develop-
ment of the Course as “progress,” calling into ques-
ton in return the uncritical positions of Chapter

1,4 Never gives rise to a new *‘scientific” concept of
Writing,
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Can one say as much of the algebraism of Hijelm-
slev, which undoubzedly dres
conclusions from that progres

The Principes de grammaire générale (1923
arated out within the doctrine of the Cour
phonological principle and the principle of di
ence: It isolated a concept of form which permitted
a distinction berween formal diff:
difference, and this even within *spoken” language
(p. 117). Grammar is independent of seman
phonology (p. 118).

That independence is the very principle of glos-
sematics as the formal science of language. Its for-
mality supposes that “there is no necessary con-
nexion berween sounds and language.”™" That
formality is itself the condition of a purely func-
tional analysis. The idea of a linguistic function and
of a purely linguistic unit—the glosseme—excludes
then not only the consideration of the substance of
expression (material substance) but also that of the
substance of the content (immaterial substance).
“Since language is a form and not a substance
(Saussure), the glossemes are by definition indepen-
dent of substance, immaterial (semantic, psycho-
logical and logical) and material (phonic, graphic,
etc.).”* The study of the functioning of lal}guagc.
of its play, presupposes that the substance of nzear-
ing and, among other possible subsmn_ccs. Fhat of
sound, be placed in parenthesis. The unity of sound
and of sense is indeed here, as I proposed above, [hc
reassuring closing of play. Hicln_':slev situates h_xs
concept of the scheme or play of language within
Saussure’s heritage—of Saussure’s .tormallsm and
his theory of value. Although he prefers to compare
linguistic value to the “value of exchange in the eco-
nomic sciences” rather than to the “purely logxcq
mathematical value,” he assigns a limit to this

analogy.

he most rigorous

nce and phonic

An economic value is by definition a value
with two faces: not only does it play the role
of g constant vis-a-vis the concrete units ot
money, but it also itself plays the rul_e of a
variable vis-a-vis a fixed quantity of mer-

240On the Principles of Phonematics” (1955) [’mﬂegd:rzgs
of the Second International Congress of Phonetic Sci-
ences, p. 51. [Au.] = )

[ ouis Hjelmslev and H. J. Uldall, Etudes de linguistique
structurale organisées au sein du Cercle linguistique de
Copenhauge (Bulletin 11, 35, pp. I3 f.). [Au.]



chandise which serves it as a standard. In lin-
guistics on the other hand there is nothing
that corresponds to a standard. That is why
the game of chess and not economic fact re-
mains for Saussure the most faithful image of
a grammar. The scheme of language is in the
last analysis a gante and nothing more. "'

In the Prolegomena to a Theory of Language
(1943), setting forth the opposition expression/
content, which he substitutes for the difference sig-
){rﬂcr.’s/gniﬁed. and in which each term may be con-
sidered from the point of view of form' or sub-
stance, Hjelmslev criticizes the idea of a language
naturally bound to the substance of phonic e?prcl
ston. It is by mistake that it has hitherto bce;I sup-
posed “that the substance-expression of a s okl?n
language should consist of ‘sounds’:” e
Thus,. as has been pointed out by the Zwir-
ners in particular, the fact has been over-
looked that speech is accompanied by,
that certain components of speech cnn‘l;
placed by, gesture, and that in reality.
Zwirners say, 7

and
e re-
as the
: not only the so-called organs of
speech (throar, mouth, and nose) ¥
nearly all the striare musculature ¢
ic exercise of “natural” |an.
is possible to replace the
gesture substance w
itself as appropriate

, but very
ooperate in
guage. Further, it
: usual sound-and-
ith any other that offers

: under ed ex
circumstances. Thus the san:?:llirrlagg:czstlt\c[?;nul
may also be manifested in writing, as h'rm
pens with a phonetic or phonemig‘ ik
3nd with the so-called phonetic o
pllles, as for example the Finnish
a “graphic” substance which is addr,
clusively to the eye and which rcei
transposed into a phonetic e
order to be grasped or under.
graphic “substance” cap
point of view of the sul;s
various sorts.*?

notation
rthogra-
Here is
ssed ex-
not be
“substance” in
stood. And this
precisely from the
tance, be of quite

"'“Langue et (="
parole” (1943)
_.'(’)“52"1‘959]* p-77. (AU-J}
MRring sprogteoriens
( " g 8rundlaeggelse, C
:};9'4(;}/"LPP' 91-93 (translated as Prolegomen:)ltjﬂ:r;'%en
o anguage, [by Francis J. Whitfield (2 do e
Ct;m:}r:, 1961)] pp. 103—04 S
- also “La stratification dl; la 2
/mgmanues (Travaux du Cercle 13?;5:2:&;:«3 5;,),(:5;5415
¢ en-

, Essais Iingmsiiques [Copen-

3

=
hague, X1 [1959])

. Refusing to Presuppose g ‘(.

stances followlng from the ¢ i
pression, Hjelmslev p|
area of strucrural

ation”

aces this p

£ roble Sl
analysis and o M outside ¢

¥ lmguistics_
A\"IOI’COVCT it is not always certaj i
rived and what not; we muyg ; \‘Vhdt s
the discovery of alphabctizt e
QCn in prehistory [n.: Bcr(rang?{“ng e
rightly calls attention to the fact t}:‘SSC“ e
no means of deciding whc;hcr B
speech is the older form of i
(An Outline of Philosoph
P-47)], so that the asse
J phor!enc analysis is only one of the
sl}bl.e,ddmchronic hypothcscs; it may n?sgobsé
;L;:L Bount a”t;orm:.ll im;xl)-sis of hngui;nc struc-
sl :m\ case, as IS recognized by
ern mguxsn;s, diachronic considerations
are irrelevant for synchronic descriptions
(pp- 104—05).

¢ have
s ng or

an express;
7y [London, 1927]
rtion that it resgs on’

rh:{t:izU:::il ’EJIIC')OSVI)des a remur[fable formulation of
i ha kscmzmc criticism operates at the
Wiy Ie_ toan s to Saussure and against him;
5 suggested above, the proper space of a
%rammatology is at the same time opened and
\;Ioscd by The Course in General Linguistics. To
shro_iv that Saussure did not develop “all the theo-
retical consequences of his discovery,” he writes:

Itis even more curious when we consider that
the pra«frical consequences have been widely
drawn, indeed had been drawn thousands of
years before Saussure, for it i< only through
tht[:) concept of a difference between ferm and
Zl; SS;?:}:? ‘::5 W‘C can exp‘lai‘n the possibility
[ime Ao “\ﬂtlng CXlSl'lﬂg ar thC same
Pressions of one and the same lan-

il.;::fu Iffc{ther of these two vsubsmnccs, r.hc
m ot air or the stream of ink, were an in-

- The project and the terminology of a
T -

grgi{’;:’“::?,rhscmncc of the substance of graphic ex-
the PmP)Oscd a]eri presented (p. 41). The complexity of
the point of vicgc r? aims to remedy the facr that, from
substance ..Squ‘ff ol _the distinction between form and
sion” (p,_" ) i_{ 5;‘“’35 terminology can lead to confu-
same form o'f ef mslev demonstrates how “one aqd the
substances: pho'nl-_"“SSIOn can be manifested by diverse
[Au.) ic, graphic, flag-signals, etc.” (p. 49)-

the language itself, it would not
ple to go from onc to the other with-

g the language.”

tegrdt £
be poss®™
out changin
edly the Copenhagen School thus frees a
arch: it becomes possible to direct atten-
fied o rcsel 1o the purity of a form freed from all
e norgfgznds to a substance but also to every-
) in the stratification of language, depends
e thﬂ;stnncc of graphic expression. An original
ol Surously delimited description of this may
J:ds r[‘,iopromised. Hijelmslev recognizes that an
h::m]ys,s of writing witjmut regard t0 sound has
not yet been undertaken (9. 105). While regretting
also that “the substance of ink hqs not received the
same attention on the part of linguists tl\ﬂg the‘,v
have so lavishly bestowed on the substance of air,”
H. J. Uldall delimits these problems and emphngzes
the mutual independence of the substances of ex-
pression. He illustrates it particularly by the fact
that, in orthography, no grapheme corresponds to
accents of pronunciation (for Rousseau this was the
misery and the menace of writing) and that, recipro-
cally, in pronunciation, no phoneme corresponds to
the spacing between written words (pp- 13— 14).
Recognizing the specificity of writing, glosse-
matics did not merely give itself the means of
describing the graphic element. It showed how to
reach the literary element, to what in literature
passes through an irreducibly graphic text, tying
the play of form to a determined substance of ex-
pression. If there is something in literature which
does not allow itself to be reduced to the voice, to
€pos or to poetry, one cannot recapture it except by
rigorously isolating the bond that links the play of
form to the substance of graphic expression. (It will
by the same token be seen that “pure literature,”
thus respected in its irreducibility, also risks limit-

Undoubt

¥“Speech and Writing,” 1938, Acta Linguistica 4 (1944):
11 f. Uldall refers also to a study by Dr. Joseph Vachek,
“Zum Problem der geschriebenen Sprache” (Travanx du
Cercle linguistique de Prague 8, 1939) in order to indi-
cate “the difference between the phonologic and glos-
sematic points of view.”

Cf. also Eli Fischer-Jorgensen, “‘Remarques sur les
principes de 'analyse phonémique,” Recherches struc-
turales, 1949 (Travaux du Cercle linguistique de Prague,
vol. 5, pp. 231. f.); Bertha Siertsema, A Study of Glos-
sematics ([The Hague] 1955), (especially ch. VI), andl
}_.lL'nnmgs Spang-Hanssen, “Glossematics,” Trends
ll_uro[)ean and American Linguistics, 1930—60 [ed.
Christine Mohrmann (Utrecht,] 1961), pp- 147 £ (Au]

ing the play, restricting it. The desire to restrict play
is, moreover, irresistible.) This interest in literature
is effectively manifested in the Copenhagen School.
It thus removes the Rousseauist and Saussurian
caution with regard to literary arts. It radicalizes
the efforts of the Russian formalists, specifically of
the O.PO.IAZ, who, in their attention to the being-
literary of literature, perhaps favored the phono-
logical instance and the literary models that it
dominates. Notably poetry. That which, within the
history of literature and in the structure of a literary
text in general, escapes that framework, merits a
type of description whose norms and conditions of
possibility glossematics has perhaps better isolated.
[t has perhaps thus better prepared itself to study
the purely graphic strarum within the structure of
the literary text within the history of the becoming-
literary of literality, notably in its *“modernity.”

Undoubtedly a new domain is thus opened to
new and fecund researches. But I am not primarily
interested in such a parallelism or such a recaprured
parity of substances of expression. It is' clear that if
the phonic substance lost its privilege, it was not to
the advantage of the graphic substance, which lends
itself to the same substitutions. To the extent that
it liberates and is irrefutable, glossematics still op-
erates with a popular concept of writing. However
original and irreducible it might be, the “form qt
sion” linked by correlation to the gm‘plnc
«substance of expression” remains very deFermlned.
It is very dependent and very derivative wnb regard
to the arche-writing of which I speak. This arche-
writing would be at work not only in thg form and
substance of graphic expression but al§o in those of
nongraphic expression. It would constitute not f)-nly
the pattern uniting form to all substance, graphxc_or
otherwise, but the movement of the sign-function
linking a content to an expression, whether it l?c
graphic or not. This theme could not have a placein
Hjelmslev’s system. oy

It is because arche-writing, movement ot‘dxffer-
ance, irreducible arche-synthesis, opening In one
and the same possibility, temporalization as well as
ationship with the other and language, cannot,

expre:

rel
34 And already, in a very programmatic manner, in the I’{o
legomena (English translation, pp- {l.;—!j‘). Ct Jsfi
Adolf Stender-Petersen, “Esquisse d’une tth)r.e struc
turale de la littérature,” and S[cvan]ohﬂnsonv, L;:‘ qouofl‘
de signe dans la glossématique et dans D'esthétique,

Travaux du Cercle linguistique de Copenhague s (1949)-

[Au.]



as the condition of all linguistic systems, form a
part of the linguistic system itself and be situated as
an object in 1ts field. (Which does not mean it has
a real field elsewhere, another assignable site.) Its
concept could in no way enrich the scientific, posi-
tive, 'de “immanent” (in the Hjelmslevian sense)
dcscnprior_l of the system itself. Therefore, the
tpundq of glossematics would no doubt have ques-
tioned its necessity, as he rejects, en bloc and legiti-
mately, all the extra-linguistic theories which do not
arise from the irreducible immanence of the linguis-
tc system.™ He would have seen in that notion
ion one
of those appeals to experience which a theory
should dispense with.* He would not have Ld 2
stood wh): the name writing continued lm bl:nusirci
;,”,: :l;‘.lvr \ which becomes so differenc from w
as always been called “writing.”
I'have already begun to iys 5
y beg Justify
pL‘LM”.\' the necessity of the communication be
tween rhc'conccpt of arche-writing and ti ¢ '1| *
;:“;cf[”m writing submitted to d:-c;ms(n:zti‘()l;gl;l:
- shall continue to do so below. ~\s‘fo he con.
Cept ot experience, it i S eld S
i miri():s l u;ﬁ;;{l}sgn;:zun\vwld,\' here. Like all
tory of metaphysics and w,
crasure [sous rature), «

hat

this word, and es-

5 i belungs to the his-
< ¢ can only use it under
ignated the relationship‘\\s:)[;:e:ce“ e
that relationship had the form OF“SQ’% de
not. At any rate, we must, acc L
contortion and contcnnoh w
obliged to undergo, exhayst
concept of experience
to ataain, by deconst,
ton. It is th
the *
Thu

- ness or
qrdmg to this sort of
hich the discourse is
e the resources of the
re attaining ;

ruction, ir:l:llrtli(cr’n‘?nd e
¢ only way to escape e
fli e S €Scape “empiricism” and
oh e [;)c Ztgc?cnce ar}:hc same time,

i€ experience whose “theory,”

3
Ontkring
2 P- 9 (Prole.
iy 8omena, p. 8), [Au
e ‘4(’ CVZ]};‘I‘Ch‘dO?S not prevent Hl[cln']l ey f
SioEioc his directing princi s
Cipie™ (p. 12, English tran, l
weare willing to

slmsley ven-
£ Ple an “empirica] prin-
el P- 11). “But,” he adds,
s e namcxfeplsmmo]ogimi

nappropriate. From our

‘ is mere] i
which does ke
o : on of te
affect the maintenance of rh;rpm'm(?k;gy‘
rinciple,

This is
s only one ex

Y Xample of
tonalism of SOt e I

Seris C inolo, cony.

<epts from the H\,:‘;,m' “;hICh‘ 2 borm“'i“g;c:!ll Sk
l o its con-
hold ar a d; . S Ictaphy, i I

3 i pPhysics
etc.), belicves I(nw {form/substance., ci)nu-\:h’a[ eodd

€an neutralize jrg entire his‘t(il'?.\Plrtsssmn'

rical burden

¥ means
by ans of some d atio;
R eclaration o intent;
quotation marks, [Au.] g fintent » 3 prefac
i €ntion, a preface o

«
must be nd,
‘ ce. Italwa
: 15 V.
fam type of factual or rcgio'
c.al,_ psychological, physiolo
gIVIng rise to a science th
such, rigorously

Pcndcy A
U is not the

ds toa cer-
ce (history-

S Correspon
q;ll eXperien
ricalilaion
: sical, sociologicy) etc.)
At is itself regiong] 4ug
outside linguistics. 71 1% 3
thesizing of regio Insuistics. The py
of natural experi ns of experience o of the tog rlc‘n-
e ;
scendental perience must discover 5 field-of- Sl
e experience. This experience 15 0 ltmn‘
€ s 1 - .
S tr}: SO far as, after having, like HiclmyIJL
3 S 5 ‘ Sley.
o lL] sgeuhcwy of the linguistic system and’
> €d all the extrinsic sc s ¢
» 3 ¢ sciences and me
S and metaphysc:
dpuuldtlons. one asks the question of the ey
ental origin of the s
objects of a science,

vstem 1tself, as a sy e
:"!nd L'Ol:l' ’[" 1 "? S}Sch 2 [hc
retical system which smdws 1[~qu,tm o Gickthco:
and “deductive” svstem 4 h krc. .Of the objecrive
3 > ) ich glossematics wishe
to be. Without thart, the decis - e
SR e .~ , the LLlal.\‘C p.mgress accom-
gr_ e y a rorm.1h>m respectful of the originality
A y gl.sto jectivism, that
mcmpbh"‘sics.‘\ ;::?T:;k_:lﬂp”c“‘f % = L
ysics. s often noticeable in the work of
the Copenhagen School. It is to escape falling back
into this najve objectivism that I refer here to a
tf.msccndenrahr}' that [ elsewhere put into ques-
tion. It is because I believe that there is a short-of
and a beyond of transcendental criticism. To see
to it that the beyond does not return to the within is
to recognize in the contortion the necessity of a
pathway [parcours]. Thar pathway must leave a
 trace in the text. Withour thar trace, abandoned to
the simple content of irs conclusions, the ultra-
fl’-’?ljlsccndcntal text will so closely resemble the pre-
critical text as to be indistinguislhablc from it. We
must now form and meditate upon the law of this
resemblance. What [ call the erasure of concepts
ought to mark the places of thar future meditation.
For example, the value of the transcendental arche
larchie] must make irs necessity felt before letting
itself be erased. The concept of arche-trace must
COT"PI.Y with both that necessity and that erasure. It
1s in fact contradictory and not acceptable within
the logic of identity. The trace is not only the disap-
P03r§11ce of origin—within the discourse that W€
sustain and according to the path that we follow it
mr:?ns thar the origin did not even disappear, thatit
(‘;‘:_:l_’;;ﬂ;;;consnru[eq except reciprocally by a {10";
e or;gin lt:racc, which thus becomes the origin ©
- From then on, to wrench the concept O

rrace from the classical scheme, \\fh_ich would
¢ it from a presence ot from an originary non-
d which would make of it an empirical
¢ indeed speak of an originary trace
Yet we know that that concept de-
har, if all begins with the trace,
originary trace.” We must then
moment of the discourse, the
phsnomcnological reduction and : the Husserlian
reference to a transcendental experience. To the ex-
cent that the concept of experience in general—and
of rranscendental experience, in Husserl in particu-
lar—remains governed by the theme of presence, it
participates in the movement of the reduction of the
wrace. The Living Present (lebendige Gegenwart) is
the universal and absolute form of transcendental
experience to which Husserl refers us. In the de-
scriptions of the movements of temporalization, all
that does not torment the simplicity and the domi-
nation of that form seems to indicate to us how
much transcendental phenomenology belongs to
metaphysics. But that must come to terms with the
forces of rupture. In the originary temporalization
and the movement of relationship with the outside,
as Husserl actually describes them, nonpresenta-
tion or depresentation is as “‘originary”” as presenta-
tion. That is why a thought of the trace can no
more break with a transcendental phenomenology
than be reduced to it. Here as elsewhere, to pose the
problem in terms of choice, to oblige or to believe
oneself obliged to answer it by a yes or 10, to con-
ceive of appurtenance as an allegiance or nonappur-
tenasice as plain speaking, is to confuse very differ-
ent fevels, paths, and styles. In the deconstruction of
[hg'.rlrchc, one does not make a choice.

[herefore, T admit the necessity of going through
the concepe of the arche-trace. How does that ne-
cessity direct us from the interior of the linguistic
system? How does the path that leads from Saus-
sure to Hjelmslev forbid us to avoid the originary
trace?

In that its passage through form is a passage
Fhff)llglx the imprint. And the meaning of differance
in general would be more accessible to us if the
unity of that double passage appeared more clearly.

the
deriv
(race an
mark, one mus
or arche-trace.
stroys 1ts name and t
there is above all no
sitnate, as a simple

"As for this critique of the concept of origin in general
(empirical and/or transcendental) we have elsewhere at-
tempted to indicate the schema of an argument (Intro-
duction to Husserl’s L'origie de la géomeétrie, p. G

[Au.]

In both cases, one must begin from the possibility
of neutralizing the phonic substance.

On the one hand, the phonic element, the term.
the plenitude that is called sensible, would not ap-
pear as such without the difference or opposition
which gives them form. Such is the most evident
significance of the appeal to difference as the reduc-
tion of phonic substance. Here the appearing and
functioning of difference presupposes an originary
synthesis not preceded by any absolure simplicity.
Such would be the originary trace. Without a reten-
tion in the minimal unit of temporal experience,
without a trace retaining the other as other in the
same, no difference would do its work and no
meaning would appear. It is not the question of a
constituted difference here, but rather, before all de-
termination of the content, of the pure movement
which produces difference. The (pure) trace is dif-
ferance. It does not depend on any sensible pleni-
tude, audible or visible, phonic o graphic. It is, on
the contrary, the condition of such a plenitude. Al-
though it does not exist, although ir is never a

being-present outside of all plenitude, its possibility

is by rights anterior to all that one calls sign (sig-

mfied/signifier, content/expression, etc.), concept ot
motor or sensory. This differance is there-
fore not more sensible than intelligible and it permits
the articulation of signs among themselves within

the same abstract order—a phonic or graphic text
for example—or between two orders of expression.
articulation of speech and writing—
in the colloquial sense—as It found§ the meta-
physical opposition berween the sensxblc»ﬂnd the
then between signifier and signified, ex-
pression and content, etc. If language were not al-
in that sense, a writing, no derived “nota-
and the classical problem
of relationships berween speech and writing cogld
not arise. Of course, the positive sciences of sig-
nification can only describe the work and th'e fact
of differance, the determined differences and the de-
termined presences that they make posAsib-lx:. There
cannot be a science of differance itself in its opera-
tion, as it is impossible to have a science of the ori-
that is to say of a certain

Qpcmtion,

It permits the

intelligible,

ready, .
tion” would be possible;

gin of presence iself,
nonorigin.

Differance is therefore the formation of torm. But
it is on the other hand the being-imprinted of
well-known that Saussure distin-

the imprint. It is .
and the objec-

guishes between the “sound-image



tive sound (p. 98) [p. 66]. He thus gives himself the
right to “reduce,” in the phenomenological sense,
the sciences of acoustics and physiology at the mo-
ment that he institutes the science of language. The
sound-image is the structure of the appearing of the
sound [lapparaitre du son] which is anything but
the sound appearing [le son apparaissant). It is the
sound-image that he calls signifier, reserving the
name signified not for the thing, to be sure (it is re-
duced by the act and the very ideality of language),
but for the “concept,” undoubtedly an unhappy no-
tion here; let us say for the ideality of the sense, *]
Propose to retain the word sign [signe] to designate
the whole and to replace concept and sound-image
respectively by signified | signifié] and signifier [sig-
nificant].” The sound-image is what is heard; not
the sound heard bur the being-heard of the sound.
Being-heard is structurally phenomenal and belongs
to an order radjcally dissimilar to that of the real
sound in the world. Ope can only divide this subtle
but absolutely decisive heterogeneity by 3 phenom-
enological reduction, The latter is therefore indis-
pensable to ] analyses of being-heard, whether
they be inspired by linguistic, psychoanalytic, or
other Preoccupations, ; e
Now the “sound-image’
ir'1g [/'upparaitre] of the sound, the “'sensory matrer”
lived and informed by differance, what Husser]
would name the hylelmorphe structure, distinct
from all mundape reality, is called the “psy
age” by Saussure: “The larter [ i
not the materia] sound, a purely physical thing, bur
the psychic imprint of the sound, the impres,sion
that it makes on our senses [/g Teprésentation gue
nous en donne e témoignage de nos sens]. The
lsoundtxmaAge is sensory, and jf I happen to call it
material,’ it is only in thar sen
POsing it, to the other term of
concept, which js generally more abstracr” (p. 98)
p. 66].'Although the word “psychic” is not pcr}.lg( s
convenient, excepr for exercising in this m:lm:rpa
pl?cnomenological caution, the originality of 3 ¢,
tain place is wel| marked, e
Beforg specifying ir, Jer ys note that this js nop
necessarily what Jakobson and other linguists ¢ Id
Criticize as “the mengaljs Point of view™. %

" the structured appear-

chic im-
the sound-image] s

In the olde.st of these approaches, going back
to Baudouin de Courtenay ang still suryiy-
ing, the phoneme js 4 sound imagined or i

iendet}i], OPposed to the emitted 5o, d

s o ul c
_Psﬁ’c OEh‘?nCtIL phcnomcnon to the ;s g
iop OHLFXC- fact. Irjs rhcpsvchicc =
an exteriorized sound.” il ik

Although the notion of the o
defined (thar js to say accord; vee Jese” thus
d Y according pg-4 prephe;
nological pS)'chology of the Imaginatio, P\L‘nome-
of this mentalist inspiration, it could bn)) :jb ;ndeed
against Jakobson’s criticism by spccifvinL : e
it could be conserved without'neccssa‘r‘l g-. (‘[) st
o : iy affirmp

tbar. our internal speech . . _ s confined to the g :
tinctive features to the exclusion of the conﬁls‘
urauve, or redundant features;” (2) 0
fication Psychic 1s not retained if
exclusively aozper natural reality, interyaf and not
external. Here the Husserlian correction is indjs-
pensable and transforms even the premises of r};e
debate. Real (reof] and not real) component of lived
experience, the /ylg/ m0rphé structure is not a real-
1ty (Realitdt). As 1o the intentional object, for ex-
ample, the conrent of the image, it does not really
{reall) belong either to the world or to lived experi-
ence: the nonrea] component of lived experience.
The psychic image of which Saussure speaks must
not be an internal reality copying an external one,
Husserl, who criticizes this concept of “portrait” in

1t designares

"Op. ¢
vations:

P- 111. Hjelmslev formulates the same reser-
It is curious thar linguistics, so long on guard
28ainst any suspicion of ‘psychologism,” seems here,
E¥en it only to 2 certain extent and in very cautious pro-
Pormions, o be on jrs way back to Saussure’s ‘accoustic
;mage, and equally to ‘concept,” as long as that word is
‘nterpreted in sricy conformity with the doctrine that [
have jus claborared, in shorz to recognize, with however
Many necessary reservations, that, with the two aspects
of the linguistic SIN, one is in the presence of the *purely
Psychological phenomenon’ (Course, p- 28) [p. 11). But
it1s rather a parria] coincidence of nomenclatures than a
real analogy. The terms introduced by Saussure, and the
INLErpretations given i the Course, have been aban-

oned because they can be equivocal, and it is better not
to make the same mistakes again. I too hesitate when |
ask myself how much the researches advocated here may

¢ considered ag bclonging to the psychological ur_dcr:
£1¢ reason being thae psychology seems to be a disci-
P}lne whose definition still leaves much to be desired”
("La stratification du langage™ Essais linguistiques
[1954], p. 56). Hielmsley, posing the same problem, al-
ready evoked those “numerous nuances rhar the Gene-
¥an master could be fully aware of, but which he did not
find it usefy] ¢o insist upon; the motives behind this atti-
tude naturally escape g (p. 76). [Au.]

v shows also in the Krisis (pp. 63 r,’)l"". how
nology should overcome the naturalist (.){)-
i whereby psychology gnd the‘f)(hcrnsu_
e survive—between “internal” and “ex-
o m”}:icncc. It 1s therefore indispensable to
XI}):e distinction between the :1ppgnrmgf
on apparaissant] and_ the appcar:r‘\g o‘
l'apparaitre du son) in order to Likflps
¢ and the most prevalent ofAconfusmns, an
e ciple possible to do it without “attempt-
if 2 pn:crfomc the antinomy between invan;m.cc
e beli[v by assigning the former to t.hc in-
o \;annd the l.;[[cr to the external experience
o 3 cit., p. 112) [p. 12]. The difference
(JﬂkOP;OE‘r;VZT;;mcé and variability does not sepa-
E:::V:}:L two domains from each qth?r, it d{i;}ld::
cach of them within itself. 4Th.xt ngcs‘er.wua xbc
dication that the essence of the pl;one_' Lnnnot; ,
read directly and primarily in the text of a mundane
science, of a psycho-physio?honcncs. e
These precautions taken, it _shqul_d be.regog‘rjuz}:
that it is in the specific zone of thls imprint and t 15}
trace, in the temporalization of a IweL.z' e,\:.perml:cf
which is neither 7 the world nor in anot L‘l'
world,” which is not more sonorous th_a.n luminous,
not more in time than in space, that differences ap-
pear among the elements or rather produce them,

[deen [
P|1eﬂ0mc

ences
rernal” €
eserve t
sound (le s
the sound [

“Ideen zu einer reimen 1’/.unoumw{f)gic und p/{tx')xf-l
menologischen Philosophie. 1. Buch, (,t'samnm[rc w {:r\.r.-
(The Hague, 1950), Band 3; [deas: (feneml lmrL’m‘.u‘
tion to Pure Phenomenology, trans. W. R. Boyce {New

‘”}-;)1:.:\;;7[9:';;1[“)1..[g;'Lmnmelte Werke, ed. H. L. van Breda
(The Hague, 1950—73), vol. 6. [Tr.]

Of Grammatotogy 11y

make them emerge as such and constitute the fexts.
the chains, and the systems of traces. These chains
and systems cannot be outlined excepr in the fabric
of this trace or imprint. The unheard difference
tween the appearing and the appearance [/'appar-
aissant et l'apparaitre] (berween the “world” Jr?d
*“lived experience”) is the condition of all other dif-
ferences, of all other traces, and it is already a trace.
This last concept is thus absolutely and b‘y rights
“anterior” to all physiological prol])]cmnncs con-
cerning the nature of the engramme (‘rhc unit ::t an
graving], or metaphysical problematics concutun:.
the meaning of absolute presence “'hf)sf’ r_r:u:‘/u'
thus opened to deciphering. The trace is in fact t }:‘
absolute origin of sense in gznepzl. W {nclz .frvnoxjm:'
to saying once again that there is no J?:‘Olﬂic ‘().’L‘” n’1
of sense in general. The trace is the d‘/f‘:"j”fﬁf _gt.iotr;
opens appearance [['apparaitre] and >|\t,n: ic "m:
Arnculating the living upon thg Wnl‘l‘;].a]ln-::hc
eral, orgin of all repetition, origin of 1 LJ,XF;,[:]H-
trace is not more ideal than real, not moril iin_
oible than sensible, not more a trnnsp:lr;x::’ )r;,
:iﬁcution than an opaque gnerg}"la‘n_d‘ ”,D- u(:r (OZ;();‘:‘
metaphysics can dcscm‘w it. And as 1t. ,»b n<,0f i
anterior to the distinction ber\\'ecn. rL%m 5“0}“ :
sibility, anterior to soumli as Tucn hl“[(;ﬂ;;r:},-,-
there a sense in esmblish‘mg a “natura e )
between the sound-impflnr, for c\Jmp i‘wr‘is i
visual (graphic) imprint? The.gr;\ph}l:.m:j DTh,_- 2
seen; and the acoustic image is q.ot v c:\r . o
ference between the i’u.H unities of {h;\gli;‘ rh; i
unheard. And, the difference in the body

scription is also invisible.




DIFFERANCE

L will speak, therefore, of a letter.

Of the first letter, if the alphaber, and most of the
‘\'pc.culzltions which have ventured into 1t, are to be
believed.

I will speak, therefore, of the letter a, this initial
letter which it apparently has been necessary to in-
sinuate, here and there, into the writing of the word
difference; and to do so in the course of a writing
on writing, and also of a writing within writing
whose different trajectories thereby find themselves
at certain very determined points, intersecting wit};
a %\'md of gross spelling mistake, a lapse in the disci-
pline and law which regulate writing and keep it

seemly. One can always, de facto or de jure, erase or
reduce this lapse in spelling, and find it \JCCOI:dinf’
to situations to be analyzed each time, althougi:
amounting to the same), grave or unseemly, that is
E})! follow rhc_ most ingenuous hypothesis, :\musm"’
G L
be recognized and situated el et
by the ;nutc irony, t::‘;ﬂ::;‘]ﬁ"“"“ e
this literal permutatj e
eral permutation,
made no difference,
that today’s discour:
and even less an a
spelling, than a ki
1ts play.
Qn the other hand, I w;
refer, ac least implicitly, ¢

ement, of
One can always acr as if i
And I must state here and now
se will be less a justification of,
polo_gy for, this silent lapse in,
nd of insistent intensification of

ill have to be excused if I

Fhough_ in principle and in the ]:S:’:‘l:::lt‘::"dh‘?"e_"
impossible, and impossible for essential ;c:::o[nslsrls
re. i i :
w}::lscs}eln,ﬂ:})]le mba sheaf the fi{fferenr dirccn'ons’ in

ave been able to utilize whar I would call

rath it i i
er to let it impose jrself upon me in its neo

graphism, although as we shal] see, différance s [jr-

i, January 27, 1968, pub-
e la société fran-
“mber 1968, and in The.
, coll. Tel Quel (Par, This e
¢ ( aris, 1968). Tt
1on by Alan Bass js reprinted from 4\!argx?ns (;;515;3;1;:3'
0-

Phy (1972; trans. 1 82 i
S 982), by permission of the Univcrsiry

crally neither a word nor 3 ¢
upon the word sheaf for n: )LOHCCP[, And ]
hand, I will not be concern d( -rcnsm]& On the
with describing a history : :jds I might he
text by text, context by L()ﬂlt]L S
cconomy that each lin.w
order; rather, I wi| be concer, ed wi
system of this economy, On»n;p L
word sheaf seems to mark o
the assemblagc to be proposed hys
structure of a weaving, an interlaci el aniplex
the differenc thrcadsv;md diff-‘ l:mg "VhKh‘perm”S
ng—or of force—to go off az:irr:l;[ !im e
tons, just as it is always rcaJ; to ; f!ffcrenrdirec-
o 3 3 tie itself up with
Therefore, preliminarily, let me rec: 1l i
discreer graphic interventio e L
: I n, which neither pri.
marily nor simply aims to shock the reade; ¢
grammarian, came to be f, 1 W L‘F ol
i tormulated in the course of
s estganon of a question abour writing,
Now it h;}_ppens, I would say in effect, that this
graphic difference (a instead f e S i it
EEph t of ¢), this marked dif-
.L.Aeme between two apparently vocal notations, be-
tween avo \‘oxf'els, remains purely graphic: ;t is
readé Or Itis written, but it cannot be heard. It can-
ir;o:lt15 e :gppréhended in spccc_h, and we will see why
ot ypasses the order of apprehension in gen-
eral. It is offered by a mute mark, by a tacit monu-
ment, [ would even say by a p\'rami.d, thinking not
(_ml}_' o[f the form of the letter when it is printed as a
Egyptian Pyramid. The = BEHD compaied e o
e r)ﬁrarr;@. ThL a of d://cmncc,lthus, Is not
[omb-’ ‘L‘_Lfna.ns silent, secrer and discreet as a
lincar-io(;l :fS,:.SAI—]d ;hercb)i !ct us anticipate the de-
S ite, L.c f:{mllml residence :llnd' tomb
5 ec(moﬁ, l/l"l;\ ich is produced, by d{ﬁz"a”“"
one knows l::o?' c’t:‘t/?.‘ b 4Sf0'nc—.prf)\'ldc‘.j e
et J,nncu» [0 ecipher its inscription—Is not
ncing the death of the tyrant.?

ts sragcs:
Tating the
aphic djs.
l’;]c Seneral

and, the
more appmpriately,!ha:

Ontext, demongy,
!mposed thig gr

;nor::rg’}’"g:r;?; ookl will translate le propre as *‘the
word at once: ,: mo,“.()ﬁf'“ intends ull_thu senses of the
(proper, literal af which is correct, as in le sens propre
that which ma 'Tgtan.vng)' and that which is one’s own,
owned—al] th:: li:}fmbmdf that which is legally, correctly
‘%‘?cm [Tr.] $ between proper, property, and pro-
e ce

rheLfLTfé\i?;LgLijin[cgfs refer elliptically and pln.\'full{ to
the ain d’fft"'m,cas' b‘"_ﬂda first p!u_vs on the “_s:]cncc of
mid, like the € as being like a silent tomb, like a pyra-
¢ pyramid to which Hegel compares the body

- on the cond

. i q comb that cannot even be made to res-
Andit l.fm-t [ cannot let you know through my
4 Lrhrn'ugh the speech being 'addrcsscd at

: sent to the French Society of Philosophy,
i mo‘r;l’ .nce | am talking about when I talk
yhx c‘h [e{:n speak of this graphic difference only
R ‘.»:crv indirect discourse on writing, and
Bt ¢ inén that I specify, each time, whether [

referring t0 difference with an e or différance
aml an d. Which will not simplify things today, and
:::;:I1g1ve us all, you and me, a great deal of trouble.
if, at least, we wish to gr}dcr§tand each ot}hcr. In
any event, the oral specifications rhat I \v~1‘]l pro-
vide—when [ say “with an ¢” or “with an a’—will
refer uncircumventably to a written text that kugm
watch over my discourse, o a text that [ am holding
1 front of me, that [ will read, and toward which
[ necessarily will attempt to direct your hands and
vour eyes. We will be able neither to do without the
| ¢ through a written text, nor to avoid the

onate.
discours®

passage ‘
order of the disorder produced within it—and this,
first of all, is what counts for me.

The pyramidal silence of the graphic difference
between the ¢ and the a can function, ot course,
only within the system of phonetic writing, and
within the language and grammar which is as his-
torically linked to phonetic writing as it is to the en-
tire culture inseparable from phonetic writing. But [
would say that this in itself—the silence that func-
tions within only a so-called phonetic writing—
quite opportunely conveys or reminds us that, con-
trary to a very widespread prejudice, there is no
phonetic writing. There is no purely and rigorously
phonetic writing. So-called phonetic writing, by all

of the sign. “Tomb™ in Greek is oikésis, which is aki
the Greek orkos—house—from which the word “econ-
omy” derives (0tkos—house—and nemem—to man-
age). Thus Derrida speaks of the “*economy of death™ as
the “familial residence and tomb of the proper.” Further,
and more elliptically stll, Derrida speaks of the tomb,
which always bears an inscription in stone, announcing
the death of the tyrant. This seems to refer to Hegel's
treatment of the Antigone story in the Phenomenology. It
will be recalled thar Antigone defies the tyrant Creon by
burying her brother Polynices. Creon retaliates by having
Antigone entombed. There she cheats the slow death that
awaits her by hanging herseif. The tyrant Creon has a
change of heart too late, and—after the suicides of his
son and wife, his family—kills himself, Thus family,
death, inscription, tomb, law, economy. [n a later work,
Glas, Derrida analyzes Hegel’s treatment of the Anti-
Sone, [Tr.) 3

rights and in principle, and nor only due o an em-
pirical or technical insufficiency. can function only
by admitting into its system nonphonetic “signs
(punctuation, spacing, etc.). And an examination of
the structure and necessity of these nonphonetic
signs quickly reveals that they can barely tolerate
the concept of the sign itself. Better, the play of dif-
ference, which, as Saussure reminded us, s the con-
dition for the possibility and functioning of every
sign, is in itself a silent play. Inaudible is the differ-
ence between two phonemes which alone permits
them to be and to operate as such. The naudible
opens up the apprehension of rwo present pho-
nemes such as they present themselves. If there is no
purely phonetic writing, it is thar there is no purely
phonetic phone. The difference which establishes
phonemes and lets them be heard remains in and of
itself inaudible, in every sense of the word.

It will be objected, for the same reasons, that
graphic difference tself vanishes into the night, can
never be sensed as a full term, but rather extends an
invistble relationship, the mark of an inapparent re-

n two spectacles. Doubtless. But,

lationship berwee But,
from this point of view, that the difference marked
in the “differ{ Jnce” berween the e and the a eludes
both vision and hearing perhaps happily suggests
that here we must be permitted ¢ refer to an 9rd<~r
which no longer belongs to sensibility. But ncuhcr
can it belong to intelligibility, to the ideality whu:h_
is not fortuitously affiliated with the objectivity of
theérein ot understanding.’ Here, rherefo-n:, we
must let ourselves refer to an order thaF resists Ih.c
oppuosition, one of the fouqding oppositions of D}i”
losophy, berween the sensible and t_hc mtcll‘gxb e.
The order which resists this opposition, and resists
it because it transports it, is announced in a move-
ment of différance (with an a) between two difter-
ences or two letters, a différance which belongs net-

. affiliated with the objectvity of
g.” A play on words has been
lost in translation here, a loss that makes this scnrcnl}'c
difficult to understand. In the previous sentence Dernda
says that the ditference berween the e and the a Olf{lﬂ‘g’f-
gu‘rg/dtﬁl"mnte can neither be seen nor hL'JEi:i. It is J;;[ a
sensible—that is, relating to the sens ﬁfdxﬁ‘crzr;t:d nur
he goes on to explain, neicher is this an lr}[?]'llgl_ t _‘,.-L.r.
ence, for the very names by which we conceive o.t of vg;lu.-;
intelligibility are already in c_on}pllcu?‘ with sensi I.IE‘\.
Theorein—the Greek origin of “theory —literally mf:{nc
“to look ar,” to see; and the word Derrida uses tor
“understanding” here is entendement, the noun form of

entendre, to hear. [Tr.]

i+, .. not fortuitous
theGrem or understandin




ther to the voice nor to writing in the usual sense,
and which is located, as the strange space that will
keep us together here for an hour, between speech
and writing, and beyond the tranquil familiarity
which links us to one and the other, occasionally re-
assuring us in our illusion that they are two.
Whatam I'to do in order to speak of the a of dif-
férance? It goes without saying that i cannot be ex-
posed. One can expose only that which at a certain
moment can become presens, manifest, that which
can be shown, presented as something present, 3
being-present* in jrs truth, in the truth of 4 present
or the presence of the present. Now if dxﬁ‘ér;mce)s’
(and L also cross our the “%") what makes possible
the presentation of the bcmg—prescm, itis never pre.-
sented as such. It is neyer offered to the present. Or
o anyone. Reserving itself, not exposing itself, in
regular fashion ¢ exceeds the order of truth ata cer-
t3in precise point, byr without dissimulating itself
as something, a5 3 mysterious being, in the oczult of
2 nonknowledge or i a hole with indeterminabe
borders (for example, in 5 topology of castration),’
In ey €XPOSITion it woyld be exposed to disap-
pearing as disappearance, [t would risk appearing:
dlsappcarmg.
So much so thar the

: 1 : dcxours, Iocurions, and syn-
fax in which [ wi| often have tq take recourse will

resemble those of negative theology, occasionally

€ven to the poinr of being indisringuishable from

negative theology. Already we have had 1o delin-
eate that différance js n0t, does not €XISt, is not 2
prescnt~bcing (071) in any form; and we will be Jed
to delineate also everything zhar iy j not, that js,

“As in the past, étre (Senn) will be
Etant (Seiendes) will be either b
Ing on the context, Thus, h
Present.” For 4 Justification of this ¢r
Sdn, W‘mmg an_d Drﬁ'erence, trans. Alan Bagg (Chicago:
‘ mn:]::s;riiﬁf[grﬁ_:}cago Press, 1978), Translaror‘s Introdyc-
... ahole with indcrcrminablc : i
a Fz)_;?olog}' of castration),” Thjg Pi?;gsr\igiojg(}(:&"rilf:[_’“
DlvaL‘r.‘lﬂCC” for its Publication iy the French editio, ;;
this volume and refers ¢, the polemic Derrida hadn T
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’Th,L Greek arghs combines the valyes of 2 founding prin-
Ciple and of 8overnment by a controlling principle (e.g.
archeology, monarchy). [Tr,)
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indifferent to the economy of my discourse here. In
its polysemia this word, of course, like any mean-
ing, must defer to the discourse in which it oceurs,
its interpretive context; but in a way it defers itself,
or at least does so more readily than any other
word, the 2 immediately deriving from the present
participle (différant), thereby bringing us close to
the very action of the verb différer, before it has
even produced an effect constituted as something
different or as différence (with an ¢)." In a concep-
tuality adhering to classical strictures “différance”
would be said to designate a constitutive, produc-
tive, and originary causality, the process of scission
and division which would produce or constitute
different things or differences. But, because it brings
us close to the infinitive and active kernel of dzﬁ'érgr,
différance (with an a)

neutralizes what the infinitive
denotes as simply

active, just as mouvance in our
language does not simply mean the fac
of moving oneself or of being moved.
resonance the act of resonating. We must consider
that in the usage of our language the ending -ance
remains undecided betreen the active and the pas-
sive. And we will see why that which Jegs itself
be designated différance is neither simply active
nor simply passive, announcing or rather l;ccu”ing
something like the middje voice, saying an opera-
tion that is not an operation, an operation that can-
ed either as Passion or as the action
‘ an object, or on the basis of the care-
gories of agent or patient, neither on the basis of
nor n10vir'1g toward any of these terms. For the
middle voice, 2 certain nontransitivity, may be what
philosophy, at its outset, distribyteq ;nro an active

and a passxye voice, thereby constituting itself by
means of this repression. :
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of temporizarion, And this structure presupposes

that the sign, which defers presence, is concervable

only on the basis of the presence tha it defers and
moving toward the deferred presence that it aims to
reappropriate. According to this classical semiol-
gy, the substitution of the sign for the thing itself 1s
both secondary and provisional- secondary due to
an original and lost presence from which the sign
thus derives; provisional as concerns this final and
missing presence toward which the sign in this sense
1S @ movement of mediation.

In artempting to put into question these traits of
the provisional secondariness of the substitute, one
would come to see something like an originary dif-
férance; but one could no longer call it originary or
final in the exrent to which the values of origin,
archi-, telys, eskbaton, erc. have always denoted
Presence—oysy, Parousia." To put into question
the secondary and provisional characteristics of the
Sign, t0 0ppose to them an “ciiginary” différance,
therefore would have two consequences.

1. One could no longer include différance in the
concept of the sign, which always has meant fh}‘
fepresentation of a presence, and has been consti-
tuted in a system (thought or language) governed by
and moving toward presence.

2. And thereby one purs into question the au-
thority of Presence, or of its simple symmetrical op-
Posite, absence or lack. Thus one questions the
limit which has always constrained us, which still
constrains us—gg inhabitants of a language and
& system of thoughr—ro formulate the meaning of

signs defers the mom
the thing jtself, make
touch ir, see it

ssically

Parousia imply presence as both origin and
unding principle (arkhé-) as that roward
moves (zelos, eskhaton). [Tr.]
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difference, one could say that only ditferences can
be “historical” from the outset and in cach of their
aspects.

What is written as différance, then, will be the
playing movement that “produces”—by means of
something that is not simply an activity—these dif-
ferences, these effects of difference. This does not
mean that the différance that produces differences is
somehow before them, in a simple and unmodi-
ﬁcd—ln-diﬁcrenr—prescm. Différance is the non-
full, non-simple, strucrured and differentiating ori-
gin of differences, Thus,
longer suirs it
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8aged, that as jr js written here, différance s no
more static thanp j

than historical.

this on the basis of the oldest of metaphysical
o'pposxrxons. tor example, by setting some genera.
tive PoInt of view againgt 2 structural-taxonomica|
Pomnt of view, or vice versa) would be, above all, not
t0 read what here is missing from orthographical
ethics. Such oppositions have not the least perti-
nence to digferance, which makes the thinking of it
uneasy and uncomforrable,

Now if we consider the chain in which différance
lends itself to 2 certain number of nonsynonymous
substitutions, according to the necessity of the con-
text, why have recourse to the “reserve,” to “archi-
WIIting,” 1o the “archi-trace,” to “spacing,” that
1S, to the “supplement,” or to the pharmakon,

and soon o the hymen, to the margin-mark-
march, erc

Ler us g0 on. It is because of différance that the

movement of signification js possible only if each so-
called “presene™ element, each element appearing
presence, 1s related to something
other than jrself, thereby keeping within itself the
mark of the past element, and already letting itself
be vitiated by the mark of its relation to the future
element, this trace being related no less to what is

on the scene of

“All these terms refer
within themselves,
context, The sy
word to descrip,
ogy,
Uni

to writing and inscribe différance
as Derrida says, according to [h‘c
Pplement (supplément) is Rousseau’s
¢ writing (analyzed in Of Grammatol-
> trans. Gayarri Spiyvak [Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Yersity:Press, 1976]): It means both the missing piece
and the exira picce. The pharmakon is Plato’s word for
WHng (anaiyzed in “plarg’s Pharmacy” in Dissemina-
ton, trans. Barbara Johnson [Chicaéo: University ‘?f
Chicago Press, 1981]), meaning both remedy and poi-
son; the hymen (I'hymen) comes from Derrida’s analysis
of Mallarmgg Writing and Mallarmé’s reflections on
Writing (“The Double Session” in Dissemination) and
reters botiy 1o virginity and to consummation; marge-
Marque-marche s the series en différance that Derrida

.PPIILs 10 Sollers’s Nombres (“Dissemination” in Dis-
Semination). [Tr.]
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tion of) différance without origin be.cn-llcci Sslmi ;
and without neographism, diffe“”mdnonl; u‘clcﬁ
word, among other confusions, W‘:)ledl “Vti i
open the possibility of an organic, original, m_]“ be
mogeneous unity that eventually would Com'Lz-[()ove
divided, to receive difference as an event. Ax?'u et
all, since it is formed from the verb o filﬁgrtntlf
ate,” it would negate the economic slgmhc:tfl&“ r(::
the detour, the temporizing delay, “deferral. 3 (;n 2
aremark in passing, which I owe toa recem:ﬁamiri
of a text that Koyré (in 1934, in Reviie dci”-s i
et de philosophie réligieuse, and reprinted in 5
Etudes d’bistoire de la pensée p[;(loso[)blfllie) ol
voted to “Hegel in Jena.” In this text Koyre gand
long citations, in German, of the Jena Ifogfclf;e en-
Proposes their translation. On two 00;;15!9'/“ ng in
counters the expression differente Bezieht [{)’arin
Hegel’s text. This word (different), with “S,l A
r00t, is rare in German and, [ believe, in He?’f},}encc
prefers verschieden or ungleich, ‘C:llllng d‘l?edn’n-
Unterschied and qualitative variety Vggsfi;ﬂ(ere;xt
heit. In the Jena Logic he uses the Wth resent.
precisely where he treats of time and ftKe pré's let
Before getting to a valuable comment of Koyres,

us look ar some sentences from Hegel, ;‘F’C‘T as
A B infini this sim-
Kovré translates them: “The infinite, l:n =
plu‘:n'v, is, as a moment opposed to tf clc}?ua =
: 1 i ough it
itself, the negative, and in its moments, a lr T ;
ini ity, (itis)
is (itself) presented to and in itself the touality, fiti:
: in eeneral, the point or limit; but in
what excludes in general, the poin I sy
its own (action of) negating, it ‘51“‘1“? Bl
i ¢ tself.
i e other and negates itself by ‘
diately to the other I
r Gegen-wart),
limit or moment of‘ tbc present (de i ffan s
bsolute ‘this’ of time, or the now, is ;
e icity, which absolutely excludes
~oative simplicity, whic lutely exclude
e iplici d. by virtue of this, is
from itself all multiplicity, and, by o
bsolutely determined; it is not fvho e’ o e
i whic'h would be extended in itself \:13 ) em,
m ol
¢ itself, also would have an unde[erfn]l:c o
lnd' ’itv which, as indifferent (glefchgu 2) =
a diversity 53 .
— ¢ in itself, would be related to an"xhei,so]uwl\-
(Ll'llores bezége), but in this is a rel:mron z‘omt d,‘f.
:Ii,'lflf grcnt from the simple (sonder’n es ISt a ;arkab[v
'1 Lnte Beziehung).” And Koyré most ‘ted,ffe,g,,{e
b fes in a note: “different Relation: d =
R : i ating refa-
SPLC"e/mng One might say: ‘d\ffcren‘tll‘er B
Pzl . :
B'L;”’ And on the next pnge,h a-n?Diese s
:{L::g.cl's in which one clnn 'readd’[ff}l_-sr;?nrg ey
s eine di t
i poenmvart, ais et 2 e
L th -+ Tthe] present as a different reta-
This relationship is [t e] p e S
(' ship).” Another note of Koyré T
2 i i ctive sense.
¢ here is taken in an active s e
e différant” ** ot “différance” (¥ ible
e o ing 1t posst
0\1/;‘; ha%/e had the advantage 9f T;L“;%mf_which
“’ translate Hegel at tha particuls hli)s i L0
= 1 ‘oan absolutely decisive pointin
is als Y
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4 s d'histoire de
Lk alena,” in Etides d IS0
< » Koyré, “Hegel 2 d Colin, 1961),
“f\l"‘“"d;rf hilosophique (Paris: Arr}}ir; difféance” (in
la pensée p In his translation Of‘ Northwestern Uni-
pp- ‘5/3 ;:fj.l’henomena [Evanston: otes (p- 144) that
Speech 1973]), David Allison not ensener Logik,
V;rmymrt,ir;:s’fron;JHcch comes from “Jel
the ci

imtliche Werke
i » in Samtliche W er
Metaphysik, und Nururphlloso\%l'lnf e s

ipaig: F. Meiner, 1925), ified his transla-
(LCKPIZI%édFi’i:riz:ll's text, and I have modified
transla g
tion. [Tr.]
16The point here,
that Koyré's realiza
entiating rc}l]ann;z
recisely what the
Siciplc différant describ:

1 ish, 1s

hich cannot be con\’cyc\flb{n E:g.‘ldiﬁ,".
e is describing r
izati el is desc i
lization that Heg 1is lbEacs
» or “different” in an act e
formation of différance trom s
ormes as explained lr& norg;:d e
s at is descri t
ici osent that is described o
at it is the pre at
above.fr\m:i ‘:}n‘nd deferring itself ?&Lps[ ;lresencc i
fering from ¢ the essay) tha 210 g

; el A s différance differ

urgumcrl!t (nrt(l}:: trace of the trace, as différd
rethought as
and-deferred. (Tr.]



without further notes or specifications. And the
translation would be, as it always must be, a trans-
fo_rm-.mon of one language by another. [ contend,
of course, that the word différance can also serve
nthgr purposes: first, because it marks not only the
acaviey of “originary” difference, but also the tem-
porizing detour of deferral; and above all because
L{:ffumn.:u th'us written, although maintaining rela-
(r::r:; (;ts p::or:iilzdb:t?::g \;'.ithl Hegelian discour;c
point, unable to breuk‘ \vi’thbrz:roll'l{? o ‘J (which
has no kind of meaning or ch o ARsa o
SOk neaning or chance); but it can oper-
ate a kind of infinitesimal and radical displace
m}cnt oéir, \‘{hose space [ attempr to dclincarfcl;:
where 'hi iffi
,',,.,':;;; hg::r which it would be difficult to speak
I)lrfcrcnccs, thus, are “produced”—deferred
by différance. But what defers or 1uh dv:rVr: I—_
other \v}(])rds, what is différance? With this qL:c:;u):
We reac P g o 7
prt);;L‘::m:i:'()[hnr level and another resource of our
I\;(/hat differs? Who differs> Wh
:hUm.\:S.Izau\;:;:iihgisiqu’csnons before eXamining
themselves, and be}oj—z :;:p:l?r::glth'cm bi!C_k o
l]r[xcludix;]g what seems mois‘r natu:a[l )::‘rd\};lle‘:;m‘
abo B YR i ; i
Wh‘ll:f“fletgl;v:t'u\:roaf lnmmcjm[cly fall back into
effec S : sengaged ourselves from, |
mL:‘t:l:‘f’\:le«rccpud thcﬂtorm gf the question, in irl:
L [hft”‘) '5,5}":1[3-‘(& whatis?” “\ho 152" “who
> #), we would have to conclude thar 4jf.
{-;;‘U:CG :as been derived, has happened ithro g-
ST ;. 2 7
pm:c:'[c b:ir:‘d g(i:,;rr?;dvon r‘he basis of the point of :
e sm%,e Y 1c lrs:t'lt could be some thing,
o » 2 power in the world to which 1Tl’
o names might be given, a whar
CINg as a subject, a who, And in thi Ol‘ i
i s _(tus last case, no-
= bc;.»-.g e e ude xQIPIlerIy that thig pres-
cox1sciou;ncss - il e PrEsent to bl
A il > fnruall?f to defer or
er: whether by delaying and rupni ¢y
the fulfillment of 4 “need” or “gm‘mg“ﬂway o
fering from itself. Bue in nfh)es"c’ ok
would such a Present bein bf‘l'[- - (')f e feeses
s & be “constityred” by this
Now if we ref; g i
ference, of w}:;rrezooer;c;:ff]-m‘ fO'SL'ml-OlOgica] i
mind us? That St F::'hr_e’hln Particular, re.
drrrerer1ccs] is not a funcrién olfc honly Copsisrs of
Ject.” This implies thar the subi:cr‘(?:mk‘.ndg stb-
1ts identity

at s différance?

with itself, or e
eventually jp
7 M Its cong

1du;nry with itself, i . >Clousness of ;i
in I : 2 sonsce s
scribed in language, is » “flmcrion‘-mumm) is in.

of la
mak St
o2 MaKIng its speecy,
to t} creation,” o jp, 50
1O the syste : =
lang 4 3 System o
Nguage as a system of differences f the rules of
by conforming to the generq] | €5, Or at very g,
by adhering to the P:in "111 " oF diffésance, o
< [ v
Saussure says is ol hi of L\n.guagc which
=L anonapei e nar ! language minus speech »
inre]l"gu;rL 1S mecessary for the spoken wor}:! thl;
o T
"IeigIble and so that it cap ol 0 be
eifects.”! Produce all of jig

fom_cs a speaking subject only by
contorm—even so-called ¢

called transgression™

tiOH', b{\ hy surhcsns. We maintain that the

11 Of speech to language js
r_hen différance would be
ferences within languag

Opposi-
absolutely rigorous,
not only the play of dif-
speech 1o language rhcc db-lir leh el hohior
MUST pass in order )L‘.Our quSh which [
St p . [order to speak, the silent promise [
t make; and this is equally valid for semiolog
in general, governing all the 'rL‘hn'ons > ft gy
5 : a age to
;th’mm; otmessage to code, etc. (Elsewhere Iah.lve
n:;"nzprcg 0 suggest thar Fhis différance in lan-
8uage, and in the relation of speech and language
'r'oriixds the essential dissociarion of speech and lan—,
fslj:’t thar ‘S‘}USSU"& at another .Icvcl of his dis-
Rl R rmd”“’m”}' wished to delineate. The prac-
K,:;;O: 1\3;“(;5“-15(. ((J)r of a code supp'm‘in;; a play of
e, Ulf d» crcm)mcd and 1nvr|rmblc‘sub-
R, 2150 supposing in the practice of this
:;‘:u:"r;:d”:‘m and protention of differences, a
this mzsr e ::_Inyj)uﬁanryr{n, a play of traces all
m'Chl»wrirjn:v 'Alr;;‘:"’f writing bumrcv r].w Icrt‘cr, an
e Wh; v‘.\llhuur .'1' present origin, wuhogr
and the rr:‘x }“ the reg thar erasure ()f‘f}‘lc ;lrnl‘lu-‘
gmmmaml(;],b,{)r;-]j”m“ ot gcm‘r;ll S'L'”IX)(I‘AU];)’ 1mnro
o5 CVcry(hin%,;\’ this latrcr.u.\'ucuu.ng a c.rmcul labor
tral conce rb ‘;"f:ln semiology, mc‘ludxlng the cen-
physical P Of the sign, ltlmr nnnp[;llncd mera-
;> Presuppositions incompatible with the
motif of dlﬁ'émnce.)
[heosr:l“b;:l%h;:ic rc”?Pfk'd by an ()hjL’L"[lU[‘li ccrt'amlly
commerce “’ir;‘)’}:’ﬂ--l s/}ua/\'m:q su'bjtl.'ct gnly in its
or yet, the sub; ‘t ‘;)’Slcm of h‘ngllnst.xc dlfifcrlj’nccs;
in general, by JLC‘[ chomus a signifying (stgmfylng
subject on}y bvm”m of speech or any other sign)
ferences. Cerea; "175§flblqg ieself in the system of q:f—
nly in this sense the speaking or sig-

I7g
aussure, Course in 9
rse in General Linguistics, p. 37. [Tr.]

- subject could not Ibc present to itself, as
nifying sienifying, without the play of lin-
speaking O‘it.mti’()]o‘]:icﬂl différance. But can one
i orivz of a p;cscnce, and of a presence to it-
. L?ltl;: subject before speech or signs, a presence
:;“i?sclf of (}}c subject in a silent and intuitive
consciousness? y

Such a question therefore supposes that, prior to
the sign and outside it, e:.<clud|ng any trace and any
différance, something like consciousness is pos-
gble. And that consciousness, before dxsmbgtmg
its signs in space and in the world, can garhc:r itself
into its presence. But what is consciousness? What
does “‘consciousness” mean? Most often, in the
very form of meaning, n all its modifications,
consciousness offers itself to thought only as self-
presence, as the perception of self in presence. And
what holds for consciousness holds here for so-
called subjective existence in general. Just as the
category of the subject cannot be, and never has
been, thought without the reference to presence as
hypokeimenon or as ousia, etc., so the subject as
consciousness has never manifested itself except
as self-presence. The privilege granted to conscious-
ness therefore signifies the privilege granted to the
present; and even if one describes the transcenden-
tal temporality of consciousness, and at the depth at
which Husserl does so, one grants to the “living
present” the power of synthesizing traces, and of in-
cessantly reassembling them.

This privilege is the ether of metaphysics, the ele-
ment of our thought that is caught in the language
of metaphysics. One can delimit such a closure to-
day only by soliciting™ the value of presence that
Heidegger has shown to be the ontotheological de-
termination of Being; and in thus soliciting the
value of presence, by means of an interrogation
whose status must be completely exceptional, we
are also examining the absolute privilege of this
f"_"m or epoch of presence in general that is con-
Sclousness as meaning '’ in self-presence.

"The French solliciter, as the English solicit, derives from
an Old Latin expression meaning to shake the whole, to
make something tremble in its entirety. Derrida com-
ments on this later, buc is already using *“to solicit” in

o hiS sense here. [Tr

Meaning” here is the weak translation of vouloir-dire,
\§'I1ich hasa strong sense of willing (voluntas) to say, put-
ting the attempr to mean in conjunction with speech, a
crucial conjunction for Derrida. [Tr.]

et

Thus one comes to posit presence—and specifi-
cally consciousness, the being beside itself of con-
sciousness—no longer as the absolutely central
form of Being but as a “determination” and as an
“effect.” A determination or an effect within a sys-
tem which is no longer that of presence but of d:f-
férance, a system that no longer tolerates the op-
position of activity and passivity, nor that of cause
and effect, or of indetermination and determina-
tion, etc., such that in designating consciousness as
an effect or a determination, one continues—for
strategic reasons that can be more or less lucidly de-
liberated and systematically calculated—to operate
according to the lexicon of that which one is de-
limiting.

Before being so radically and purposely the ges-
ture of Heidegger, this gesture was also made by
Nietzsche and Freud, both of whom, as is well
known, and sometimes in very similar fashion, put
consciousness into question in its assured cerainty
of itself. Now is it not remarkable that they both
did so on the basis of the mortif of différances

Différance appears almost by name in their texts,
and in those places where everything is at stake. |
cannot expand upon this here; [ will only x‘-ecaAIl that
for Nietzsche “the great principal activity is un-
conscious,” and that consciousness is the effect of
forces whose essence, byways, and modnlitics‘a{c
not proper to it. Force itself is never present; it is
only a play of differences and quantities. There
would be no force in general without the c‘ixkferen.ce
between forces; and here the difference of quanuty
counts more than the content of the quaniry, more

than absolute size itself. “Quantity itself, thlereforc,

is not separable from the difference of quantity. The
difference of quantity is the essence of force, the re-
lation of force to force. The dream of twf).equal
forces, even if they are granted an opposition of
meaning, is an approximate and crude_ dlream, asta-
tistical dream, plunged into by the |1\"xn§ but dlf:-
pelled by chemistry.”* Is not all of ;\xena::h;_s
thought a critique of philosophy as an actve 1qd|fi
ference to difference, as the system of ad{aphonsm
reduction or repression? Which nco_:ordmg to the
ording to logic itself, does nor ex-
es in and on différance,
which is not the

same logic, acc :
clude that philosophy liv
thereby blinding itself to the sanze,

Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie (Paris: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1970), p- 49- [Au.]



|dunn;'a|. The same, precisely, is différance (with an
;f) as the dlsplnccd and equivocal passage of one dif-
;ert thing to another, from one term of an oppo-
z}x]uon to the other. Thus one could reconsider all
e pairs of opposites on which philosophy is con-
>tr:ctLd and on which our discourse lives, not in
C N it 1
.)rd‘er to see opposition erase itself bur to see what
1;1' licates that each of the terms must appear as the
e
:] /{cmr&c; of the other, as the other different and
eferre:
rred in the economy of the same (the intelligib]
as differing-deferring the sensible. as h Ibfb :
il e , as the sensible
; ,ffrer:ir agd‘duterrcd: the concept as different and
L[er(. d, Jﬁcnng—defcrring Intuition; culture 4
na “ : -
- ;:o[;lﬁcrm'r and'dcferrcd, differing-deferring;
alinco dc:rs of pl:yszs—te/elmé, nomos, thests so:
10 : : 3 om, I:jxstory, mind, etc.—as Dphysis di"rf
ent and deferred, or as ffi : o
s physi eri f
ring. Physis in diﬂ'éranclf A delmi”ng L
- Bhys ¢. And in this we may
s { S we may se
e of a reinterpretation of g, L
leged opposition to physis). And Gl
= S)- And on the basis of this
¢ same as différance, w,
nounced the sameness of diffe e s
atjrer. Z
in the eternal return Them oo
that are linked to the sympr S e
diagnoses the de ymptomartology that always
diag € detour or ruse of an 5 di =
mlee ency i
1 its d{/’femnce; or further, to the = ngl{lSCd
active interpretation whi'ch bt’f?m'f Rl
s mierp ) s s
G ol ubstitutes incessant
SR e 1ing of truth a
the thing irself
i g itself in its
without truth, or at |e.
dominated by the value
comes only an included
tunction,
5 Thus, différance is the na
dflfl'\'C, " moving discord o
1ference:
i es of forces, thag
the entire sy
ever this sy
science,

It is histori o
which, as ancaiges‘g"fﬁcanr that this diaphoris
commits itself to Zg;f‘csror €conomics of forczs,
of presence as CP 1Ng Into question the prim ~S’
e Onsciousness, is alsg gh, acy;
! reud’s thought: 4 the major

s the presen-
presence, etc. Figures
ystem of figures not
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reudian theory: to differ as dis-
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B s ation
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e T}:c r'¢ Inseparabe tfrom_the c:
=2 origin of memory, - e i
(conscious or unconse Rige = .
(R Clous) memory
ribed ¥ by taking.; o
only by taking.into aceo, 1
countthe df,
er-
vertly. There
and no difference

) ‘““Stl‘m ¥

Is no breach withour
withour trace.

x
. 22 {-\H the differences i
conscious traces and in the
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the production of un
e processes of INscription
Ly ek 150 be interpreted as moments
of di e, sense of putt

Lordln" : p lng mnto reserve,
Frcud~: »][0 a schema thar never ceased to . Adc-
scribed thought, the movement of the trac 8“; 3
as an effort of Jif, J dfr

: 1te to protect itself

=i protect itself by defer.
serve (Vorrar A dlm estment, by constituting a re
(Vorrat). And all ¢ ; urrow
: ¢ Oppos > i
Freudian though relar h e

3 e each sonce
another as mome ch ot his concepts one to

fl’lffémnce. One ]:(;u(’r‘ [jhfcmluf i ,[.l.w cconomy of
ferred, one differing 4 ; other different and de-
the other in dif g and deferring the other. One is
other. This is \\Z:ninfe’ one is the différance of the
reducible oppo ”L‘”L{n apparently rigorous and ir-
the secondary r; ;D’” or example the opposition of
atone mome:u o the primary) comes to be qualified,
Apain et ‘l-'bﬂvno_rhcr, as a “‘theoretical fiction.”
ample "0‘~'c-—nu‘ ¥, tor example (but such an ex-
thing), tt’hat‘r}?" Z’ng communicates with, every-
principle and [ht- ‘llgrcncg b.v:[w?cn the pleasure
as detour. In Bf‘“:‘d‘[y principle is only différance
writes: “Under :})O'" the Pleasure Principle Freud
self-preservation ]e}:nﬂ”L‘ﬂCe of [h,c "50'5 !nsrincrs of
by the reality r"t FPICJSUFU prmcxph.' ls.rcplaced
not abandon t}l’;’c”_mpk‘: This larr.cr prmcxplc‘df)cs
plhasa nlntcmlon of ultimately obrmmpg
nto effect the CYeffhclch demands and carries
Postponement of sarisfaction, the

abandony 3
ment e A
ot a number of possibilities of gaining

*'Derrida e

Scene Ofliw;?:fmv?g h“,“f to his essay “Freud and the
ing” is the [ran;g in Writing and Difference. “Breach-
it conveys more a[fw: for BJ//{mng that [ adopted there:
German' Bapy, ot the sense of breaking open (as in the
Standard Ed,‘(io”fgua"d the French frayage) than the
fers to here s nhs, f‘"‘c"}ranun." The Project Derrida re-
(1895), in \\'hh:]-.t}:L Project for a Scientsfic Psychology
cal thinking ielid attempted to cast his psychologi-

810 a neurological framework. [Tr.]

emporary tolerzzon of un-

nd the t
i he long indirec: zoad (Auf-

astep on t
Jeasure.”

are touching upon the poir: of grearest
a of differz=ce. on pre-
by means

catisfactiof
pleasure as
<chub) O P

Here We
obscurity, O the very enigm il
cisely that which divides its very ‘.ont : :
of astrange cleavage. We. must not ha;:zn to decide.
How are we to think simultaneousiy. on (be one
hand, différance as the economic detcur which, in
the element of the same, always aims at coming

pack to the pleasure ot the presence thzt have been
deferred by (consct

ious or unconscious <calculation,
and, on the other hand, différance as the relation to
an impossible presence, as expenditurs without re-
serve, as the irreparable loss of presence, the ir-
reversible usage of energy, that is, as she death in-
stinct, and as the entirely other relzzonship that
apparently interrupts every econom 2ot istevi=as
dent—and this is the evident itself—:har the eco-
nomical and the noneconomical, the same and the
enurely other, etc., cannot be thought rogether. If
différance is unthinkable in this way. perhaps we
should not hasten to make it evident. in the philo-
sophical element of evidentiality which would make
short work of dissipating the mirage and illogical—
ness of différance and would do so with the infal-
libility of calculations that we are well acquainted
\Ylth, having precisely recognized their place, neces-
sity, and function in the structure of différance.
E‘S‘L‘Wherc. in a reading of Bataille, [ have attempted
to indicate what might come of a rigorous and, in a
new sense, “‘scientific” relating of the “restricted
cconomy” that takes no part in expenditure with-
out reserve, death, opening itself to nonmeaning,
Cicw to a general economy that takes into account
"C nonreserve, that keeps in reserve the nonreserve,
if it can be pur thus. I am speaking of a relationship
between a différance that can make a profit on its
Investment and a différance that misses its profit,
the investiture of a presence that is pure and with-
out loss here being confused with absolute loss,
with death. Through such a relating of a restricted
and a general economy the very project of philoso-
P!ly, under the privileged heading of Hegelianism, is
‘{’Splat’cd and reinscribed. The Aufhebung—la re-
léve—is constrained into writing itself otherwise.

“The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological
W?’ks (London: Hogarth Press, 1950 [hereafter cited as
SE}), vol. 18, p. 10. [Tr.]

Or perhaps simply into writing itself. Or, better,
into taking account of its consumption of writing.

For the economic character of différance in no
way implies that the deferred presence can always
be found again, that we have here only an invest-
ment that provisionally and calculatedly delays the
perception of its profit or the profit of its perception.
Contrary to the meraphysical, dialectical, “Hegel-
jan” interpretation of the economic movement of
différance, we must conceive of a play in which

% Derrida is referring here to the reading of Hegel he pro-
osed 1n “From Restricted to General Economy: A He-
gelianism Without Reserve,” in Writing and Difference.
In that essay Derrida began his consideration of Hegel as
the great philosophical speculator; thus all the economic
metaphors of the previous sentences. For Dernda the
deconstruction of metaphysics implies an endless con-
frontanion with Hegelian conceprs, and the move from
a restricted, “speculative” philosophical economy—in
which there is nothing that cannot be made to make
sense, 1n which there is nothing other than meaning—rto
a “general” economy—which atfirms that which ex-
ceeds meaning, the excess of meaning trom which there
can be no speculative profit—involves a reinterpreta-
tion of the central Hegelian concept: the Aufhebung.
Aufhebung literally means “lifung up”’; but it also con-
tains the double meaning of conservation and negation.
For Hegel, dialectics 1s a process of Aufhebung: every
concept is to be negated and lifted up o a higher sphere
in which it is thereby conserved. In this way, there 1
nothing from which the Aufhebung cannot profit. How-
ever, as Derrida points out, there is always an crff:cr of
différance when the same d has two contradictory
meanings. Indeed it is this effect of différance—the ex-
cess of the trace Aufhebung irself—that is precisely what
the Aufhebung can never anfheben: lift up, conserve,
and negate. This is why Derrida wishes to constrain the
Aufhebung to write itself otherwise, or simply to write
\tself, to take into account its consumprion of writing.
Without writing, the trace, there could be no words with
double, contradictory meanings.
As with différance, the translation of a word with a
double meaning is pamcularly_' difficult, nndv ;quchcs
upon the entire problematics of writing and différance.
The best translators of Hegel usually cite Hegel’s own
delight that the most speculative of languages, German,
should have provided this most speculative of words as
the vehicle for his supreme speculative effort. Thus
Aufhebung is usually best annotated and left untrans-
lated. (Jean Hyppolyte, in his French translations of
Hegel, carefully annotates his rendering of Aufheben as
both supprimer and dépasser. Baillies’s rendering of
Aufhebung as «sublation” 1s misleading.) Derrida, how-
ever, in his attempt to make Aufhebung write iself
otherwise, has proposed a new translation of it that does
take into account the effect of différance in its double
meaning. Derrida’s translation is la reléve. The word
comes from the verb relever, which means to lift up, as




whoever loses wins, and in which one loses and
wins on every turn. If the displaced presentation re-
mains definitively and implacably postponed, it is
not that a certain present remains absent or hidden.
Rather, différance maintains our relationship with
that which we necessarily misconstrue, and which
exceeds the alternative of presence and absence, A
certain alterity—to which Freud gives the meta-
physical name of the unconscious—is definitively
exempt from every process of presentation by means
of which we would call upon it to show itself in per-
son. In this context, and beneath this guise, the un-
conscious is not, as we know, a hidden, virtual, or
potential self-presence, I differs from, and defers
l:[sc[f: which doubtless means that it is woven of dif—v
ferences, and also that j¢ sends out delegates, repre-
sentanves, proxies; but withour any chance that the
giver of proxies might “exist,” might be present, be
“itself” somewhere, and with even less chance that
it might become conscious. In this sense, contrary
to the terms of an old debate full of the metaphys;-
cal investments that it has always assumed, the *“up-
conscious™ is no more 3 * i
thing, is no more 4 thing than it s 5 virtual or
masked consciousness. This radical alteriry g5 con-
cerns every possible mode of presence is m'arkcd by
th: medsdb”{:y of the aftereffect, the delay. In
order to describe es, i e S ;
of "unconst’:lous"[rrr:l:lcctcssY I(rr]h::jt.:rt'o rh}‘d‘ - f_mc"f
traces), the language of prese S a e
. guag presence and absence the
metaphysical discourse ofphcnomcnolog\' is in’ud 2
quate. (Although the phenomenologist 15 not d:
only one to speak this language ) §
fﬂil;;:i;zitg;e)of de’la_\' ( Nac/)trﬁg_/ic/;{cett} in effecr
i t one m.ake of temporalization (tempor-
‘ation) a simple dialectical complication of the liy-

S S
:{og:}:{uﬂ;eben, Ilziux relever also means to relay, ¢ relieve
a5 when one soldier o duty relj . 2
1 relieves anoher. Thus

. e rVine.. coat e : i
:ﬁ?;?nmghgnd-_mgam_lg life has ccome g relpy, h:
d,(fercl;:lc: rlhch xsﬁmscn!:udban effect of substiturion '(’nd

f » ¢ ettect of substiturion iff :
Eiffere nd difference in.
Ftc:lsh:Ldr,:jt:]e d(:_u»l;l::?mzamng of Aufhebung, A,y \]:}
cndering of Aufhe, 18 s “supersession” in bic ro
2 ) 2Ll Cr&CSSlOn 1 h S re.
€ent translation of the py, ; el

T enomenology come:

Sl ! of ) s close
elever in combining the senses of raising dL 5
placement, althoy h with e e
el 8h withour the elegance of Derrida’s
o hnancc of the verh meaning “to |ify” (heben, ey, r?

- g 1
[_‘r: change of prefix {auf-, re-). Thus we will leave [a:' ‘
r;."e-unrm[nslargd throughour, as with différance F(ih
ore on la re/gw. see below “Qysig and Cmrr;mé .
note rg; Thf:', Pit and the Pymmid," note 16; and "T}; .
Ends of Man,” note 14. [Tr.] : 7

INg present as an originary
$5—a synthesis constangly
gathered in on itself and ¢

zons of modifie
With a “past” thae has never pe
which never i be, whose futy
never be 3 production or
form of Presence. Therefore
incomparible with the conce
becom_mg-past of what has been Present. One ¢

not think the trace—and therefore, dzﬁémnceﬁonn‘

the basis of the present, or of the presence of the
present.

Presents, but
en Present, and
I¢ 10 come wil]
4 reproduction i, the
the concept of trace is

ol m;i et } ¢ .‘ufnas uses, ulrh'ough
3 Psychoanalytic way, to qualify the
frace and enigma of absolure alterity: the Other,
Within these limigs. and from this point of view at
least, the thought of différance implies the entire
criuque of classjeaj ontology undertaken by Leyinas,
And the concept of the trace, like that of différance
thereby organizes, along the lines of these different
traces and differences of traces, in Nietzsche’s sense,
in Freud’s sense, in Levinas’s sense—these “names
of authors” here being only indices—the nerwork
which reassembes and traverses our “era” as the
delimitation of the onrtology of presence.

Which is to say the ontology of beings and being-
ness. It is the domination of beings that différance
everywhere comes to solicit, in the sense that sol-
licitare, in old Latin, means ro shake as a whole, to
make tremble in entirety. Therefore, it is the deter-
mination of Being 45 presence or as beingness that s
nterrogated by rhe thought of différance. Such a
question could nor emerge and be understood un-
less the difference between Being and beings were
Somewhere to be broached. First consequence: dif-
férance is not. It is not a present being, however ex-
cellent, unique, principal, or transcendent. It gov-
erns 'norhing, reigns over nothing, and nowhere
exercises any authority. It is not announced by any
capital letter, Nor only is there no kingdom of dif-

férance, byt différance instigates the subversion of
SYery kingdom. Which makes it obviously threaten-
118 and infallibly dreaded by everything within us

_'4 .
.On chm:ls, and on the

¢ in translation of his term autrui by
[A)L'Y, see

sith “Violence and Mera hysics,” note 6, in
Wmmg and Difference. [Tr.] o

gdom, the past or future prcscr;ce
chat d& Jom. And it is always in the name of a

a kingeomh may reproach différance with
ingdo™ (haF gnbelieving that one sees it aggran-
ishing © r.CLga,capiml letter.
dize el nce, for these reasons, settle down

an dlf(e"ﬂon’of the ontico-ontological differ-
o the ﬁwal:l it is thought, such as its “epoch”
,ence’;j‘ifxl.;r is thought, “through,” if it may still
:liipressed such, Heidegger’s uncircumventable

- Pl
mCd}:ti:(;g'no simple answer to such a qucstiont

3;1 Zcermin aspect of itself, diﬁ‘e‘rarTce 1s‘cerFaxnly
put the historical and epochal unfolding of Be}ng o.r
of the ontological differegce. 'I_'he a of différance
marks the movement of this un[‘oldlr}g.

And yer, are not the thought»of th’e meamn.g
or truth ot Being, the determination of le férance
as the ontico-ontological difference, dlﬁerf‘ence
thought within the horizon of“the qugsuor}‘o/ Bu;
ing, stll intrametaphysical effects of différance?
The unfolding of différance is perhaps not solely the
truth of Being, or of the epochality of Being. Per-
haps we must attempr to think this unhc:ujd—ok
thought, this silent tracing: thar the history of Be-
ing, whose thought engages the Grcco-\Veste‘m
logos such as it is produced via the ontological dif-
ference, is but an epoch of the diapherein. Hence-
forth one could no longer even call this an "epoch,v"
the concepe of epochality belonging to what is
Within history as che history of Being. Since Being
has never had 2 “meaning,” has never been rl_xoup.ht
or said as such, except by dissimulating itself in be-
ings, then différance, in a certain and very strange
Way, (is) “older” than the ontological difference or
than the truch of Being. When it has this age it can
be called the play of the trace. The play of a trace
Which no longer belongs to the horizon of Being,
,b”f whose play transports and encloses the mean-
g of Being; the play of the trace, or the différance,
which has no meaning and is not. Which does not
belong. There is no maintaining, and no depth to,
this bottomless chessboard on which Being is put
into play. :

Perhaps this is why the Heraclitean play of CI"IC
hen diapheron heautéi, of the one differing from it-
self, the one in difference with itself, already isilost
like a trace in the determination of the diapherein as
ontological difference.

To think the ontological difference doubtless re-
mains a difficult task, and any statement of it has
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remained almost inaudible. Further, to prepare, be-
yond our logos, for a différance so violent thar it
can be interpellated neither as the epochality of
Being nor as ontological difference, is not in any
way to dispense with the passage through the truth
of Being, or to “criticize,” “contest,” or misconstrue
its incessant necessity. On the contrary, we must
stay within the difficulty of this passage, and repeat
it in the rigorous reading of metaphysics, wherever
metaphysics normalizes Western d‘iscourse, :md"nol
only in the texts of the “history of phlllosophy. As
rigorously as possible we must permit to app:ar_
disappear the trace of what Iexceeds the truth of
Being. The trace (of that) A\Vhlch can ncver'be pre-
sented, the trace which itself can never be p\:e-
sented: that is, appear and manifest itself, as s;xhh
in its phenomenon. The trace beyond thntd\\ Lc‘
profoundly links fundamen.ml ontology an p;
nomenology. Always differing and defcrf{ngf Ie
trace is never as it is in the presentation of 1ft§g f. i
erases itself in presenting it.selt._n_mfﬂes 'nsel' in r:;_
onating, like the a writing itself, inscribing its py
in différance. ;
ml'le'}:?ﬂL:xguncumng and reservc_d trace of [hl_S‘ rrlxod\l;
ment can always be disclosed in metaphysui 42
course, and especially in the conte:mpomr,wmch
course which states, through the arten;‘pri t(;s) -
we just referred (Nietzsche, Fre}xd,. ;\mun}; o
closure of ontology. And especially throug
Heideggerean text. :
This text prompts us o examine
the present, the presence of the Preser;:. R
What is the present? What is it to thin
ent in its presence? s
m;,:: :JS }Zonsider, for example, the 19;}6] t;\;:\:.
titled Der Spruch des f‘\)m.?tmmrm’.erlE:l e rcc}.“s
mander Fragment”).* In this text Hei he?‘?;fem;,cc
that the forgetting of Being forgets ¢ ; gcmo =
between Being and beri.né_z:i:n;(.d};zicb; :{g_; Sg;,’;s),
eings is the matter of ie Sac ; :
%::Z?ammatical form of rh_is emgminj, J::flgcl:;it
genitive indicates a genesis (Genests),

: resenc-
ork at is present from p
Herkunft) of wh P (et the es-

ne the essence ot

ence ( L
?ng (des Amwesenden aus dem :\IZIUA:L‘M): Sadi
sence (Wesen) of this emergence remmrz_: Lh .S;.mo
(verbogen) along with the essence of the

Frankfure: V. Kloster-
¥ Martin Heidegger, i:ol:tuz']g;;i((’i:?H_I;_::rr:\n\:/m};u;(;er
7). English translation ApadDaleey
;;";g;;c:\?..s)’i)n Eugly Greek T/mkamg,\ ’rrnils.le.:; ::1 };:‘rd
Frank C i (New York: Ha
eIl Krell and Frank Capuzzi (8 ev ) :
‘l-{(l:\\' :;75). All further references in the text. [Tr.]
s



words. Not only thz
v b that, but even the very relation be-
een presencing and what is pre
und Anmwesendem) i B e
e gy rc}mmns unthought. From early
hough presenci ;
e fh]‘ pn;mcm? and what is pres-
: ething for itself. Presencing i
unnoticeably become e Sl
y es some! es
Lnenceay rbmg present . . . The
presencing (Das Wesen de.
and with it the distinction b e
‘ etween presenci
what is present i A
remain 1
eimng is ob/izfi:;n of 1/]f flo' rtg' el
‘ e distin 7
e ction between Being
In recalli :
o m;.a”mg thc‘dxffcrcnce between Being and b
berwccne ontological difference) as the differe 4
e presence and the present, Heidegge "(‘;E
< T ad-
ol n:[foPQS'UOH, a body of propositior%s th
) s
pann onfnglro use as a subject for criri," 5
¢ toolishly precipj ey
b OUSly precipitate; rather, wha
g 0 do is to return to this s
power to provoke, e
Let us
proceed slowly, W} i
mark is this: the differé;lcc ;’“ A e o
ings, the forgotten of metaph coween Being and be-
G ctaphysics, has disappe.
has been s ;_-,lng giace. The very trace of ‘;{Pmred
ol submerged. If we maintain ¢h. s
: itself) other than absence dt s
races, then when it i Rt
i €nitis g 6 L i
s matter of the g f
e rence (bcnveenBcingandb i fOFngng i
€ to speak of a disappearan eings), we would
frmu:. Which is indeed what thce fOf Roes e
rlom“ The Anaximander Fr 3 01!0\\'lng L
Ply: “Oblivion of Be, S ir;‘
essence of Being, [t bu]ng belongs to the self-veil; :
Bk ¢longs so essentially =
) cing that the dawn of thi L3 hedes
T}:' unveiling of whar is ; 2 ety
IS means that the hj
e : isto
tvion of Bein
SEeseme
>anc,.!ts distinct

rises as

present and
resenci
Anwesen) Presencing (das Apyye
; , reveal themsely esende und dgs

distinguished, Rather es, they do not do so i

Spur) 2 , even th.
of the distinction j e early tra e
Istinction is obliterate)d w }fe e

'hen presenc-

ing appears
as so, 1
mething presene (das Anes,
‘ i en wie
i finds itself i the
;i hsten Anwesenden)” (
ince the trace js not

lac
= l;l;m of a presence thar
elf, refers itself, i prop

a
diplresencc but the simy,.
erls o}«]:ates itself, displaces

y has no site—erasyre

belongs to i
which must ZSI\S\[::\U:II;”L e
which it would nor bg o
and monumental syhg
why:h constitutes it f
\\ithh situates it as the
leappear In its appea
itself in its producn’or
trace (die fri
usame(‘cyixzsfriube Sp{tr) of difference
- 'S tracing in the text ol
e must have maingained the
> reserved, p :
astructure, in the lan
version of meraphys;
the following effect:

not op|
Y the
to ove '~ Cragy
SHEichT (withore
ut

a trace 2
tance but an Indestryey:
ce), but also th ctib]a

ro

Chm the ourser as
ange of Site,

ance, makes ¢

Cmer,
n. The eragyr, ge from

e of the eﬂl‘]y
s therefore the
f metaphysics.

guag f
g : ge of metaphysics, is an in
cal concepts, whi :
concepts, which prod
i the prese e
R s ent becomes the sign of
e the trace. It is
every refer, { e
e r'uencc refers to in the last -m;xlvsfi;scrlwga[
nction in a st  generalized refen:
con : tructure E
5 : of g
nce. It is a trace, and a trace W
o

trace. of the erasure of the |

Thereby the text of
Stil] ]chb['efz;fj"?of (;‘ mff?xph}'sics 1s comprehended.
rather traversed b v‘c Rfld' [tis nor surrounded but
by the : ¥ its limit, marked in its in
) multiple furrow of it nterior
at once the monument 5 s margin. Proposing all
the trace simultaneous] end themgsaoiicas
neously living and gu.s y traced and erased, simulta-
simulation 0? i ead, and, as always, living in its
mid. Not a Sronecfi Pfcsur\'cd. mnscription. A pyra-
stonelike, on a \\'Jlncrc t{: be 19mped over bur itself
te-\_';"*'lthou: 5 , to be deciphered otherwise, a
hu = g

o Wsitggfl:;?a;h‘mk without contradiction, or at
tradiction, what i -l’lng any pertinence to such a con-
the trace, The :‘C;IP”C“P&!MC gnd imperceptible in
invisibility Withory trace” of difference is ostin an
sheltered, retain':ju return, and yer its very loss Is
s € I, seen, delayed. In a text. In the
itself is only ¢. In the form of the proper. Which

Havin Y an effect of writing.

degger Ci:[t}:ce‘i;fm ‘era.surc of the early trace, Hei-
contradiction conort, n a con[‘rndlcnon w!rhour
the trace. A b’]”_ Sllgn, countersign, the sealing of
tion between Bei:r“cr on: “However, the distinc-
8OtTen, can invad ‘8 and bcmgs, as something for-
ready unveiled its“”ol“'_ experience only if it has al-
present (it demiq with the presencing of what is
if it has Jefr 5 trac mwesen des Anwesenden); only
remains Prescrvcdu; (eine Spur gepriigt hat) which
to which Being ge,‘f’“h’t bleibt) in the language

g comes (P 5T).

her 0N while meditating on Anaximan-

gill furfl:go,,‘ which he translates as Brauch
ders 0 ﬁ[;idegger writes this: “Enjoining qrdcr
(usuge):k (Fug und Ruch verfiigend), usage delivers
and €0 Anwesende) the while into

" resent being (
Ch eased. But accompanying this process

which lssrgm danger that lingering will petrify
i the < ersistence (72 das blosse Beharren ver-
o n?er;his usage essentially remains at the same
/,‘mut;l-w distribution (Aushdndigung: dismainte-
nmct; of presencing (des Anwesens) Into disorder
?;:?;en Un-fug)- Usage conjoins the dis (Der Brauch

fiigt d#s Un-)” (p- 54)-
And it is at the moment when Heidegger recos:

usage as trace that the question must be
and ro what extent, think this trace
différance as Wesen des Semns? Does
fferance refer us beyond the history
of Being, and also beyond our langauge, and every-
ng that can be named in 1t? [n the language of
1 necessarily violent trans=
age by an entirely other

nizes
asked: can we,
and the dis of
not the dis of dj

thi
Being, does 1t not call for

formation of this langu
language?

Let us make this question more specific. And to
force the “trace” out of it (and has anyone thought
that we have been tracking something down, some-
thing other than tracks themselves to be tracked
down?), let us read this passage: “The translation of
to khreon as ‘usage’ has not resulted from a preoc-
cupation with etymologies and dictionary mean-
ings. The choice of the word stems from a prior
crossing over (Uber-setzen; trans-lation) of a think-
ing which tries to think the distinction in the es-
sence of Being (1m Wesen des Seins) in the fateful
‘Jg‘gixming of Being’s oblivion. The word ‘usage’ is
dictated to thinking in the experience (Erfabrung)
of Being’s oblivion. What properly remains to be
thought in the word ‘usage’ has presumably left a
trace (Spur) in to khreon. This trace quickly van-
ishes (alsbald verschwindet) in the destny of Being

which unfolds in world history as Western meta-

physics” (p. 54).

How to conceive what 1s outside a text? That

\V_hlch is more or less than a text’s ows, proper mar-

gin? For example, what is other than the text of

Western metaphysics? It is certain that the trace
which “quickly vanishes in the
(and) which unfolds . . .
escapes every determination,
receive in the metaphysical text.

destiny of Being
as Western metaphysics”
every name it might
It is sheltered, and

therefore, dissimulated, in these names. It does not
appear in them as the trace “jtself.” But this is be-
cause it could never appear itself, as such. Heideg-
ger also says that difference cannot appear as such:
“Lichtung des Unterschiedes kann deshalb auch
nicht bedeuten, dass der Unterschied als der Unter-
schied erscheint.” There is no essence of différance;
it (is) that which not only could never be appropri-
ated in the as such of its name or its appearing, but
also that which threatens the authority of the as
such in general, of the presence of the thing itself in
its essence. That there is not a proper essence " of
différance at this point, implies that there is neither

 Différance is not a “species” of the genus ontological
difference. 1f the “gift of presence is the property of Ap-
propriating (Die Gabe von Anwesen ist Eigentian des
Ereignens)” [“Time and Being,” in On Time and Bemg,
trans. Joan Stambaugh, New York: Harper and Row,
19725 p. 22], differanceis nota process of propriation in
any sense whatever. Itis neither position (appropriation)
nor negation (expropriation), bur rather other. Hence 1t
seems—but here, rather, we are marking the necessity of
2 fuure itinerary—that différance would be no more a
species of the genus Ereignis than Being. Huidgggcr:
< then Being belongs into Appropriating (Dann
gehort das Sea in das Ereignen). Giving :md its gift re-
“eive their determination from Appropriating. In that
¢, Being would be a species of Appropriation (Eresg-
ther way around. To take refuge in
Id be too cheap. Such thinking
misses the matter at stake (Sie denkt am Sachverhalt
vorber). Appropriation (Ereignis) is not the encompass:
ing general concept under which Bemng and time could
be subsumed. Logical classifications mean nothing here.
For as we think Being itself and follow what is 1ts own
(seinem Eigenen folgen), Being proves to be destiny’s gilt
of presence (gewabhrte Gabe des Ggscl:xckm von An-
wesenheit), the gift granted by the giving _(Kemhcn) of
time. The gift of presence is the property of Aplpm';_m.i:-
ing (Die Gabe von Anwesen ist Eigentum des ETEHE

nens).” L 21-22)

cas
nis), and not the of
such an inversion wou

» (On Time and Being, pp o) :
ion of this chain (Being,

Without a displaced reinscription ¢
presence, -propriation, etc.) the relation benween genera

or fundamental onto-logy and whatever ontology mas:
ters or makes subordinate under the rubric of a reglpnal
or particular science will never Pe trans_mrmeq rigor-
ously and irreversibly. Such regional sciences include
not only political economy, psychoannl)'sxs, semiolin-
guistics—in all of which, and perhaps morc‘lh:m else-
where, the value of the proper plays anAercduuble
role—but equally all spiritualist or materialist meta-
physics. The analyses articulated in this vqlum: aim at
such a preliminary articulation. It goes \\'uvth' saying
that such a reinscription will never be contained in theo-
retical or phllosophical discourse, or generally in any
discourse or writing, burt only on t

he scene of what I
have called elsewhere the text in general (1972). [Au.]



N1 st s

130 JACQUES DERRIDA

a Being nor truth of the play of writing such as it
engages différance. G

For us, différance remains a metaphysical name,
and all the names that it receives in our langauge
are still, as names, metaphysical. And this is partic-
ularly the case when these names state the derer-
mination of différance as the difference between
presence and the present (Anmwesen/Anwesend),
and above all, and js already the case when they
state the determination of différance as the differ-
ence of Being and beings.

“Older” than Being itself, such a différance has
no name in our language. But we “already know”
that if it is unnameable, it is not provisionally so,
not because our language has not yet found or re-
ceived this name, or because we would have to seek
it in another language, outside the finite system of
our own. It is rather because there 1S N0 name for it
atall, not even the name of essence or of Being, not
even that of “différance,” which is not a name,
which is not a Pure nominal unity, and unceasingly
dislocates itself in 4 chain of differing and deferring
substitutions,

“There is no name for it 3 Proposition to be
read in its platitude, This unnameable js not an in-
effable Being which no name could approach: God,
for example, This unnameable is the Play which
makes possible nominal effects, the relatively unj-
tary and atomic structures thar are called names,
the chains o substitutions of names in which, for
example, the nominal effect différance is itself es-
meshed, carried off, reinscribed, just as a false entry

or a false exit is stj]] part of the game, 5 function of
the system,

; What we know, or what we woyld know if i were
simply a question here of something to know, is that
there has never been, never will be, a unique word,
a master-name. Thjs s why th

master-r thought of the letter
ain différance is nop the prj

nothing keryg.
that one per-

ceives its dccapita(liza)rion. An
question the name of the Name,
There will be no unj

nostalgia, that s, outside of the
maternal or paterpg] language‘ J
of thought. On the contrary, we
the sense in which Nietzsche pucs affirmation into
Play, in a certain laughter ang

dance.

From the vantage of this laughter and this dance,
from the vantage of this affirmation foreign to 4
dialectics, the other side of nostalgia, wha | will
call Heideggerian hope, comes into question. | apy,
not unaware how shocking this word might seem
here. Nevertheless [ am venturing it, without ex.
cluding any of s implications, and I relae it to
what still seems to me to be the metaphysical part
of “The Anaximander Fragment™: the quest for the
Proper word and the unique name. Speaking of the
first word of Being (das frithe Wort des Seins: 1o
khreon), Heidegger writes: *“The relation to wl"mt is
Present that rules in the essence of presencing xrs.elf
is a unique one (ist eine einzige), altogether in-
comparable to any other relation. It bclongs to fh_t‘-
uniqueness of Being itself (Sie gehort zur Einzigkeit
des Seins selbst). Therefore, in order to name the es-
sential nature of Being (das wesende Seins), lan-
&uage would have to find a single word, the unique
word (ein einziges, das einzige Wort). From this we
can gather how daring every thoughtful word (e
kende Wort) addressed to Being is (das den? Se{!z
zugesprochen wird). Nevertheless such daring is
notimpossible, since Being speaks always and every-
where throughout language” (p. 52). oty
Such s the question: the alliance of speech a er

Being in the unique word, in the finally Rmﬁ:e
name. And such is the question inscribed l.n )
simulated affirmartion of différance. It bears (or]x
each member of this sentence: “Being / Spmki,/ i
ways and everywhere / throughout / language.

Michel Foucault

1926-1984
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tion is open to doubr. It is simply a question of
which view gives the simplest view of thg nature of
the prioposition. Holding, then, that a Dicent does
not assert, I naturally hold that an Argument need
not actually be submitted or urged. [ therefore de-
fine an argument as a sign which is represented in
its signified interpretant not 25 a Sign of that inter-
prﬁxt (the conclusion) (for that would be to urge
or S¥bmit it) but as if it were 3 Sign of the Interpre-
tant or perhaps as if it were 2 Sign of the state of the
universe to which it refers, in which the premisses
are taken for granted. I define 4 dicentas a sign rep-
resented in its signified Interpretant as if it were in a
Real Relation to jts Object. (Or as being so, if it s
asserted.) A theme is defined 3s a sign which is rep-
resented in its signified Interpretant as if it were a
character or mark (or as being so)
According to MY present view, a sign may appeal
to its dynamic interpretant in three ways:

Ist, an argument only may be
its interpremm, as somet
sonableness of v
edged.

2nd, an argument or dicent may be

submitted 1o
hing the rea-
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ties or feeling
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S Or appearances,

Now if you think on the

whole (as [ do) thar
there is my
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tion of your book, after editing it & of course cyt.
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minimizing the importance of the conce
independent system. This radical notio
about the structuralist position. Other v

De Saussu{e published relatively little i
on such subjects as Phrygian inscriptio
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Saussure’s writings are found in French in Re

a'e' F.. de Saussure (r922)
guistics,” Word 3 (1947)
A Geneva School Reader i

FROM

COURSE IN GENERAL
LINGUISTICS

N
ATURE OF THE LINGUISTIC SiGN

L. Sign, Signified, Signifier
Slome people regard language
clements, as 3 naming;proccss)o

each correspondi
nding to th
example: : i

when reduced to js
nly—a list of words
g that it names, For

EQUOS

etc.

etc.

lca:oul'(sx-: IN GENERAL LINGUIST]
askins of Cours d linguis

selection reprinted h e
Philosophical Libra

Cs is a translation b

{ traj W
ere is dcnlgt;i i:;em”ﬂli' (1913),)- ;S:
s 1959)" permission of The

first appeared i

- See Rulon §. Wells, «“D, > '
, and the introduction by
1 Linguistics, ed. R, Goe

pt of refe i
n hag ofte;egce’ e angua
>
iews of the ]ee'_" the bagjs of co&e il]S e
e relation of langua > LB
o ssu;ean view hag tendedbtC tl;) B
not 2
o een the case, how Sl
ngland, e
n his lifetime. abouy

! t 600 S 1
ns and Lithuanian Pee ey

: : dialects ?
n English translation irln f;ﬂf;ﬂ’[;"
: 59. €
ystem of Ljp-
quuel Mourette-Lema t
del (1969). ’

Thrs conception is o
points. It assumes thar
fore words; ir does not tell us whethe
cal or psychological in nature (arbo
can be considered from either view, z i
?cts us assume that the linking of a nz(;:tz)(’ gnﬂl}l]}', :
Is a very sj 1 o
am’[h:?:é ;l::ptle ?pcrarxoq—an assumption thatnif
o e nfuc. fur this rather naive approach
e ear the truth b_y showing us that the
i € unit is a double entity, one formed b thi
ss\g’u;tmg of two terms. y "
i o e e D
psychological and 1 l*n e
sociative bond Th'ﬂrc l{“'“d A
e - This point must be emphasized.
ot burga Csnc sign unites, not a thing and a
o ma[on'cclpr and a sound-image. 'The latter
e Tna» Sol:lnd, a purely physical thing,
pression [}-mt? 1 ke Ll
Image s seng : mukcs' et ThF o
rial,” it is on] O‘ry,;nd if I happen to call it “mate-
et Oth;' in that sense, and by way of opposing
il term of the association, the concept,
2 generally more abstract.
beco]x: cp;si;hglﬁgxcal character of our sound-images
Without mfvjntnt whe.n we observe our own speech.
ourselves or rec?r P pOnEUs e el
T € mentally a selection of verse. Be- =0
¢ regard the words of our language as
R e S, We must avoid speakiqg of the “pho-
make up the words. This term, which

Pen to criticism ar several
ready-made ideas exist be-

I a name is vo- :
7, for instance, v

sound-image

. yocal activith, is applicable to the spoken
. to the realization of the inner image in
e 'We can avoid that misunderstanding by
¢ the sounds and syllables of a word pro-

" king of
sﬂgl\je remember that the names refer to the
vide!

-image- : i
sﬂ%r}:d inguistic sign is then a two-sided psychologi-
¢ ling! %

| entity that can be represented by the drawing:
cal enti®}

The two elements are intimately united, and each
recalls the other. Whether we try to find the mean-
ing of the Latin word arbor or the word that Latin
uses to designate the concept “tree,” it is clear that
only the associations sanctioned by that language
appear to us to conform to reality, and we disregard
whatever others might be imagined.

Our definition of the linguistic sign poses an im-
portant question of terminology. I call the combina-
tion of a concept and a sound-image a sign, but in
current usage the term generally designates only a
sound-image, a word, for example (arbor, erc.).
One tends to forger that arbor is called a sign only
because it carries the concept “tree,” with the result
that the idea of the sensory part implies the idea of
the whole.

Ot “\

..m_.‘\/ / & L

arbor

~ Ambiguity would disappear if the three notions
involved here were designated by three names, each
suggesting and opposing the others. I propose to re-
tain the word sign [signe] to designate the whole
and to replace concept and sound-image respec-
tively by signified [signifié] and signifier [signifi-
ant]; the last two terms have the advantage of indi-
cating the opposition that separates them from each
other and from the whole of which they are parts.
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As regards sign, if | am satisfied with it, this is
simply because [ do not know of any word to re-
place it, the ordinary language suggesting no other.
The linguistic sign, as defined, has two primordial
characteristics. In enunciating them I am also posit-
ing the basic principles of any study of this type.

2. Principle I: The Arbitrary Nature of the Sign
The bond between the signifier and the signified is
arbitrary. Since [ mean by sign the whole that re-
sults from the associating of the signifier with the
signified, I can simply say: the linguistic sign s
arbitrary.

The idea of “sister” is not linked by any inner re-
Jationship to the succession of sounds s-G-r which
serves as its signifier in French; that it could be
represented equally by just any other sequence is
proved by differences among languages and by the
very existence of ditferent languages: the sigmfied
“ox” has as its signifier b-6-f on one side of the
border and o0-k-s (Ochs) on the other.

No one disputes the principle of the arbitrary na-
ture of the sign, but it is often easier to discover a
truth than to assign to it its proper place. Principle [
dominates all the linguistics of language; its conse-
quences are numberless. It is true that not all of
them are equally obvious at first glance; only after
many detours does one discover them, and with
them the primordial importance of the principle.

One remark in passing: when semiology becomes
organized as a science, the question will arise
whether or not it properly includes modes of ex-
pression based on completely natural signs, such as
pantomime. Supposing that the new science wel-
comes them, its main concern will still be the whole
group of systems grounded on the arbitrariness of
the sign. In fact, every means of expression used in
society is based, in principle, on collective behavior
or—whar amounts to the same thing—on conven-
tion. Polite formulas, for instance, though often im-
bued with a certain natural expressiveness (as in the
case of a Chinese who greets his emperor by bowing
down to the ground nine times), are nonetheless
fixed by rule; it is this rule and not the intrinsic
value of the gestures that obliges one to use them.
Signs that are wholly arbitrary realize better than
the others the ideal of the semiological process; that
is why language, the most complex and universal of
all systems of expression, is also the most charac-
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LINGUISTIC VALUE

guage 95 Organized Thought Coupled
an,

1 with S01 -
ve that language 1s only a system of pure val-
0

i¢ is enough to ;ons{der the two elements in-
ed in its functioning: ideas and sounds.
ologically our thought—apart from its ex-
cssion 0 w(')rdS—lS only a §hapglc>s and ll‘ldlbj
ct mass: Phllosqphers :md linguists have alxyaya
ti eed in recognizing that without the help of‘sxgns
ag. would be unable to make a clear-cut, consistent
:ittinction between two ideas. Without language,
thought is a vague, uncharted. ncblula.-Thcre are no
re-existing ideas, and nothing is distinct before
the appearance of language.
Against the floating realm ot thought, would
sounds by themselves yield predelimited entities?
No more so than ideas. Phonic substance is neither
more fixed nor more rigid than thought; it is not a
mold into which thought must of necessity fit but a
plastic substance divided in turn into distinct parts
to furnish the signifiers needed by thought. The lin-
guistic fact can therefore be pictured in its total-
ity—i.c. language—as a series of contiguous sub-
divisions marked off on both the indefinite plane of
jumbled ideas (A) and the equally vague plane of
sounds (B). The following diagram gives a rough
idea of it:

ToP
uess
volv!

psycht

The characteristic role of language with respect
to thought is not to create a material phonic means
for expressing ideas but to serve as a link between
thought and sound, under conditions that of neces-
sity bring about the reciprocal delimitations of
units. Thought, chaotic by nature, has to become
ordered in the process of its decomposition. Neither
are thoughts given material form nor are sounds

transformed into mental entities; the somewhar

mysterious fact is rather that “thought-sound” im-
plies division, and that language works out its units
while taking shape between two shapeless masses.
Visualize the air in contact with a sheet of water; if
the atmospheric pressure changes, the surface of the
water will be broken up into a series of divisions,
waves; the waves resemble the union or coupling of
thought with phonic substance.

Language might be called the domain of articula-
tions, using the word as it was defined earlier. Each
linguistic term is a member, an articulus in which
an idea is fixed in a sound and a sound becomes the
sign of an idea.

Language can also be compared with a sheet of
paper: thought is the front and the sound the back;
one cannot cut the front without curting the back at
the same time; likewise in language, one can net-
ther divide sound from thought nor thought from
sound: the division could be accomplished only ab-
stractedly, and the result would be either pure psy-
chology or pure phonology.

Linguistics then works in the borderland where
the elements of sound and thought combine; therr
combination produces a forn, not a substance.

These views give a better understanding of what
was said before about the arbitrariness of signs. Not
only are the two domains that are linked by the lin-
gul;nc fact shapeless and confused, buF the ‘choicAe
of a given slice of sound ro name a given idea is
completely arbitrary. If this were not true, the no-

tion of value would be compromised, for it would

include an externally imposed element. But actually
< remain entirely relative, and that is why the

bond between the sound and the idea is radically

arbitrary. s
The arbitrary nature of the sign explains in turn

why the social fact alone can create a linguistic sys-
tem. The community is necessary if values that owe
their existence solely to usage and general accep-
tance are to be set up; by himself the individual is
incapable of fixing a single value.

In addition, the idea of value, as defined, show:
thar to consider a term as simply the union of a cer-
tain sound with a certain concept is grossly mis-
leading. To define it in this way would isu!are the
term from its system; it would mean assuming that
one can start from the terms and construct the sys-
tem by adding them together when, on the con-




trary, it is from the interdependent whole that one
must start and through analysis obtain its elements.

To develop this thesis, we shall study value suc-
cessively from the viewpoint of the signified or con-
cept, the signifier, and the complete sign.

Being unable to seize the concrete entities or
units of language directly, we shall work with words.
While the word does not conform exactly to the
definition of the linguistic unit, it at least bears a
rough resemblance to the unit and has the advan-
tage of being concrete; consequently, we shall use
words as specimens equivalent to real termsin a syn-
chromc system, and the principles that we evolve
with respect to words will be valid for entities in
general.

2. Linguistic Value from a Conceptual Viewpoint

W .hcn we spc‘ak of the value of a word, we generally
think ﬁrst of its property of standing for an idea
a.nd this is in fact one side of Iinguxgric value BL :
if this is true, how does value o
fication? Might the two words
think nor, althoy
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process. i
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=crstood and as it was pi i
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55 vsfmhthe drawing show, i is only the counter.
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p: ¢ sound-image. Everything thar occurs

col i
ncerns only the sound-image and the concepr

when we IOQk upon
pon the word i
Self_c i o as mdepcndcnt an
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Bur here is the paradox: on

the one han :
CEpT scems to be the count e,
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How, then, can value be confused w;i

: i ¢ th significag;
Le. the counterpart of the sound-j £ ﬁcanon)

mage? [t seems

vertical arrc;l\:ml";r:? e S
t . ng it anot|
takl_ng up the example of the sheet of paper thay ;
CUt In two—it is clear thar the obscrvabli : tI e
b.erwe.en the different pieces 154 18 (€ 1), ercrei:tc;?sn
sgizl;erizzeti;cseiili:?n -l‘a‘t/::\\’lecn r’hc front and back
To resolve the iss )" e o o
o e Os[;;ﬁxs};z:ul;t’us observe from the outset
guage all values are apparently
8overned by the same paradoxical principle. The
are always composed: :
(1) ofa dissimilar thing that can be exchanged for
rh? rhmg of which the value is to be determined; and
(2) of similar things that can be compared with
the thing of which the value is to be determined.
Both factors are necessary for the existence of a
value. To determine what a five-franc piece is worth
one must therefore know: (1) that it can be ex-
changed for a fixed quantity of a different thing,
€-g. bread; and (2) that it can be compared with 2
sx_mxlar value of the same system, e.g. a one-franc
Piece, or with coins of another system (a dollar,
etc.). In the same way a word can be exchanged for
something dissimilar, an idea; besides, it can be
compared with something of the same nature, an-
other word. Its yalue is therefore not fixed so long
a5 one simply states thar jt can be “exchanged” fora
8ven concept, i.e. that it has this or that significa-
tion: one must also compare it with similar values,
with other words that stand in opposition to it. Its
content is really fixed only by the concurrence of
L‘Vef}'fh‘ing that exists outside ir. Being part of a sys-
tem, it is endowed not only with a signification but
alsp and especially with a value, and this is some-
thing quire different,
A few examples will show clearly that this is true.

esented aboye by
her way—anq again

French ntouton can have the same sig-
fodern < English sheep but not the same value,

2 mﬂr several reasons, particularly because in

d this f a piece of meat ready to be served on
English uses nutton and not sheep. Th;

:, in value between sheep and mouton is
diﬁ’cfenchc fact that sheep has beside it a second
due © h[ile the French word does not.

[erm-‘;in the same language, all words used to ex-
Wltre[a[ed ideas limit each other reciprocally;
e ms like French redouter ‘dread’ craindre

.synm}y;md avoir peur ‘be afraid’ have value only
[;e:;&gh their opposition: if r‘edouter difi not e.:dst,
all its content would go to its competitors. Con-
sersely, some words are enriched through contact
with others: e.g. the new element introduced in dé-
crépit (un vieillard décrépit) results from the co-
existence of décrépi (un mur décrépi). The value of
just any term is accordingly determined by its en-
vironment; it is impossible to fix even the value of
the word signifying “sun” without first considering
its surroundings: in some languages it is not pos-
sible to say “‘sit in the sun.”

Everything said about words applies to any term
of language, e.g. to grammatical entiues. The value
of a French plural does not coincide with that of a
Sanskrit plural even though their signification is
usually identical; Sanskrit has three numbers in-
stead of two (my eyes, my ears, my arms, my legs,
etc. are dual); it would be wrong to attribute the
same value to the plural in Sanskrit and in French;
its value clearly depends on what is outside and
around it.

If words stood for pre-existing concepts, they
would all have exact equivalents in meaning from
one language to the next; but this is not true. French
uses loner (une maison) ‘let (a house)’ indifferently
to mean both “pay for” and “receive payment for,”
whereas German uses two words, mieten and ver-
mieten; there is obviously no exact correspondence
of values. The German verbs schitzen and urteilen
share a number of significations, but that corre-
spondence does not hold at several points.

Inflection offers some particularly striking ex-
amples. Distinctions of time, which are so familiar
t0 us, are unknown in certain languages. Hebrew
df“‘s not recognize even the fundamental distinc-
tlons between the past, present, and future. Proto-
Germanic has no special form for the future; to say
that the future is expressed by the present is wrong,
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for the value of the present is not the same in Ger-
manic as in languages that have a future along with
the present. The Slavic languages regularly singe
out two aspects of the verb: the perfective repre-
sents action as a point, complete in its totality; the
imperfective represents it as taking place, and on
the line of time. The categories are difficult for a
Frenchman to understand, for they are unknown in
French; if they were predetermined, this would not
be true. Instead of pre-existing ideas then, we find
in all the foregoing examples values emanating
from the system. When they are said to correspond
to concepts, it is understood that the concepts are
purely differential and defined not by their posiuve
content but negatively by their relations with the
other terms of the system. Their most precise char-
acteristic is in being what the others are not.

Now the real interpretation of the diagram of the
signal becomes apparent. Thus

Signified
“to judge”

Signifier
juger

means that in French the concept “to judge” is
linked to the sound-image juger; in short, it sym-
bolizes signification. But it is quite clear [I\‘A[ ini-
tially the concept is nothing, that is only a value de-
termined by its relations with other similar values,
and that without them the signification would not
exist. If I state simply that a word signifies some-
thing when 1 have in mind the associaring of a
sound-image with a concept, [ am making a state-
ment that may suggest what actually happens, but
by no means am I expressing the linguistic fact in
its essence and fullness.

3. Linguistic Value from a Material Viewpoimt
The conceptual side of value is made up solely of re-
lations and differences with respect to the or_hcr
terms of language, and the same can be said of its
material side. The important thing in the word is
not the sound alone but the phonic differences that
make it possible to distinguish this word from all
others, for differences carry signification.

This may seem surprising, but how indeed could



the reverse be possible? Since one vocal image is no
b_cttcr suited than the next for what it is commis-
sioned to express, it is evident, even a priori, that a
;igr;\:::do;l:nqg;ii?ncan r-lfvcr i_n the ﬁna.l aqalysis
: ything excepr its noncoincidence
with the rest. Arbitrary and differential are two ¢
relative qualities. A
Thc aleeration of linguistic signs clearly illustrates
this. It is precisely because the terms a and b a
such are radically incapable of reaching the level osf
consciousness—one is always conscious of only the
alb dlﬂerencc—rhur each term is free to change ac-
\;ordlpg to laws that are unrelated to its s; niof o
tunction. No positive sign characterizes ’g s
. i ' 8 the genitive
[_)lura_l in Czech Zen; still the two forms Zena: z
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“jr‘;&: i’;;&[i;nmal irarc f)f‘atf..xirs is obscrvablc_m
g, er system of signs, we shall use writ-

Ing to draw some comparisons that will clarify the

whole issue. In fact: g

noliﬂrczxgns Lis)&:d in”',-.'rizing are arbitrary; there is

tion, for example, between the letter ¢
and‘ the sound that it designates.

o 2) The value of letters is purely negative and dif-
fL’l’L‘l.'l.l"Ia'. The same person can write ¢, for instance,
in different ways: The only requirement is that the
sign for £ not be confused in his script with the signs
used for [, d. ere,

. 3) Values in writing function only through re-
C};)roc?l opposition within 4 fixed system that con-
$ISts of a set number of letrers. This third character-
istic, though not identical to the second, is closely
related to it, for both depend on the first. Since the
graphic sign is arbitrary, its form maters little or
rather matters only within the limitations imposed
by the system,

4) The means by which the sign is produced is
completely unimportant, for it does not affect the
system (this also follows from characteristic 1).
Whether I make the letters in white or black, raised
orengraved, with pen or chisel—all this is of no im-
portance with respect to their signification.

4- The Sign Considered in Its Totality
i‘)’”}’fhmg'rhgt has been said up to this point boils
wn to this: in language there are only differences.

¢ important: a difference ggncrnlly implies
! terms berween which the difference is set
POS'““in Janguage there are only differences with-
ups bu{.m/e terms. Whether we take the signified or
”"prSl'ﬁcr language has neither idea nor sounds
the Slgn;;cd‘ before the linguistic system, but only
(g cxtlu:ll and phonic differences that have issued
‘(’."Cc[phe system. The idea or phonic substance that
ir:;n contains is of.lcss imgormn@ than the other
signs that surround it. I{roor gf this is that the value
of a term may be modified without either its mean-
ing oOr 118 sound being affected, solely because a
peighboring term has been modified.

But the statement that everything in language 1s
negative is true only if the signified and the sigmfier
are considered separately; when we consider the
qignin its totality, we have something thatis positive
in 1ts own class. A linguistic system is a series of dif-
ferences of sound combined with a series of differ-
ences of 1deas; but the pairing of a certain number
of acoustical signs with as many cuts made from the
mass of thought engenders a system of values; and
this system serves as the effecuve link berween the
phonic and psychological elements within each
sign. Although both the signified and the signifier
are purely differential and negative when consid-
ered separately, their combination is a positive fact;
itis even the sole type of facts that language has, for
maintaining the parallelism between the two classes
of diffcrcnccs 15 the distinctive function of the lin-
guistic institution.

Certain diachronic facts are typical in this re-
spect. Take the countless instances where alteration
of the signifier occasions a conceptual change and
W]}cru itis obvious that the sum of the ideas distin-
gfns:hcdl corresponds in principle to the sum of the
distinctive signs. When two words are confused
through phonetic alteration (e.g. French décrépit
_frum décrepitus and décrépi from crispus), the
ideas that they express will also tend to become
confused if only they have something in common.
‘OF a word may have different forms (cf. chaise

Lll““r' and chaire *desk’). Any nascent difference
will tend invariably to become significant but with-
out always succeeding or being successful on the
first trial, Conversely, any conceptual difference
perceived by the mind secks to find expression
through a distinct signifier, and two ideas that are
10 longer distinct in the mind tend to merge into
the same signifier.

When we compare signs—positive terms—with

Fven mog

each other, we can no longer speak of difference:
the expression would not be fitting, for it applies
only to the comparing of two sound-images, e.g. fa-
ther and mother, or two ideas, e.g. the idea “father”
and the idea “mother”; two signs, each having a
signified and signifier, are not different but only dis-
tinct. Between them there is only opposition. The
entire mechanism of language, with which we shall
be concerned later, is based on oppositions of this
kind and on the phonic and conceptual differences
that they imply.

What is true of value is true also of the unit. A
unit is a segment of the spoken chain that corre-
sponds to a certain concept; both are by nature
purely differential.

Applied to units, the principle of differentiation
can be stated in this way: the characteristics of the
unit blend with the unit itself. In language, as in any
semiological system, whatever distinguishes one
sign from the others constitutes it. Difference makes
character just as it makes value and the unit.

Another rather paradoxical consequence of the
nciple is this: in the last analysis wh.uqns
| fact” fits

same pri
commonly referred to as a “grammatica
the definition of the unit, for 1t always expresses an
it differs only in that the op-

opposition of terms; .
the forma-

position is particularly significant (e.g. the I
tion of German plurals of the type Nacht: N.zclzrg).

Each term present in the grammatical fact (the sin-

oular without umlaut or final ¢ in opposition to the

Ealural with umlaut and -e) consists of the interplay

of a number of oppositions within the system. \‘(’hcn

isolared, neither Nacht nor Nichte is anything:

thus everything is opposition. Putting it another
way, the Nacht: Néchte relation can be expressed
by an algebraic formul: /b in which a and b are
not simple terms but result from a set of relations.
Language, in a manner of speaking, is a type of al-
gebra consisting solely of complex terms. Some of
its oppositions are more significant than others; but
units and grammatical facts are only different names
for designating diverse aspects of the same general
fact: the functioning of linguistic oppositions. This
statement is so true that we might very well ap-
proach the problem of units by starting from gram-
matical facts. Taking an opposition like Nacht:
Nichte, we might ask what are the units im'olvgd
in it. Are they only the two words, the whole series
of similar words, a and 4, or all singulars and plu-
rals, etc.?

Units and grammatical facts would not be con-



tusc;d if linguistic signs were made up of something
besides differences. But language being whar it is\
we shall find nothing simple in it regardless of oux:
approach; everywhere and always there is the sam

complex equilibrium of terms that mutually condf
tion each other. Purting it another way. [an:gua e l~
a form and not a substance. This trl;;h couldgn -
be overstressed, for all the mistakes in our ter; .
nolog_); all our incorrect ways of naming thin :"'
pertain to language, stem from the involunt;l;g\'sstl.q;if

position that the linguisti
stic phenomen ¢
Se P on must have
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1. Definitions
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2. Syntagmatic Relations

The examples have already indicated that the o
tion of syntagm applies not only to words but to
Eroups of words, to complex units of all lengths
u.md types (compounds, derivatives, phrases, whole
sentences), :
It is not enough to consider the relation that ties i |
together thn.' different parts of syntagms (e.g. French b
:((j:::; 'aangjmst"andA tous ‘c’vt_'ryonc' in cu‘nlre‘tous. g
e maitre master” in .CU)IIYL'IIIHIII:L’ fore- -
i r,hc \cv}r)nus: ﬂls"(; bear in mind the rclatlo‘n that
2 ole to its parts (e.g. contre tous in op-
1:::;{1(()):; on the one h;u?d to contre and on the other
5D contremaitre in opposition to contre and

"1{1117‘&‘). vk
Scrﬁ:n?f);i:?gdmight be raised at this pf)int. The
e ¢ ideal type of syntagm. [-iur it belongs
i Sgr;rn(ln to language. D()cs' lr‘not follow ;
i S}' c;ﬁ,m belongs to speaking? 1 do not &8
COmbinau’oES. lng.; is characterized by freedom of =
A ';nﬂlr'lc must therefore ask whether or |

T Bms are equally free. ;

1ous from the first that many expressions

H&

G

sin )
ﬂn? syhat's ¢

n'est b

tion O

als

yage. These are the pat phrases in
is prohibitcd by usage, even if we
¢ their meaningful elements (ct. a quor
he use?’ allons donc! ‘nonsense!’).
. 15 teue, though to a lesser degree, of
e like prendre la mouche ‘take offense
;cS'SIO':ZN la main @ quelqu’un “force someone’s
9 erPﬂ’ une lance ‘*break a lance,’ or even
(ala téte, etc.) "have (a‘hendache, ct?), a
(somns, etc.) ‘by dint of (care, L’(Cj), que
» semble? ‘how do you feel about it?’ pas

e egsoin de ... ‘there’s no need for. . . etc.,
hich are characterized by peculiarities of significa-
e ¢ syntax. These idiomatic twists cannot be im-
pmViSCd; they are furnished by-tradirion. There are
o words which, while lending themselves per-
analysis, are characterized by some mor-
anomaly that is kept solely by dint of
il-

: lang!
0
on ¢ change

4
::hi‘h any
i

Je ou

fectly to
plmloglcnl y tha Qo SIEY by
usage (cf. difficulté “difficulty’ beside facilité :
fty,' etc. and nrourrai *[I] shall die’ beside dornura:
‘" shall sleep’).

There are further proots. To language rather than
to speaking belong the syntagmatic types that are
built upon regular forms. Indeed, since there is
nothing abstract in language, the types exist only if
Janguage has registered a sufficient number of speci-
mens. When a word like indécorable arises in
speaking, its appearance supposes a fixed type, and
this type is in turn possible only through remem-
brance of a sufficient number of similar words be-
longing to language (impardonable ‘unpardonable,’
intolérable “intolerable,’ infatigable ‘indefatigable,’
otc.). Exactly the same is true of sentences and
groups of words built upon regular patterns. Com-
binutions like la terre tourne ‘the world turns,’ que
vous dit-il? ‘what does he say to you?’ etc. corre-
spond to general types that are in turn supported in
the language by correct remembrances.

But we must realize that in the syntagm there is
no ‘clunr-cur boundary between the language fact,
which is a sign of collective usage, and the fact that
belongs to speaking and depends on individual
freedom, In 3 great number of instances it is hard to
class a combination of units because both forces
hfw" combined in producing it, and they have com-
ited in indeterminable proportions.

3. Associative Relations

N ) i
;lltnml association creates other groups besides
105¢ based on the comparing of terms that have

something in common; through its grasp of
ture of the relations that bind the terms togeth
the mind creates as many associative series as th
are diverse relations. For instance, in enseignenent
‘teaching,’ enseigner ‘teach, enseignons (we) teach,’
ctc., one element, the radical, is common to every
term: the same word may occur in a different series
formed around another common element, the suffix
(cf. enseignement, armement, changement, etc.): ot
the association may spring from the analogy of the

concepts signified (enseignement, instruction, ap-
prentissage, éducation, etc.); or again, simply from
the similarity of the sound-images (e.g. enseigne-
ment and justement *precisely’). Thus there 1s at
times a double similarity of meaning and form, at
times similarity only of form or of meaning. A word
avs evoke everything that can be associated

can alw!
with it in one way or another.
Whereas a syntagm immediately suggests an order

2 fixed number of elements, terms
mily occur neither in fixed num-
bers nor in a definite order. If we associate painful,
delightful, frightful, etc. weare unable to predict the
n s that the memory will suggest or the
order in which they will appear. A particular word is
like the center of a constellation; it is the point of
finite number of co-ordinated

of succession and
in an assoclanve far

number of word:

convergence of an inde
terms. ; :

But of the two characteristics of the associative
ies—indeterminate order and indefinite num-
the first can always be verified; the sec-
ond may fail to meet the test. This happens _in the
case of inflectional paradigms, which are Q'Pxfal of
associative groupings. Latin dominus, donuni, do-
minG, etc. is obviously an associative group tormcd
around a common element, the noun theme domin-,

but the series

ser
ber—only

enseignement

enseigner clément
e : justement
enseignons B e
ete. XTI R ete.
e apprentissage  changement

education armement
etc. erc.
(SO

ete.

case of emseignement,

is not indefinite as in the ! : ?
ber of cases is definite.

changement, etc.; the num
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case is by no means the first ope in the declens;
af]d the order in which termg are called depengd
circumstances, e

on,

Against this, the words have no fixed order of suc-
on

cession, and it is by a purely arbitrary act that the
grammarian groups them in one way rather than in
another; in the mind of speakers the nominative

DMUND HUSSERL is generally acknowledged as the founder of modern phe-

nomenology. His early philosophical work included a major treatise on

the philosophy of arithmetic (a work that drew sharp criticism from Goztlob

Frege) in which he articulated a theme dominant throughout his philosophical
career: concepts are commonly defined according to their extensions, not their :

content. Definitions so derived obscure the'importance 6f the mode or manner of
perceiving and thinking by concentrating attention exclusively on agreement (or

disagr@e.ment) ab—o.ut thelzl:-égﬁi_(_)n of terms. I_x{sw’s position is thaF everything
“given” in pe; is necessarily constituted in and specific mode of
cofciousness and thar the philossoi] g 2nd 2008l specific mode of phical exploration and critique of Sogaria-
~ cannot be restricted to merely logical or empirical considerations.
m—m the
sense that every thought is a thought of something and therefore actively intends

its object. In Ideas, he traced the development of a distinctive philosophical out-
look achieyed by a process of reduction: one removes from consideration all the
content of a thought or perception that could be represented as external or ex-
tensional. What remains is not nothing but rather the pure stream of thinking or
perceiving itself, in which all intentional objects are constituted.

According to Husserl, this reduction to the intentional core of perception and
Cpgnition (which he calls the “epoché”) brings the “natural standpoint” to a cri-
SIS, just as it creates a phenomenological standpoint, from which cognition ap-
Pears as the pure function or activity of the ego or self. Husserl does not, how-
ﬁVEF,,?rqpose an empirical or psychologistic account of the ego. For Husserl, the

¢go” discovered through the phenomenological epoché is not empirical but
transcendenta],

.h? the selection below, an essay written for The Encyclopedia Britannica (z4th
edition), Hugser] offers a global account of phenomenology as, first, a radical
alternarive o ordinary empirical psychology and, second, the basis for a univer-
;‘“l philosophical method. He sees the latter aspect of phenomenology as deriv-
ing from Descartes’ program of universal doubt, with the difference that Husserl

Universalizes the methodology of the epoché or “bracketing” to locate a tran-
8cendental cogito as the universal power of consciousness.

"\Vhile Husserl’s influence on European philosophy has been significant and
Widespread, bogh in the development of phenomenological method and in the
Mergence of existentialism, his impact on English-speaking philosophy and phi-
1080phers has been relatively slight. This may be partly attributable to the fact
hat (like Hegel before him) he presumed that introspective meditation was a




