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Translator’s Preface

Lyotard's Long Sentences

T he role o f  style in a text such as this im m ediately provides the 
translator w ith the problem  o f  w hether (a) to organize the m aterial 
into a stylistically insensitive b u t com prehensible English, or (b) to 
attem pt in vain to convey the rhy thm s and distortions o f  the 
original. Insofar as such a choice is possible, I have chosen the latter 
approach. For this reason, certain o f  Lyotard’s m ost distinctive 
tem po-rhy thm ic structures pose certain problem s for the reader, 
notably: a sentence will becom e a paragraph, w ith precious little 
pUnctuation, to be b rought to a sudden halt by a short burst o f  
extrem e relief The m om entum  built up by such constructions is 
lost if the long sentence is broken  dow n into shorter ones, and 
perhaps m ore especially for this book than o thers, m om entum , the 
rapid pressure o f  change, is crucial.

In recent years the ‘question o f  sty le’ has been posed, each new  
offering displacing the last o f  ‘last year’s lines’. Gilles D eleuze1 
writes o f  N ietzsche that, ‘his m asterful siege o f  the language 
perm its him  to transm it som ething uncodifiable: the notion  o f  style 
as politics\ Lyotard partially confirm s this approach in the present 
text, when he writes that ‘our politics is o f  flight . . .  like our style’. 
Turtlıerm ore, in one o f  the Weİİeck L ıbrary Lectures o f  1986, 
Lyotard writes o f  Libidinal Economy: ‘the dom inant position given to 
w riting  or style could indicate no th in g  o ther than how  im possible 
any argum entation, any debate over the so-called contents w as.’2

B ut there is perhaps a further piece o f  evidence that m ay be draw n 
on to support such a wicked a ttem pt at transm ission as this. Lyotard 
has often cited D id ero t’s Le Neveu de Rameau as a text w itnessing a 
vertiginous despair similar to som e o f  the affects anim ating 
Libidinal Economy. These are chiefly m anifest w hen D id ero t’s 
narrative gently relays the N ep h ew ’s ‘colourful opinions’ only to 
collapse under the general strain o f  a ttem pting  the expression o f  the 
N ephew ’s attem pts at playing ‘im aginary  sym phonies’, feigning the 
entire corps o f  instrum ents and m usicians.3 It is at precisely these
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points o f  narrative b reakdow n (cata-hexes) that Lyotard’s ver- 
tiginous text is articulated by the accelerating aleatory sweep o f  the 
tensor sign, sketching the very ephem erality o f  its ungraspable 
flight. L yo tard ’s sentences m ay be long, but they are intensive rather 
than extensive.

Translator’s Notes

Insertions o f  translato r’s rem arks have been kept to a m inim um , but 
w hen  they do occur they are indicated by an asterisk, located at the 
foot o f  the page and annotated  <'tn . The superscripted num bers in 
the text refer to the notes w hich are found at the end o f  the text.

Acknowledgements

I should like to thank K arin Littau and D avid W ood o f  the 
U niversity  o f  W arw ick for their generous help at m any stages o f  
the production  o f  th is translation.

lain Hamilton Grant

Notes

1 Gilles Deleuze, ‘Nomad Thought’, in D . B. Allison (ed), The New Nietzsche 
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1985), p.143.

2 Jean-François Lyotard, Peregrinations: Law, Form, Event (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1988), p.13.

3 Denis Diderot, Rameau's Nephew, tr. Leonard Tancock (Harmo- 
ndsworth: Penguin, 1966).
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Glossary

1 C o n c e n tra t /- io n /a ry /-e d :  L yotard’s neologism  cimmversion 
docs not lcnd itself to satisfactory translitcration into English. 
Several definitions arc scattered th roughou t the text -  ‘a furions 
force o f  concentration’, ‘annulatory perversion’, and so forth -  
all o f  which basically describe the centripetal m ovem ent o f  
consolidation, or, m ore accurately, ‘condensation’. In one essay 
in Des Dispositif pulsiotıels, L yo tard caıı be seen groping tow ards 
this tcrm when he writes: ‘W hat is im portan t is rather th e jitlhıcss 
of circumscription: the stable investm ent o f  energy .’ All these 
aspects are covered by ‘concentration’. (Sec point 15, Cotuetıtra- 
tory Zem).

2 D isp o s itif : although this term  is conventionally rendered as ‘set- 
up’, ‘apparatus’ and the like, this gives a som ew hat banal 
mechanistic picture o f  L yo tard ’s cfforts. In Des DispositiJs 
pulsionels, w c  find the fo llow ing passage: ‘T he positivity o f  these 
investm ents m ust be affirm ed, rather than the disparity and 
exclusion they produce -  the positivity rather than the dis- o f  
“dispositif ’ . . . It is the production o f  new  libidinal operators 
that is positive.’ The positifis also a positing, an investm ent, the 
‘dispositif a dısposıtıon to invest, a cathexis. As such, the 
‘d ispositif is subject to  econom ic m ovem ents and displace- 
ments, an aspect w hich the retention o f  the French term , by 
com bining the dis-place w ith  the dis-pose, m ovem ent w ith  
expenditure, helps to convey.

3 In c o m p o ss ib ility : ‘com possib ility’ is a term  used by Leibniz to 
indicate the relations betw een ‘possible w orlds’; many w orlds are 
possible, but not possible together, no t compossihle. It is left to 
God, therefore, to create the ‘best o f  all possible w orlds’, w hich, 
since He is perfect, He cannot fail to do. Leibniz’s definition o f  
this perfection is p ro fcund ly  economic: the less the expenditure 
the greater the perfection -  G od being perfect, His purse is never 
stretched. Lyotard’s use o f  ‘incom possib ility’, then, highlights
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not only, as is pointed out in the section entitled ‘T urn ing  o f the 
B ar’ (pp.OO-O), a logical violation, but an expensive and m eta- 
m orphic  econom ics.

4 In v e s tm e n t:  I have translated investissement (the French transla- 
tion o f  F reud’s Besetzung) as ‘investm ent’ rather than ‘cathexis’ 
Qames S trachey’s translation o f  the same term  for the Standard 
Edition) because the French is indifferently employed in libidinal 
and political econom ics, w hereas Strachey’s English term  
rem ains classical-libidinal.

5 Jo u issan ce : French retained throughout, except w here it is 
em ployed in a context w here ‘en joym ent’ w ould serve better to  
indicate th e  political-legal sense o f  the w ord, i.e. t he ‘en joym ent 
o f  righ ts’ or o f  p roperty  or wealth. For the verb jouir and the 
adjectivejouissif/-ve  I have used ‘en joy’ and ‘enjoyable’, w ith  the 
French fo llow ing in brackets.

6 P o u v o ir / Im p o u v o ir :  p ow er and powerlessness. See po in t 8, 
Puissance/Impuissance.

7 P u ls io n -a l: pulsion is the French term  for Freud’s Trieb, w hich 
the Standard Edition translates as ‘instinct’, a move now  widely 
condem ned as inadequate, prim arily because the same English 
w ord  is used to translate both  Trieb and Instinkt. T he current 
term  is ‘d rive’, w hich I have sometimes used for reasons o f 
euphony (death-pulsion reads horribly). T o transliterate the 
French pulsion, how ever, seems preferable since it confers a less 
m echanistically dom inated energetics than does ‘drive’. These 
are the only tw o  options used throughout the present text.

8 P u issa n c e /Im p u issa n c e : Lyotard makes m uch of the distinc- 
tion betw een (the gendered difference between) la puissance and 
lepouvoirth ro ughou t this w ork . Roughly, this can be rendered as 
the difference betw een ‘force’ and ‘p o w er’, w hich are the m ain 
options used th ro u g h o u t the translation. B oth  w ords have, 
how ever, a range o fuses w hich often blur the distinction: either 
w ord  can be em ployed to designate ‘pow er’ (N ietzsche’s Wille 
zur Macht (the W ill-to-Pow er) is translated in to  French under the 
title La Volonte de puissance); the form er has a use indicating 
‘po ten tial’, the latter ‘capacity’; the form er ‘strength’, the latter 
‘ability’, and so on. D espite possible confusion arising over 
another resultantly  blurred  distinction between the French force 
(which I have also translated as ‘force’) and its English counter- 
part, I deem  this preferable to a confusion between puissance and

Glossary xi
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the ‘potentiality’ Lyotard is keen to attack as the daw n o f thought 
and other nihilistic products. I have, to guide the reader, inserted 
the French term  in brackets follow ing the w ord  ‘force’. 
Similarly, I have translated impouvoir as ‘pow erlessness’ and 
impuissafice as ‘im potence’.

The follouıitıg aîso merit a short gîoss iven the weight and importance
accorded to them in Libidinal E conom y.

9 T h e L ib id in al B and/S kin: the band, which has, most im por- 
tantly, neither an inside nor an outside, is m ost easily com parable 
to w hat Freud called the prim ary processes o f  the pulsions ‘o f  
the psychical apparatus, and could be considered as a sort o f 
analogical presentation o f  difference independent o f  the (sec- 
ondary) orders o f  re-presentation in w hich identity, signification 
and reference are determ ined. A lthough the libidinal band 
allows Lyotard to show w hat is necessarily excluded by repres- 
cntational thinking, it is not to be considered to be ‘descriptively’ 
true (since the m odel w ould  then collapse back in to  re-presenta­
tion) but as m ore forceful and m ore interesting and m ore 
inventive than previous totalizations o f ‘the real’. As a kind o f  
persuasive fiction, the various descriptions o f  the band wish, 
nevertheless, to account for the closures and exclusions inherent 
to re-presentational thinking and suggest a ‘pagan’ m aniler o f  
affirm ing the differences and singularities that run th rough  the 
libidinal band in an aleatory and indeterm inate fashion.

10 T h e Bar: if  we im agine the libidinal band as having one surface, 
w hite-hot, labyrinthine and aleatory, then the bar is to be seen as 
the ‘operator o f  disintensification’ w hich, ın slowm g dow n, 
allows the displaceability and non-identity  o f  the drives/pulsions 
and intensities to be arrested and given a designation and 
signification. It is th ro u g h  procedures o f  exclusion (notably 
negation and exteriorization) that the bar gives birth  to the 
conceptual process, tw isting the band into w hat Lyotard calls the 
theatrical ‘volüm e’. D ividing up w hat takes place on the band 
into a ‘this’ and a ‘no t-th is’, the bar, as it cools dow n, ‘accounts 
fo r’ the series o f  conceptual frontiers w hich distinguish the ideal 
and the real, the authentic and the alienated, the useful and the 
exchangeable, the norm al and the perverse, etc. It should be 
noted that, for Lyotard, the bar and the band are nevertheless one 
and the same. W hen the bar rotates in a furious aleatory fashion,

x i i  Lihidinaî Economy
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we have som ething like the libidina 1 band; w hen the bar slows 
dow n, w e have som ething like the theatrical v o b m e . W hy the 
bar slows dow n  is a quesdon  peculiar to representation^l 
thinking, i ts d f  an effect o f  the coohng bar.

11 T h e  G re a t Z e ro : the nam e Lyotard gives to the instance 
inform ing a particular bu t insistent dispositif on the libidinal 
band. W ith t e  disintensificadon o f  the bar, the libidina 1 band is 
folded back in to  a theatrical volüm e which has an inside and an 
outside (appearancefessence, signs/the signifred.. T h e  inside is 
then u ldm atety  considered in term s o f  w hat is going on on the 
outside. O ne o f  the m ost im portan t fıguradons o f the outside is 
the gfeat Z ero  w hich revves as a general term  to cover the 
Platonic w ork t o f  form s, G od, the authentic m ode o f  produc- 
tion, the phallus, ete. Al 1 these instanres -  and despite their 
dlfferences -  are ^hfects o f  the slowing doven o f  the bar, 
n fe rr in g  the intensities aunning through t e  band to an 
eleewhefe w hich they appear to lack once they have been 
confined to t e  in teriority  o f  a volüm e. The great Zero is thus an 
em pty  centre w hich  reduces the p riren t com piexity o f  w hat 
happens instantaneously on the band to a ‘chamber o f  prerence 
and abrencek I  his deseription o f  t e  great Zero Lyotard wishes 
to s1io w  t a t  all theories o f  significadon are fundam entally 
‘nihilistic’ .

12 in te n s itie s : partly  fo llow ing Freud’s deicripdon o f  the prim ary 
processes o f  the unconscious, Lyotard conside rs intensities as 
unbound excitadons o f  force which are characterized by their 
displaceabllity, their instantaneity and their resistance to the 
tem pora! syntl^^res o f  m em ory. Lyotard radicalizes, hovreves, 
F reud’s understanding o f  psychic intensity, sincehbidina1 inten- 
sitîes cannot İre wiUed (even by t e  unconicious) and deseribe the 
foices aunning th rough  the band as a v/hede (and no t ju s t a so- 
cahed part o f  it). h  is th rough  an organizing and regulatory  
centra s instance (e.g. the great Zero ) t a t  the singularity o f  an 
intensity becom es a co m m u n k a b k  and exchangeaMe s g n . If 
such a centre vreakens intensities in this mannes, it is nev^ertl^^^^ss 
itself a particular arrangem ent o f  libidina s t i r e :  this vsİİ s be 
im portan t in L yo tard ’s dese ription o f  Capital.

13 T h e  T e n so r: it is in his deseription o f  the rensor t a t  Lyotard 
com bats m ost direcdy t e  n ih llism he takes to be înheren t in aU 
sem iotics (structuralism  in particular). Signs form  part o f  the

Glossary xiii

Ücretsiz PDF Kitap Arsivi - https://rantey.org



theatrical dispositiJ, subordinating  inlensides (acdons or cm o- 
dons, for to s lack, w hether dtis k ek  be considered is
^ rm s  o f a signifıed or another signifıer to w hich a sign re ^ rs  in 
order to have a sem iodc value. The sign refers, or dofers iiself, 
to an eisewhere, consdSudvely replacing som ething (absen^ for 
someone. L yotard’s vsish to rein troduce into the sign a tension 
tĥ t̂ prevenis it from  having either a unitary designadon, 
meaning or calculable serles o f  sutla designadons or meanings 
(polytemial is an astem pt to block this mo^^^n^^^ns o f  reSerra! and 
remain as raitOSıd as poisiM e to the incomporsibSe insensides 
iııform ing aı^d exceeding the s ig n .T h e  sensor sign is a descrip- 
tion oaf this aiSempt. T he k ise r is n o ,  therefore, a mov^e 
‘beyond’ re-pres^n^^d^n, the creadon o f  an eisewhese ouiside 
thıc* sign. For theidea o f th e  sensor wou(d then sim ply repeas the 

(aft^^ dispositif w hich organizes the poisibdity  o fs ig n s in 
the f im  place. Signs are also tensors, ‘ind iisockb ly  singular, vain 
inlensides is flight’: signs diisimulaSe lensors.

14 T h e  G re a t E p h e m e ra l S k in : dtis is in m any ways the moss 
provocadve fıgurein  Libidinal Economy. I  h ighhghis the disrup- 
dve posenda s o f th e  figüre, a concem  w hich occupled Lyolard 
from Discours, Jigure th rough  his tw o 1973 coüecdons o f  eilays, 
Derive a partir de Marx et Freud and Des Dispositifspulsionels, to the 
psesem sext. Freudis elaboradon o f th e  (d ream -w ork’ (cf. The 
Interpretation of Dreams) provides Lyolard vsith an ardculadon o f  
dse connivance o f th e  f ı g u ^  and the Hbidinal: the dream -w ork  
(condensation, di—alacement, secondary revision and consider-- 
dons o f  representability) d iito ris  f ı g u ^  m aterials w hich are 
consdtutionally m ore pkstic , or so Freud argues, than ideadonal 
materiais (words, signs and ideat). I  Discours, figure, Lyolard 
d ^ v n  (rut the im phcadons o f  the f ı g u ^  unconscious’ p k id c  
iı^^a^c^n û^to ths realm  o f th e  concepsuas conscious, the resuh o f  
which invasion is nos m erely to dem onitrase the inevitabte 
cooSusion o f th e  W o  realm s, bm  to h ighhght d ifferencein  their 
rispecdve organizadons. W hereas the concepruas rd ies on rigid 
opposidon, the fıgural w orks dieferences: concepis, in o ther 
words, udHze negadon (the ‘d tis, and the ‘n o t-th is’ in the 
knguage o f  Libidinal Economy), isoladng unk(^^is ^s cippot^d 
^ntit^^S w hereis fli^ural difference, se^^ unconscious w hose
w oes it is, know s no n ^ ^ ^ io n . 13ys th e d m e  o f̂ Libidinal Economy, 
d^e difference betw een  o ^ p p o s id ^^n d  differan^eis worl^^d by ts^

xiv Libidinal Economy
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xv

intensive unconscious: opposition, the bar (between conscious 
and unconscious), is itself the w ork o fth e  unconscious, a simple 
disintensification, w ith  positive difference a (disjunctive) syn- 
thetic intensification. T he great ephemeral skin is the libidinal 
m aterialist (dis)solution o f figural difference and conceptual 
opposition as po lym orphous (hence ‘ephem eral’), m aterial 
(hence ‘sk in’) intensity.

15 T h e  C o n c e n tr a to ry  Z e ro : the skin is subject to  unlim ited 
m etam orphoses operated  by m any dispositifs, tw o o f w hich 
Lyotard exam ines under the names o f  the ‘great’ and the 
‘concentratory’ zeros. The first (see point 11, above) o f  these, the 
annexing regulative fore-quarters o f  the conqueror-centaur, as 
Lyotard has it, folds and hollow s out the band into a site for 
regulated reproduction  of the same. The second, how ever, the 
same m o n ste r’s loo ting  hind-quarters, ‘puts the system  o f  
reproduction  at risk ’ by  jealously looting every over-excited 
intensity  in order to  plug them  into the same circuits as 
established by the first zero, to the point o f  im m obilizing the 
(in)organic body  the zero produces, intensifying the concentra­
tory  process to the point o f becom ing fatal to the stability it 
serves. The tw o  zeros dissim ulate each other, they are not 
opposed, they are unclear and indistinct like the principal 
pulsions o f  Eros and Thanatos, life and death.

16 S im u la c ru m /T h e  E x o rb i ta n t :  the simulacrum is the nam e 
Lyotard gives to the exchangeable, the equivalent. T hus his 
analysis o f A ugustine’s theory  o f  simulacra establishes the 
generalized equivalence and exchangeability o f  signs for things 
due to the participation o f  the latter in a relation o f sim ilarity  that 
subsists am ongst ali beings, such unity being guaranteed by (and 
guaranteeing) G od’s un tity  w ith  natural things and the m irrorical 
unity  o f  sim ulacra insofar as language, second-hand (or third-, 
for Plato) and representative, is used to display these relations. 
Exchangeability, then , is prem issed on similarity. W hat then o f  
dissim ilarity? The exchangeability o f money and goods in 
capitalism  also operates a generalized equivalence w hich estab­
lishes the value o f  goods. Every good on the m arket has a price, 
bu t certain objects resist being turned in to  a good. Thus 
K lossow ski has it that political econom y can offer no equivalent 
for intensities, h igh ligh ting  an asym m etrical relation betw een 
capital and libidinal econom y. Political economy forecloses the

Glossary
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libidinal, claiming, in conjunction  w ith  A ugustine, that if  a thing 
cannot be exchanged, it has no value and consequently docs not 
exist, it is not on the m arket. A ccording to Lyotard, every 
political econom y is, how ever, libidinal. T hat intensity has no 
equivalent in currency docs no t rid the circuits o f capital o f  the 
force o f  libidinal investm ent; on the contrary, intensive 
‘exchanges’ arc ignorant o f  the constitutive negation o f  both 
political econom y and natural theology since the libido invests 
unconditionally. The libidinal exchange in prostitu tion , for 
example, invests the p rostitu te ’s desire, a desire w hose fore- 
closure capital (and the pimp) dem ands in order to profit from  
the prostitu te’s body. B eyond the circuits o f  capital as far as 
political econom y is concerned, libidinal exchanges arc ex- 
orbitant. T he exorbitant, having no equivalent, is inevaluable 
and unaccountable. M oreover, the lib ido’s m etam orphic force, 
its polyrnorphousness, invests even these constitutive negations, 
for w hatever intensities it can glean from it, it is prepared to 
sacrifice the most exorbitant ‘price’.

xvi Libidinal Economy
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Introduction

A  Shameless, İmmodest Provocation

L yotard ’s Economie libidinale occupies a place in the h istory  o f 
contem porary  French th o u g h t w hich m any consider a m inor and 
short-lived explosion o f  a som ew hat naive anti-philosophical 
expressionism , an aestheticizing trend hung  over from  a renew ed 
interest in N ietzsche prevalent in the late 1960s. It is fu rther held to 
be the philosophical expression o f  the political situationism  experi- 
enced th ro u g h o u t E urope during  the same period, ju s t  as short- 
lived, and ju s t as m uch a ‘dead end’, as Peter Dews, echoing the 
m atu rity  o f  con tem porary  w isdom , says in his Logics o f Disintegra- 
tion (London: Verso, 1987). T o  situate it m ore specifically in regard 
to its contem poraneous philosophical climate: it was w ritten  in 1974, 
tw o years after Deleuze and G uattari’s Anti-Oedipus (Paris: M inuit, 
1972; London: A thlone, 1984), w ith  which it shares m any them atic 
preoccupations; it is exactly contem poraneous w ith Luce Irigaray’s 
Speculum o f the Other Woman (Paris: M inuit, 1974; Ithaca: Cornell 
U niversity  Press, 1985), tw o  years before Jean B audrillard’s Sym- 
bolic Exchange and Death (Paris: Gallim ard, 1976; London: Sage, 
forthcom ing, 1993), seven years after D errida’s O f Grammatology 
(Paris: M inuit, 1967; Baltim ore: Johns H opkins U niversity  Press, 
1976; and it form s, w ith  these o ther texts, a series ofresponses to  the 
dem ise o f  structuralism  as the dom inant intellectual discourse, 
know n collectively as poststructuralism . There is a m ajor dif- 
ference, how ever, in the trajectories o f  Libidinal Economy on the one 
hand, and the better-know n  D erridean response on the other; while 
the latter endlessly m editates on the end o f  metaphysics, the form er 
w ill exploit and accelerate the m ovem ents o f  generalized d isruption 
in a fundam entally affirm ative m anner, seeking to ‘conduc t’ new  
and un h eard -o f intensities: ‘W e desire the effects o f conduction  and 
the conduction o f  effects’ (Libidinal Economy, VI, p.259). Even 
w hen D errida insists that differance be affirmed, in ‘N ietzschean’
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fashion as hc says, as nameless (but n o t aimless) am idst ‘all thc names 
o f  m etaphysics’, such affirm ation rem ains ‘sim ulated’ and itsclf 
dissimulatcs a ‘H eideggerian hope’ that Tınally’, anonym ous dif- 
france will find its ‘proper nam e’ in the ‘alliance o f  speech and 
B eing’. The end o f  m etaphysics is gained th ro u g h  a ‘q uest’ beyond 
the ‘other side o f  nostalgia’. 1 D econstruction  is no t in quest for w hat 
it has lost, but ‘hopes’ for w hat it has never yet found, ‘like an old 
beast awaiting its pasture’, says Lyotard.

Libidinal Economy has in general draw n little critical response, save 
losing Lyotard m any M arxist friends. Indeed, w ith a few excep- 
tions, it is now only Lyotard h im self w ho occasionally refers to the 
book, to pour new scorn on it, calling it his ‘evil book, the book o f 
evilness that everyonc w riting and thinking is tcm pted to d o ’.2 By 
1 988, however, Pcrcgrinations' narrated  ‘au tho r’ has passed from  the 
km rfold ‘yes’ that ends Lihidinal Economy to doing penance for this 
g rea t w ork: ‘T he readers o f  this book — thank  god they w ere very 
few -  generally accepted the product as a rhetorical exercise and gave 
no consideration to the upheaval it required o f  m y soul . . .  Its rare 
readers disliked the book, w hich passed for a piece o f  shameless- 
ness, im m odesty and p r o v o c a t io n .R in g in g  in M olly B loom ’s 
desire-drunk cars, the yes becom es a death-knell: ‘. . .  the priest 
going by with the bell bringing the vatican to the dying . . . ’ Games 
Joyce, Ulysscs (H arm ondsw orth: Penguin, 1965), p.68O).

LyotanVs Lyotards

From  deep on the ‘inside’ o f  the academ y (the Welleck Library 
Lectures) and in fitting confessionaİ m ode, the narratee exposes the 
academ ic’s genealogy: piety, traditionalism  and creativity. In a 
single trusting, good-hum oured  gesture at the opening to ‘h is’ 
Peregrinations, Lyotard reveals that he had w anted to be (a) a m onk; 
(b) an historian; (c) an artist; and (d) a novelist. In each case he was to 
m eet w ith various frustrations, until ‘in the end’, as they say, he 
became a philosopher. In a sense, how ever, the respective m odes o f  
these never-to-be-attained ‘professions’ have haunted his career: 
instead o f  jo in ing the D om inican order, he entered political 
bro therhoods (‘Socialisme ou B arbarie’ and ‘Pouvoir O u v rie r’) 
w hose staunch and solem n in tensity  still rears its patriarchal head 
from  tim e to time (“ The sacrificial aspect o f  this com m itm ent to 
political reflexion and praxis is obviously  related to m onastic
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obedience’. Peregrinations, p. 17). U pon  quitting  this b ro therhood, 
the historian perform s the excom m unicated’s penance in extended 
m editations on A uschw itz and Memorialsjilr Marxism.4 T he other 
faces making up this academ ic H ydra are the artist and the novelist, 
w ho contam inate the ph ilosopher’s purism, necessitating the ‘naive 
ideal’ o f  attaining a ‘zero degree style’ in The D iferend  (Paris: 
M inuit, 1983; M anchester: M anchester U niversity Press, 1988). To 
neutralize the effects o f  w riting , reduce its material puissance, its 
opacity. As this m inim alist desideratum  brings style to zero, the 
paganism o f  Libidinal Economy yields to a Judaic m onotheism  
respectfully attentive to  w riting  as ‘the w ord o f  the dead father’, 5 as 
Lyotard says. So Lyotard  offers a penitent’s explanation for this act 
o f  stylistic contrition: ‘I have schooled m yself in [W ittgenstein’s] 
Philosophische Untersuchungen in order to purge m y se lf . .  . D esolat- 
ing m y culture fecundated me. ’6 M onotheism  and traditionalism  
depose the desolate hysteria o f  paganism.

Lyotard lays claim to the culture he desolates and to the 
fecundation it stimulates; a strange m om ent o f  appropriation, a 
strange difference betw een ‘his’ culture and ‘h is’ me. T he finally 
p roper name, albeit no t that o f  differance, concretizes around 
‘philosophical readings’ o f  the ‘great trad ition’,7 w hose latest 
m outhpiece is the penitent libidinalist. In Libidinal Economy, 
how ever, ‘L y o tard ’ conducts an exam ination o f  the p roper nam e as 
a tensor sign (see G lossary). As an exem plary case o fth e  tensor sign, 
L yotard  selects P rofessor D r Paul Em il Flechsig, who trea tedJudge 
Daniel Paul Schreber for paranoid psychosis. 8 Flechsig’s nam e is no 
longer a depositing site for the stock-piled rem nants o f  an identity, 
bu t functions as an unstable and unpredictable intense sign w hose 
aleatory w hirl traces labyrinthine paths into Judge Schreber’s m ulti- 
sexed body, draw ing, along w ith  jurisprudential, psychiatric and 
theological phrases, even a libidinal-som atic semiotics, into its 
untraceable wake.

-  A re y o u  suggesting that ‘Lyotard’ is a paranoid psychotic, a 
Schreber, spoken by ‘G o d ’s nerves’ o r some such thing? Surely he 
rem ains a w riter, perhaps even a philosopher?

-  Exactly how  Schreber go t out o f hospital: he asked that his 
w riting  be taken as testim ony o f his sanity. Lyotard has ‘h im self 
testified that Economic libidinale links paganism w ith  hysteria: 
paganism  has no one god w ho is rem oved from  the civic, social or 
philosophical stage, bu t on the contrary, a m ultiplicity o f  gods w ho
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XX Lihidinal Economy

sw arnt över i .  ‘Hysterica 1 anx ie ty ’, ar Lyotard variles, ‘signals not 
that t İte god ir tao far away but that he ir too elose . . .  ‘indm acy
w ith  the godr w ithout seeing theis tacesi wouİd not be kto far- 
tetehed e deseripdon o f  Lihidinal Economy’ .9 B ut thir ir no t a tan ity  
irta! -  vtc are in writing, and wrirIng, tayr L y o ta d , ir
irresponsihle,U) perhapr becauee it f^fer inevitably ta v ta d r  the m ulti- 
ple rather than hom ing i t  on the one? Perhapr we have the 
beginningr o f  an Intenrive theory o f  textuality, and widr it, an 
hyiterical tathes titan c penitent account o f  ‘the ^^il b o o k ’. I  
Lyotard t e n  an author, even e sesponrible one? Thir ir how  he 
countarr Van D en A bbeele’r a item ptr ks astesr ‘L yo tardV  respon- 
ribdity for ‘his w orks’:

If the hetekogeneity o f ‘m^s w ork  ‘passes h y ’ [depasse] the reader, 
it alrn ‘pasrer by s me, irsofas as I am m y firit teader. H ovtever, I 
am :alkc the tupposed ‘autho'S o f ‘my s w ork, and you ask about 
nty responribü ty  w ith regard ks i .  . . .  We nevee p u b İsh  
anything except kough draftr . . .  A nd in thir sente, I can vrithout 
lying plead İm ited  responrib iİty . T hat ir to tay: e taades cannot 
incorrectly locate is  e plece o f  v rridng  an aspect which, according 
ta  nte, ir not there at ail. (D, p. 161

‘I can v rith o u tly in g  p k a d  Hmiied re s p o n r ib ü ty ’: i  is rem pdng m  
pu rtue e tanity irtal, oe even ks tub ject ‘L y o ta d ’ or his ‘w o rk ’ ta  
tenkorial serutiny. Scandalous. We shaİl m om entarily tr if t  ous 
concern ks the m uh ip İc ity  kof discourrer is  w hich ‘L y o ^ d ^  tex ts’ 
have ingaged  before and odes the publication kof Libidinal Economy.

One or Several Lyotards?

m  the in ifoduc tion  ta  his book Lyotard: Writing the Event (hereafter 
ciled ar LW E), Geofftey B enn ing tan  re]fostr that ‘L y o ta d  rees 
h im relf ar having variken three ‘reW bookr (Discours, figure, 
Economie libidinale and Le Differend)' (L WE, p.2). A rn u n d ü e te tla te e  
iextr arc clusterr o f ‘m in ö r’ w orks, coİtecdons o f  ‘p reparatory’ 
estays, and tuchHke. D espite the m am fest hetetageneity  o f  ‘philo- 
sophkaL w orkr on Hbido theory , rem todcr and the prnobiem o f 
jusdce, there are othes w orkr m arking incurstans inks othes realmr 
o f  w ridng: e recit Le M ur du Pacifique; experim ental estays, kas 
^^^an^jak ‘D esirevolution’, in Derive . . . ; texts ikom an experim en- 
^̂ 1 Cİ^^s^̂ I exhibidon; b (̂kolrr v l̂ric^h hr^
re tu it of<^oİ^^l^(a^^tk)ns vrids ^on^^mjaot^r^ ^ftisk , and rno on.
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Introduction X X I

A fter having adopted this device, how ever, B ennington indicates 
the problem atics o f  inclusion /exdusion  attendant upon it, electing 
finally to accept the hom ogenization  his schem a imposes. Succum b- 
ing to  the ‘tem p ta tio n ’ o f  the same and universalizing this fall as the 
‘th eo logy’ o f  ‘represen tation’ (as L yotard  rem inds us, reverence for 
the question  o f  representation  is a ‘fall’, a ‘collapse’, the ‘w eakening 
o fin tensities’, necessary to  ‘philosophical discourse’12), B ennington 
goes on to fulfil the criteria o f  representation by constructing a 
corpus, a ‘career’, inscribing his discourse on the interior o f  the body 
o f  ‘L yo tard ’s’ oeuvre. We will no t be the media perpetuating this 
‘general agonistics o f  the p roper nam e’ (Van D en Abbeele)13, nor 
will we provide another bibliographical or biographical (nor even a 
thanatographical) account o f  L yo tard ’s w o rk d 4 A nd rather than 
em phasize the obvious heterogeneity  o f  ‘L yo tard ’s’ w orks (from  
the ‘neutral place’, as Ju d ith  Still says, o f  their unification under the 
logical ascetism  o f  the ‘rigid designator’15 the function o f  w hich is 
to establish the inside and outside o f  the B ennington/L yotard  
oeuvre), we em phasize that, far from  designating an interiority, the 
proper nam e is a tensor. A t low  intensity: ‘proper names have that 
p roperty  o f  attracting to  themselves phrases belonging to different 
regim ens and to  heterogeneous genres o f  discourse’ (D, p.20). H igh 
intensity: m elting fragm ents that never were a totality into unheard- 
o f  configurations: to  logicians and other nihilists, the tensor is the 
nam e o f  im propriety . Scandal. As Felix G uattari som ew hat pom - 
pously snaps at L yotard  in particular and ‘the P ostm oderns’ in 
general, ‘I believe that this philosophy is no philosophy at all . . .  
[The postm odern] is n o th ing  bu t a state o f  m ind that happens to  be 
in the air, a ‘cond ition ’ o f  public opinion that gets its truths out o f  its 
surroundings . . . M6. N o t ‘ph ilosophy’? N o t critical, im proper in 
that it refuses to stabilize into a proprietary inside and outside.

Openings/Surroundings

The opening event o f  Libidinal Economy: the anatom y o f  ‘poly- 
m orphous perversion’ undoes the libidinal investments and som atic 
folds that m aintain the proper body. The volume im plied in 
th ink ing  the skin as the eg o ’s boundary  betw een  the in terior and the 
exterior (as Freud does17), spills into the folds and twists o f  the great 
ephem eral skin. T he cold K antian logic o f  L yotard’s ‘D eduction  o f  
the V olum inous B o d y ’ contrasts w ith  the extrem e tension betw een
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life and death that is intensified w ith each cut in the skin o f this 
‘b o d y ’, in the little folds and their defences that constitute the 
organism , and the lib ido’s indifference to such folds. Already faint 
rum ours o f Kant and F reud’s com plicity  in this text can be 
discerned. Later chapters involve M arx, M achiavelli, B audrillard18 
and Klossowski, to nam e but a few. Its im m ediate context, 
however, is m ost profitably explored in relation to Gilles Deleuze 
and Felix G uattari’s Anti-Oedipus: Capitalisnı and Schizophrctüa Part I 
(hereafter cited as Anti-Ocdipus). This w ork , as Vincent Descom bes 
points out in his Modern Frendi Philosophy (Cam bridge: C am bridge 
U niversity Press, 1980), continues the largely failed project o f  a 
synthesis o f  Freud and M arx in the w ork o f Wilhelm Reich and the 
Frankfurt School theoreticians H erbert M arcuse and Erich From m .
I k lcuze  and Guattari establish the site o f this w elding by indus- 
trializing the unconscious, hence Anti-Oedipus' ‘desiring-m achines’ 
that constitute the various m odes o f unconscious investm ent. They 
attack M arxism for its derisory attitude tow ards the unconscious, 
and psychoanalysis for lim iting its range to the individualized 
psychical apparatus. Just as L yotard writes ‘Every Political Econ- 
om y Is Libidinal’, so Anti-Oedipus has it that desiring-production 
‘machines’, as they say, social m aterial. We have, then, a libidinal, 
rather than a dialectical or historical, m aterialism .

But there is another main player in the  cast o f  Anti-Oedipus: 
K an tian critique:

In w hat he term ed the critical revolution, Kant intended to 
discover criteria im m anent to understanding so as to distinguish 
the legitimate and illegitim ate uses o f  the syntheses o f  conscious- 
ness. In the name o f  transcendental philosophy (im m anence o f  
criteria), he therefore denounced the transcendent use o f  syn­
theses such as appeared in m etaphysics. In like fashion we are 
compelled to say that psychoanalysis has its m etaphysics — its 
name is Oedipus. And that a revolution  -  this tim e m aterialist -  
can proceed only by w ay o f  a critique o f  O edipus, denouncing 
the illegitimate use o f  the syntheses o f  the unconscious as found 
in Oedipal psychoanalysis, so as to  rediscover a transcendental 
unconscious defined by the im m anence o f  its criteria, and a 
corresponding practice that we shall call schizoanalysis. (Gilles 
Deleuze and Felix G uattari, Anti-Oedipus, tr. R obert H urley, 
M ark Seem and Helen Lane (London: A thlone, 1984), p.75)

xxii Lihidirıal Econamy
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Psychoanalysis cfaims, as did specufadve mefaphysscs, Od know  
desire, io idendfy  its privüeged forms. But everything psycho­
analysis know s about desire is know s by injecdng it in to  e certain 

cahed O edipus, e clored, famiHal circuit w herein desire 
ptays ıcctS its dram as lif conflsct, reducdon, and anxrety w ith  the 
fıgures o f  the child, the m other and the father. ‘T heim perta lism  lif 
O ed ip u 't is cuch that any ptadı skesched (cuS by abertant desire is 
m^n^^isfa^^^^ b ro u g h t back f t  the fold. T o produce the w oif-father 
out o f th e  crow d lif w oives in the W oİf-M an’s pltanfas^^s, Freud 
lurns the crow d inio ıo  that the w olf-father m ay devour
them . Frence: E schizophrensc ou t for a walk is a b itte r m o d e lth an  a 
neu ıodc  lying on the analy ids couch’ (Anti-Oedipus, p. 2). So rather 
t a n  having discovered the ‘tcue’ paths o f  Hhidinal inveitm en t, the 
psychoanalyit ur^s his famiHal, O edipal prejudsce fs  engineer 
neurodcs: ‘yes, m y is m y father, and m  is the H ead o f  Sfare,
and ıo  are you, D o c io r’, as they fay (Anti-Oedipus, p.35). Schiz- 
oanalysis does no t m erely denounce O edipus, ^s Kan t denounces 
m etaphysics’ specufadve attem pts fe prove or disprove G od’s 
exiatence, an iilusion, bu t cridques it ^s e itcucture in whsch the
unconscious is trapped by psychoanalytic metaphysScs. SSct̂ iiz— 
oanalysis evokes the d i te r  ence b e tw e e n th e  machine ancS the 
itcuclure in term s lif the im m anence (of the form er fe the 
unconscious. ‘Evesyone know s that the schizo is a m achine’ (Anti- 
Oedipus, p.381).

W hen Lyofard, therifo re , wri^^s in his revrevv eifay  on Anti- 
Oedipus, ‘C apifahsm e energum ene’, 19 that it E  not a book  lif 
cridque’, bu t rather an ‘energedc posidon inscribed in discourre, 
w here negadon li t  the adverfasy fakes pface not by means l i f t l e  
Aujhebung [sublation], lıut th rough  forgettingi (DP p.lO), it is at 
reait diffıcult fs  r e ı m d e  th is p rim a-fade oblivion cif and-O edipal 
cridque w ith  the im porfance o f  the cridcal aschttecture o f  Dereuze 
ancS G uaitari,s rext. W hat is im porfant ^s regaids Lyofard’s (funda- 
menfaily F fegehan-M araan l m odel o f  cridque is the fu n id o n  ancS 
fo n n  o f  negadon. I  the above quore he ^^^^^^it^es the divergence 
o f  the FfegeHan Aujhebung ancS forgetting in this
respect. W here Dereuze and G uaifad, emphasizing the im m anence 
o f  cridque fe crit^ îzze<  ̂ ^l^ara^^riat^^ o f  the K andan m odel,
eatablish the cridcal n^̂ l̂^anism in ;s refidon  oSlm n̂^aI^enc^ ^ its  
s^l^izo-n^;^^l^İItes,^^tard rees critncır^ as tied io t^e
ac^^er^s^’s J^casitk)n. ^^ofaki^^ and^crit^^al
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response, ‘forget irnm anence, it can only b e İo n g io th e  enem y’. This 
patanoia concerning the inside and the ouiside o f  enemy tersirosy is 
appasently dispelSed is  Libidinal Economy: ‘be rnside and forget i ,  
th a t’s the position o f  the death dsive) (L E , 1 p.3; emphasis added). 
Exrrem e ctitical lensiornthe athance o f  Frerrd and K a n tin th e  ctisical 
machinesy.

The fosce o f  Artti-Oedipus, how evcr, hes precisely is  ias libidinal 
materiaHr l ctitique o f psychoanalysis. Such e ctitique does no t aim, 
as Reich’s did, ke produce a liberation o f  the unconscious cre o f  
sexualily, b u tro  diirociate kolisine from  lack, m aking desne e posidve 
fosce, condidoning the rocial fıeid is  its endsely tather than being 
conditioned by r sııbject’s lack cır depsivadon (such as Fseud ured 9  
provide the psychoanalytic ‘conception’ o f  the Semale as ‘lacking a 
penis’). W hy then does Lyotard sead Anti-Oedipus as an acsitical 
book? A certain ioath ing ofcsitique reronates th roughou t w hat may 
be called Lyotard’s ‘libidinal p esiod . Indeed, despise the Freudo- 
Kandan axis m endoned above, eemains the
oejec) o f rejcction, e hated, irolaSed, (^^sjt^^^it^^ coiony o f  vim l^nt 

at the hot cose o f  Libidinal Econamy.
The paitage frone pious and passionaSe csitical acdvily ro Us 

denunciadon and exüe can be ftaced th rough  L yotard’s tw o 1973 
cohecdons o f eitays. I  the 1979 preface ro the second edition o f  
Des Dispositifs pulsioneis, hovrever, the porscsidcal libido is 
denounced as thespeculadve ‘m etaphysics (DP, In troduc-
don to 2nd edn (1979),  ̂ m arking a new  sh ^ t w here phiiorophy
goes ‘back ke üs beginnings in K an t’ (D P  priii) '  a ftad idonahrt, 
patanoiac and propetly  K andan m odel o f  csidque, w here the Übido 
no w  occupîes the posidon f f d ı e  exne. As this denunciatioıı 
condnues in L yotard’s w orks ofter 1979, it is accom pam ed by an 
incretsing aftachm ent ke this concepdon  o f  csidque, reading 
L yotrrd  ke jsi^ t̂e ‘Kant againrt F reud’ in an eitay  from  1984,20 a ı^ d k  
identîfy, in L'Enthousiasme (Paris: Gahlee, 1986), csidque w ith 
poHdcs.

W e have, then, a libidinal hostility to critique and a critical hostility to 
the libidinal. I  the Enghsh-speaking w otİd , we m ight perhaps be 
rem pted ke rush ink) idenofy ing  hsis siruadon as a ‘differend’ 
between the tw o pardes. I  ro, k  is a differend, a conflict, which 
Lyorrrd has been anxious (o kolye i t  one w ay  os another. l^os 
example, in an mrerviev) yride Wriİ^^m v̂ ^n Reijen ^ı^d D^^lr 

1̂  ̂claims h^^t ‘Le Differend ^^nr^d^^s d^^ st^or^^omn^gs o f
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Economie libidinale; it is an attem pt to say the same things bu t w ithou t 
unloading problem s so im p o rtan t a sju stice ’ (/, pp. 300-1; em phasis 
added). Again, in Leçons sur L ’Analytique du Sublime (Paris: Galilee, 
1991, p.183), L yotard  m entions an ‘affective differend’ ('le differend 
affectuel'). W hat this dem onstrates is an ongoing critical a ttem pt to 
recuperate the libido; the ‘a ttem p t to say the sam e things’ constitutes 
a critical gesture according to  L yo tard ’s reading o f  the Alifhebung as 
its privileged means, rather than the forgetting characteristic o f  the 
acritical m ode of, as L yotard  sees it, Anti-Oedipus. H o w  can the 
‘crisis o f  Libidinal Economy' (Peregrinations, p.16) be solved? O r: since 
the libido ‘invests uncond itionally ’, how  does it invest \bestetzen] 
critique?

The Libidinal Economics ojCritical Philosophy

Besetzung is F reud’s G erm an for w hat the Standard Edition gives as 
‘cathexis’. T he French translation is investissement, ‘investm en t’, 
w hich is the fiscal sense o f  the G erm an term . In the New Introductory 
Lectures on Psychoanalysis F reud plays w ith  another o f  its senses. T he 
superego has the arduous task o f  keeping the id in order, a task it 
accom plishes, w rites Freud, by  ‘install[ing] a garrison [Besetzung] in 
the place w here insurrection  threatens’ (Standard Edition V ol. 22, 
p p .llO —11). T he superego  occupies, takes up a position, counter- 
invests in the id ’s troubled  areas. In this, psychoanalysis deploys a 
m ilitarist ethic ju s t  as critique does, since for the latter conflict is the 
m o to r o f  its necessity. For exam ple, in the Critique o f Pure Reason 
(hereafter cited as CPR), K ant writes:

T o  deny that the service w hich the C ritique renders is positive in 
character, w o u ld  thus be like saying that the police are o f  no 
positive benefit, inasm uch as their main business is m erely to 
prevent the violence o f  w h ich  citizens stand in m utual fear. 
(CPR, Bxxv)

B o th  psychoanalysis and critique desire that the situation be 
stabilized; the fo rm er aim s to stabilize the boundaries on the in terior 
o f  the ‘psychical apparatus’ (Freud’s nam e for the three agencies: id- 
ego-superego), th rough a ‘dynam ic equilibrium ’ being established 
by rival investm ents on the same te rrito ry  by different agencies. 
C ritique, on the o ther hand, hollow s ou t a space on its o w n  in terior 
w here the conflicts on w hich  it feeds can be played ou t as ‘m ock
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com bats’, thc dcludcd participants (spcculativc mctaphysicians) 
supplying thc ‘pcaccable on lookcr’ (thc critical philosophcr in his 
‘safc scat’) w ith contributions to ‘thcorctical insigh t’, a kind o f  
surplus-valuc for pure reason (CPR, A747/B77S).

Both oricntations hollow  out an interiority , stabilizing its borders 
through countcr-insurrection m anoeuvres or through annexation.2 1 
It is critiquc,s function to redraw  thc borders o f  its territories and to 
strictly position reason within its propcr ficld, thc im agination in its 
proper ficld, and so o n . 2 It is this positioning, this installation 
\Besetznng], which is thc Freudian libidinal opcrator par cxccHencc. 
And it is this function which Lyotard is conccrncd to analyse in 
Libidinal Economy in tcrm s o f  the cncrgctics o f  thc bar and thc band 
(scc Glossary, points 9 and 10).

Critiqne and Crisis

J ust as Schrcbcr’s nam c is linkcd up w ith G o d ’s ncrvcs and w ith thc 
Saxon judiciary, ju st as thc skin can bc opcratcd on so as to produce 
thc most cil'ilized (thc m ost 1ieurotic) hum an bcing or thc m ost intense 
and unchartablc m etam orphoses, so critique has an intensive range. 
We have scen thc im portancc o f  m ilitary-fıscal-libidinal Besetzungen 
in thc critical function, we m ust now  follow its m utations across the 
range o f displacements to which it is subjected by the various 
libidinal investm ents critique has fıled under the name ‘L yotard’. We 
shall take three texts: ‘O n  T heory: an In terview ’ (w ith Brigitte 
Devismes), ‘A drift’23, and Libidinal Economy itself

In ‘O n T heory’ (which dates from  1970, before his first m ajor 
book, Discours, figüre) L yotard retains a solidly M arxian view  o f  
critique:

The function o f  theory is no t only to understand, but also to 
criticize, i.e. to call into question and overturn  a reality, social 
relationships, the relationships o f  m en w ith things and other men, 
w hich are clearly intolerable. A nd as far as I am concerned, that is 
the dim ension o f  politics. (D P M F , p .210/ Drijiworks, p.19)

Lyotard repeats M arx’s gesture: ju st as

the critique o f  heaven turns in to  the critique o f  earth, the critique 
o f  religion into the critique o f  law  and the critique o f  theology 
into the critique o f  politics . .  . [CJriticism  is no t a passion o f  the 
head, but the head o f  passion. It is no t a scalpel; it is a w e ap o n .3

x x v İ Libidinal Economy
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so theory  is to pass from  understanding to overturning situations 
w hich are ‘clearly in to lerab le’. Intolerable to w hom , or to  w hat? T o 
the exploited, the proletariat, a ‘constant subject’ subjected, in the 
classic exam ple, by the Industrial Revolution to ‘inhum an’ condi- 
tions. T he survival o f  the proletariat under these conditions is 
generally explained by the scope and effectiveness o f the revolu­
tion: it was either that or die -  they had to go from  the country  to the 
new  urban environm ents, had to labour in factories, in mines, 
m erely in order to survive. Such critique serves a supposed m aster, 
the oppressed, in the nam e o f  the future and o f  justice. Preparing 
for the scandal (‘hang on  tigh t and spit on m e’), Libidinal Economy 
offers another analysis. It is never ‘that or die’, but always ‘that and 
die': the Industrial R evolution  machines new ‘inhum an’ po ten- 
tialities,25 a different affective range, a generalized m etam orphosis 
w hich sweeps aw ay the pious, m issionary fiction of the alienated 
and oppressed constant subject, displacing the orientation o f  this 
struggle from  the ‘w hite  te rro r’ o f  theory  to the ‘red cruelty ’ o f  
acephalization.26 T he ‘head o f  passion’ is rem oved and there is 
nothing in its place:

This trap consists quite sim ply in responding to the dem and o f  the 
vanquished theory , and this dem and is: put som ething in my 
place. T he im portan t thing is this place, however, not the contents 
o f  the theory. It is the place o f  theory that m ust be vanquished. 
A nd this can com e about only th rough displacement and flight. 
(Libidinal Economy, p.2OO)

‘Put som ething in m y place’, says vanquished theory. In the nam e o f  
the fu ture, o f  the revo lu tion  ‘to com e’, obstacles are placed in the 
w ay o f  displacem ent and flight, repressions, we m ight say, like 
dam s in to  rapids. P ressure brings out the libidinal in the theoretical: 
replace me, reinvest, m ake m y position im m ortal, dem ands theory, 
ignoran t o f  its ow n passing.

‘D erives’ (1972) fully exposes the type o f  investm ent dem anded 
by the critical and the theoretical.

[C ritique] . . .  is deeply rational, deeply consistent w ith  the 
system . D eeply reform ist: the critic remains in the sphere o f  the 
criticized, he belongs to it, goes beyond one term  o f the position 
bu t does no t alter the position  o f  the terms. (D P M F , p. 14/ 
Driftworks, p.13)

C ritique is defined by its m aintenance o f  static forms, w hether o f  
the universal subject, the proletariat, or the form s o f  labour and

Introduction xxvii

Ücretsiz PDF Kitap Arsivi - https://rantey.org



exploitation; it even blocks its ow n issue in its almost Platonic 
com m itm ent to retaining the system ’s position .27 A sudden change 
o f  tack, a crisis. M ust the critic labour at the interm inable task 
presented by the deconstruction  o f  accepted form s and stable 
positions (‘O nly  form  lends itself to expressing the m ovem ent o f  
the revolution form  is the revo lu tion ’: DPM F, p .3 1)? O r does the 
m orphic m ove inexorably in to  the m etam orphic o f  itself? Is it now  
necessary to rew rite the ‘critique o f  political econom y’, o r o f  
metaphysics, or even, as Lyotard  suggests in ‘Judiciousness in 
D ispute’, a ‘critique o f  critical reason’ (‘Judicieux dans le differend’, 
in La Faculte d e j  uger, ed., J.F . Lyotard, tr. Cecile Lindsay, in The 
Lyotard Reader, ed. A ndrew  B enjam in (O xford: Blackwell, 1989, 
p.328). ‘N o  need’, says Libidinal Economy, ‘ju s t be inside and forget 
it, that’s the position o f  the death drive’ (p .3 . Forget the stable 
positions/investm ents, fo rgetting  rather than negativity, the acriti- 
cal orientation Lyotard ascribes to Anti-Oedipns. This is the orienta- 
tion adopted iıı ‘D erives’:

It is not true that . . . the  occupation o f  a position necessarily entails 
its critique and com pels us to adop t a position w hich will 
negatively contain and sublate the form er. (DPM F, p. 13/Drift- 
works, p. 12; emphasis added)

The crisis does not entail a critical denegation o f  critique, there is no 
need to renew critique, to reinstate the head o f  passion (or ‘the 
Q ueen o f  all the sciences’, as K an t has it. CPR, Avii). N o r is it 
necessary that an anti-critique be form ulated  to right the w rongs o f  
its predecessor. Taking up the lexical hin t italicized in the above 
quote, Lyotard contınues:

There is a forgotten Freud in this reading, the one w ho dared to 
w rite  that the libido never relinquishes one investm ent for a better 
one. (ibid.)

Freud continually em phasized that the unconscious has no capacity 
for negation. U nconscious libidinal investm ents are superim posed 
one upon the other, ju s t as ‘[R om e’s] ancient ruins . . . have 
provided the material for m ore recent structures’ (The Interpretation 
ofDreams, VI, 1). Such investm ents are, in the language o f  Libidinal 
Economy, incompossible. T hey  are ‘blocked together’, as Bill 
Readings says, draw ing on a Lyotardian lexis from  the tim e o f  
‘Derives . . . ’, in his Introducing Lyotard (London: R outledge, 1991),
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w ithou t considerations o f  tem poral or spatial order. Further, there is 
an extrem e m obility  o f  unconscious energies, a m obility  which 
finds ingress, despite ‘rep ression’, into conscious organizations, by 
means o f  displacem ents: i f  the dam  holds, the banks burst. 
D eform ation, distortion:

W hat follow s does n o t belong to the drift from  M arx and Freud, 
but to the drift w hich continues/discontinues it, adrift from  this 
drift . . . Derivatio [diverting] is not sim ply leaving a shore, but 
diverting a rivus [stream ], a course, a fluidity. W here It goes, we 
were no t going [Ça va ailleurs que la oü Von allait]. What jo y  if  ripa 
[shore] w ere derived from  rivus, if  this were the stream ing w hich 
determ ined the shore! T he shore o f  the stream, o f  the ocean, 
displaces itse lf along w ith  it. (D PM F  p. 9)

The ‘crisis’ o f  Libidinal Economy is a perpetual displacement, an 
eternal tu rn ing  rather than a splitting: ‘drifting by itself is the end o f  
all critique’ (DPM F, p.15/Driftworks, p. 13). Instead o f  fixing 
territories, setting up shields, or installing garrisons, libidinal 
investm ents traverse the entire m etam orphic range o f  these 
unlim ited displacem ents. T he shores are disfıgured and identities 
wrecked in this postcritical to rren t w hich engulfs K ant’s safe seat as 
m uch as the garrisons o f  the psychoanalytic superego.

Phantasy Island: Back to Kant

Jean-Luc N ancy opens his contribution to the 1985 Cerisy collo- 
quium  on L yo tard ’s w ork w ith a recognition o f  the la tte r’s ‘playing 
the stakes o f  K antian resources’.28 We have already m entioned 
L yo tard ’s tu rn  to Kant, this turn being at Freud’s expense. There is a 
distinct asym m etry  here, an irreversibility in the critical Besetzung: 
w hile the libido ‘invests unconditionally’, critique regroups to 
denounce the libido as a ‘metaphysics o f  desire’. We have sketched 
an intensive range w hich runs through the term  ‘critique’ in 
L yo tard ’s w ork , carrying it from  the privileged tool o f  a rigid 
political agenda to a ‘crisis’, a krisis, a splitting. This splitting became 
at one point the focus o f  L yo tard ’s attention in the form  o f  the 
differend, a radical and insoluble dispute whose dem ands for a 
justice can never be satisfied: the philosopher can only ‘bear w itness 
to the d ifferend’ in order to ‘save the honour o f  th ink ing’.29 In a 
sense The Differend exemplifies critical mechanisms: the return  to a
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sense of the ‘clearly in to lerab le’, this tim e in a m etaphysical- 
historical register (the classic exam ple is Faurisson’s question 
concerning the reality o f  the H olocaust), testified to by the 
occurrence o f the differend w hich prevents the issue o f  a verdict, 
returns an object to the critical project -  critique itself. The critical 
o rb it is no longer a cycle from  theoretical questioning to a real 
ove'rturning and back, but a stu ttering  arc, ceaselessly failing to 
circumscribe' its receding dom inion , rnom entarily and provisionally 
linking up with other dom inions, w hether these be called ‘language 
gam es’, ‘genres’, or w hatever else o f  this sort. These ‘islaııds’, or 
‘the A rchipelago’ as Lyotard term s this topography, these uncon- 
nected tragm ents no longer cry out for their reunification into a 
‘proper body’, but constantly seek recognition of injustices perpe- 
trated upon them . Injustice can m erely be w itnessed in the arc’s 
Rashes, to which the ‘critical w atchm an’ may bear testim ony: fall- 
out from the Enlightenm ent, burn ing  fragm ents o f  the French 
Revolution and its Suprem e Be'ing3" illum inate the crisis. No longer 
the concentric cycle w ith its fıxe'd futural refe'rence, nor the 
eccentric eternal turu o f  the libidinal band, but a peniten t’s attem pt 
to return to the crisis at the end o f  critique.

M ore recently, there arc perhaps signs that this return is no longer 
possible. In L ’Inhumain, for exam ple, this recognition:

In this respect, even w hat m ay be m ost disturbing in Kant, w hich 
is not anthropological, bu t strictly transcendental, w hich in the 
critical tension goes to the point o f  shattering the m ore or less 
presupposed unity o f  the subject, as is the case, in exem plary 
fashion, it seems to me, in the analysis o f  the sublim e or the 
historico-politica 1 w ritings, even that is expurgated, sanitized. 
U nder the pretext of a re tu rn  to Kant, we m erely shelter hum anist 
prejudice under his authority . (L ’Inhumam, p.9; em phasis added)

W ith the sanitizing phantasy o f  a re turn  to K ant’s critical island 
dispelled, the ‘critical tension’ is building up again. T he regulated 
cycles o f revolutionary critique, and the stu ttering  arcs that m ark its 
m em orial, are themselves incom possible fragm ents o f  the 
duplicitous critical-libidinal Besetzung, displaced and disfigured 
along the libido’s unaccountable flows. Is it a ‘m etaphysics o f  
desire’?

The question rem ained and has rem ained . . .  is Being shameful 
. . . ? W hat about hysteria, especially hypochondria, as a m ode in 
which Being or the law can be divined?’ (Peregrinations p. 14).

Libidinal Economy
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A nd the sublim e, a tensor deployed  in the rig id  hierarchies o f  the 
faculties, intensifying critique, ‘carr[ying] w ith it both pleasure and 
pam . .  . w hich som e w ould  call neurosis or m asochism ’.31 H o w  to 
judge?

This is L yo tard ’s ‘evil b o o k ’, do not expect answers to the 
questions it generates, no r excuses or rationalizations of its scandals. 
Read im piously, brutally , th rough  this divine and incom possible 
libidinal m ultiplicity, pagan like N ietzsche -  ‘I am all the nam es in 
h isto ry ’. If you m ust judge, then take this opportunity  to  ju d g e  
w ith o u t criteria’, since never w ere there fewer, be the (hysterical) 
ju d g e  in the sanity trial w e tem pted  you with, dear reader, add to  the 
‘very few  readers’ o f  this ‘honourable sinful offering’. T o  para- 
phrase Lyotard:

A discourse at m axim um  intensity? This is much m ore than a 
critique, w hich is perhaps only a degenerate amuse m ent.32
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progress. The Differend contains a discussion of enthusiasm which 
adopts libidinal-economic terms. Enthusiasm, writes Lyotard, is ‘a 
periodic unbridling . . . an energetic sign, a tensor ofW unsch’ (p.167).

31 Jean-François Lyotard, ‘Answering the Question: What is Postmoder- 
nism?’, tr. Regis Durand, in The l'ostmodern Conditioll: A Report on 
Kllowledge, tr. Geoff Bennington and Brian Massumi, Theory and 
History of Literature. Vol. 10 (Manchester: Manchester University 
Press, 1984), p.77. ‘Disturbing’ aspects of Kant’s historico-political 
texts are exposed in The DiJferend and L'Enthousiasme. Further, as has 
already been mentioned, Lyotard’s latest analysis of the sublime is 
Leçons sur L ’Analytique du Sublime.

32 ‘Notes sur le retour et le capital’, DP, p.293/Semiotext(e) 3:1, p.45. I have 
placed ‘critique’ where Lyotard wrote ‘deconstruction’.

x x x İv Libidinal Economy
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The Great Ephemeral Skin
I

Opening the Libidinal Surface

O pen the so-called body  and spread out all its surfaces: no t only the 
skin w ith  each o f  its folds, w rinkles, scars, w ith its great velvety 
planes, and contiguous to  that, the scalp and its m ane o f  hair, the 
tender pubic fur, nipples, nails, hard transparent skin under the heel, 
the light frills o f  the eyelids, set w ith  lashes -  but open and spread, 
expose the labia m ajora, so also the labia m inora w ith  th e ir blue 
n e tw o rk  bathed in m ucus, dilate the diaphragm  o f  the anal 
sphincter, longitudinally  cut and flatten out the black conduit o fth e  
rectum , then the colon, then the caecum, now  a ribbon w ith  its 
surface all striated and pollu ted  w ith  shit; as though your dress- 
m aker’s scissors w ere opening the leg o f  an old pair of trousers, go 
on, expose the small intestines’ alleged interior, the je junum , the 
ileum , the duodenum , or else, at the other end, undo the m ou th  at its 
corners, pull ou t the tongue at its most distant roots and split it, 
spread out the bats’ w ings o f  the palate and its damp basem ents, 
open the trachea and m ake it the skeleton o f  a boat under 
construction; arm ed w ith  scalpels and tweezers, dismantle and lay 
ou t the  bundles and  bodies o f  th e  encephalon; and then the  w hole 
n etw ork  o f  veins and arteries, intact, on an im m ense m attress, and 
then  the lym phatic ne tw ork , and the fine bony pieces o f  the w rist, 
the ankle, take them  apart and put them  end to end w ith  all the layers 
o f  nerve tissue w h ich  su rround  the aqueous hum ours and the 
cavernous body  o f  the penis, and extract the great muscles, the great 
dorsal nets, spread them  ou t like sm ooth  sleeping dolphins. W ork as 
the sun does w h en  you’re sunbathing or taking grass.

A n d  this is n o t all, far from  it: connected onto these lips, a second 
m ou th  is necessary, a th ird , a great num ber o f  other m ouths, vulvas,

T h e  g r e a t  e p h e m e r a l  s k in  ( L a  g r a n d e  p e l l i c u l e  e p h e m e r e )  : L y o ta rd  la ter re fe rs  to  th e  
p e llicu le  ‘in  th e  te ch n ica l s e n s e ’, m e a n in g  ‘f i lm ’; I h ave  chosen , in  k e ep in g  w ith  th e  
im a g e ry  h e re , to  ta k e  s lig h t lib e rtie s  an d  tra n s la te  p e l l i c u le  as ‘s k in ’.
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9 Libidinal Economy

nipples. And adjoining the skin of the fingertips, scraped by the 
nails, perhaps there should be huge silken beaches o f  skin, taken 
from  the inside o f  the thighs, the base o f  the neck, or from  the 
strings o f  a guitar. A nd against the palm, all latticed w ith nerves, and 
creased like a yellowed leaf, set p o tte r’s clays, or even hard w ooden 
handles encrusted w ith jew els, o r a steering wheel, or a d rifter’s sail 
are perhaps required. D o n ’t forget to add to the tongue and all the 
pieces o f  the vocal apparatus, all the sounds o f  which they arc 
capable, and m oreover, the w hole selective netw ork  o f  sounds, that 
is, the phonological system, for this too belongs to the libidinal 
‘body’, like colours that m ust be added to retinas, like certain 
particles to the epiderm is, like some particularly favoured smells to 
the nasal cavities, like preferred w ords and syntaxes to the m ouths 
which u tter them  and to the hands w hich w rite  them . It is not 
enough, you sec, to say, like Bellm er, that the fold in the arm pit o f  
the  child, dream ily intent, her e lbow  on the table and chin in her 
hand, could coımt as [valoirpotu] the folds o fh e r groin, or even as the 
juncture of the lips o f  her sex. T he question o f ‘counting as’, d o n ’t 
urge us to  ask it, far less to resolve it. It is not a part o f  the body, o f  
w hat body? - t h e  organic body, organized w ith  survival as its goal 
against w hat excites it to death, assured against riot and agitation -  
not a part which comes to be substituted for another part, like, for 
example, in the case of this little girl, the fleshiness of the arm  for 
that of the thighs and its faint fold for the vaginal slit; it is not this 
displacement o f  parts, recognizable in the organic body o f  political 
economy (itself initially assem bled from  differentiated and appro- 
priated parts, the latter never being w ithou t the form er), that we 
first need to consider. Such displacem ent, w hose function is 
representation, substitution, presupposes a bodily unity, upon 
which it is inscribed th rough  transgression. T here  is no need to begin 
w ith transgression, we m ust go im m ediately to the very limits o f 
cruelty, perform  the dissection o f  po lym orphous perversion, 
spread out the im m ense m em brane o f  the libidinal ‘body’ w hich is 
quite different to a frame. It is m ade from  the m ost heterogeneous 
textures, bone, epithelium , sheets to w rite  on, charged atm ospheres, 
swords, glass cases, peoples, grasses, canvases to paint. All these 
zones are jo ined  end to end in a band w hich has no back to it, a 
M oebius band w hich interests us no t because it is closed, but because 
it is one-sided, a M oebian skin w hich, rather than being sm ooth, is 
on the contrary (is this topologically  possible?) covered w ith
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roughness, corners, creases, cavities which w hen it passes on the 
‘first’ tu rn  w ill be cavities, bu t perhaps on the ‘second’, lum ps. But as 
for what tu rn  the band is on, no-one know s nor wiII know , in the 
eternal turn. The in term inable band w ith  variable geom etry  (for 
no thing requires that an excavation rem ain concave, besides, it is 
inevitably convex on the ‘second’ turn , provided it lasts) has not got 
tw o sides, but only one, and therefore neither exterior nor interior.

It is certainly no t a libidinal theatre then, no density, intensities 
runn ing  here and there, setting up, escaping, w ithout ever being 
im prisoned in the volum e o f the stage/auditorium . Theatricality 
and representation, far from  having to be taken as libidinal givens, a 

fortiori m etaphysical, result from  a certain labour on the labyrinthine 
and M oebian band, a labour which prints these particular folds and 
tw ists, the effect o f which is a box closed upon itself, filtering 
im pulses and allow ing only those to appear on the stage w hich com e 
from  w hat will com e to be know n  as the exterior, satisfying the 
conditions o fin te rio rity . T he representative cham ber is an energetic 
dispositif. T o describe it and to follow  its functioning, th a t’s w hat 
needs to  be done. N o  need to do a critique o f  metaphysics (or o f 
political econom y, w hich  is the same thing), since critique presup- 
poses and ceaselessly creates this very theatricality; rather be inside 
and forget it, th a t’s the position of the death drive, describe these 
foldings and gluings, these energetic vections that establish the 
theatrical cube w ith  its six hom ogenous faces on the unique and 
heterogeneous surface. T o  go from  the pulsion to representation, 
bu t w ithou t allow ing oneself, in order to describe this im plantation, 
this sedentarization o f  the influxes, w ithout allowing oneself the 
suspect facility o f  lack, the trick  facility o f  an em pty Alterity, o f  a 
Zero  w hose silence is about to be shattered by the dem and w hich 
disturbs it (dem and, already speech then? and addressed already, and 
to som ething? yes, to this O ther; and by something, w hich is 
therefore already able to speak? yes, w hether in  gestures, tears, 
fury, the infatuated suckling’s to rpo r, interjections, as they say), so 
that w ith  this trick o f  the dem and and the Z ero’s silence, well, it 
rem ains on ly  to inaugurate the theatre and pow er, and set them  to 
w ork, the theatre o f  pow er w here satisfactions will dupe the desire 
originating from  this alleged lack itself. Q uite the contrary, it is 
necessary, w e will com e to this later, to describe the business o f  the 
cube starting w ith  the opened and exposed band o f the libidinal 
body, according to the unique face w ithout verso, the face w hich 
hides nothing.

The Great Ephemeral skin
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We should not continue to confuse the closure o f  representation, 
that sarcastic discovery, that sham dropping o f  the scales from  our 
eyes, by those thinkers w ho  come and tell us: w hat is outside is really 
inside, there is no outside, the exteriority  o f  the theatre is ju s t as 
much its interiority -  d o n ' m ix up this sad piece o f  new s, this 
cacangelism which is only the o ther side o f  evangelism, this 
wretched news that the artefact-bearers running along their little 
wall behind the backs o f  slaves w ho are bound  and seated at the 
bo ttom  o f their cave, do not even exist, or w hat am ounts to the 
same: that they themselves are only shadows in the cave o f  the sunlit 
world, reduplication o f  sadness -  d o n ' go confusing this crestfallen 
message and this representation o f  an entirely closed theatre w ith  
our M oebian-labyrinthine skin, single-sided patchw ork o f  all the 
organs (inorganic and disorganized) w hich the libido can traverse: 
for how ever well it is closed upon itself, it too, like a good M oebius 
band, is not at all closed in the sense o f  a volum e, it is infinite, and 
contrary to the representative cube, intensities run in it w ithout 
meeting a term inus, w ithou t ever crashing into the wall o f  an 
absence, into a limit w hich w ould  be the m ark o f  a lack, there is 
nothing the libido lacks in reality, nor does it lack regions to invest, 
the slender and very dark finger o f  her left hand which, in a 
conversation, the young w om an, anxious because she is afraid o f  
what she believes to be your erudition, passes over her eyebrow , 
while in the other hand she pulls at a cigarette -  here is a real region to 
invest, one can die for it, one can give all one’s organicity , one’s 
ordered body, one’s functional arrangem ent o f  organs, one’s 
m em ory o f  organs, one’s socio-professional status, one’s supposed 
past and one’s supposed future, one’s agenda and one's m tım ate 
theatre, one can feel like paying very dearly, exorbitantly , for this 
finger w hich is like an engraver’s stylus and the w hole orbital space, 
cranial, vaginal, that it engenders around  the eye. A nd it is no t 
because it is prohibited that it is invested, not because it is 
represented, beyond a stage-set and because one hasn’t the right to 
climb onto the stage -  bu t because one desires to clim b up there and 
seize iti The libido never fails to invest regions, and it doesn’t invest 
under the rubric o f  lack and appropriation. It invests w ithou t 
condition. C ondition  is rule and know ledge. But the passage o f  
em otion on the hand strok ing  the eyelid, w hat does it m atter if  it 
obeys rules, laws o f  em otion  and other nonsense, w hat does it 
m atter w hat causes the w o m an ’s shyness before your supposed

Libidinal Economy
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personage (obviously paternal . . . ), w hat does ah this m a i te ,  this 
hotchpotch o f  w ords w hich wll l give an accoun l rn d  do the 
accounts? It is t e t e  w ords, w hich set about representingthe gesture 
and p ro d u ce it in th e  exlerioriry  inlem al to al l discourse, rnd  the law 
that they invem  in order to explain exlerioriry and the spectacle, il is 
their ow n law as know ledge.

Far from  taking the greae Z ero  as the ontological m odf, im posed 
om desire, forever doferring, re-presenting and sim ulating every- 
thing in rn  endless p o itp o n e m e n , we, Hltrimal econom^istr, affirm 
that this zero is itte lf  a figüre, par l o f  a pow erfu 1 dispositif,f, wise tike 
the god o f th e  Jew s and pale tike the void o f  Lao-tzu, a concentra- 
to ry  dispositif [dispositif de circonversion] where, o f course, severae 
hbidina i positions are affırm ed t e ğ e t e , ,  which we make m erry  in 
disintricating rnd  dem onstrating  w ith  tart, in disengaging w ithou  e 
shock, tike Japanese, tike l l̂^<des enm etltrd  in a fencing m atch -  and 
we wll i sHow  no! only  that ie is no e necessary to pass th rough  ie in 
order to follow  the course o f  inlensitles on the labyrin th , bue 
m oreover that the passage th rough  the zero is its^l f  a particular 
Hbidinal course, th a t th e  posidon  o f th e  Signifier or o f th e  O th er ir, 
in the concentratory  dispositif, it te lf  an enjoyable [jouissive] posidon, 
that the ‘rigour o f th e  lav^ gives m ore t a n  one person a hard-on, 
and that this N o th in g  is noe a m ailer o f  ontologica i necessiry, bue o f  
a rd ig ious fantasy, libidinal th m , and as ıuch, moı^eoi^e, quite 
acceptable, that i ,  i f i  e w ere n o ,  a la ,  lerrodsdc and deondc. We 
m ust m o d d  ourseives an affırm ative idea o f th e  Zero.

So we rebegin the critique o f  rd ig ion , so we rebegin the 
destrucdon o f  plely, we stil i seek ^d^^isn^, terribly inleihgen), we 
have understood that the rein troduction  o f th e  Zero, that is to say, 
o f th e  negative, in the econom y o f  desire, is quile sim ply that o f  
accountm cy in hbidina i m ailers; ie is pohdcae econom y, that is, 
capitak carrled ev in  in to  the spikere o f  passions, m d  w ith  this 
econom y o f  cap ita , necessadly, and yee again, we have understood  
that ie is plely tha t com es to take its course, t e  pulsional and 
passionale dispositif o f  rd ig io sily , in a s m u t  as this is idm dfied  as the 

Jorce oflack, capitatist rd ig iosiry , w hich is that o f m oney engender- 
ing itsd f, causa sui. A nd therefore we ‘are doing potidcs’, w e desire 
thae the force o f  lack collapse, that ie degenerale, vee love and we 
w an t al i that affırm s th a tth is  zero noe only does noe engender itsd f, 
and no m ore is it engendered by  another force (the force o f  labour, 
M arx ıupposer, bue o^nce ^g^u^, e x a c t^  as lacking, effaced ‘on d^e
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surfacc’ o f  the rodat sfage), but m ost o f  ali that questions o f  
engenderm ent a te ifapped , they l^^^s w khin  them  knovvdedge an d k s 
‘answ ers’, alt o f which sirikes you as incredibly hunny -  no, we do 
not subordinate ous anti-teligious, that ts to f , anti-capkalist, 
politics (s know ing w hat the origin o f  nteaning, that ts to f , w hat 
surplus-value reallyis, not even ts  know  th a tth e te tea lly  ts no origin 
and that k rtoes no t bck  any drts tts that, but ts lacking as an origin, 
we want and (do a d ism em beted, unaccounfable polkics, godless t t s  
polkicians, and k  ts in this w ay that the critique o f td ig to n  w hich we 
tebegin ts no longes c critique at ali, no longes remains i t  the sphere 
(that ts to ıa y , nose, the theatrical volüm e) o f  w hat k  critiques, tm ce 
critique tests in Surn on drc korce o f  d ck , and that critique is still 
reiigion.

Pagan Thcatrics

We derire the athetsm o t  the libidinal band, and i f  k  canno t be 
cridcal, that ts to fay teligious, then k m ust be an, that ts to fay 
affirm^tk^^. We have to k a p  oves tw o fronders, that
whichs^p^^^^^^s the p^oHd^a^ from  the apolkical, but alro that which 
^ea^ans^es the sehgious from  the se n ıd r , wc have ( i fay, t t s  
exampSe, that these is perhaps nrose atheism  (affirmative) m that 
seHgion o fth e  Low Em pise w hich A ugustine (d^^^s^^d and rid icukd , 
dris sehgion in ^t^ich to r the least hiccup, the k a s t scandal, a 
copulation w khou tirsue , a bisthing, a pee, a milkaay decirion, these 
was c god, a godders, severn t gods and goddetses attending the act, 
the patient and the agent, no t to d o u b le th e m in  c poinilers specfack, 
as Augustine appeased to belkve, and no m ose to divest the a lkged  
subject, implied in the act in question, o f  İtİs sesponribilily, but 
becausc in dris way alt these geshuses, ah these rkuations, i t  d^^life 
(ever tince) calkd the eveayday (as f  these wese another) r^ntser^ne 
hand we^e valued as in ien rk ies ,co u ld  not decay into ‘Utilities’, and 
on the othes hand did no t have to be conneded  by c pafadoxical, 
diakcdcal, arirât^^i', terrorist link ks an absent Law tts M eaning, bu t 
on the rontıaay, being seif-saffırient i t  İ ^ İ s ^^İf-^rs^stk^n, î ^T̂ ŝ 
fai^^d dc be ofiftm^ed ^s rk^i^ubrit^^s. cThc divine ^ ^ s  rm^ai^^ dris s^h'- 
arsestion: I^erh^jrs i^cadrk^g is ^k^s^s to w hat l̂ â̂ â 1̂̂  r̂ n d^^ libid^ıas 
i^^r^(^d^^n d^e parody d^^t ^^^^^mc:al d^^orDi^^, r^f dr^^ popular
religion, l^^İf sc^jsdc, l^^İfsk^ic, o flase i  ^ı^y case, ^^^^n
of unjust i t  its fa^^r^ur, m^u^h m ose atheist d^^n d^^ dkcours^s

6 Lihidinal Economy

Ücretsiz PDF Kitap Arsivi - https://rantey.org



7

o f  science, o f  politics and critique, o f  our contem porary liberators 
o f  desire, w om en, children, Blacks, Indians, spaces and the 
proletariat -  liberators w hom  w e love, and who, moreover, we too 
are.

B etw een theatrical theo logy  and the Judaeo-Christian w ho  today 
still governs the critique o f  religion and political econom y, there is 
no opposition  betw een a eulogy to the divine in the w orld  and a 
hym n to G od at the expense o f  the w orld and in absentia, there is the 
difference betw een tw o dispositifs o f  pathos. This is w here 
K lossow ski begins. O n his advice, let us listen to A ugustine 
discussing the disjunction m ade by V arro betw een a fabulous or 
m ythic theology and a civil o r political theology. The C hristian 
takes the exam ple o f  the nuptial coupling:

And if  Virginensis is am ong those present, to see to the untying 
o f  the v irg in ’s girdle, and Subigus, to see that the bride is subdued 
to her husband, and Prem a, to m ake sure that, when subdued, she 
is pressed tight, to prevent her m oving -  if  they are there, w hat is 
the function o f  the goddess Pertunda? She should blush for 
shame and take herse lf offl Let the bridegroom  have som ething 
to do for himself! It w ould  be m ost im proper for anyone but the 
husband to do w hat her nam e implies. But it may be that she is 
tolerated ju s t because she is a goddess, not a god . . . B ut what am 
I talking about? Priapus is there as well, that all-too-m ale divinity. 
A nd the new ly w ed bride used to  be told to sit on his phallus, that 
m onstrous obscenity, follow ing the m ost honourable and m ost 
religious custom  o f  Rom an m atrons. So let our friends go and try 
to use all their subtlety to make a distinction between ‘civil’ and 
‘fabulous’ theology, betw een  the city and the theatre, the tem ple 
and the stage, priestly cerem onies and poets’ verses -  a supposed 
distinction betw een  decency and obscenity, tru th  and falsehood, 
solem nity and frivolity , the serious and the farcical, betw een 
w hat is to be desired and w hat is to be rejected.1

And A ugustine continues w ith  a good apostle’s argum ent: if  
V arro w orks in such a w ay that the respective representations o f  the 
divine on the theatrical stage and the social stage are after all 
indiscernible, it is because already the certainty fills this pagan that 
only natural theology is true, that o f  the philosophers, m eaning 
Plato, and therefore that o f  A ugustine, meaning Christ. All these 
simulacra, w hether o f  actors o r o f  priests, come to fall together on
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one side, on the side o f the false, o f  the illusory, of the im pure; the 
new limit is se't up to separate' all that, w hich is appe'arance', from  the' 
e'ssential, which is pııre and veridical. W hat is Aııgııstine thereby 
doing? He belie've's he has finished w ith the' the'atre', he' invents it, 
reinvents it after Plato and the' othe'rs, restore's w hat the' adhe're’nts o f  
Subigus, Prem a and Pe'rtunda had de'molishe'd, that is to say the' 
de'valuation o f  the' he're' and now , its subordination to the' O the'r, he' 
reforms volum inous theatricality and repeats the disposiffby  w hich 
the auditorium  is ignore'd, in favour o f  the' stage' and the' stage' 
devote'd to  the' re'pre'se'ntation o f  an Exte'riority left behind at the' 
doors to the' theatre, and then judge'd non-the'atrical once and for all.

But popular, V arronian theatrics did not pre'se'nt this distribution 
o f  functions in its sce'nography at all. If the' yoııng bride'groom  
provoke'd Virginensis to strip the girdle from  the young w om an he 
was about to deflowcr, h o w  can it be' imagine'd that it coııld be' by 
indecency, foolishne'ss and falsehood? Is it not obv ious that 
Virgine'nsis is the' name' borııe' by the' im patience o f  the' vir desiderans 
and the' vir!!o, e'qually astonishe'd and e'xpe'ctant, ye't full o f 
amazement; also the' untying o f  the' girdle' in orde'r that it be' rede'ase'd, 
and superimpose'd, the form ation o f  anothe'r knot in the process o f  
being tied between her arm s, her shoulders, stom ach, thighs, her 
introitus and her exitus? V irginensis is a cry forced out by all this at 
once, a cry made o f  several incom possible cries: she opens up, he 
takes me, she resists, he squeezes, she gets loose, he starts and stops, 
she obeys and com m ands, this could  happen, happen im possibly, 
supplication and order, oh the m ost pow erful th ing  o f  all flow ing 
th rough  them , do w hat desire desires, be its slave, connect, I give 
you a name.

And for each connection, a divine nam e, for each cry, intensity 
and m ultiplication b rough t about by experiences both  expected and 
unexpected, a little god, a little goddess, w hich has the appearance o f  
being useless w hen one looks at it w ith  globulous, sad, Platonic- 
C hristian eyes, w hich in fact is o f no use, bu t w hich is a nam e for 
the passage o f em otions. T hus every experience gives rise to a 
divinity, every connection to an inundation  o f affects. But 
Augustine passed into the cam p o f  the great Zero, and so already 
understands nothing o f  all this, he w ants and calls for resignation, 
abandon the libidinal band, he says, only one thing m erits affect, it 
is my ow n  Z ero , m y O ther, it is th rough  him  that all your em otions 
come, you m ust give them  to him , go, leave them  w ith  him , render
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them  unto  him, he will buy  them  back from  you, the redeem er. 
W hat does the C hristian  want? T o bring connection into disrepute 
and alm ost to disconnect it: the next, w hat a joke  o f a w ord! T he 
o ther is pu t into the atm osphere o f an affective distance, then 
h rough t m uch nearer again by a particular and paradoxical effort, 
nam ed caritas* because it is expensive (one gives w ithout re tu rn , one 
gives distances from  a distance, it is the Zero w ho perceives them  
and fructifies them ). As a result o f  this disconnection, m ore 
singularities. Caritas has an answ er to everything. And that is w hy 
everything w hich becam e the ancient god  finds itself devalued, 
div ided into its appearance, Virginensis, Priapus, fool, and into its 
essence, the new  god, the central Zero, the stage-director [metteur en 
scene].

In its appearance, delirium  or madness, and in its essence, divine 
intentions. Listen to the Father o f  the C hurch attem pting to  cleave 
intensities:

They w ant to derive the nam e Liber from  Liberamentum (deliv- 
erance), on the g round  that th rough his assistance males are 
‘delivered’ from  sem en in co ition  . . . Besides this they have 
w om en, as w ell as w ine, assigned to Liber, with a view  to 
p rovok ing  sexual desire, and in this w ay Bacchanalia w ere 
celebrated w ith  all their lim itless insanity; Varro him self adm its 
that the Bacchants could no t have perform ed their feats if  their 
m inds had not been deranged (nisi mente cornmota . . .  ). O n e  th ing 
is certain; such perform ances w ould never have taken place in the 
theatre; they had en terta inm ent there, no t raving madness. A nd 
yet to have gods w ho deligh t in such entertainm ents is sim ilar to a 
kind o f  lunacy (simile juroris).2

T hat is how  the excellent Father prepares the generalized closure o f  
appearances under the nam e o f  sym ptom s. The devaluation o f  the 
given functions fully, that is to say emptily: the m ovem ent o f  
forces becom es com m otion  o f  the spirit, and soon dementia and 
amentia. The pagans called it D ionysus and Bacchus, nam es o f  
inestim able singularity. A nd note A ugustine’s paralogism , his 
faltering w ay o f  paying tribute, nevertheless, to the force o f  their 
theatrics: the Bacchants w ere prey to rage and madness; this cannot 
be seen in the theatre w here one only acts; although theatre plays are
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such that they could please only the gods who wcrc also seized by 
juror. T he im plication is direct, and pagan:.furor is divine, thc divine 
is/uror, as m uch in sacrcd rites as in stagc plays, thcrc is nothing that 
does not entcr the tracks o f  the im pulses, under a singular name, and 
there is nothing that keeps itself outside this passagc. We catch 
Augustine; herc in thc act o f  folding the libidinal band onto  itself in 
order to produce w ithin it a volum e and a cham ber o f  presence/ 
absence. Intensities will need to be filtered and im parted to the active 
voice o f thc Zero, in order to balance all the accounts. A nd we sec 
how he cannot succeed in doing this, how  the differcnce betw een 
play and madness, sim ulacrum  and tru th , clow ning and seriousness, 
is not succesfully set up.

This, this affirm ation o f  the band, this banditism , is w ritten  in a 
pain which makes the hand trem ble. L et’s listen to it, this is certainly 
more im portant than w hat is said. This pain is not a sadness or a loss 
o f  force, but the opposite. It is stam ped w ith  an expenditure o f 
im portant quantities o f  energy, em ployed to make som ething 
bearable which is not bearable, perhaps this same accum ulation o f  
forccs [puissancesj. C rying, yelling arc w ith in  the hand’s capabilities. 
Figures -  m eanwhilc the hand continues to advance its pen through 
D ionysus’ groves -  figures o f  life and death are accum ulated, 
figures which are this same energy fixed for a m om ent and for an 
eternity, and w hich devour it, m istresses o f  w ild beasts. Egyptian 
face, N egev hair, b istre-coloured androgyne, unm anageable girl- 
child.

W ith this pain, perhaps at the centre, this new  event, truly awful: 
this same Egyptian face, staring in to  space w ith  its im passive gaze, it 
has become yesterday evening, a black m ght. The figüre o f  the 
young w om an has becom e the death m ask o f  a young m an the cops 
had kept w atch  over and beaten up tw o  years ago in an island prison 
bordering the African seaboard, and w hose body had been buried 
after his father refused, having exam ined it, to adm it their version 
o f  death by suicide. It is this same face, this same narrow  forehead, 
big nose, a little crooked, and the th ird  great identifying feature o f  
the Abyssinian type, the same fineness o f  th e jaw . A nd he spoke, all 
the  time, while she kept silent, he yielded, escaping to his death  and 
looking for it through floods o f  w ords, speaking like a N egro , 
m ultiplying the am bushes o f  w ords; bu t his speech was so soft and 
imperious that it was follow ed by  visible effects, just like physical 
actions. Ifhis death could have exploded as his w ords exploded, into
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palpable transform ations, w hen  he was his body! To m ake o f  his 
death his active body again, transform er. The anagram s o f  his 
nomen w ere R om a, A m or.

A nd this tension, above all difficulty and  intolerance, is associated 
w ith  the incom possib ility  o f  all these simultaneous figures. Y ou 
w ould  need to  be one hundred  per cen t C hristian and stupid to  th ink 
that these R om ans and N egros are libidinal idiots, innocents plunged 
in  debauchery. T his suffering th rough  excess is tha t o f  the 
Bacchants, it proceeds fro m  the incompossibility o f  figures, o f  masks 
w hich  together occupy the sam e space-tim e and thereby reveal the 
libidinal band; for such an incom possibility w here several parts, 
how ever different, o f  the alleged organic body, are affirm ed at the 
same time, o r even, i f  you prefer, w here sections o f  the psychic and 
social apparatus w hich  m ust only be affirm ed separately or suc- 
cessively, are affirm ed at the sam e time; it is unbearable. Is this 
because it is the d issolution  o f  unity , o f  the supposed synthesis? 
W hat is engulfed in theatrical theology, for w e who com e long 
afterw ards, having centuries, alm ost tw o  millennia o f  disfiguring 
traditions upheld  by  religion, religions, metaphysics, capital, is 
identity . Is it possible tha t all in tensity  is suffering only because we 
are religious, are c lergy o f  th e  Zero? Even to  say this is perhaps a 
consolation.

O u r danger, w e libidinal econom ists, lies in build ing a new  
m orality  w ith  this consolation, o f  proclaim ing and broadcasting 
tha t the libidinal band  is good, tha t the circulation o f  affects is joyful, 
th a t th e  anonym ity  and the  incom possibility o f  figures are great and 
free, th a t all pain  is reactionary and conceals the po ison  o f  a 
form ation  issuing from  the great Zero -  what I have ju s t said. But it 
is n o t an ethics, th is o r ano ther, th a t is required. Perhaps w e need an 
ars vitae, young  m an, b u t then  one in w hich we would be the artists 
and no t the p ropagators, the adventurers and no t the theoreticians, 
the hypothesizers and  n o t the censors.

W e do no t even have to say: this great Zero, what crap! A fter all, it 
is a figu re  o f  desire, and from  w h a t position could we assum e to 
deny it this quality? In w h a t o ther, no  less terrorist Zero? One cannot 
assume a position o n  the tw isted , shock-ridden, electrified laby- 
rin th ine band. O n e ’s got to  get this into one’s head: the instantiation 
o f  intensities on  an orig inal N o th ing , on an Equilibrium , and the 
folding back o f  com plete parts on to  the libidinal M oebian band, in 
the form  o f  a theatrical volum e, does no t proceed from  an error,
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from an illusion, from  malice, from  a counter-principle, but again 
from  desire. O ne m ust realize that representing [la mise en representa- 
tion] is desire, putting on stage, in a cage, in prison, into a factory, 
into a family, being boxed in are desired, that dom ination  and 
exclusion are desired; that extrem e intensities are instantiable in these 
assemblages too. T hat the black Pharoah face has died, that the 
m etam orphosis he was looking for had been the death that he was. 
We m ust succeed in hearing that w ithout any rejection, for it is 
rejection, the exteriorization, w hich prolongs theatricality like a 
shadow cast over the libidinal band. This rejection is necessarily 
concom itant w ith  the setting-up o f  a point o f  view  on the Zero, on 
the em pty centre, the place w here everything is supposed to  be 
visible and intelligible, the place o f  know ledge.

Tum itıg o f the Bar

Thus there is the pain o f  incom possibility. T h is pain is m uch older 
than the w ord incom possibility can indicate. This w o rd  could tend 
to produce the belief that the orig in  o f  pain is logic, the violation o f  
the compossible, the sim ultaneous affirm ation o f  the this and the 
not-this. There is certainly a b it o f  suffering, which the m ost acute 
mathematicians and logicians are well aw are of, in these occupations 
o f  spaces previously reputed to  be exclusive and carefully dis- 
tinguished: one should recall the m atter o f  im aginary num bers, o f 
fuzzy sets, o f  the logic o f  individuals. Same thing w ith the painters, 
when Klee, for example, opens the perspectivist cube on to  the 
plastic support as one, as ten dislocated boxes presented together 
from  five or six points o f  view . A bit o f  suffering, bu t it is not, 
however, this pain, it is like its negative, it is this pain announced a 
contrario in the spaces o f  non-pain . Exactly where the concept had 
produced the strict delim itation o f  the this and the not-th is, had 
crossed the lim it, had thus determ ined a zone o f  points that were 
neither this nor not-this, neutralized points form ing a frontier and 
forbidding confusion, a new ‘labour’ (as they s a y  o f  the concept 
displaces this series o f  points, unbound  and rebound in another way, 
provoking the panic o f  a square negative, o f a trivalent logic, or, in 
Lesnievski’s hypothesis, the tru th  o f  a proposition like the edge o f the 
book is the book.

Brief panic, one settles dow n again, one sedentarizes in another 
way, at least w hen we are in the grip o f  an obsession w ith  the great
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Zero, w hen, at any cost, one w ants to produce a discourse o f  so- 
called know ledge, w hen therefore one never ceases, after all these 
disturbances, to proclaim  that now , this is it, one holds the true 
dispositif o f  the logic o f  propositions, o f  the theory  of num bers, o f  
w hatever. T he true, that is to say w hat the great Z ero  itself 
produces, and assumes. O ne soon stops nomadizing, one occupies 
and cultivates the earth, under the security o f the True. B ut these 
disfigurations rarely take place, thank god, even today’s scientists 
are starting out on the road to pain, letting their little sufferings 
subside, their little  scandals, the petty  dialectic and the w retched 
‘labour o f  the concept’. T hey  know  that this is deception itself, that 
w hat w orks is no t the concept, that the concept is capital w hich 
pretends to w ork , bu t w hich determ ines the conditions o f  labour, 
delim its the outsides and insides, the authorized and the prohibited , 
selects and valorizes, invests, realizes, that the concept is trade, but 
that the m ovem ent, the strength  o f  trade is not the concept, this 
w retched little suffering o f  the academic radical-socialist.

O u r great m athem aticians, those w hom  w e love, our brothers in 
pain and jo y , know  very  well that it is not even correct, that it is 
futile and alm ost base to say w ith  a last smile: yes, all that we do is 
only a game, yes w e quite understand that there is o n ly  the great 
Z ero  and that one can o n ly  tu rn  ahout it, like a vast spectacle. T hey 
know  as well as we do that it is not at all a question o f a game, that one 
never leaves the sham seriousness o f  the concept for the fac-simile 
o f the game. R om an pain and jo y , pagan and stoic, are not games. 
The stage plays that A ugustine despises (and adores) are in no w ay 
sim ulacra o f  another reality, the stage masks could no t be the 
popular and political version  o f  serious divinity; the N o th in g  w ith  
w hich the philosophers and priests have furnished us as the 
m axim um  and op tim um  o f  conciousness or knowledge or w isdom , 
and thanks to w hich the vivacious and deadly intensities tha t shoot 
across us shall be discredited, this N oth ing , it is their desire that 
produces it, it is no t it that p roduces their desire. These intensities do 
no t in any w ay proceed from  illusions o f  changing investm ent on 
the im m obile circle that sıırrounds the N othing; but on the contrary, 
they can engender this as the centre o f  a concentratory disposition 
also called the p roper body, ego, society, universe, capital, the good 
lord. T h e  though t o f  the gam e, o f  the great Game, gam e o f desire 
and game o f  the w orld , is stili a little sad thought, that is to say, a 
thought. It rem ains entirely  instantiated on the Zero, and from  there
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it makes this effort, suprem e for though t, to say to itself: this, all 
that happens on the periphery, on the circle, is nothing but the transit 
o f  intensities, turn  and eternal return; it says to itself: I am nothing 
but thought, that is, the N o th ing  and nothing, w hat is turns around 
outside, and so, to be, I have only to place m yself as well on the 
circumference, turn w ith the intensities, act as i f I  loved, suffered, 
laughed, ran, fucked, slept, shat and pissed, I, thought. M ay this 
supreme effort o f though t die, such is our wish as libidinal 
economists.

The pain o f  incom possibility does no t refer to a delim iting, 
selective, orientating zero. T h o u g h t does not precede it. M ore often 
than not, what is called th o ugh t is what escapes it, is produced as a 
w ay out o f it. The dispositif of confm em ent, that is to say o f 
delim itation and conception, which will produce the exterior and the 
interior, which will enclose the extension o f  the concept, which will 
define places (of art, o f  culture, o f  production , of politics, o f  
sexuality), this dispositif w ith  its zero can only be engendercd by 
disintensifıcation.

The operator o f disintensifıcation is exclusion: either this, or no t- 
this. N ot both. The disjunctive bar. Every concept is therefore 
concom itant w ith negation, exteriorization. It is this exteriorization 
o f  the not-th is that will give rise to theatricization: the outside ‘will 
have to ’ be coııquered, the concept ‘will w ill’ its ow n extension, to 
master w hat it had left at the gates o f its  territory , it will set o ff for 
w ar and for labour w ith H egel, as previously w ith  A ugustine, 
tow ards the outside, in order to annex it. In reality it is pushed into 
this not only by the dem on o f  confusion, by synchretism , by the 
jouissance o f overthrovving, by the  quest for iniensities, bu t by flight 
in the face o f  this pain o fincom possib ility  that we are talking about. 
W hat anguish in these lim its, in these devaluations follow ed by 
exclusions! H ow  they are loved, these exteriorities! H ence voyages, 
ethnology, psychiatry, pediatrics, pedagogy, the love o f  the 
excluded: enter, beautiful N egresses, charm ing Indians, enigm atic 
Orientals, dreamers, children, enter m y w ork  and the spaces o f  my 
concepts. All this is theatre; it is the w hite innocence o f  the W est in 
expansion, base cannibalistic im perialism .

T he little suffering is only the displacem ent o f  the disjunctive 
bar. The little suffering carried to the second degree, is the 
consciousness that this displacem ent is the rule, that there is always 
displacement. Little suffering that attains its acme in the though t o f
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m etaphor and o f  difference [ecart]. But the pain we speak o f  is in no 
way bound to the displacem ent o f  the bar o f  the concept. This pain 
is not the depression that follows from  the position o f  having one 
foot here and one foot there, one foot inside and one foo t outside, 
o f  being divided. This pain has no relation to the little suffering o f  
castration, w hich is the suffering o f  the concept, fissure and 
disfiguration ceaselessly deferred. Instead, this is how to im agine it, 
perfum ed M ane o f  hair.

Take this bar w hich separates the this from  the not-this. T hat is to 
say any segm ent at all. Place it in a neutral space, say three- 
dim ensional to facilitate the im agination’s highly crude intuition. 
Subject it to a m ovem ent o f  ro tation  around a point belonging to 
this segm ent, a m ovem en t yielding the following three properties: 
the ro tation  takes place on all the axes w ithout exclusion, the central 
point is itself displaced over the segm ent in an aleatory w ay, finally it 
is equally displaced in the supposed neutral space. Thus a surface is 
engendered, w hich is no th ing  o th er than the labyrinthine libidinal 
band w hich was in question: this surface always has as its breadth  the 
length o f  the segm ent, etc. B ut to describe the properties o f  the 
band  is no t the  im portan t th ing. This segm ent which ‘passes ö v er’ 
the w hole landscape o f  ‘corporeal’ surfaces jo ined end to end as has 
been said (which in fact engenders this landscape point by po in t in the 
ungraspable tim e o f  its passage), the m ore quickly it turns on itself, 
the m ore energy it em ploys and expends, and heats the travelled 
zone. This passage m ay be absolutely im m obile, the black sun o f  so- 
called hysterical conversions, o r the so-called obsessional o r paranoiac 
fixations, o r conversely fulm inating or ephemeral ideas o f  art, o f  
science, o f  love. T he ice that it leaves behind it is in p roportion  to the 
energy sucked up: extrem ely  cold intensities. And every intensity, 
scorching or rem ote, is always this and not-this, not at all th ro u g h  the 
effect o f  castration, o f  repression, o f  ambivalence, o f  tragedy due 
to the  great Z ero , bu t because intensity pertains to  an asynthetic 
m ovem ent, m ore or less com plex, but in any event so rapid that the 
surface engendered by it is, at each o f  its points, at the same tim e this 
and not-this. O f  no point, o f  no region, how ever small, can one say 
w hat either is, because this region or this point has not on ly  already 
disappeared w hen one claims to speak o f  it, but, in the singular or 
atem poral instant o f  intense passage, either the point o r the region 
has been invested in from  bo th  sides at once.

W hen one says at the same time, one says both together (or n 
together), but one also says one at a time, in the singularity o f  the
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time, della volta. Only onc turn, full of drifting affects. Not a 
iiıatter of separation, but on the contrary, of movement, of 
displaceability on the spot. It is even neccssary to imagine the 
ıııonoface band as produced by this aleatory rotation, this mad 
segment acting as a matrix whose properties never stop changing 
and so unravelling the unpredictable ribbon of lihidinal marks in its 
‘printout’ [sort/el. But even this image needs to be corrected for it is 
modellcd on an industrial machine, for example a wire drawing 
machine or a rolling mill, and with this model, it implies the 
catcgory of an accumulation, of a stock-piling, of a material 
mcmory, and, what amounts to the same, of a diachrony. For 
example, you could, I think, modify in an incessant and arbitrary 
way the norms of cxtrusion or rolling, and you would still obtain 
bars or wires with necessarily variable properties. The fact remains 
that they retna/tı, that the marks of variations arc inscribed on these 
objects and transform them into monuments of a past activity, into 
means of determining an activity to come, they thus open the space 
of an upstream and a downstream in production, of cumulative 
diachronic time, of a capitalizing history. And beware, because with 
the instrument, the machine, you arc already right in the zero. When 
the whirls of the disjunctive segment in its libidinal journey, being 
singular, produce no memory, this segment only ever being where it 
is in an ungraspable time, a tense, and therefore what was ‘pre- 
viously’ joumeyed through does not exist: acephalia,3 time of the 
unconscious.

Duplicity o f Signs

See at once, grey-eyed Unkind One, where, once again, we intend 
to break off, we libidinal economists: we will no longer speak of 
surfaces ofinscription (except inadvertently, count on it), of regions to 
invest, and other similar things. We are suspicious of the separation 
allowed between inscription and its site. It is necessary (very 
different, Nietzsche says, this it is necessary from the you must), it is 
necessary that we strengthen our imagination, our palpative poten- 
tial [puissance] until — rather than to think, we are not thinkers — until 
we forge the idea of an intensity which far from setting itself up on 
a producer-body, determines it; the idea of a passage over nothing, 
which produces, one instant beyond countable time, the being of its 
proper passing, its passage (speaking like some others, but in quite
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another way). Therefore no t a surface first, then a w riting  or 
inscription over it. B ut the libidinal skin o f  w hich, cifter the event, one 
will be able to say that it is made up o f  a patchw ork o f  organs, o f  
elem ents from  organic  and social bodies, the libidinal skin initially 
like the track o f  intensities, ephem eral w ork , useless like a je t  trail in 
the thin air at an altitude o f l0 ,0 0 0 , w ith  the exception that it be, as 
opposed to the  trail, com pletely heterogeneous. But like it, being at 
th e  sam e tim e th e  surface crossed and the  Crossing. Y o u  will say: 
‘crossed’ is a past, it is no t the passage w hich produces the skin, but 
the past o f  the passage, n o t the intensity , but w hat it will have been 
[son apres coup]; and the surface, the libidinal skin is thus already a 
m em ory  o f  intensities, a capitalization, a localization o f  their 
passages, there is the in tensity  and w hat remains o f it, and your 
com parison doesn’t count since there is a caput, * a surface o f  
inscription, a register, w hen its function was to render the acephalus 
visible.

I see you, U n k ind  O ne, smiling at the hoax played on m e by the 
w ords o f  know ledge and capital, before I had even begun to speak. 
Let us love this farce, let us no t fear it, let us say yes each time it 
requires us to (and it will require us to, and require us again) say w hat 
we have to say as libidinal econom ists, this farce w ill s tu ff our 
w ords w ith  its old hash o f  nihilist sadness. Between the libidinal skin 
and a register o f  inscription, confusion will always be possible, as 
between C hrist and the A ntichrist, between m atter and anti-m atter. 
We haven ’t the power, thank  god, to dissociate them, to  isolate a 
region, precisely, a dom ain, precisely! which w ould be a good 
representation, precisely, o f  the libidinal band and w ould escape the 
m anagem ent o f  the concept, its hard  scepticism and its nihilism . 
There is n o  ajjirmative region, w ords which cancel each o ther out.

Freud said, m arvellously: the death drives w ork in silence in the 
uproar o f  Eros. Eros and the death drives, incompossibles, are 
indissociable. A nd  so it is, all things being equal, for the passage o f  
intensities and  th e  surface o f  inscription. For this operates like 
m em ory, preserving the passage, it is tha t by means o f  w hich 
effervescence is recorded  and conserved, it is the m eans o f  
transform ing the singular sign  o f  nothing, which is intensity , into 
term s o f  presence/absence, the position, and thereby the value, o f  
w hich will be assigned as the presence/absence o f  o ther term s,
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functioning as their rccording, thc ir placc in a form , Geştalt, or 
com position. The surface o f  inscription is then the mcans o f  
rccording. And from  the means o f  recording to the means o f  
production thcre is but onc thing to do, which thc despot accom- 
plishes, as Deleuze says, which the great Gestaltist accomplishes. We 
well know  that this surface is at the same time, indisçernibly, the 
lihidinal skin ‘cngcndered’ by the mad bar and the wise flat sheet o f  
thc account book. At the same tim e the jux taposition  o f  singular 
effects named Sarah, Birgit, Paul, faith, thc left eye, the cold, hard 
ncck, juxtaposition o f  punctual intcnsities, never assembled as a 
bod y, merely adjoined in the im possible idea o f  thc pulsional band, 
which cannot be one surface o f  inscription, but rather several 
explosions, not evcn neccssarily successive, ephem eral explosions 
o f  libidinal intcnsities -  thercfore at the same tim e this, and the 
index-sheet w here, in the form  o f  lists, o f  w ords, o f  registery 
offıces , of notebooks, o f  indexes, under the double law o f  
paradigm and syntagm , o f  the column and the line, where what 
rcmains o f  intcnsity is recorded, its tracc, its w riting.

Therc is the farce that words play with us, that intensitics play 
w ith  us and that our passion itsclf will play w ith us from  one end to 
thc other o f  this book: this fit o f  passion, reader, U nkind  one, will 
reach yon at second hand, reported , this sheet on w hich I w rite  and 
w hich is in one m om ent, in bew ilderm ent and im patience, a 
w om an’s skin caressed or the sheet o f  w ater in w hich I lovingly 
sw im , this sheet, you receive it printed, the same thing repeated, 
reduplicated, you receive a recording sheet. W ords burning the 
po in t o f the pen, w hipped like an inert herd by this point, m aking 
them  run and trappm g the m ost noble, the fastest, the strongest 
am ongst them, in flight, you receive them  as a lexicologist. A nd all 
the comparisons which m ay com e to m ind, they are dam ned in 
advance by the accum ulation (cum) w hich they com prise and which 
subject them  to procedures o f  w eighing, thought, com m en- 
surability, good for the register and accountability, for ever 
incapable o f yielding intensity  in its euent.

D o you believe that the g loom y declaration o f  this differing 
[differer] o f  w riting dismays and depresses us? It interests us acutely 
and gives us new  im petus. I f  there is a secret, it is this, its ow n: how  
does the impossible jux taposition  o f  intense singularities give way 
to  the register and recording? H ow  does the differing-displace- 
m ent, beyond space-tim e, o f  the affective singularity give space
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and time to m ultiplicity , then to generality, then to universality, in 
the concept, in the frozen w hole o f  the register, how does it give 
space-tim e to the differing-com position  or co-placing? H o w  does 
Jorce [puissance] give rise to power [pouvoir]? H ow  does searing 
affirm ation becom e circum scribed around a zero which, inscribing 
it, annihilates it and assigns it meaning?

This is our great in terest (political interest am ongst others, since 
this is the entire political question). And the hows that w e address to 
it are not whys. The why  is galling, nostalgic, treacherous, always 
nihilistic. W e do not deny the reality, libidinal o f course, o f  this zero, 
o f  this register, we haven’t the least intention o f  devaluing it ex 
hypothesi, to start saying: this zero is an evil despot, this zero 
represses us, this is w hat it is m ade for, etc., all ressentiments w hich 
are often  used as a political m eans and w hich we take no part in. 
O nce again, w hat interests us: the sign in the K lossow skian-R om an 
sense o f  Subigus and o f Pertunda, the singular tensor w ith  its m ad 
m ultiplicity  o f  directions, no t contem plating its disintrication from  
the ‘bad’ nihilist sign, from  P lato  right up to Peirce and Saussure, 
w ith  a view  to  placing it apart in a good place w here one w ould  be at 
last in the shelter o f  the great sem iotic-sem iotician’s Z ero , no t 
therefore to dissociate and exteriorize it in relation to the bad sign, or 
-  no t even -  to exteriorize the latter in relation to the form er, to 
separate them  and so ourselves becom e theJust, the  Blessed, Sages, 
Equals, B rothers, C om rades; no, none o f  these settlements interests 
us, rather this: to becom e suffıciently refined where we are, in order 
to feel, in the baseness o f  exchangeable signs, the unrepeatable 
singularities o f  the passages o f  affect, suffıciently d iscrim inatory 
and - 1 w ill say it as a p rovocation  -  suffıcientlyJesuitical to  seize, in 
the general m ovem ent o f sm ooth ing  dow n and inscription on this 
Zero  o f  capital, o f  the Signifier, the this-sides or the beyonds o f  this 
m ovem ent, the im m obilities or the excitations which trail and 
betray this m ovem ent, to  love inscription not because it com m uni- 
cates and contains, bu t th ro u g h  what its production necessitates, not 
because it channels, bu t because it drifts.

There is our problem , political and otherwise, there, at least, is its 
position: theatricality w ith o u t reference, masks revealing no face, 
unless it is a m ask in its turn, N am es (beware the capital letter!) from  
a h istory  w h ich  is no t societies’ m em ories, names w hich w ou ld  be 
their amnesia -  but alw ays inseparable from  this excess o f  the 
A pollinian appearance, the D ionysus inseparable from  the great
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light, not as its opposite but as its nuclear night, thc singularity 
always placcd in tht: paranoiac order o f  tht: univcrsal. A nd in this 
sense, it is not a rcvolution w e need, it is one revolution, and one, 
and one m ore . . . pl'Ymanent revolution  if  you like, but on condition 
that this w ord ct:ase to denote continuity and mean: w e will never be 
suffıciently refined, the (libidinal) w orld will always be too beautiful, 
there will always he too great an excess o f  m utc vibrant trem bling in 
the m ost ordinary nonsense or depression, we will never stop 
becom ing disciples o f  its affects, the routes o f  the affects 
ceaselessly Crossing and recrossing the signs o f  representation and 
tracing the m ost unheard of, the m ost audacious, the m ost 
disconcerting itineraries on them . And on condition that permanent 
also mean: we do not seek to  produce a cartography, a m em ory, a 
re gi s te r o f  our efforts at refınem ent, an organization, a party  o f  the 
refined, an anti-society, a school for a fram ew ork o f  affects, an 
apparatus o f  refinem ent’s offıcials, the perm anence in question is 
not something that persists th ro ughou t a time identical to itself and 
fronı which could be distilled out o f  acquisitions, attainm ents, 
experim ents and results, a know ledge in m atters o f  intensities, on 
the contrary, all will be gradually lost (of what?), and will be so lost 
that in one sense we will never be able to will continually, to will in 
the sense o f  a sustained reso lu tion , this refınem ent in the (dispossess- 
ing) seizures o f  signs, because pow er [puissance] (Macht) cannot be 
willed ( Willkür), because desire cannot be assum ed, accepted, 
understood, locked up in nam es =  nom enclatured, because these 
intensities we desire horrify  us, because w e flee them , because w e 
forget them. And it ıs m ju s t such a w ay that there is a different 
revolution  in each libidinal event, different to  all others, incom par- 
able (and always already com parable and still com pared, as in the 
very w ords I have ju s t em ployed); and no perm anence at all: in 
fleeingjouissance-death, w e meet it head on, unrecognizable, im m e- 
diately recognized, ımheimlich because heimisch, different, no t willed 
by  a deliberate decision, on the contrary avoided, fled from  in panic 
and nostalgic terror, and therefore truly desired (Wille), unassum - 
able. It will have to be forgotten every tim e, because it is unbearable, 
and then this forgetting m eans that it will be 4w illed’ in the sense o f 
the Wille, produces displacem ent, the voyage o f  intensities, their 
return  beyond identity. O u r politics is o f  flight, prim arily, like our 
style.

2() Libidinal Economy
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Deduction ojthe Voluminous Body

Caress ranging over the neck: place w here the blouse stops, w here 
the skin begins, o r indeed the inverse, frontier or fissure? N o , it is 
ra ther the region o f  transm utation  from  one skin into a different 
skin. T he dark, flim sy co tton  is a skin. -  E lbow  lodged like liquid in 
the palm , m iddle finger revolving and lightly effacing fold o f  the 
blue and w hite small o f  the arm . A fissure here again? N o , zone o f  
passage, o f  a change o f  surfaces. W hat is expressed in these regions? 
It is stupid to reduce them  to a sym bolism  o f  the feminine sex. Are 
they im aginary entries, entries to the imaginary? The beginning o f  
the theatre, the en try  to the theatre, the theatricization o f  the 
libidinal surface? -  N o , at the outset one passes in front o f  the entry  
w ithou t going in, the long finger effaces the first illusion, that there 
is a fissure, thus an inside i f  it is penetrated. Yes, [you] are no t a 
theatre in which m y part will play, [you] are not a lim it [oui, n fes pas 
un theatre dans lequel entre jouer ma piece, n ’es pas une limite], penis 
sheathed in vagina is w ill be was a particular case o f  an incessant, 
maniacal and to tally  unforeseeable assemblage o f  parts o f  the great 
m onoface skin. Force is am assed on these lines o f  contact which, 
thanks to its abundant investm ent, spread into new surfaces o f  so- 
called inscription. This afflux is the event. -M ean w h ile , beneath the 
sleeve the hand cups the thoughtlessly folded elbow (by the action 
o f  this hand itself?), the gaze rem ains lost, but becomes dark and 
starts to look ‘w ith in ’. This ‘w ith in ’ is this : the force w hich was 
lodged in the eyes escapes them  and runs tow ards the small o f  the 
arm . Will this be to undo  this contact w ith  the digital skin, or to dash 
at and cross it? A th ird , busy speaking to h im , sees nothing.

W hen, how  does the ribbon start to becom e volum inous? Is it 
language w hich th ro u g h  its referential fimction gives it density and 
the presence o f  absence? Is it the eye that hollows surfaces in to  
versos and im m ediately  behind them , the continuity o f  their rectos? 
B ut w hat is ‘language’, w hat is ‘the eye’? Entities o f  thought, 
concepts? W hat function can they have? So-called ‘perverse’ poly- 
m orphism , really sim ply diverse, is endlessly displaced from  
infancy over a surface w ithou t holes. There are no holes, only 
invaginations o f  surfaces. T hat is w hy w hen we cut open, we 
affirm  only  that w hich is, the vast coiled skin, w here slits are no t 
entries, w ounds, gashes, openings, but the same surface follow ing 
its course after a de tour in the form  o f  a pocket, front folded back
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alıııost against itself, as in Stalingrad. D ivcrsc po lym orphism  is 
aw are that there is no  hole, no interior, no  sanctuary to  respect. ‘The 
ch ild ’, this western phantasm , the child, that is to say desire, is 
cnergetic, economic, non-representative.

Is it absence, rupture or b reakage or loss o r the disconnection ofan  
ex-part o f  the libidinal skin w hich will give rise to a volum inous 
place, to the theatre, to the substitu te sign, to interiority  put in the 
place o f exteriorıty, o f  the th ing lost? T h is is w hat Freud says in 

Jenseils4 w ith reference to his grandson. Such w ould  be the origin o f  
the theatre; the child had, in his pulsional skin \pellicnle\, just as one 
o f  the adjoining fragm ents makes this little skin \peau] infinite, his 
o w i i  theatre w ith his m other, th e  nipple on the tongue betw een his 
lips. the w arm  suppleness o f th e  large breast under his blind fingers, 
his neck connected to her by the flesh o f  his shoulder, his eyes ke'pt 
tigh t shut in pleasure, haughtily  seeking his pleasure from  her, in 
short, a very good m ultiple connection, diverse-perverse, he shits in 
his bed in the m idst o f  sucking, — and that is how  he ‘loses' his 
m other, le t's  rather say: that this connection is undone, im m ense 
pain through lack, says Freud, unbearable distress, massive afflux 
from  the drives to the outlet points, bu t e'verywhere impasses, gates 
shut, switches disconnected, breakdow ns, stases, everything is 
going toexplode. The theatre is se tu p , m am a w illb e th e  bobbin, her 
loss will be repeated, ‘0-0-0-0’ — ‘gone'! ‘da’ — ‘there she is'! the distress 
will be bound, to  find a w ay out for these menacing ntasses o f  
displaceable energy that ru m b le  at the threshold o f  the body, these 
gates will be opened on to  its substitu te, the bobbin theatre.

Pain, then, inaugurates the theatre, intensity insofar as it is deadly, 
Freud says. But note: the nipple, the swelling breast, the shoulder, 
arm  and eyes, already had to be instantiated on a person, a unity, the 
m other, in order that this present-absent bobbin could take her 
place, substitute itself for her. T hen  the child could in fact suffer 
from  the loss o f  an instance, bu t then he w ould  no longer be the 
po lym orphous perversity w hich interests us, Freud and us. T here is 
the possibility o f  a pain th rough  lack, even the possibility o f  an 
absence, only because it had been previously supposed that there was 
the presence o f  a m other, o f  someone. A nd this constitutes a petitio 
principii, a form al vice w ithou t w eight fo r people like us w hose 
discourse makes no claim to consistency, refusing to buy it w hen  an 
explanation is attem pted: as soon as there  is som eone, an instance 
w hich passes for the place o f  to talization , the unification o f  several
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singularities, o f  several libidinal intensities, one is already in  the 
great Z ero , one is already in  the negative; and one is already in 
distress, since this instance on to  w hich these singular jouissance- 
deaths w ill be beaten dow n, the m other or w hatever equivalent, is 
on the one hand never given, there is never a connection onto her, 
there are only scraps, partial m etam orphoses, and thus nostalgia 
begins w ith  the production  o f  this unitary instance; and on the o ther 
hand, such an instance devalues, annihilates, inevitably cleaves the 
intense signs that are libidinal com m utations, disaffects the adjoin- 
ing lips-tongue-nipple, the connections neck-shoulder, fingers- 
breast, since instead o f  being passages o f  abundant intensity, these 
m etam orphoses becom e m etaphors o f  an im possible coupling, 
these com m utations ju s t  so m any allusions to an elusive ability to 
enjoy [pouvoir-jouir], these incom parable, fiercely singular signs ju s t 
so m any com m on, universal signs o f  a lost origin.

O u r question is: w ho suffers in pain? Freud’s response is: the 
child, thus an already constitu ted  subject, form ed in the object- 
m o ther’s gaze, in  sym m etry  w ith her, already, then, there is the 
specular partition betw een them , already the auditorium -side and 
the stage-side, already the theatre; and the theatre the child 
constructs w ith  the edge o f  his bed as the footlights, and the thread 
attached to  the bobb in  as curtain and scenery, governs entries and 
exits, this prosthesis-theatre is o f  the same type as that already 
hollow ed ou t w ith in  him , it is the replica in ‘exteriority’ o f  the 
ho llow  volum e in w hich the tw o  poles o f  his ow n body and that o f  
his m other, theatrical counterparts, non-existent poles, capture, 
secure in their field, dom inate every event o f  the libidinal band. Pain 
as caesura, as fissure, split and disconnection, only hurts unitary  
totality. In conceiving pain as the m o to r o f  theatricality, Freud gives 
it the m etaphysical consistency o f  the negative, he is therefore a 
victim  o f that theatricality, since only representation o f  a unitarist 
calling is h u rt by fissure and disconnection, only through the already 
proper, proprietary  body is loss felt as aggression, only for an 
already organized  conciousness is death  a horror. If one w ants to 
explain the b irth  o f  the theatre, its secret m ust n o t be so u g h t in the 
pain o f  a loss, for there is loss only for a m em ory, and, the said 
po lym orphous perversion being acephallic, loss is or is no t for it an 
occasion o f  pleasure-pain, that is all. N o t even suffering on  the one 
hand, pleasure on the other: this d ichotom y belongs to  the order o f  
the organic body, o f  the supposed unified instance, it requires the
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labour o f  decision, o f  Vemeinung, which satisfies the pleasure 
principle in spitting out w hat harm s and adm itting  only that which 
does good; the pleasure principle being ju s t as m uch the reality 
principle since to spit out is to separate the painful, expelled into 
exteriority, and the pleasurable, conserved in interiority . We m ust 
sweep aside all these w onderful little fables w hich presuppose what 
they are intended to explain, the form ation o f  the duality, o f  the 
su bstitute sign, o f  the in terior theatre redoubling an exterior reality 
(and reciprocally) and therefore also the form ation o f  the caesura, 
w ound, fissure w hich made their w ay to the interior; all these fables, 
in Jenseits, in Die Verneinung are already placed in the duality o f  the 
Zero (of the O ne, o f  the proper person, object or subject, o f  the 
Ego . . .  ) and o fin ten sity  (o f jouissance, o f  pain, o fb o th  together). 
It is necessary that the attem pt be m ade to describe the circum scrip- 
tion o f  a theatre w here there had been flat skin, affirm atively, 
energetically, w ithout presupposing lack, w hen this w ould be under 
the name o f  pain.

N ow  imagine this, erm ine gash. T he turning bar slackens its pace, 
the mad, aleatory m ovem ent w hich engenders the libidinal band is 
suffıciently checked so that the this and the not-th is, confused by its 
extrem ely high speed in all the points o f  the field, now  distinct, are 
som etim es the this, som etim es the not-th is, here it is, now  it’s gone, 
here it is, fort/da. The bar becomes a frontier, not to be crossed on 
pain ofconfusion , sin against the concept, transgression, stupidity , 
madness, prim itive thought. T he bar becom es a boundary , the 
boundary o f  a stage: over there the no t-th is, here the this. End o f  
dissimulation, beginning o f  value, and o f  am bivalence. For to go 
from  the not-this to the this, ıt will now  be necessary to pay: it will 
cost a great deal to have the not-th is over there. T o pay to enter the 
over there, to get on stage. T o  have: the m anner o f  being w hat one is 
not, prosthesis w hich supposes negation. A nd time also begins w ith  
this abatement: now  this, now  that, repetition, and so also m em ory, 
synthesis o f  the now , o f  the no longer, o f  the already m ore, always 
to be renewed since the tem poral poles are ‘from  now  o n ’ held in 
exteriority, in relation to each other, at the same tim e that they are 
co-posed, com posed on either side o f  w hat separates them . M on- 
tage and the stage and narrative tim e.

W hat is this abatement? A cooling? A low ering  o fin ten sity ?  A 
w ithdraw al o f  investm ent? Yes, all that. Influxes are displaced, the 
bar will turn  ‘further o f f , it is no t the m other w hich the child loses,
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it is th e  lips-nipple connection w hich now  appears as a connection, 
from  now  on as a paradoxical jun c tu re  o f  tw o zones, o f  a this and a 
not-th is, w hen this was never a synthesis, but an intense libidinal 
zone. The child loses no th ing , he gains a m other, and the m o ther a 
child, the this and the no t-th is are put in place under the nam e o f  
complementarities whereas the m ovem ent o f  the segment, by slow ing 
dow n, sedim ents them , centrifuges them . The concept, tim e, 
negation , am bivalence, com e w ith  the weakening o f  intensities. 
Representation supposes tha t the stars are not dead, but indifferent: 
de-siderium, the constellations do no t shatter, * nostalgic desire, the 
w ish, the Wunsch, begins w ith  the decline o f  libidinal econom y.

Duplicity o f the Two Pulsional Principles

W hy does the m ovem ent o f  the bar slow  down? We know  noth ing  
o f  this, there is no answ ering the question w hy, which implies 
precisely nihilism  and though t. We turn this question around, we 
say: w hen it is tu rn ing  intensely, no why; your why itself results 
from  it tu rn ing  less strenuously, it is recuperative and nostalgic. The 
m ovem ent o f  the bar slow s dow n  because, and then this because . . . is 
intensified. T hen  the no t-th is will start to be advanced to account for 
the this. T hen  the space o f  the nihilism  ofreasons is opened up. (For 
exam ple, those I have ju s t given?)

Thus the theatre com es w ith  the concept. The bar stops turning; 
on the contrary, it circum scribes. The intense sign which engenders 
the libidinal body abandons this vast M oebian skin to the significa- 
tive sign, the singularity  o f  a passage or a voyage o f  affects is 
herded, closed up into a com m unicable trace. W hether this trace is 
com m unicable, or w hether this sign is amenable to system atization, 
or w hether the opposition  w hich conceals (but in what space-time?) 
the irrelevant difference is perm anent, all this refers to the duplicity 
o f  signs, already noted. B u t this deserves a m uch m ore refined 
analysis. First, that m eans that there is no notable difference 
betw een a libidinal form ation  and a discursive form ation, insofar as 
they are b o th  form ations, Gestaltungen. A libidinal dispositif, consid- 
ered, precisely, as a stabilization and even a stasis o r group  o f

'  D e - s i d e r i u m :  l e s  s i d e r a  n e  s id e r e n t  p a s . .  . : d e s id e r iu m  (L .): p e titio n , s en se  o f  loss, 
lo n g in g , w a n t; s id e r a  ( L . ) :  c o n s te lla tio n s , sk ies, destin ies. L y o ta rd ’s s p li t t in g  o f  
d e - s i d e r i u m  e ffec tiv e ly  m ean s  a ‘d e -s h a tte r in g ’, the  ‘in d iffe ren ce ’ o f  th e  
s ta r s /c o n s te lla t io n s  to  d e a th , a n d  th e  su sp e n s io n  c o n s ti tu tiv e  o f  the w is h . -  t tl
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energetic stases, is, exam ined form ally, a structure. C onversely, 
what is essential to a structure, w hen it is approached in econom ic 
terms, is that its fixity or consistency, w hich allows spatio-tem poral 
maintenance o f  identical denom inations betw een a this and a no t- 
this, w ork on pulsional m ovem ent as w ould  dams, sluices and 
channnels. O ne can, therefore, step twice, and even innum erable 
times, into the same river, if  the river is located by its slope, its 
banks, its direction, its flow, as it is by any discrim inating m ind- 
body; but one never steps twice into the same river, quite sim ply 
because there is 110 river, that is w hat is said by the m adm an, lover o f  
singularities, be his nam e Proust, Sterne, Pascal, Nietzsche, Joyce, a 
m adm an determ ined to ju d g e  a given sw im  as u11excha11geable for any 
other, i11 spite o f  its generic name, a m adm an ready to w ant a proper 
name, a divine name, for each intensity, and thus to die w ith each o f  
them, to lose even his m em ory  (river-bed and course), and certainly 
his own identity. M adness o f  pathos; but recognize, U nkind  one, 
back to back w ith this m adness, that o f  the structuralist, w ho made 
him self incapable o f  hearing, in the silence, the crackling masses o f  
flux which circulate in the system, and w hich are, however, the ‘final 
cause ’ o f  their operativity.

This confusion o f  form ations, Gestaltungen, w hich render libidi­
nal dispositifs identical in principle to form al structures; it is Freud 
w ho is their victim. T he confusion form s a barrier to his project or 
to  his idea o f  a libidinal econom y.

If ebbing intensities stabilize them selves into configurations, if  
affects are distributed according to the vast matrix-dispositifs, along 
w ith  w hat K lossowski calls phantasm a, into voluminous bodies, into 
simulacra, and ey ually, therefore, into fixed organizations o f  
elements o f  the ‘form erly’ libidinal skin becom e organism , psychic 
apparatus, or w hatever you like o f  this k ind o f  thing, then it is 
certain that Eros can live happily  together w ith  Logos. A nd w hen I 
say Eros, it is still too simplistic, as w e shall see: it is ju s t as m uch the 
death drives whose deregulation or deregulating, w hen its effect is 
the fixation o f  im pulsions, produces qu ite  as m any configurations, 
stases, econom ic rigidities w hich will pass (in silence . . . ) for 
formal structures. W ho can distinguish w hat is sick from  w hat is 
therapeutic in conversion hysteria (to speak like nosographists)? It 
has become banal, follow ing Freud, to consider neurosis as a 
com prom ise form ation, as a stabilization w hich fulfils desire in its 
double dim ension, erotic and deadly. T hat the tw o dim ensions are
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undecidable in the sym ptom , then, is alm ost in its nature. B ut no less 
certain is the quasi-com m unicative, logical function o f  the sym p­
tom ; every energetic configuration, because it rests on disjunctions 
and synthetic recoveries o f  the disjoined elements, is a structure. 
The sym ptom , or at least the syndrom e, will be able to be read, 
analysed and reconstitu ted  as a structure, a stable com position o f  
elements; intense passages, tensors, are then no longer singularities, 
they take on value, as elem ents, from  their continuation, from  their 
opposition, from  a m etonym y w ithou t end. The unconscious is 
structured  like a language, le t’s speak o f  it in this way, th a t’s ali it 
demands. It is in fact, and is only so w hen intensities are in decline, 
w hen the incandescence o f  the bar makes way for the g low  o f  w hat 
is d iscrim inating , w hen  the dream  is exchanged for the dream - 
narrative, w hen  the traveller has ju s t lain dow n and sold im ages for 
an ear w hich w ould  relieve h im  o f  them .

T o discrim inate instances o f  Eros from  those o f  death by specific 
effects is to believe that to one o f  these instances, the life drive, one 
function w ould  be attached, that o f  collection and binding, whereas 
the other w ould  only disperse, expend, draw  out impulsions for the 
greatest death o f  organism s. This is once again to presum e too m uch 
o f  binarism ; it is to accept the return  o f  the concept in the m idst o f  
its dissolution: if  one and only one function is assignable to each 
instance, bo th  instances, o f  life and oj death, will always be 
identifiable by their functions, by effects which will always be 
instantiated, precisely, som etim es on life, sometimes on death, but 
always in an unequivocal way. A lthough one m ight well p rotest that 
the signs from  w hich these inductions or instantiations are b rough t 
about are equivocal or at least polysem ic, and that on them  the 
rivalry, o r ju s t as m uch the connivance, o f  death and life is played 
out, it w ould  still be the case that one concede in principle the 
essential in adm itting  for each instance the unicity o f its function, 
and again therefore the possible identification o f  the instance by its 
function. B ut in term s o f  w hat the 1920 text says, i f  Freud 
in troduced  the instance o f  the death drives, it is precisely in order to 
keep not only such a sign, bu t libidinal econom y in its entirety, in the 
shelter o f  the concept and o f  binarist discrimination. It is no t at all a 
m atter o f  cleaving the instances in two, this is the so-called ‘labour’ o f  
the concept, it is, on the contrary, a m atter o f  rendering their 
confusion always possible and m enacing, o f  rendering insoluble the 
question  o f  know ing  w hether a particular GestaltlJng is an effect o f
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life rather than death, if  a particular flood, pulsional unbinding, is 
suicidal rather than therapeutic from  the point o f  view o f  the 
apparatus which endures it, w hether, on the contrary, a particular 
stasis, a particular fixation, a particular crystallization o f  a stable 
dispositif is amenable to palliative orthopaedics or m ortiferous 
entropy.

Silence is a single line stretched over the brow s and curving in on 
each side in such a way as to envelop the cheekbones, as the lover’s 
hand, in K hajuraho’s sculptures, envelops the obliging m istress’s 
breast; next it widens into a deltoid surface and rises to form  the 
narrow flanks o f  the nose. A round the M editerranean, in U m bria, in 
Provence, one fınds these strange slopes, calm and inflexible, 
sometimes cultivated, som etim es deserts, according to its aspect, 
always sm ooth; strange because the terrain, far from  being 
constructed o f  hills and valleys, flows like a liquid body; and it flows 
as mnch tow ards the top as tow ards the b o tto m , it docs not flow in 
the way that a w ash-basin leaks, it slides in both, in all d irections at 
once, displaying an inclined space w ithou t lim it while being clearly 
delimited.

A fıxed gaze turns into a smile, the eyelid system  remains 
im m obile, it is only the m atter o f  a m odifıcation o f  the cornea’s 
brightness, perhaps o f  the iris, o f  the diam eter o f  the pupil, 
som ething to be grasped in a ‘tim e’ less than that o f  a blink o f  the 
eye. It is silence itself that calls up the influx, the abyss. W hat is 
blockage, stasis o f  forces, im m obilization and sudden dam m ing o f  
impulsions (and which could be described accordingly as inhibition, 
neurosis), gives rise to o ther tracks and grow s in force. This is w hy it 
is intolerable that one should p re tend  to cure this silence, to h ring  its 
meaning, supposedly sayable in w ords, to light. Excessive dom ina- 
tion  o f the dispositif o f  know ledge over every silence, as if, in the 
scientist’s, the ph ilosopher’s, o r the analyst’s discourse (and not only 
in that o f  the ideologist), it was no longer silence, silence left behind 
it by the drip by drip o f  the tap o f  w ell-w eighed w ords, the track o f  
desire w hich they extract, w hich produces its strength! W ere the 
doctor to bend over the abyss ofsilence, w ere he to hear w ith  one ear 
(the third), as in an anechoic cham ber, the noise and the frenzy o f  
blood pounding against artery walls and o f  nervous influxes 
coursing along the fibres o f  the trigem inus . . . from  his ‘ow n  b ody’ 
— good luck to him!

W hat have we to cure? I do not exactly know , but at least and first 
this: the disease o f  the will to cure. A nd the talking cure is no t to be
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privileged over physical-chem ical m ethods: the one is o f  a pair w ith 
the other, dom ination  everyw here, occupation by all means, w ords 
or substances, o f  regions allegedly attacked and their sanitization. 
‘T he form ation o f  the S uper-ego’, says Freud, ‘w hich attracts 
dangerous aggressive tendencies is equivalent, so to speak, to the 
installation o f  troops in the place w here sedition threatens. ’6

Gaze o f  an eye, slow, thoughtless, fixed, then in a flash the head 
pivots so that there is no m ore than a profile, Egypt. The silence 
w hich settles around it extends to large patches o f  the libidinal band 
w hich, it appears, are the p ro p erty  o f  its ow n  body. These zones are 
also silent, this means that heavy flood-tides continuously, noise- 
lessly, surge tow ards ‘th e ir’ ow n  regions or come from these same 
regions, along the length o f  theinclines. N o  need to try  to land. This 
silence is no t blind and does n o t require that one m ake certain o f  
w hat com es about th ro u g h  a language, even one o f  hands or skins. 
W e love the language o f  hands and skins, bu t here it w ou ld  be 
unsubtle. T o  resort to it here w ould  be to obey the ideology o f  
sexuality. T o  suggest to som eone: le t’s tuck, w ould  tru ly  be to treat 
oneself as representing the sexual liberation m ovem ent. Same dom i­
nation as from  the doctor, this tim e from  the militant. Same gross 
preterition  o f  the libidinal labyrinth, in which, if  it is true that 
language is no th ing , sex is no t all. T here then, plugging in to  a sort o f  
pain and jo y , jo y  o f  the flood breaking  up so many dam s, pain o f  
such a drift, en tire regions com ing undone drifting tow ards o ther 
regions, and pain m oreover because everything does no t leave, 
im patience that investm ents still resist, that the abyss docs no t call 
loudly enough.

B ut then w hy and ho w  can the tw o principles, o f life and death, 
be assum ed if  they cannot be discerned through their tw o functions, 
if  bound wholes can be as congenial to life (organisms, statutes, 
institutions, m em ories o f  all kinds) as to death (neuroses and 
psychoses, paranoiac confm em ents, lethal stable disorders o f  
organic functions), ifu n b in d in g  is as m uch for the re lie fo f  bodies — 
orgasm  and the release o f  sem en, drunkenness and the b lu rtin g  out 
o f  w ords, the dance and loosening o f  the muscles -  as for their 
destruction: the m ad laugh w hich sends the asthm atic’s respiratory  
rhy thm  into disorder and asphyxiates him , the panic w hich d istorts 
the jo y  o f  youthful dem onstrations, the centrifugal im potence 
w hich annihilates the strength  o f  those w ho do not wish to  hold any 
pow er, the w andering to death o f  the schizophrenic w ho  is in fact
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bedridden? W hat good arc tw o  principlcs if  every cffcct can bc 
relatcd to both, togcthcr? Is it not contrary to thc rulc o f  economy in 
hypotheses and o f  im poverishm ent in conccpts w hich Controls thc 
elaboration o f  thcorctical systems?

Frcud was wcll awarc o f  these form al dcm ands. If he introduced 
thc principlc which he nam es N irvana, it is in order that his libidinal 
economy escapes thc thcrm odynam ic and, morc gcncrally, m cchan- 
ical analogy, and so that this thought o f  thc unconscious docs not 
precisely close up into a thcorctical system; so closc to Nictzschc in 
this respect. Libidinal econom y is a disorder o f  m achincs, if  you 
will; but w hat for ever prcvcnts thc hopc o f  producing thc 
systcmatization and functionally com plctc dcscription o f  it, is that, 
as opposed to dynamics, w hich is thc thcory o f  system s o f  energy, 
the thought -  but this is still to say too little -  thc idca o f  libidinal 
econom y is all thc time rendered virtually im possible by thc 
indisccm iability o f  thc tw o instanccs. This ‘duality ’ is not at all that 
o f  thc dialogue, it sets no dialectic in m otion, it docs not accept a 
dualism, since thc tw o instanccs arc indisccrniblc II priori, and it is 
only by cxam ining a particular cffcct w ith paticnt, alm ost infinitc 
carc (as Proust docs w ith a gait, a smilc, a taste, contact w ith a ficld, 
the lam plight on a staircasc, cach cvcnt incxchangcablc, and 
therefore lost for thc m em ory), that it will bc possiblc, bit by bit, to 
attribute a particular Gcstaltımg to life and the conservation o f  a 
particular organized whole, a particular unbinding and disruption 
rather to death th rough  excess or lack. W hat m ay pass for a 
superabundance o f  concepts has therefore nothing w hatever to do 
w ith any failure vis-a-vis the rules o f  form ation o f  a theoretical 
system: it is not a m aner o f  concepts, since ev en ıf  we could think the 
instances o f  life and death (for exam ple, in the m anner o f  
cyberneticians, the fırst being the m em ory  w hich in a hom eostatic 
whole rdates the system  th ro w n  into disorder by som e event to its 
un it o f reference, the second then being som eth ing  like the loss o f  
this m em ory, amnesia), since, in spite o f  these thoughts, we cannot 
grasp, predict, control, effects, affects, w ith  the help o f  the 
thought o f  instances: therefore very little o f  the conceptual . . . 
Freud wants, we want, som e ideas w hich w ould be in their ‘o rder’, 
that is to say for the scrap o f  the libidinal skin w hich they invest, 
w hat one solemnly calls the theoretical field! -  w hich w ould  be ju st 
as, almost as, im possible as is the effect o f  the passage o f  the turning 
bar described previously.
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This effect is no t o f  duality, bu t o f duplicity. In the ‘theoretical 
o rd e r’ it will be necessary to proceed in this way, like this duplicitous 
bar, no t th rough  an anxiety over m im eticism  or adaequatio, bu t 
because though t is itself libidinal, because w hat counts is its force 
(its intensity) and because it is this that it is necessary to overlook in 
w ords, this interm inable w orry , this incandescent duplicity. It is 
therefore necessary that what one thinks can be always assignable to 
a theoretical ensem ble (semantic, formal, it matters little), and 
show n equally to despair o f  such an assignation. It is necessary to 
alter the course o f  the destiny that pushes thought tow ards the 
concept, o therw ise one will m anufacture a libidinal econom y w hich 
will resem ble a trivial political econom y, that is to say an ideology 
w ith  the pretension to order, incapable o f grasping the duplicity o f 
the said econom ic m ovem ents. It is necessary to let the alleged 
theoretical field be sw ept by  the tum ult ofintensities, even the m ost 
difficult to accept ‘theoretically’. N o-one can say that he will be up 
to such a task, everyone seeks to flee these intensities and their 
undecidability  in the direction o f  the system  and its binary ideal. It is 
true that the price to pay for these ideas is extraordinarily inflated, 
and renders the business hardly  profitable, w hen  it is com pared to this 
rich m an’s activity which is the labour o f  the concept, w hich makes 
sense o f  the least scrap o f  m aterial and whose process o f  accum ula- 
tion appears infallible. W ith the hypothesis (but this is no t a 
hypothesis, evidently, it is no t discussed, and one need not wait for 
the alleged facts in o rder that it be falsified or remain acceptable), 
w ith  the position o f  the tw o instances, one is plunged into fallibility 
precisely because one thinks w ithout criteria o f falsification, 
because the criterion  o f  true and false is irrelevant to the idea w hen 
this latter is an intensely spun top. A nd one is plunged in to  the 
greatest anguish, for really, sirs, radical-socialists o f the concept, 
we are n o t stupid, we are well aware o f w hat profile can be seen on 
the  horizon o f  though t as libido, the  same scarecrow w hich you get 
ou t o f  yo u r pockets and  w ave above your fleshy ears each tim e that 
an intensity  goes past and w e ju m p , crazy w ith jo y  and fear, in to  its 
whirl: the scarecrow  offascism; the same as the one you were w aving 
in ‘68 in France, in G erm any, in Italy. You d o n ’t have to be pushed 
very hard before you com e righ t out w ith it: idea-force is fascism. 
You will always confuse power and force [pouvoir et puissance], you 
will always cali the violence w hich threatens your pow er pow er- 
terror.
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We know  this, w e know  that bctw ccn force \puissance\ and pow er 
therc is, for crass eyes, a sort o f  indiscernibility . . . w e will not 
rcspond to this because we do no t enter into dialogue' w ith  the 
radical-socialist conccpt (‘com m unism ’ includcd), having learned 
that to bcgin this dialogue is alrcady to concede the esscntial, that is 
the position o f  the conccpt itself and its conscquenccs o f  the 
‘rcprcssivc’ ordcr. You should raise your soul to the follow ing idca: 
we arc ccrtain, absolutcly ccrtain o f  w hat wc arc saying (w ithout this 
bcing certainty in the slightcst, in the sense that you habitually 
understand it), and at the same tim e, at the samc instant, com pletcly 
deprived o f  all sccurity; — ccrtain, m agistcrially ccrtain o f  the points 
when, as we ‘th in k ’, the libido attains intcnsity, because wc arc 
educatcd and rcfined cnough in m attcrs o (jouissancc and pain to have 
acquired this pyromatüac flair; but stripped oncc and for all o f  the 
protcction o f  the conccpt, th ro w n  out o f  the sanitary cordon o f  the 
thought o f systcm s, and thus fragilc likc childrCl, suspccts, the 
insanc, stupidity  awaits us, closc to us, draw ing us ont from  it and 
th row ing  us into your arm s, m en o f  the conccpt, days w hcn the firc 
is too intcnsc, whcn wc m ay fcar that in our w ords and ideas, this is 
110 m ore than the dcath drivc busy consum ing cverything, and whe'n 
w e no longer dare to breathe above the surfaces which you w ould  
have divided up, frightened to be sw ept along w ith  it.

The Lahyrinth, the Cry

The labyrinth is a flint desert exposed to the N ear-E astern sun, 
w ithout wall, door, or w indow , a chalk surface. We recognize its 
modei: a labyrinth whıch, m his m ania for know ledge, one o f  our 
professors constructed for the instruction o f  a w ingless insect. 
M ade from  an im m aculate box, fully lit by an arc-lam p, the w hite 
te rro r which it was supposed to  com m unicate to the beast had to 
impel it to go all the w ay through this labyrinth, w ithou t error. In 
this w ay the acquisition o f  habits is studied, and the anim al’s 
intelligence evaluated by the num ber o f  attem pts necessary to 
achieve a faultless crossing. T he cut-up box rested on a sheet o f 
water, which also frightened the insect. The beast, expelled from  
the dark shelter w here it was kept, runs in all directions, an alm ost 
im perceptible silver thread, terrifled. It never learns this labyrinth.

T erro r in the labyrin th  is such that it precludes the observation and 
notation  o f  identities: this is w h y  the labyrin th  is not a perm anent
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architectural construction , b u t is im m ediately formed in th e  place 
and at the m om ent (on w hat m ap, according to what calendar?) 
w here there is terror. T he labyrin th , then, does not exist, bu t there 
are as m any labyrin ths ‘in i t ’ as terrifying em otions, w hether or not 
they are felt. Each encounter gives rise to a frantic voyage tow ards 
an outside o fsu ffe ring . T he suppression o f  this could only result in 
an identical repetition o f  the encounter. O ne flees perhaps to learn, 
to rediscover the encountered property , because through repeating it 
one hopes to be able to localize it, to set up its situation, to inscribe it 
in a time. B ut since this te rro r produces its own, singular, labyrinth, 
there are o ther corridors, o ther corners than those which the flight, 
and the fleer, are able to delineate; that is w hy the beast learns 
noth ing , it m ultiplies incom parable labyrinths.

A sim ilar feature justifies the strange behaviour o f one o f  m y 
Italian friends, w hich he recounted to me w hile acknow ledging his 
inab ility  to account for it. A researcher, he had left his laboratory  
very late, exhausted, and he had gone to a reception given by  one o f  
his friends, a cultural d irector in one o f  the to w n ’s big m useum s. 
This reception  was held in  som e o f  the room s o f  the m useum  itself, 
it was celebrating the m useum ’s renovation and new organization, 
m ore appropriate for doing ju stice  to m odern artw orks; bu t it also 
m arked the end, for m y  friend’s friend, o f  the contract by  w hich 
for several years the to w n  had charged him  w ith  the creation and 
presentation o f  pictorial, m usical and cinem atographic activities. 
W hen m y n arra to r entered the m useum , the crow d o f  his friend’s 
friends was scattered th ro u g h o u t all the open room s, w hich form  a 
closed chain: groups everyw here chat, scream, laugh, ask each other 
questions, sm oke, drink, eat, recognize each other, around the 
buffets, the tw o  pop groups, the gallons o f  flowing wine, in 
arm chairs, or sit on the floor. All the faces make it seem that m y 
friend m ight know  them .

His tiredness and his isolation happen, so to speak, to balance each 
other, alleviated and aggravated. H e takes to eating, drinking, 
w ithou t m eeting anyone, goes round the circuit o f  rooms, examines 
the retrospectives that they exhibit, the years o f  work; certain w orks 
are restored; o thers are present only in the form  of photographic 
reproductions; bu t all o f  them , silent in the tum ult, were still there 
sim ply in order to bear w itness to past activities, like traces before 
effacement. T he room s diam etrically opposite the buffet and the 
bandstand are alm ost em pty, he flees them , returns to the swollen
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belly o f the crow d, crosses and wavcs to his friend the curator, 
drinks again, begins the circuit again, exam ining the faces as m uch 
as the walls, prey to a g row ing  agitation, w hich he notices 
nevertheless.

It is on  this second circuit that he recogmzes on a wall, a face, 
recently photographed at the tim e o f  a W arhol exhibition, in front 
o f the series entitled Marilyn. A m ediocre cliche in black and white, 
like a line draw ing, exaggerating the harshest values. In front o f  the 
grid formed by the series o f  the actress’s portraits, them selves ju st a 
painted cliche, he is b rough t to a halt by the face o f  a w om an who, 
some years previously, had been his mistress; she is turning tow ards 
the lens, with atfected surprise, her m outh  half open, as if the 
photographer had called to her ju s t w hen she looked at the picture. 
The hair, the eyebrow s, the m ake-up on her eyelids and lips arc here 
coal black; the glistening o f the irises and pupils is faithfully 
rendered.

The photograph is pinned up by four drawing pins, am ongst 
others which illustrate the same period o f  the m useum ’s activity. An 
old suffering, for w hich this w om an was certainly responsible, 
loses no tim e in reaw akening, he sets o ff to lose h im self in the 
crowd, he hopes to find som eone he know s. But his circum naviga- 
tion o f  the retrospective leads him back in front o f  the pho to . W hat 
to do? He sets o ff a fourth  tim e, stops for a long while in front o f 
the Prose du transsiberim illustrated by Sonia Delaunay, in an alm ost 
deserted room , m ore  th ro u g h  discipline than genuine interest, 
how ever, preoccupied by the menace em anating from  the pho to ­
graph. He drank again. It is very late, it will soon be closed, groups 
disperse, the baııds are packing up, the guards begin to em pty the 
room s, starting from  the point opposite  the great entrance hall, 
where the cliche is, and slow ly advancing along the tw o semicircles 
w hich lead there.

M y friend finds him self once m ore in front o f the im age, still 
incognito in th e  anonym ous jostling . T aking advantage o f  the 
disruption, he prises the pins ou t w ith  his nails, he places the pho to  
under his jacket, in the ho llow  o f  his arm pit, and leaves, having 
stolen it. He gets into his car, and heads tow ards his hom e; but he 
takes the road for the apartm ent o f  this w om an, w hom  he hasn’t 
seen since the break-up. T he apartm en t is situated at the top o f  a 
large building, w hich can be reached from  the top  floor only by 
means o f  a spiralling metal staircase hanging over em pty  space,
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from  w hich one can see w hat is happening in the front room . It is lit, 
he sees silhouetted m ovem en t, he slips the photograph under the 
door, runs quickly dow n the spiral stair, takes the lift, gets back in to  
his car, and waits w ith  all the lights off. He was followed, he hears 
his p u rsu e r’s footsteps in the hum id , deserted street, it is the 
w o m an ’s boyfriend. M y friend sets o ff  w ithou t know ing i f  he has 
been identified. Som e weeks later, she calls him  up, saying that she 
doesn ’t understand  w hat he was doing bringing the photo, waits for 
an explanation. H e feigns astonishm ent: w hat pho to  is she talking 
about, she know s very well he hasn’t any o f  her? She cannot 
contradict him .

T he hero o f  this sto ry  tells m e that he was not aware o f  w hat he 
was doing, bu t he acknow ledges the im portance o f  having felt so 
possessed by som ething w hich dictated his conduct. We kno w  no 
b etter than he; bu t the effect o f  powerlessness must be rem em - 
bered. If  one w ants to  elim inate it, the theft and the ‘restitu tion’ will 
be in terpreted as significative signs: for exam ple, m y friend w ants 
to suppress even the duplicata o f  a past suffering; and also: in 
delivering this fac-simile to the w om an, he wants to start up w ith 
her again. It will then be said: this is am bivalent, that is w hy  it was 
intense. W e seek no w hy, and judge  ambivalence a little platitude.

In the labyrin th  o f  the m useum , m y friend, the wingless insect, 
had an encounter. H e began the circuit over and again, several times; 
each tim e, he loses his w ay in fron t o f  the photo; he learns noth ing . 
He flees the im age, bu t finally takes it w ith  him ; the image opens a 
second labyrinth, that o f  the tow n streets, the corridors and 
staircases o f  buildings. T he second encounter takes place in this 
o ther labyrin th  w hich grow s disconcertingly from  the encoun ter in 
the first. T he delivery  o f  the p ho to  puts an end to the second 
labyrin th  and to the suffering o f  w hich it is the effect, and w hich 
was encountered in the first. T he ironic denial on the telephone 
m arks the d issolution  o f  the th ird  labyrinth, originating som ew here 
(perhaps in this w om an) from  the relocation o f  the photograph. A 
fourth  labyrin th  m ay then be opened, onto the listener, bu t no, 
no th ing  o f  the sort happened, it appears. U nless the fact that m y 
friend had told m e o f  this event and that I am publishing it w ould  
have to be considered as a third encounter, opening a labyrin th  o f  
w hich  1 am ignorant even o f  the material from  which it m ig h t be 
m ade; in any case, none o f  this can be decided.

N o-one has the pow er to draw  up the map o f  the great film; this, 
seen from  the outside (but it has no outside) w ould  be som e kind o f
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m onstrous beast w hose constitutivc parts w ould changc according 
to uııforcsecable m odulations, w ould  appear and disappcar w ith thc 
same terrifying casc as virtual im ages on a screcn. It w ould still be 
ncccssary to im agine that the succession and nature o f  these images 
were not determ ined by real images inscribed on the film [pellicule] 
(in a technical sense). M ore generally, le t’s im agine that neither the 
so-called contents nor the technical procedures perm it the synthesis 
into a story, in to  a doctrine, into a style, o f  the fragm ents o f  the film 
joined end to end; it w ould  then be im possible to construct a single 
time to contain and organize the m onster o f  images; even the 
recurrences suggested by certain schemes w ould remain ignored, 
each occıırrence w ould be experienced as a present and innocent 
cffcct. A nd there w ould be nothing monstrollS about this 
assemblage, which w ould exist for neither a m ind nor an eye.

When m y Rom an friend passes from  one labyrinth to another, he 
is not m oving through a spatio-tem poral grid. The labyrinths w hich 
for convenience’s sake (in the inevitable tribu te  paid to the order o f  
the reasonable) I called first, second, e tc ., in no way form an ordered 
series. They do not belong to a structure o f  carrying over [structure de 
report]; nothing o f  the one is rediscovered in thc other, at least as long 
as each is forme'd as a sort o f  cyclone' around a heart w hich is the 
encounter, whose effects he prolongs and which he flee's. Each o f  
these' mazes is closed, at the same tim e as it is in undecidable 
expansion; closed in that it has no crossover point, nor any part in 
COmmon, w ith the o ther terrifying eyelones; as to its expansion, this 
w ould  be in proportion  to the effective force [puissance d’effet] o f  the 
encounter.

It m ust not be said that the encounter takes place in the labyrinth; 
the labyrinth issues from  the encounter. There are only encounters, 
each tracing at full speed around itself a m ultitude  o f  transparent 
walls, secret thresholds, open grounds, em pty  skies in w hich each 
encounter flees from  itself, overflow s itself, is forgotten, -  or is 
repeated, ceasing then to be an encounter. This latter does not 
return, does not reproduce itself; the insect’s terror is unique, new  
every tim e; nothing is inscribed; a com plete layout o f  the uncon- 
scious needs to be constructed in order to succeed in im puting to it 
the responsibility for the return o f  the same; it m ust be supposed 
that its effects are subordinated to  a system  on w hich identities or — 
w hat amounts to the same th ing  — differences could be identified. 
The pulsions are stupid exactly to  the extent that they do not repeat
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the same effects, therefore they invent. Invention is a triviality  o f  
time.

In ‘T he T heo log ians’, B orges im agines tw o heresies by  non- 
repetition; one is the act o f  certain sects called H istrions, o f  w hom  
he writes: ‘T hey  reasoned that the  w orld  w ould  end w hen  the 
num ber o f  its possibilities was exhausted; since there can be no 
repetitions, the  righteous shou ld  elim inate (commit) the m ost 
infam ous acts, so that these w ill no t soil the future and will hasten 
the com ing o f  the k ingdom  ofJesus. ’ The other heretics, belonging 
to the diocese o f  Aurelian, ‘affirm ed that tim e does no t tolerate 
repetitions . . . T he adm onitions o f  this new  doctrine (“ D o you 
w ant to see w hat hum an eyes have never seen? Look at the m oon. D o 
y o u  w ant to hear w hat ears have never heard? Listen to the b ird ’s cry. 
D o you w ant to touch w hat hands have never touched? T ouch  the 
earth. V erily I say that God m ust create the w orld anew. ” ) w ere 
m uch too affected and m etaphorical to be transcribed.’7

So the labyrinth ceaselessly invents and effaces itself The first 
heretics he cites profess and practise the impatience to have done 
w ith  it; b u t how ever m uch they  affirm  that noth ing  repeats itself, i f  
they  can hope to precipitate the com ing o f  the  promised result in 
com m itting  (and thus elim inating) the m ost infamous acts, it is that 
they  th in k  that the q u an tity  o f  evils is not innum erable and that a 
backw ards count may be taken up som ew here else, at the end o f  
w hich the tru th  will be attained; their ethics is an algebra o f  the 
prim acy o f  the negative Q ouhandeau w ould  belong to this heresy). 
B ut can both the heresy o f singularity  and the heresy o f acceleration 
be sustained at the same time? Does this latter not require a so rt o f 
m em ory, a catamnesia? B ut the heresy o f  singularity m ust exclude 
even catamnesia, w hich supposes that there is an end already 
assigned to h istory, and that the future exhausts itself entirely in 
m anoeuvres proper to rem oving  w hatever delays this end. T hese 
m anoeuvres are no t perverse  since their infamy is at last concen- 
trated [circonvertie], into the negative, on the im m aculate m ystical 
body  o f  Jesus. Such a theology w e say to be as wretched as H egel’s; 
it rem ains w ith in  the dialectic o f  good and evil, hardly caricatured 
and rendered am using: the Phenomenology ofM ind  has 96 im ages per 
second, a 33 rpm  record o f the Phaedre sw itched to 78.

B ut that the earth  m ust always be touched for the first tim e, the 
m oon  be seen, the b ird  be heard, as the other heresy professes, that is 
harsh in another way. M y Italian friend w ould adhere to this sad
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innoccncc, as w ould m y fricnd the insect: great fcars, great loves arc 
not inscriptions on a spatio-tem poral register, and continuity  or 
fidelity play no part in them  since there is nothing perm anent from  
one encounter to another, only the singular intensity, opening its 
own labyrinth each time. A lw ays lost, even w hen w e believe we 
make some sense o f  it, when, for exam ple, w e attribute such an 
em otion to an undcrlying support \suppöt], to ourselves, to a person.

This docs not entail that fidelity or continuity  may not give rise to 
an intcnsc encounter; bu t this is as ephemera. There are labyrinths o f 
continuity ju s t as there arc labyrinths o f  treachery and in terruption . 
Let us endeavour no t to subordinate anything to anything else, 
neither perm anence to d iscontinuity , nor the encounter to reli- 
ability. This is the strangest thing.

I sec the theology o f  the H istrions, w hich I said was w retched, as 
an indirect, vicious subordination  o f the ephem eral to the perm a­
nent. O ctave’s relation to Robertc, in K lossow ski’s w ork, w ould 
belong to this subordination. T he laws o f hospitality perm it, 
through thc prostitu tion  o f  the m istress o f  the  house to her hosts, 
the measure o fh e r  w orth  in her husband’s eyes. Even if this price is 
pricelcss, it necessitates an appreciation, an estim ation, the  reduction 
o f  each strong suffering and sensual pleasure onto  a standard  o f 
m easurement.

Let’s listen to the pleas o f an unfaithful husband: ‘The c ry ’, he is 
saying, ‘that lacerates m y w ife’s plexus, w hich I never cease to love, 
every time she believes she sees m y eyes gaze lovingly at another 
face, which takes the ground  from  under her; this cry is w hat I seek 
m ost in the w orld, like death, the only certainty, it is this to w hich I 
havc sacrificed and will sacrifice every face, every head o f hair, 
every fissure and fold encountered and touched. M y desire is for 
precisely such a sacrifice, it is that, for this cry, w hole populations o f  
cries remain for ever unheard, unfailingI y and deliberately, popula­
tions o f pain and pleasure sim ply abandoned, from  one day to the 
next. This m ust suggest that the true libidinal relation o f  m y 
treachery is no t that m y beloved wife be sacrificed to m y pleasures, 
bu t that, on the contrary, m y eyes, hands, lips are only laid upon 
other surfaces and muscles in order that the unbearable pain in her 
plexus attain the intensity w ith o u t any equivalent for m y body; only 
to draw these intensities, certainly not small, back tow ards her 
plexus in order that they throw  her about like a lightning strike, 
incom parable to any o rg asm .’



This is a bad peroration  if  the litigant leaves it there; it develops the 
Sadean’s position, the p ro p rie to r’s: priceless im plying a com parative 
calculation. It is also the position  o f  the H istrion heretics: each one 
o f m y infamies takes place only  to hasten m y meeting up again w ith 
tru th  and life, love for m y beloved male or female Jesus; I deceive 
only to gain. B ut w ho can say w ith o u t shame (and w ithout ridicule) 
that the suffering w hich he spreads is a means and even a p ro o f  of 
love, and that he m aintains pow er over the direction o f intensities? 
A nd then, the lightning strike o f  w hich the unfaithful one speaks, if  
he is no t a little p im p w ho  can be reassured by procuring, negative 
ethics and political econom y, and who can find in the com parative 
valuations of pleasures and pains som ething to stabilize his pitiful 
ego, this lightning strike not only hits the body o f a victim , an 
exploited body, it is the blind deaf im m obile belly of a labyrin th  in 
accelerated expansion, w ith o u t issue. T h e  zone struck is no t ju s t his 
w ife’s body, the to rm en t is no t only her ow n, not even both o f 
theirs, it is the p roduct o f  several pieces o f  the pulsional film  heated 
to w hite-ho t anonym ity .

Borges tells the story  of a duel to the death between tw o drunken 
m en, rivals in com petition; they have never learned to fight; they 
choose their w eapons from  their host’s arm oury by chance, one a 
dagger w ith  a U -shaped  hilt, the o ther a short-bladed knife w hose 
w ooden handle is decorated  w ith  a tree; to the witnesses’ surprise, 
the struggle proves to be conducted  w ith  a know ing precision, no t 
the indiscrim inate bu tchery  that was expected, but a m eticulous 
chess gam e played on bodies, righ t up till the  final blow. M u ch  later 
the narrator learns that these w eapons from  the duel had belonged to 
tw o  rivals, gauchos fam ous for the ir courage and ability to kill; he 
concluded that it was indeed they who were fighting, inspiring their 
bearers.il

The anonym ity  o fth e se  latter does not exclude, but im plies their 
proper names. It w ould be only  w ith  regard to a central instance, that 
o f  a great A rm ourer keeping archives o f all the m urders com m itted  
by his w eapons, that o f  a P im p keeping books on all thejouissances he 
allots to the prostitu te-bodies — that another anonym ity w ould creep 
into the pulsional band, and that in place o fp ro p er names and insane 
mazes which they signal one could put register num bers, conse- 
quently  allow ing subjects at w ork to be located: im perceptible, but 
im m ense, slipping, from  tensorial anonym ity to  productive pros- 
titutive bureaucratic anonym ity .
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Add this bcsidcs to your first, ‘unfaithful’ plca: ‘My w ifc’s cry is 
n o t thc cffect o f  any causc, w hcthcr thc dishonour, incurrcd from  
fdling from hcr position as a pcrson, that I subjcct hcr to  th rough 
my infamics, as is thc casc w ith a Sadcan, an Octavc. I am not thc 
produccr, thc archivist, thc know cr, o f  this cry. I do not calculatc it. 
It shricks ovcr my body at thc samc timc as it docs ovcr hcrs, not 
only \vhcn I say to hcr: this is how  this othcr woman is in plcasurc, 
not only whcn on hcr cxprcss will i makc hcr im aginc m y cycs and 
m y palms strok ing  finc cxcitcd arcas, but also m orcovcr at that 
suspcnded m om ent w hcn thc glans rcccivcs thc distaııt pulsing 
coming from thc dcpths o f  thc o th c r’s w om  b. Evcn thcrc  it scrcams 
o f  cruclty, and in this violcncc thcrc is my w ifc’s pain. T his prcscncc 
is not obtaincd by com parison, tradc, thc interplay o f  thc pricc and 
thc priccless, it prcsupposcs no m onctary-m ncm onic instancc, o f 
thc gcncral cquivalcnt and thc possiblc rcscindcr o f  dcbts, it is not 
com parativc and w rittcn into thc accounts-book. H ow  this is 
possiblc, I do not know . ’

This prcscncc is not thcrcforc that of thc samc, an instancc o f  
ncithcr rcfcrcncc nor diffcrcncc (bc it accclcratcd by crimcs). Thcrc 
is no permancnt cry. The perm ancnt is silcnt bccause it repeats itsclf; 
its abjection and its cop ’s or political com m issioner’s intelligence 
rcsult from  its repeating itself. T he cry o f  your to rture  victim  is not 
II cry: she cries every tim e, her cries öpen as many labyrinths. If you 
hcar hcr crying -  no, that is no t even it: if  the cry resonates 
throughout the labyrinth in w hich you are lost, it is no t because it is 
at the end, like a perverse result. T he problem  o fj ealousy m ust cease 
to be posed in term s o f  exteriority , o f  triangular form ation, o f 
penis-envy and hom osexuai identıficatıon. There could be II pulsional 

jealousy, far simpler, m ore singular, concerning libidinal econom y 
alone, a jealousy itself dissim ulated, for exam ple, in the highly 
coded jealousy that novelists, psychologists and com m on sense are 
acquainted w ith, that belonging to w hatever topic, com ing under 
whatever instance, and ending up o f  course in political econom y, 
for example, in m ercantilism  and in all im perialism .

The jealousy o f the  cry  is n o t, o r no t only, tha t o f  an instance held 
up to ridicule; it is the relation o f  every piece o f  the libidinal band 
w ith  that piece w hich desire elects, w hen they are in affinity. This 
jealousy is a pulsional call; force investing itselfhere  w rests a cry, an 
exhalation, from  there, nearby, it seizes all surrounding force, it 
sucks up all surrounding energy. Jealousy is the w histling made by
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the leap o f  force [puissance] suddenly beating dow n onto an  area (or 
inventing it); and the labyrinth is form ed by its flows (but the centre 
is ephem eral like the eye o f  a tornado). The vulva is jealous o f  the 
thoroughly  kissed m outh , so is the mistress o f  the book her lover 
w rites, the m an o f  the young  m an’s future, the sun o f  the  closed 
shutters behind w hich  y o u r im agination lets itself go in adventures 
o f  reading. The cry w hich resounds in your helplessness, unfaithful 
one, is no t your w ife’s, n o r yours, it’strue : it is the noise m ade on the 
band by the incom possibility  o f  several co-present intensities. The 
ancient gods w ere jealous o f  each other; this O lym pus full o f  their 
cries, it is the great film  (a little simplified) turning and re tu rn ing  on 
itself follow ing its labyrin ths like a m onster attacked in several 
places at once.

T here is no intensity  w ith o u t a cry and w ith o u t a labyrinth. T he 
force w h ich  strikes a given surface o f  the great skin (that is to say 
w hich invents it) exhausts its surroundings by making it scream , and 
opens the maze o f  its flows. If infidelity makes the infidel cry as it 
does the m an or w om an to w hom  he is related, it is because their 
bodies, fragm ents o f  their bodies, never cease haunting the areas 
surrounding  the points on  w hich force [puissance] beats dow n. Y our 
body itself, unfaithful one, is jealous o f  the intensities w hich y our 
infidelity brings it, it too  cries from  the energy taken trom  it, and if  
it cries at the same tim e as you r lover, it is because they belong to the 
same pulsional surroundings.

It is necessary to hear the cry o f  the insect th row n under the glare 
o f  500 w atts, and fleeing in to  the maze. Every labyrinth is traced as 
flight tow ards an outlet. There is no outlet: either one grow s 
accustom ed to it, as the pro fessor waited for the beast to do, the way 
o f  being accustom ed that is depression and inhibition; or else 
th rough  an encounter, in a new  cry, another labyrinth, ano ther tim e 
opens up, bu t nobo d y  is the m aster o f  encounters. Love is n o t g iving 
w hat one does no t have; it is having to cry near to areas struck  by 
lightning.

M y examples are o f  suffering; they could have heen o f  elation. 
T here are labyrinths o f  jo y , the latter no less mad than suffering, 
very close to it. A round  the arm chair from  the Marriage o f Figaro, 
Beaum archais traces som e dazzling mazes, w here pieces o f  bodies 
expelled from  their shelters flee and get lost, but by laughing. Joy  is 
constructive, concentratory; it is an elevation aroıınd a suprem e 
addressee, bu t incredulous and insolent jo y  is the laugh ter o f



m ctam orphoses tha t awaits n o -o n c’s recognitioıı and enjoys only  its 
ductility. It is a horizontal laugh, w ithou t assent. But, you  say, the 
encounter in jo y  engenders no linç o ffligh t, on the contrary, it seeks 
to maintain itself, doesn’t it p roduce the very perm anence you 
dctest? -  N o, flight is no t only from  terror, it is not me, you, 
underlying agents (des suppots), w ho flee, it is intensity which loses 
itself in its ow n  m ovem ent o f  cxpansion. Imaginc the universe in 
cxpansion: docs it flce from  terro r or cxplode w ith  joy?  U ndecid- 
able. So it is for the em otions, these polyvalent labyrinths to which, 
only after the event, the sem iologists and psychologists will try  to 
attribute some sense.

-S o  you thereby challenge Spinozist or N ietzschean ethics, which 
separate m ovem ents o f  being-m ore from  thosc o f  being-less, o f 
action and reaction? -  Yes, let us dread to scc thc rcappearance o f  a 
whole m orality or politics under the cover o f  thesc dichotom ies, 
their sages, their m ilitants, their tribunals and thcir prisons. W hcre 
there is intensity, there is a labyrin th , and to fix the m eaning o f  the 
passage, o f  suffering or o f  jo y , is the business o f  consciousnesses 
and thcir directors. It is enough for us that the  bar turns in order that 
unprcdictable spirals stream out, it is enough for us that it slows 
down and stops in order to engender representation and clear 
thought. N o t good and bad intensities, then, bu t intensity or its 
decompression. And as has been said and w ill be said again, both  
dissimulated together, m eaning [sem] hidden in em otion, vertigo in 
reason. Therefore no m orality  at all, ra ther a theatrics; no politics, 
rather a conspiracy.

We do not speak as the liberators o f  desire: idiots w ith  their little 
fraternities, their Fourieresaue fantasies, their policy-holdcr’s 
expectations over the libido. W e have nothing to  do  any m ore w ith  
regilding the heraldry o f the tragic. T he tragic still necessarily 
presupposes the great Z ero , prison guard o f  destinies, m ute 
allocutor, Jew ish god, or enigm atic locutor, Greek oracle. W hat 
does the unfaithful one seek in his peregrinations? W hat he betrays, 
o r  what he encounters? H e necessarily betrays w hat he encounters, 
and necessarily encounters w hat he betrays. Hence h is jo y  and terror 
are intermixed, a vertigo w hich sweeps away the signposts and the 
directions o f  the m ovem ent, w hich destroys the landm arks, the 
egos. It is not the tragedy o fa  destiny, nor the com edy o fa  character 
(it can be presented in this way, o f course); no longer the drama o f 
totalization; rather the strangeness o f  fictive spaces, Escher’s 
waterfalls w hose point o f  im pact is higher than their source.
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II
The Tensor

Semiotic Sign

Let’s take up this business o f signs once more, you have not 
understood, you have rem ained rationalists, semioticians, W est- 
erners, le t’s em phasize it again, it is the road tow ards Hbidinal currency 
that m ust be opened up by force. W hat the semioticians m aintain as 
a hypothesis beneath their discourse is that the thing of w hich they 
speak m ay always be treated as a sign; and this sign in its tu rn  is 
indeed th o ugh t w ithin the netw ork o f  concepts belonging to the 
theory  o f  com m unication , it is ‘w hat replaces som ething for 
som eone’ says Peirce, repeats Levi-Strauss, which means that the 
thing is posited as a m essage, that is, as a m edium  enriched w ith  a 
sequence o f coded elem ents, and that its addressee, h im self in 
possession o f  this code, is capable, through decoding the message, 
o f  retrieving the information that the sender m eant him  to receive.

Im m ediately then, ex hypothesi, the thing is ho llow ed  out, 
becom es a substitute: it replaces the ‘inform ation’ for that som eone 
w ho is the addressee. This replacement, o f  course, m ay be 
conceived in tw o ways, according to tw o very different lines o f  
thought. O ne could say that the sign replaces w hat it signifies (the 
message replaces the inform ation), this is, to put it as b ru tally  as 
possible, the P latonism  o f  the theo ry  ofldeas, for example: the sign 
at the same tim e screens and calls up w hat it announces and conceals. 
This has all been said before by Port-R oyal. O r w e m ay th ink this 
substitu tion , no longer m etaphorically, but according to  the in ter- 
m inable m etonym y that Saussure o r w hatever other political 
econom ist m ay conceive under the nam e o f  exchange; it is no longer 
signification (w hat is encoded), then, w hich the sign substitutes -  
this trick is invented: that signification itself is constituted by signs 
alone, that it carries on endlessly, that we never have anything but 
references, that signification is always deferred, m eaning is never 
present in flesh and blood. We are fılled w ith  compassion for good
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old Husserl, wc say: no, thcrc arc only diffcrcnccs, and if thcrc is 
meaning it is bccausc therc is a sign, and if  thcrc is a sign it is bccausc 
therc is difference, not ju st any diffcrencc, one ncvcr passcs 
haphazardly from  one elem ent to another, on the contrary, therc is 
an organized voyagc from  one tcrm  to another, and extrem e 
systcmatic or structural prccision, and undcrncath it all, u ltim ately, 
if  wc have rcligious souls likc Frcud or Lacan, wc producc the image 
ofa grcat significr, for ever com plctcly abscnt, w hosc only presence 
is abscntification, rcscrvc and relief o f  the tcrm s which make signs 
o f i t  -  substitutcs for each o thcr, -  the im age o f  a grcat zero w hich 
keeps thcsc tcrm s disjunct, and w hich wc will translatc into libidinal 
econom y undcr the nam e, unpronounceable o f  coursc, o f  
Kastrator.

Sec w hat you have done: the material is im m cdiatcly annihilatcd. 
Wherc thcrc is a mcssagc, thcrc is no m aterial. A dorno said this 
admirably o f  Schoenberg: the m aterial, he cxplaincd, in serialism 
docs not count as such, but only as a relation bctwccn tcrm s. And in 
B0 iılez thcrc will be nothing but rclations, not only bctw ccn pitchcs, 
but also bctwccn intensities, tim brcs, durations. Dcm aterialization. 
Here a long cxam ination is ncccssary: is this dcm aterialization the 
equivalent o f  w hat capital docs in m atters o f  sensibility and affect? 
Is it also simply an abstraction o f pieces o f  the pulsional band, its 
disscction [decoupage] in to com parable and countable parts? O r is it, 
under cover, and as a result, o f  this squaring off, indiscernibly, an 
opportunity  for a refinem ent and an intensification o f  the passages 
o f  affects? And if  this is the case, then is this ‘dem aterialization’ not, 
in the same space and tim e, the cartography  o f  a material voyage, o f 
new  regions o f  sonorous, bu t also chrom atic, sculptural, political, 
erotic, linguistic space, being, as a result o f  the mise en signes, 
conquered and crossed by the trails o f  influxes, offering the libido 
new  opportunities for intensification, the fabrication o f  signs 
th rough  ‘dem aterialization’ providing m aterial for the extension o f 
tensors?

We are sufficiently convinced that this latter hypothesis is the 
righ t one, but first let us pursue the description o f  some notable 
effects o f  the mise en signe in its o w n  field.

N ot only is the material com m uted  into a sign-term , bu t also the 
‘th in g ’ w hich the sign replaces is itself ano ther sign, there is noth ing  
b u t signs. First consequence: the relation is therefore an infinite 
postponem ent, and thus sets up recurrence as a fundam ental trait o f
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the system , the reiteration o f  the postponement of the signifier 
guaranteeing that one will always need to w ork  to determ ine the 
term s to w hich, in a given corpus, the term  under exam ination can 
and m ust lead. T he o ther consequence is that w ith  the sign begins the 
search. This m ight have been the search for God, for signifıcation, 
w hen the metaphorical organization o f  the signifier predom inates. 
For w e m oderns, for w h o m  the thought o f  this m etaphor is absent, 
and w ho glory in substructural m etonym ic substitution, the object 
o f  the search is no longer G od or truth, but the search itself; scientific 
research is no t to be m ade a search for causes, we are well aw are that 
this is no t a good  concept, bu t a search for ‘effects’ in the scientific 
sense, the search for a discourse that can produce locatable, 
predictable and controllable m etam orphoses, a search, then, for 
discrim ination. T here is no sign or thought o f  the sign w hich is not 
about pow er and for pow er. T he voyage o f  this search is no t the 
drift o f  the m ad and the plague-stricken, nor the transpatial exodus 
o f  the uncanny, it is the w ell-prepared flight o f the explorer, 
foreshadow ing that o f  the priest, then the soldier and the business- 
man, it is the avant-garde o f  capital, w hich is itself already sim ply 
capital insofar as it is the perpetual activity o f  pushing back its 
frontiers, the  incorporation  o f  yet m ore new  pieces o f the  band  into 
its system , bu t incorporation  w ith  a view to revenue, to yielding a 
return. T he sign goes w ith  this business trip, and the business trip 
creates the sign: w hat is an African for a British explorer, w hat is a 
Japanese for an eighteenth-century  Jesuit? O rgans and partial drives 
to be reahsorbed in to  the norm al organic body o f  so-called 
H um anity  or C reation . M aterials to dematerialize and to make 
signify. D o you  really believe, say the w hite thinkers, that the N oh  
actor, m oving forw ard  w ith  his feet together, sliding over the  stage 
floor as though  he w ere no t m oving at all, means nothing? It is a sign, 
it is in the place o f  som ething else, there is a code, and the addressees 
know  it, or in any case, even if  it is unconscious, it exists, and we 
sem iologists, Jesuits, Stanlcys, conquerors, we will only have 
trium phed w hen w e are in possession o f  this code and arc able to 
remake it, simulate it -  the model of all sem iology is not The Purloined 
Letter, it is The Gold-Bug. These Africans, these O rientals, being 
dead, leave messages o f  treasures, we simulate them in codes. Levi- 
Strauss: I w ant to be the language spoken by myths.

A nd thus, w ith  this voyage o f  conquest w hich could no t but have 
been inspired by the mise en signe (unless it is the opposite, a certain



sort o f voyage inspiring the mise en sigtıe, but wc arc hardly partial to 
thcsc futile questions o f  priority, all that is a gross package o f  little 
assemblages bearing on that thing, that material, that person - i t  is a 
dispositif w here everything w o rk s in pairs), thus along with this 
voyage o f  research and conquest, w here the latter is always 
postponed, comes, indissociably, an in tention, an intention to forge 
a relation, an intention to yield a revenue. T o  rediscover the code o f  
signs, jor polJıer, pow er as cause, pow er as aim. Every risk is taken, 
going to cohabit with the cannibals, being stationed at a frontier 
post, the m icrobes, radiations, all the deaths incurred, all the sins like 
the Jesuit in the Supplement au voyage de Bougainville, but taken 
intentionally, and so divisively. N o t the zone and the m om ent o f  the 
strained tensors, but the zone crossed, m om ent o f  a m ovem ent, 
therefore the tensions and their attendant risks and pains paid for  in 
the hope o f  an ulterior gain, perceivcd and experienced as loss, as 
concessions necessary for health, progress, know ledge, enlighten- 
m ent, socialism; the tho rn -to rn  rags o f  wasted flesh arc inessential, 
the im portant thing being th e  fi ti al revenue, w hat will be gained from  
it, as all those holiday-m aking wage earners will testify, as will their 
bosses, the rich and their masters: that is to bring back the images, 
photos, films, w ords, the prestige, tourism  o f  the return, retourism , 
a series o f explorations, and always the same itinerary. H ere we 
encounter the question o f  interest, for tourism , o r conquest, is 
interesting-interested insofar as the expenditures, n o t only those o f  
equipm ent and m aintenance, b u t also affective expenditures w hich are 
eventually very heavy, like Caesar at the Rubicon, are nothing m ore 
than advances, insofar, then, as desire is lost only the better to be 
recovered.

But we m ust emphasize that it will not be recovered, but will be 
recovered there, w here is it? now here other than in the accounts- 
book, in the öpen, booklike, space-tim e as a result o f  the intention 
o f  the mise en signe. It will not be recovered since there is only 
postponem ent and difference, and since there is never any question 
o f  desire and its proper m odality  in the constitution o f  signs: 
sem iology as the preamble to all the sciencesignoring, as they all do, 
the desire that it itself fulfils. A nother consequence then: w ith the 
sign, if we have intention and postponem ent, we have also the 
opening up o f  diachrony, which is only a d raw ing-out o f  the tense 
o f the compact im m obile tensor into an ahvays past and a still to come, 
an even now and a not yet, in to  the  gam e o f  de-presence, the  very
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gam e o fsem io tic  nihilism . H o w  does signification stand in relation 
to its signs? Before them  since they are but its by-products; always 
behind them  since their decoding is endless. In this apparently  
senseless pursuit, the constitu tion  o f  m eaning, how ever, there will 
be som e herm eneut or pessim ist w ho will say to us: look, w e never 
have m eaning, it escapes us, it transcends us, it teaches us ou r finitude 
and our death, -  so, w hile the edifying pastor tells us this, his 
soldiers and his businessm en collect organs, pulsions, pieces o f  the 
film, stock-pile, capitalize them . A nd the tim e we ‘know  so w ell’, 
‘secondary’ tim e according to Freud, the a priori form according to 
Kant, the B ergsonian—H usserlian-A ugustin ian  conscious unfo ld- 
ing, is fabricated in the double gam e o f  this despair and this 
hoard ing , despair o f  lost-postponed  m eaning, o f  the treasure o f  
signs w hich are sim ply ‘experiences’ happened upon, run  th rough , 
the O dyssey.

A lready w ith  Ulysses the thing which the sign replaces has itself 
becom e a sign; look at U lysses w ith  Nausicaa and see w hat sort o f  
love the W esterner can m anage in his pathetic conqueror’s m achism o; 
w om en to him  are like N egroes and Chinese, a challenge, success 
guaranteed, one m o m en t in the hoarding, an unexpendable ex teri- 
o rity  in an endless process o f  the mise eti signe, o f  the accum ulation 
o f  th ings-becom e-signs in system s. We, we desired that U lysses 
does no t re tu rn , w e cried w ith  Nausicaa, we said to her: you have 
been too  G reek, neither subm ission nor dom ination were necessary, 
bu t to be side by side, only then could he have gone astray, and have 
been rendered incapable o f  ob ta in ing  and registering his yield. B ut, 
she responded, is it even possible not to  enter the masculine G reek 
capitalist gam e o f  dom ination? T o be side by side, said the beautiful 
princess, is no t to be alongside, bu t to be inside and nevertheless 
indissociably in the m argins. Was it up to me to save this asshole 
anyway? In w anting m e to save him , you are acting on m y  behalf, as 
he has done, you subord inate m e to y o u r plans, o f  course you  no 
longer w ant his re tu rn  and revenue, you w an t his ‘perd ition’ — but in 
your eyes th a t w ould  be his salvation, and so I w ould  rem ain  his 
slave, his m om en t, his springboard, and you would henceforth 
retain m e w ith in  a dialectic. T o  desire that Nausicaa ‘lose’ Ulysses, 
she is correct, is to rem ain W estern, it is the sign again, barely 
displaced; after all there are explorers w ho becom e N egroes, pagan 
priests, Polynesian Jesuits, m utineers on the Bounty -  do you really 
believe that the salvation-in tention  is less urgent for these people



tlıan it is for thcir C ity  m astcrs, Rom e and thc Royal Navy? Lcss 
urgent w ith our friend Jaulin than with his m aster-enem y LCvi- 
Strauss? There remains som eth ing  savcd in these ruinous voyages, 
the intcntion in quests for intensity. You d o n ’t get rid o f  return and 
revenue through departure and export. H ere, friends, let us be alert 
to duplicity and cultivate it.

One further consequence for the inform ational constitution o f  
the sign: there is som eone for w hom  the message replaces the thing 
signified, there is a subject (tw o subjects), that is to say an instance to 
which all the predicates, all the postponem ents o f  m eaning, all the 
events experienced and toured, arc related. This som eone is 
som ething that will expand in p roportion  to the cxpcrictıcc accum u- 
lated (experience, rem em ber w hat Hegel said, w here the subject will 
never stop saying that he is forever dying, oh hero , oh Ego!), to the 
extent that events, tensors, passages o f  intensity, find them selves 
split into signs - a n d  then these signs, it is the ‘receiver’, the addressee 
w ho will assure their stock-piling and ow nership, and he will say: 
look, I have been to Egypt, look, I have navigated betw een 
Charybdis and Scylla, look, I have heard the sirens, look, I left m y 
dwelling for the w ilderness, and  he will say, all these, these 
em otions, arc messages that I have heard , I m ust understand them , 
they speak to me, i t  has spoken, w ho is the  sender? The I is 
constituted in this relation o f  the sign as both  addressee (what Kant 
calls Siufilichkeit, Rezeptivitat) and the decoder and inventor o f  codes 
(intellect, Selhsttdtigkeit, au tonom y). R eceptivity is here only the 
indispensable, constitutive m om ent o f  autoactivity. T he I is first o f  
all an ego, but it will become itse l f  through construing w  hat it or the 
other says (since it is not there). The same ‘dialeetic’ of the intense 
and  the intentional splits things experienced, it splits the ego 
constitutively, it is its constitu tion , receptive/active, sensible/ 
intelligent, donee/donor -  all this counting only, w e repeat, in the 
configuration o f  the sign, part passivity, part activity, part message 
received, part decoding intelligence, part m eaning, part understand- 
ing, part em otional opacity, part intentional capacity; and even 
Husserl w ith  all his in tentionality  m ust inject passivity into his 
m editation, the passive synthesis. A nd, o f  course, it will be m erely a 
m om ent in the construction o f  intentionality , oh the pretty  m ove- 
m en t o f the jaw  by w hich the head grasps m eanings, takes them  up, 
oh  form ation o f  capital, gracious gam e o f  sublation.

Tw o m ore things on  sem iotics. It thinks in concepts. This is 
because the sign is itself nothing bu t the concept. N o t only in its
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stable static constitu tion  o f  the term  w hose connotation and 
denotation are assignable only  th rough  being put into regulated 
relations w ith  o ther term s, th rough  groups o f  allegedly w ell- 
form ed propositions in a clarifıed form al system; but also in its 
conceptual dynam ism , it is the sign as conquest, for the concept 
works, like the sign, it is frenetic, it seeks borders, its frontiers, it 
advances on its exteriorities, it touches them  and just as it touches 
them , they cease being exteriorities, it never attains them, and at the 
same tim e this allows it to m arvel at the force o f  the negative, oh 
stupid im perialism  dressed up as tragic labourism , oh the hilarious 
‘labour o f  the concept’! -  R ight, it is the same self-styled ‘lab o u r’ 
w ith  the sign: it is no t so sim ple as you make out, you say to us, the 
m etonym ic relation  betw een  term s is not only endless, it is 
constantly breached, crossed, by o ther chains, Freud taught us this, 
and in the event each term  is a crossroads ofseveral routes, a vertigo, 
and their interlacing is a te x t or texture where not one bu t several 
m eanings are w oven  together, each one pulling the term  tow ards 
itself, and that is the labour o f  the sign. O h exquisite polysem ia, 
tiny rift o f  the w ell-inform ed, little, recalcitrant disorder, sugared 
deconstruction. D on’t even hope to catch the libidinal in these nets.

O ne last point, w hich has already been made a thousand times: 
sem iotics is nihilism . Religious science par excellence. C onsu lt the 
V ictorins o f  the tw elfth  century  for a fine example of sem iotics, the 
attem pt at reading Creation in its details, at understanding the givens 
as messages in order to  m ake a code o f them; and already this 
refinem ent: H ugo  and R ichard de Saint-V ictor know that they are 
no t and will never be in possession o f  the code; thus w ith  this 
refinem ent they already love that aspect o fth ings which denies them  
the code, they love the negative o f  the code in the m essage, they 
value the labour o f  this negative, the text, the dissimilitude o f  things, 
and find beauty in it. It is a religious science because it is haunted by 
the hypothesis that som eone speaks to us in these givens and, at the 
same tim e, that its language, its competence, or in any case its 
perform ative capacity transcends us: the very defınition o f  the 
unconscious w e find in the boldest semioticians, Lacan, Eco. Thus 
the sign is enm eshed in nihilism , nihilism  proceeds by signs; to  
continue to  rem ain in  sem iotic thought is to  languish in religious 
m elancholy and to subordinate every intense emotion to  a lack and 
every force to a finitude.



so Libidinal Economy

Dissimulation

We know your objcction, sem ioticians: whatcvcr you do or think, 
you teli us, you make a sign o f  your action and reflcction, you 
cannot do otherwisc, due to thc sim ple pcrspcctivc it provides on thc 
referential axis o f  your action-discourse, hollow ed out into a tw o- 
faced thing, m caningful/m eaningless, intclligiblc/scnsiblc, m an- 
ifest/hidden, in front/bchind; w hcnever you speak, you tell us, you 
excavatc a theatre in things.

Fair cnough, w c d o n ’t dcny it, w c’vc becn through it and go 
through it all the time, it is in no w ay a m atter o f  determ ining a new 
domain, another ficld, a beyond representation which w ould be 
im m unc to the cffccts o f  thcatricality, not at all, we are wcll awarc 
that you arc just w aiting for us to do this, to bc so ‘stup id ’ (but such 
an crror does not w arrant this nam c, we will soon rcclaim stupidity) 
which am ounts to saying: we quit signs, we cnter the' extra-scm iotic 
order o f  tensors. Wc arc well aware that wcre wc to say this we 
w ould entirely fulfil y o u r desire, for it w ould be so easy for thc first 
scmiotician to come along to recover our allcgcd cxtcriority  w ith the 
little African im pcrialist labour o f  cxploration, o f  ethnology, the 
mission, the trading post, thc pacifıcation o f  thc colony. Wc are well 
aware that this is thc fate you  gleefully prepare for o u r libidinal 
econom y, ju st like that w hich capital prcpares for thc w orkcrs’ 
demands, W hitcs for coloured people, adults for childrcn, the norm al 
for the m ad, ‘m en’ for ‘w o m en ’. Very intim idating. Everything at 
present is played out herc, it is here we m ust tight, tracc out our 
route, not the frontiers o f  our empire, bu t our lines o f  flight as 
Deleuze say s. 1

We m ust first grasp this: signs are not only terms, stages, set in 
relation and made explicit in a trail o f  conquest; they can also be, 
indissociably, singular and vain intensities in exodus.

Is it a question o f  another kind o f  sign? N o t at all, they are the same 
as those turned into theory and textual practice by the semiotician. 
T he first thing to avoid, com rades, is pretending that w e arc situated 
elsewhere. We evacuate no th ing , w e stay in the same place, we 
occupy the terrain o f  signs, w e m erely say: ritual death for the 
Guayaki, you interpret it as the com pensation for an exchange 
betw een the living and the dead designed to keep w orld-w ide 
equilibrium  intact, w hich you  then m ake into a sign referring to 
o ther signs in the general structure  in G uayaki c u ltu re -w e  understand
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it otherwise. It speaks to you? It sets us in m otion. M arcel’s father 
climbs the stairs w ith  his lamp: you see in his son’s excitem ent the 
m eaning-effect o f  the O edipal structure, we seek to carry them  on 
tow ards the construction  o f  o ther things, texts, images, sounds, 
politics, caresses, and i f  possible, ju s t as productive of movement as 
P ro u st’s text. A nd w hen I say ‘as p roductive’, it is badly pu t, for it is 
no t a m atter o f  quantity; it m ııst be understood as the singular 
quality o f  this text g iving rise to prolongations, ramifications, the 
invention o f  new  libidinal fragm ents which no other object could 
have engendered. First, therefore, a different reaction, a different 
reception. W e do not suppose, to begin w ith, that the signs, in this 
case P ro u st’s text and that o f  C lastres, transport messages that are 
com m unicable in principle. W e do not start offsaying to ourselves: 
there is som eone or som eth ing  that speaks to us, I m ust understand  
them . T o  understand, to be intelligent, is not our overrid ing  
passion. W e hope rather to be set in m otion . C onsequently  our 
passion w ould  sooner be the dance, as N ietzsche wanted and as C age 
and C unn ingham  w ant. (And you m ust immediately understand  
that here, on this m ethodological point, there will be the w orst 
difficulties, the greatest m istakes, we will have hoards o f  false 
dancers w anting to call them selves our friends, in the fIrst place, and 
then there will be censors w ho will explain to us, as i f  we d id n ’t 
already know , that in o rder to dance we m ust first hear; bu t we 
answ er that by saying that it is not the sam e thing to dance by transit 
and to listen in order to understand; and finally at this very  po in t we 
w ill have tax ing  analysts, w ho will say to us: oh yes, you  extol the 
transition to the act, that is w hat they call dance, you  perfo rm  actings- 
out in order to avoid workings-in; alas, these will be the m ost difficult 
to  subvert.)

A dance, then, no t com posed and notated, but on the contrary, 
one in which the bo d y ’s gesture w ould be, w ith the music, its 
tim bre, its pitch, in tensity  and duration, and with the w ords 
(dancers are also singers), at each p o in t in a unique relation, 
becom ing at every m om en t an em otional event, as in C ag e’s Theatre 
Piece, as in the execution o f  a piece o f  N oh  theatre by  an actor 
inspired  by Z eam i’s Flower o f Interpretation. O ne could rem ain  still 
for a long tim e, inert, w aiting for the m om ent o f  this flow er, this 
encounter, this tuche w here som ething is set alight on w hat is called 
the body, and this w aiting  m ust also be loved, ju st as beautiful, this 
im m obility , ju s t as changing and m otive as the fracturing-unfold- 
ing o f  the play o f  the graceful pale hands and their violence w hen



thcy arc beaten against thc tam bourinc in the Korcan courtly dancc 
callcd Yu C lı’o Shiıı.

For thcrc is aİso thc som cthing wc seck in a facc in a M ontparnasse 
night, in a voice on thc tclcphonc, som cthing about to happcn, a 
wavering or a dircct tonc o f  voice, a silence, a fixedııcss, an cruption; 
bu t that docsn’t cOme. And this, far from  cvoking rcscntm cnt or 
disgust, this reserve is lovcd w ith thc m ost dcm anding impaticncc.

A dancc includcs Stıspcnsc, as mıısic includcs silence. And thc 
im portant thing not being w hcthcr it is ‘well com poscd’ (it must, 
how cvcr, be well com poscd), but that in thc event o f  this sem iotic 
pcrfcction thcrc is tcnsion. T hat thc structure be mcrcly som cthing 
that ‘covcrs’ thc affcct, in thc sensc that it acts as a cover: that it is its 
sccret and almost its dissim ulation. This is w hy wc m ust dcarly lovc 
thc semioticians, thc structuralists, our cncmics, thcy arc our 
aCComplices, in thcir light lics our obscurity . H ere, w crc I com pos- 
ing, a culogy to dissim ulation w ould  be graftcd on.

Lct us be content to rccognizc in dissim ulation all that we have 
bccn sccking, ditlcrcncc w ithin idcntity , thc chancc cvcnt w ithin 
thc foresight o f  com position, passion w ithin rcason — bctw ccn cach, 
so absolutely forcign to cach othcr, thc strictest unity: dissim ula­
tion. Thus thc Antichrist prcaching in thc square painted by 
Signorclli in an O rvicto  frcsco is exactly like Christ, so it is true  that 
C hrist dissimulates thc A ntichrist in thc sense that he conceals his 
fcarsomc mission from  thc latter in his speeches, and w hen he says 
‘Love onc anothcr’, it w ould  take very little for the m ost disastrous 
m isunderstanding to ensue (and in fact it does); and the A ntichrist 
too  dissimulates C hrist in so far as he simulates the latter, as close to 
h im  as m akes no differcnce, this being  the ‘dis-' o f  dissim ulation, or 
dissimilation. O u r reception o f  the sign dissim ulates its sem iotic 
reception, w hich also dissim ulates ours, although no t in the same 
w ay, w ithout necessitating that o n e ju d g e  there to be an A ntichrist, 
and which one he is.

B ut understand this, to change references, that the tw o principles, 
E ros and death, of Freud’s final pulsional theory  (Jenseits, 1920), are 
no t tw o instances each endow ed w ith a distinct functional principle 
allowing their identification from  their respeetive effects or sym p- 
tom s in the ‘psyche’ or on the body. It is no t the case that Eros is the 
producer o f wholes, system s, com positor or m aster-binder, and 
that the death drives on the other hand are the destroyers o f  system s, 
the deconstructors, the unbinders. W hen, on the hysteric’s body,
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fragm ents o f  the great band  are circum scribed and excluded from  
the regulated circulation o f  affects, placed outside norm al intensity, 
‘anaesthetized’, w hen  the m uscles contract and remain taut, the 
respiratory  tracts are choked, p rovok ing  asthm a, these are little 
pulsional dispositifs (a fragm ent o f  the organic respiratory system , a 
piece o f  the organic system  o f  striated or sm ooth  m usculature) 
w hich form  to tally  self-dependent wholes: will it be said that it is 
Eros, insofar as he is the m aker o f  wholes, w ho is responsible for 
this? O r rather death, because these wholes are jam m ed? B ut 
jam m ed  in relation to w hat, to w hich norm ality? Dora the organic’s 
respiratory system  is jam m ed , D ora the hysteric’s respiratory  
system  w orks w onderfully , and there is no need to seek a secondary 
benefit for her troubles. T he benefit is im m ediate, there is no  benefit, 
there is a pulsional m achinery put in place, w hich functions on its 
own account, and this m achinery does not w ork  according to  death or 
according to Eros, bu t according to bo th , erotic as a regulated 
m achine (a m achine upon  w hich discourse will try  to p roduce  a 
reasonable sim ulacrum  in Freud and Lacan’s texts), lethal as a 
deregulatory m achine (which the analyst wants to repair) -  bu t also 
m ortal as regulated (because it condem ns D ora  to  a sterile  repeti- 
tion), and alive because o f  its deregulation (because it attests to the 
fact that the libido circulates and invests over the organic body, in its 
unpredictable displaceability).

T here are tw o  principles then, and these principles are not 
instances identifiable according to their respective functions, Eros 
being capable o f  unbinding  and setting  free, death b inding to the 
po in t o f  being a strangler, and Freud himself, who d id n ’t see this 
clearly, nevertheless recognized it at the end o f  Jer/seits w hen  he says 
in the space o f  a few  lines first that the pleasure principle is 
subordinated to the death drives: it is then that he understands these 
latter as a system  o f  com pulsions to repeat which w ant to bring 
everything back, even the m ost painful things, like the dreams in 
traum atic neuroses, and that it is necessary to suppose a b inding 
th rough  repetition  p rio r to all discharge if i t  is true that this requires 
channels o f  facilitation and specifıc actions in order to  produce 
satisfaction; — and, a little later, that the N irvana principle is 
subordinated to the pleasure principle, here understanding by 
‘N irvana’ this excess o f  force w hich  forces the discharge b ey o n d  the 
m etabolic rule to  w hich  the ‘psychical apparatus’ (or the body) is 
subjugated, and w hich threatens to make this latter explode. In each
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ıınique event the functions arc undccidablc; it is always a qucstion o f  
retaining the possibility that it m ay not be possible to assign an 
affcct, that is, simply a sign, to one pulsional principle and one alone. 
A nd it is clear that it is no t then a question o f  poiysemia, not o f  
ovcrdeterm ination, this cannot be m aintaincd by saying ‘D eath will 
add its effects to those o f  E ros’, or vice versa; it is not a question o f  
the fact that the sign, D o ra’s cough, is caught up in several netıUJorks 
o r structures producing m eaning.

It is quite clearly a question o f  the fact that the sign is on the one 
hand caught in these netw orks, thus localizable in m etonym ic 
systems (still, often w ith Freud himself, in m etaphoric systems) 
cach differing from the others, that it is heterosem ic or heterologi- 
cal and consequently sllbjcct to sem iotics -  but furthermore, Jetıscits, 
that it is not assignable to a specific function nor therefore to the 
play o f its effects o f  m eaning, nor to any other, that it is 
indissociably a sign o f  referral and th rough  referral, but w ithout an 
assignable referral. At the same tim e a sign w hich produces meaning 
through difference and opposition , and a sign producing intensity 
through fcırce [pnissance] and singularity. Libidinal intensity; we arc 
alm ost tem pted (but we will no t do this, we have becom e sly old 
foxes, too often trapped) to give it a priority , and to say: in the last 
instance, if you, sem iologists, have any cause to set up your nets o f  
m eaning, it is primarily because there is this positive incandescence, 
because fırst o f  all it is D o ra ’s th roat which seizes up, because there 
is, in short, a given, and this given is indeed the intensification o f  a 
particular region o f  the beautiful D ora’s body, it is this region 
indeed which has becom e an intelligent-intelligible sign! B ut w e arc 
no t even saying this, w e are indifferent to priorities and causalities, 
these forms of guilt, as Freud and N ietzsche said. O rder m atters 
little, w hat is, how ever, o f  great im portance is the fact that this 
same sym ptom  has inevitably tw o sim ultaneously possible 
receptions.

Is there any need to m ention  the hilarious perspectives opened up 
by this idea o f  dissim ulation in m atters o f  theoretical discourse 
especially, and also in this business (blandly taken on these days 
under the label o f  F reudo-M arxism ) o f  the dialectic o f  theory and
practice?

intensity, the Name

W ere it necessary to give an exam ple o f  the way in which the tensor 
can dissimilate itself in sem antics and dissim ulate this latter, we
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could take that o f  the p roper nam e. It is prim arily o f  this nam e that 
Frege and Russell speak, w hich poses the logician a problem  since it 
refers in principle to a single reference and does not appear to be 
exchangeable against o ther term s in the  logico-linguistic structure: 
there  is no in tra-system ic equivalent o f  the p roper name, it points 
tow ards the outside like a deictic, it has no connotation, or it is 
interm inable. A small difficulty w hich the logicians resolve w ith  a 
concept (having no choice o f means), that o f the predicate o f  
existence. H egel already k n ew  this: the  Meinen, and the obstacle that 
the gift o f  existence, flesh and bones, as H usserl will say in turn , can 
oppose to any system atization o f  signs. So, to w hom soever asks, 
‘W hat about Flechsig?’ w e will reply:2 there exists at least one 
individual such that he can be nam ed Flechsig, he is Schreber’s 
doctor — thereby keeping w ith in  the reference as i f  it w ere an 
anchoring. B ut the nam e o f  this same individual gives rise to a 
dividuation w hen it is g ripped by Schreber’s delirium. It w ill render 
com patible a m ultitude o f  incom possible propositions concerning 
the same ‘subject’ o f  the statem ent. O f  the predicate ‘Flechsig’, it 
will be possible to say sim ultaneously that he is a cop, that he is G od, 
that he is a lover seduced by Schreber’s feminine charms, that he 
does everything he can to prevent the president from  shitting, that 
he is a m em ber o f  a noble fam ily o f  long standing w hich was 
involved w ith  Schreber’s fam ily. W hat m akes this a delirium? 
Sim ply the fact that it is stated.

It is the same delirium  that a w riter, barely more prudent for 
having in terposed a subject o f the statem ent between h im self and 
his text, called M arcel, the same delirium  as over the proper nam e o f  
A lbertine.3

It is the same delirium  as that o f Octave over the proper nam e o f  
R oberte ,4 the  depu ty -w hore , the  virtuous libertine, the undefinable 
offered-refused body, d issim ulatory  body par excellence because a 
dissim ulation in tw o  senses: on the one hand the H uguenot and 
reveller can take on the function  o f  the sign in the equally thinkable 
netw orks o f  respectability and sensuality; but on the o ther, each o f  
these assignations d issim ulating som ething, n o t the o th e r as such, 
insofar as it belongs for its part to a regulated, apparently regulated 
netw ork  o f  respectability, sim ply displaced, the M P being as 
thinkable as the w hore each according to their ow n order — no, each 
assignation dissim ulating the sign as tensor, and no t the o ther 
sensible sign, and the tensor sign in that the proper name o fR o b e rte



covcrs an arca whcrc thc tw o  ‘o rd c rs’ (tw o ordcrs at least, there m ust 
bc morc) arc not tw o, but indisccrniblc, w hcrc thc namc o (Roherte is 
likc a disjunctivc bar tu rn ing  at high spccd around somc point or 
othcr -  thc gazc, thc vulvar slit, thc glovcd thum b, an iııtonatioıı — 
and displacing itsclf in an alcatory fashion on thc scgm cnt which 
forrns this bar. If Robcrtc is a tcnsor, it is not bccausc shc is both a 
slut and a thinkcr, but bccausc shc cxcccds, j a /scits, hoth these 
assi.çmıtions in thc vcrtigo o f  an intcnsity whcrc, if  thc insidc facc o f 
thc thigh is cxposcd at thc cdgc o f  thc skirt, if thc flcsh o f  thc thum b 
strains tow ards thc scduccr’s m outh , if thc napc tw ists undcr his 
tccth, it is ccrtainly bccausc o f  an authcntic prudcry and a sinccrc 
scnsuality, but this is bcyond rcason’s capacity to cxplain, bccausc o f 
a pulsional tIgurc according to w hich influxcs w hich do not bclong 
to Robcrtc, or to anyonc clsc, arc disposcd o f  and drain away. 
Robcrtc is no t som conc’s nam c (prcdicatc o f  cxistcncc), cvcn if this 
wcrc to bc doublc, it is thc nam c o f  this unnam cablc, thc nam c o f  
Ycs and N o, and o fb o th  thc first and thc sccond, and if  thc propcr 
namc is a good cxamplc o f  thc tcnsorial sign, it is not bccausc its 
singular dcsignation crcatcs difficultics whcn onc thinks in conccpts, 
but bccausc it covcrs a rcgion o f  libidinal spacc opcn to thc 
undcfinability o f cncrgctic influxcs, a rcgion in flamcs.

Thc same gocs for Schreber. If  we stick to the Memoirs o f M y  
Ncrvo us lllness wc can sec the vertigo  w hich is localized, as it wcre, 
on thc name o f Flcchsig. I m ust, Schreber thinks, becom e a w om an 
so that God may im pregnate me and so, by giving b irth  to new  men, 
accomplish, th rough  me, the salvation o f  hum anity . This change o f 
sex is a miracle; but every  m odification o f  the body is a miracle in 
Schreber’s eyes and m ust be im puted  to a un ique force [puissance], or 
in any case to the rem arkable decisiveness o f  a force [puissance] (this 
m arking Schreber’s religion out as being quite R om an, closely 
related to the penetration o f  divine instances into the m ost ‘quoti- 
d ian ’, the simplest, acts, o f this secularization o f  the sacred or 
sacrilization o f the secular). A nd so for defecation: it will provide 
m atter for dissim ulation, this w ill apply to Flechsig (dissim ulated 
th rough God); and if  we may describe these continual ambivalences 
o f  the fates o f  the pulsion, the im po rtan t thing is that there rem ain 
no less indiscernibility o f  incom possibles at every instant, giving 
and retaining shit, Flechsig pro tec to r and executioner, G od lover 
and prosecutor, m y body m an and w om an, m y divine and m y 
hum an self; and stili som ething more besides.
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Defecation is no t natural, bu t m iraculous. In this case, in this 
miracle o f shitting, w hich Freud cites in its entirety, w e see w hat 
delirium  can accum ulate under only one name. If defecation 
requires the m iraculous in terven tion  o f a ‘O n e ’ w ho is bo th  Flechsig 
and G od at the sam e tim e, w hat is this the sign of? O f the love that 
one has for Schreber, o f  the assistance that one* lends him ? N o; or 
ra ther yes, bu t very  indirectly. This compassionate love is only 
alluded to in the P residen t’s discourse, and it appears inverted. If 
Flechsig-G od m iraculates defecation, and denies Schreber’s body 
the natural use o f  this function, it is strictly speaking in order to 
facilitate the demiraculation in extremis o f  the act o f sh itting, and 
thereby  to persecute the President: they send people into the toilets 
before him  to take up all the seats. In this way, they cut short the 
‘generation o f  an extrem ely  intense feeling o f  spiritual voluptuous- 
ness’ w hich accom panies successful defecation. And if they use him  
thus, it is because such jouissance threatens Flechsig-God, in that it 
enslaves them  to the P residen t’s body , as is the  case w ith  every 
strong jouissance. A n exam ple: ‘G od w ou ld  never take any steps 
tow ards effecting a w ithdraw al . . . , but w ould quietly and 
perm anently  yield to m y pow ers o f  attraction, if  it w ere possible 
for me always to be playing the part o f  a w om an lying in m y ow n 
am orous em braces, alw ays to be casting m y looks upon female 
form s, always to be gazing at pictures o f  w om en, and so on. ’5 It is 
no t therefore th ro u g h  love that one miraculates Schreberian defeca­
tion, but in order to defend oneself against the seduction it exerts. 
Flechsig lover, but on the defensive. B ut Flechsig persecutor, also 
false, w ho, asking Schreber ‘W hy d o n ’t you shit?’, provokes him  to 
answer: ‘Because I am  so stupid  or som eth ing .’6 Flechsig hum iliat- 
ing his victim . T hen  again, stupid Flechsig-God, incapable o f 
understanding that a hum an creature has no need o f the m iraculating 
in tervention  o f  an A ll-Pow erful in order to defecate: ‘T he pen 
alm ost shrinks from  recording so m onum ental a piece o f absurdity  
as that God, blinded by His ignorance o f hum an nature, can 
positively go to such lengths as to suppose that there can exist a m an 
too stupid to do w hat every animal can do -  too stupid to be able to 
shit. ’7

D o n ’t all these contrary  properties sim ply form a polysem ia 
a round  the nam e o f  Flechsig? W e shall see. But before that tw o

* A lth o u g h  c lu m s y , a n d  a p a r t f ro m  L y o ta r d ’s em p h asis  o f  i t , I h a v e  re ta in e d  th e  
im p e rs o n a l p ro n o u ıı  in  a c c o rd a n c e  w i th  S c h re b e r’s use (see, for e x am p le , p.OOO 
ab o v e) . -  tn
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rem arks that announce what is to come. First: observe the im m en- 
sity of this stupidity, w hich extends far beyond Bataille’s bestiality, 
since the latter continues to know  w hat he is doing, even if  
consciousness no longer know s, and this is the w hole acephallic secret 
o f  m inor eroticism, whereas w ith Schreber we m ust flounder about 
in the sw am p o f  an uncertain ty  that fashions the instincts them - 
selves, montages o f the beast, that we are on this side o f  w hat animal 
acephalia know s, that the ‘b o d y ’ no longer know s how  to shit w hen 
it ‘nceds’ to, that the shit is unaw are o f its rou te  tow ards the exit. 
Incredible stupidity o f  the m ad body, into w hich Flechsig will 
plunge Schreber. As opposed to the organic body, m ontage o f  
montages, functional assem blage, erotic enlightenm ent, this libidi­
nal body appears to have no established channels for the circulation 
and discharge o f  im pulsions. N ot the profundity  o f  stupidity, but 
im m ensity, absence o f  measure. Libidinal stupidity is som ething 
quite different from  B ouvard  and Pecuchet’s stupidity , which 
consists in reciting, quoting  once m ore by dipping into the common 
jtm d  ofstatem ents, and this is very nearly the same thing, since, like 
it, it rests on the destruction o f  the subject capable o f  answ ering for 
its words and deeds, it rests on the loss of identity (signalled in 
Flaubert by the duo that constitutes the stupid hero). 8 Stupidity 
inseparable from  the dissim ulation o f  w hich we here speak.

Second rem ark: this stupidity  turns up again in the strange notion  
o f  femininity im plied by Schreber’s text, quoted  above; it is ‘there 
is’ w om an rather than being a w om an, this ‘there is [y avoir\ being 
indifferently translated by: behave like the w om an in coitus and also 
behave like this woman's man (‘playing the part o f a w om an lying in 
I ly  own sexnal em braces’), to see w om an, to see the w om an-im agc 
— and further doubtlessly: be the w om an  seen, etc. O nce again the 
stupid im m ensity  o f  the libidinal band. T o  the proper nam e o f  
Flechsig, tensor par excellence, corresponds the becom ing anony- 
mous o f Schreber’s body — a body w ithou t regulated organic 
functions, a sexless or m ulti-sexed body. Shall we now  say that this 
name ‘Flechsig’ is only the predicate o f  several statem ents w hich 
im ply that, under it, incom possible pulsions are activated together? 
Flechsig loves me, since he m akes m e shit-com e; Flechsig hates me since 
he forbids me to shit-com e; I love it that Flechsig should hate me 
because m y ow n  persecution is necessary in o rd er that I may 
accom plish the salvation o f  fu ture hum anity ; I hate it that Flechsig 
loves me, for I w ould  like defecation to be as natural for m e as it is 
for others . . .
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Let us n ow  in te rrup t the enum eration  ofthese, already sim plifıed, 
statem ents. L et’s ignore the reading tha t Freud makes o f  Schreber’s 
relation to Flechsig: it is an exem plary semiotic and conceptual 
reading, because it turns all these statem ents and several m ore 
besides, in to  term inal phrases resulting from  transform ations 
bearing on a single nucleus w hich  w ould  be: I (a man) love him (him, a 
man)9. T ransform ations due, as in the unfolding o f the phantasy  A 
Child Is Being Beaten, 10 to pulsional displacements th rough  repres- 
sion or regression, therefore im plying a use, hardly generative, o f 
course, but nevertheless perfectly regulated-regulatory, o f  
negation.

Let us rather discuss the fo llow ing point: do our statem ents (be 
they  four or n in num ber, w hatever; w ho  w ould  dare claim  to 
exhaust the ir potential series?) really  give rise to w hat we seek under 
the nam e ofd issim ula tion?  D o they not ra ther provide a polysem ia; 
on the one hand, a hom onym y, Flechsig the lover being the 
h om onym  o f  Flechsig the executioner; on the other hand, syn- 
onym y, Flechsig lover and executioner being the synonym  for God 
(synonym ous group to  w hich Freud w ill not hesitate to  add the 
Father) -  so m any relations w hich are well know n and w ill be 
accepted by the sem iologist, no t at all as objections, but as 
encouragem ents for his m ethod. Everything leads us to these 
transform ations, it is true, th rough w hich w e hardly get anyw here 
near libidinal econom y. I f  Flechsig, like our previous exam ple 
R oberte, is a tensor sign, and no t m erely ‘m eaningful’, it is not 
th rough  the polysem ia o f  statem ents w hich are attached to  her 
nam e, it is th rough  the vertigo  o f  anal eroticism  which grips the 
libidinal Schreberian body o f  w hich the nam e o f Flechsig is the 
extension. V ertigo because here once again, around the anus, the 
revolution  o f  the disjunctive bar will becom e furious to the po in t 
that the President’s arse will pass into solar incandescence, to  the 
specific po in t w here facilitating or forbidding the passage o f  m atter 
(of the faeces or the divine m em ber) will become henceforth  
undecidable, b o th  m ovem ents being invested and triggered  o ff 
together: ‘It is b ro u g h t about by  m y faeces being forced forw ards 
(and som etim es backw ards again) in m y intestines; and i f  . . .  
enough m aterial is no t present . . . ’ 11 and that in this constant 
struggle betw een constipation  and diarrhoea, between h e te ro - and 
hom osexuality , betw een virility  and fem ininity, it is the position  o f  
the sun, o f  the gods, o f  the doctors, o f  the men, which begins to



turu aronnd itsclf forbidding cvcry stablc d istribution and all 
‘th ough t’. This incandcsccnt vcrtigo  bcars thc namc ofFlcchsig, and 
it is in this way that it counts a s a tcnsor sign.

It extcnds thc spinning-top gam c bcyond Schreber’s organic 
body, into unexpected regions of the libidinal band; this nam e 
grasps them  or rather brings them  into existence at a stroke, like 
pieCe'S o f  the vast atıotıymons e rec tik  maniac labyrinth, ah, so you 
thought you w ere a doctor w ork ing  on restoring my solar anus to 
the pathetic proportions o f  pre-genital O edipal regression; by 
saying Flechsig, by building my m etaphysical and historical novel 
on Flcchsig, putting Flechsig at the beginning and at the end o f  my 
loveS and hates, I make you, doctor, no t into a piece in my 
paranoiacs’ gam e, as you think, but into an unpredictahle scrap o f  
the immense band w here anonym ous influxes circulate. Your nam e 
is the guarantee o f  anonym ity , the guarantee tha t these pulsions 
bdoHg to no otıc, that no one, no t even the ‘d o c to r’, is sheltered from 
their coursc and their investm ent. T his is w hat you fear and w hy 
you lock me up. W hat is w oven under the nam e o f  Flcchsig is no t 
then Just the w ise polysem ia found in the m ost anodyne o f  
statements, it is the incandescence o f  a piece o f  the body which can 
ha ve no further assign ati ons, for it invests both the for and against, 
and furtherm ore, it is the transm ission o f  this unthinkable burn ing  
to other libidinal regions, notably  here  the languages o fh is to ry  and 
religion, their invention and capture in the anal vertigo, their 
sexualization, as we w ere saying, their plugging into the m ad anus, 
the extension o f the latter to the form er. A nd so it is the alleged 
frontier o f  Schreber’s body  w hich fmds itself violated by thc nam e 
o f  Flechsig Uust as m uch as the alleged frontier o f  the body o f 
Flechsig). This lim it itself is pulverized by the vertiginous rotation, 
th e  President’s body is undone and its pieces arc projected across 
libidinal space, m ingling w ith  o ther pieces in an inextricable 
patchw ork. The head is now  sim ply any fragm ent at all o f  the skin. 
Flcchsig my arsc. B eyond synonym y and hom onym y, anonym ity.

‘Use Me'

W hat if this proper nam e w ere the pimp? T hat is to say God. Let’s 
read Schreber again: ‘It was m entioned in previous chapters that 
those rays (G od’s nerves) w hich w ere attracted, follow ed only 
reluctantly, because it m eant losing their ow n existence and
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therefore w en t against their instinct ofself-preservation. T herefore 
one continually tried to stop the attraction, in o ther w ords to break 
free again from  m y nerves . . . A lw ays the main idea beh ind  them  
was to ‘forsake’ me, that is to say to abandon me; at the tim e I am 
now  discussing it was th o u g h t that this could be achieved by 
unm anning m e and allow ing m y body to be prostituted, like that o f  
a female harlot, som etim es also by killing m e and, later, by 
destroying m y reason (m aking m e delirious). ’12 A nd Schreber adds, 
like a real ‘w h o re ’: ‘ . . . w ith  regard to the efforts to unm an  m e it 
was soon found that the gradual filling o f  m y body with nerves o f  
voluptuousness (female nerves) had exactly the reverse effect, 
because the resulting so-called ‘soul-voluptuousness’ in m y  body 
had ra th er increased thp force o f  attraction. ’13 Like a true w hore, or 
rather sw ept along by th e  force [puissance] o f  dependence?

First, how ever, who w ants this scandal, this feminization?

It was, m oreover, perfectly natural that from  the hum an  
standpo in t (w hich was the one by w hich at tha t tim e I was still 
chiefly governed) I should regard  Professor Flechsig or his soul as 
m y only true enem y — at a later date there was also the von W. 
soul, about w hich  I shall have m ore to say presently — and that I 
should look upon  G od A lm ighty  as my natural ally. I m erely 
fancied that H e was in great straits as regards Professor Flechsig, 
and consequently felt m y se lf bound to support H im  by every 
conceivable means, even to  the length o f  sacrificing m yself. It 
was no t until very m uch later that the idea forced itself upon m y 
m ind that G od H im se lf had played the part o f  accomplice, if  no t 
o finstiga to r, in the p lo t w hereby  m y soul was to be m urdered  and 
m y body used like a strum pet. 14

The prostitu te  accepts p rostitu tion  in the name o f a superior 
interest. She w ants it, and is thus very m uch the same as a m artyr: she 
testifies th rough  her hum iliation , M agdalene as Jesus. She begins by 
testif.ying against her saviour. T he dissociation of. the two instances 
is still far too  naiVe: in term s o f  affects, it is God to w hose eyes 
suf.f.ering is exposed and to w hose heart it is offered; in term s o f  
political econom y, it is the pim p, here Flechsig, Herod, or Pilate, 
w ho makes m oney from  this suffering, drawing a profit from  it 
and thus ignoring it as such. T hen  in retrospect (while w riting  the 
Memoirs: ‘I m ay say, in fact, that this idea has in part becom e clearly 
conscious to m e only in the course o f  w riting  the present w o rk ’), 15
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the two names, Fle'chsig and G od, are' condensed, thc court o f appe'al 
proves to bc ju st as crim inal, or even m orc so than the agent o f  the 
crime. Then the p im p-G od-docto r takes on his full libidinal 
dimension: the terrestrial order, says Schre'be'r, is truly violated by 
this project o f  my transform ation into a w om an (into a prostitute'), 
there is no court of appeal, G od is also my prosecutor, he' is not the 
uprightjııdge w ho re'ceive's my pain, he is the pimp w ho necessitates 
and profits from it, and conse'que'ntly, he both reveals and exploits it 
in the' duplicity o f  pain-:io il issance.

Schreber is protesting he're', and we m ust see in his struggle to 
leave the hospitals in which they confine him , the' same fight that a 
whore may wage' to escape the' e'nvironm ent and the' brothel or the 
crossroads where one confine's he'r. But this protestation has its own 
ambivalence'. For, as we have se'e'n, Schreber desires to be G od’s 
prostitute, to com e as a w om an  and to m ake him com e, if  not as his 
(male) lover, then at le'ast as his m aster. This is w hy he w ants to be' all 
women and all ıvomen all the time, and the' ‘endlessly’, the ‘continually’, 
which in his hands serve' to define' the condition which according to  
him is that o f  the' F lechsig-G od’s jouissancc, that there was always 
woman, this is the poor c rea tu re’s effort to measure up to divine 
om nitem porality: ‘Even w hen I live'd alone' in m y stud io ’, says 
Xaviere Lafont, ‘the telephone w ould ring  day and night, checking 
on my w hereabouts . . . T hey  [the pimps ] have all the time' they 
need to search for you, even in Am erica if  they so w ished .’ And 
even when she had left her profession, ‘I was often w akened by 
telephone calls in the m iddle o f  the night . . . N o-one on the other 
end. O nly the rasp o f  breath, and then he hung u p .’16

In the form ation of this am bivalence w hich confuses G od and the 
pimp, God and Flechsig, ‘pun ishm ent’ is a decisive element; 
Schreber calls it persecution. It is nevertheless identical to w hat 
Xaviere endures: being locked up, put into a state o f  dependency, 
the clinic as the law  o f the m ilieu. H ere X aviere is exactly right:

Punishm ent is still the m eans o f  m aking a hum an being accept the 
unacceptable. But it is also the sado-m asochistic bond which ends 
up making you suffer ‘som eth ing ’ for your clients. This 
som ething has no nam e. It is beyond love and hate, beyond 
feelings, a savage jo y , mixed w ith shame, the joy o f  subm itting 
to and w ithstanding the b low , o f  belonging to som eone, and 
feeling oneself freed from  liberty. This m ust exist in all w om en, 
in all couples, to a lesser degree or unconsciously. I w o u ld n ’t really
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know  how  to explain it. It is a drug, i t ’s like having the im pression 
that one is living one’s life several tim es over all at önce, w ith  an 
incredible intensity . T he pim ps themselves, inflicting these 
punishm ents, experience this ‘som eth ing’, I am sure o f  it.

This som ething w ith o u t a nam e, w h y  then give it the nam e o fsad o - 
m asochism  as she suggests? We are right at the heart o f  dissim ula- 
tion. If Flechsig is the nam e o f vertigo, the pim p or the com m unity  
o f  pim ps is so too. W hat succum bs to punishm ent, w ith regard to 
this vertigo, is the illusion o f  the self: ‘They have succeeded, since I 
now  only existed th rough  th e m .’

B ut o f course, as in the dear old dialectic o f  the m aster and the 
slave, this extrem e dependency may be m anipulated by ‘the w o m an ’ 
as a w eapon  against the dom inator. In love, this may be m anifest in 
the fem inine orgasm  w hich pulls the body tow ards blinding 
confusion; thus Schreber w ants to be m ore o f  a w om an and a 
prostitu te, and consequently  always m ore mad, m ore ‘dead ’, in 
order the better to seduce Flechsig and God. Is this then in ten tion  
rather than intensity? A nd rig h t w here w e thought we found w ith  
X aviere th eforce, the force o fpowerlessness [ impouvoir] (‘I did no t say 
th a t I regret th is life. B ut you w ill alw ays fail to  understand this. It is 
like cocaine. Such in tensity  could never be found in norm al life’), 
does this no t provide a place o f power and connive w ith  every 
weakness? A ssuredly. But this is no reason to erase the basic thing; 
in tensity  is dissim ulated in signs and instances. If the proper nam e is 
pim p or God, it is also the occasion o fth is  ‘unnam eable’ som ething. 
I f th e  selfsuccum bs to dependency, it is not merely according to the 
petty  com ings and goings o f  the preoccupations o f  pow er.

In the  dead o f  n ig h t, in th e  u tter exhaustion o f  palm s and 
expressions, penis and vulva in rags, the earth indiscrim inately 
scorched, this o rder may yet issue from  the depths o f  a w o m an ’s 
hoarsened throat: ‘U se m e ’, and  this means: There is no  me. 
P rostitu tion  is the political aspect o f  dependency, but it also has a 
libidinal position besides. T his is w hat Sade overlooked. T he 
question o f  ‘passiv ity ’ is n o t the question ofslavery , the question o f  
dependency no t the plea to be dom inated. There is no dialectic o fth e  
slave, neither H egel’s n o r the dialectic o f  the hysteric according to 
Lacan, both  presupposing the permutation ofroles on the inside o f a space 
o f domination. This is all m acho bullshit. ‘U se m e’ tends tow ards the 
direction o f  the erect m em ber above the loins, the illusion o f  pow er, 
o f  the relation o f  dom ination . B ut som ething else altogether



happens in these loins, so m uch m ore im portan t, the chance o f  the 
abolition o f  a centre, o f  a head. W hen the man, Flechsig, the pim p, 
em ploys this manifest ‘d em an d ’ to ‘use’ to becom e a head himself, 
to become pow er -  he becom es defensive, he does no t dare listen to 
the im pact o f  the offer and follow  it up. The passion o f passivity 
which stimulates this offer is no t one single force, a resource o f 
force in a battle, it is force [puissance] itself, liquidating all stases 
which here and there block the passages o f  intensity. It w ould be 
w rong to think that the spread buttocks, the anus and the anal 
passage offered by the w om an bent double, as though foraging, is 
some kind o f  challenge in the nature o f  a potlach — ‘H ere’s w hat I’ve 
got for you, le t’s see w hat you’ve got for m e .’ This offer is the 
opening o f  the libidinal band, and it is this opening, this 
instantaneous extension and invention that the power-broker, the 
pimp, and the politician refuse them selves. They are content to use 
eve'ry petty trick in order to capitalize on libidinal intensities in the 
interests o f  surplus-value: the over-exploitation  o f  the force o f 
jouissance, lapsing into slim y C hinese speculations. For this interest, 
th is third party intercession, are doubtless also true  o f  the erotic 
intelligence. Unless one is constrained to w onder, just as one m ust 
concerning the baroque m achinery w hich connects Schreber’s body 
to  Flechsig’s, w hether the erotic  consists in shutting dow n, hoard- 
ing, indeed capitalizing on force, as the abundant suggestions we 
come across in Chinese texts, or in Les Liaisons dangereuses, testify; or 
if, throw ing intelligence into the stakes, incorporating  ‘ice’ into the 
energetic pathways, that is to say the burning tension o f  calculation, 
having no other function th an  to intensify neglected regions and 
passages; and not intensıfıcatıon by means o f  the counterpoint o f 
secondarity, calculation, the o ther space-tim e, the o ther body, 
contrasted or alternated w ith  prim acy, but through the heightening 
o f  intensities, th rough the incorporation o f the head in to  the libidinal 
band, by setting the Capital and capitalist machines to w ork  for the 
benefit o f  pulsional circulations, th rough the eroticization o f  the 
understanding. Im agine the little businessm an or the little account- 
ant placing his base arts in the service of his glands.

So, Sade’s stupidity w hich K lossow ski, even in ‘Le Philosophe 
scelerat’, 17 is unable to shake otl. A t least the stupidity  o f  a Sade. 
There is another Sade, w ho is Spinoza and Lucretius, the Sade o f  
‘Français, encore un effort pour etre republicains’, a libidinal 
materialist, the one we here desire and desire to sustain.
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‘U se m e’ is an order and a supplication, im perious su p p lic a n t-b u t 
w hat she dem ands is the abolition  o f  the I/Y ou relation (w hich is, 
like the m aster/slave, reversible) and also the use-relation, o f  course. 
This supplicant w ould  appear to be pure religiosity insofar as she 
dem ands dependence. Isn ’t this w hat Jesus C hrist said on  the cross? 
B ut Jesus can dem and dependence because he offers his body  in 
paym ent for the sinners: the exorbitance o f  his suffering, o f  his 
abandonm ent, the terrible Schreberian demiraculation that he 
endures, the relinquishm ent perpetrated and fulfilled by he w ho is 
loved and w ho is thus all-pow erful -  this exorbitance, Jesus sets it as 
the price for the redem ption  o f  sinners. Jesus is consequently a 
calculating prostitu te . Y ou have me die, this is w rongdoing, but 
th rough  this the w hole w o rld  will be saved: the perverts or cretins 
(‘they know  not w hat they d o ’) will be redeem ed in the gracious 
body o f  creation, tha t is to  say, o f  capital. A nd God is a pim p, 
saying toJesus, his w om an , as he says to Schreber: do this for me, do 
it for them . W ould you say he wins Jesus over? And I answer: he 
wins a p rostitu te , w ho sells the m ost unexpected parts o f his body, 
his looks, his sartorial skills, his shoes, and does he w in Schreber? 
This is no t the question. T he prostitute, like Jesus and Schreber, 
invents herse lfand  poses as a subject th rough the calculation, even if  
it is pure phantasy w hich she im poses, and w hich suffices to convert 
perversion to concentrate it. A nd d o n ’t forget that, likeJesus and God 
as well, the prostitu te  is o f  course her client, bu t she is also his 
procurer. T he m ystery  o f  the T rin ity  w hich is that o f S im ilitude is 
the very m achinery w hich produces the meaningful sign and 
dissim ulates the tensor sign. O nce again, don’t let yourself be taken 
11.

‘U se m e’: a statem ent o fv e rtig in o u s simplicity, it is no t mystical, 
bu t m aterialist. Let m e be your surface and your tissues, you  m ay be 
m y orifices and m y palm s and m y m em branes, we could lose 
ourselves, leave the pow er and the squalid justification o f  the 
dialectic o fredem ption , w e w ill be dead. A nd not: let me die by your 
hand, as M asoch said. H ere lies the w reckage o f  the suprem e ruse, 
vo luntary  o r involuntary , so that this ultim ate order, em anating 
from  the body already exhausted by caresses and insom nia, resurges 
in the how l o f  unleashed partial drives, the subject-function. 
Hegelian gloss o f  the supplicant: be m y master, your will be done. 
This is how  Sade, Freud and Bataille understand it, in troducing 
politics even here, and therefore order all over again, strategy, the 
rationality o f  war, Laclos and Clausewitz.



But w hat does she w ant, she' w ho asks this, in the' cxasperation and 
aridity o f  every piccc o f  her body, the w om an-orchestra? D oes she 
w ant to becom e her m aste r’s m istress and so forth, do you think? 
C om e on! She w ants y o u  to  die w ith he'r, she' desires that the 
exclusive limits be' pushe'd back, sw eeping across all the tissues, the 
immense tactility, the' tact o f  whate've'r closes up on itself w ithout 
becom ing a box, and o f  w hatever ce'aselessly e'xtends be'yond itself 
w ithoııt becom ing a conquest. In the face o f  this, the se'lf-obse'sse'd 
me'diocrity o f  he'-men(!) w ho  snigger while' th ink ing  the'y are' 
unm asking and exploiting the' hyste'ric or the w om an and her alleged 
lie, a me'diocrity similar to the' politicians, w ritten  in the note which 
Lenin sent by courier through the corridors o f  the' W inter Palace to 
T rotsky (we are not exaggerating at all): ‘W hat if  the W hite Guards 
kill you and me? Will Svye'rdlov and Bukharin be able to m anage?’, 't! 
the w ords of a m iddlem an, be'st describe'd by Xavicre again: ‘At 
fırst, yon take the'm for ‘bon v ivan ts’. T hey are' well dresse'd, ofte'n 
slightly effeminate. They are' not ne'cessarily hom osexuals, but you 
feel that they could be. In any case' the'y are not gre'at love'rs. They 
always go about in g ro u p s .’ For the'y require' an organization, those 
village pe'rverts, as De'leuze and G uattari (themse'lve's) say.

‘W hat does a w om an w an t?’ asked Freud. She wants the m an to 
become ne'ither m an nor w om an, th a t he no longer age at all, th a t she 
and he, different people, be identical in the insane connections o f  
every tissue. ‘It w ould be m ore  in keeping  w ith  the realization o f  
desire, in the afterlife, that one be there finally delivered from  
sexual difference’, w rites Schreber, citing M ignon’s song in 
Wilhelm Meister: 'Und jene himmlischen GestaltenlSiefragen nicht nach 
Mann und Weib [And these celestial figures, T hey no longer ask 
w hether one is man or w o m an ].' A nd so this will that everything 
flare up and catch fire is called the death drive by the thinkers, o f 
course(!), those w ho th ink only, in the name o f  life, o f  collecting, 
uniting, capitalizing, conquering, extending, closing up and dom i- 
nating. The Greeks Lenin and T ro tsky , pederasts w ho go about in 
groups, p rostitu ting  the w om en-m asses. But included in their 
infamous proper names as d irectors, the insane petition o f  the 
masses, w hich is not ‘Long live the Social!’ (and still less ‘Long live 
the O rganization!’), bu t ‘Long live the libidinal!’

Simulacrum and Phantasm

W ith the proper name and its dissim ulation, we approach one o f  the 
epicentres o f  the K lossow skian problem atic, present in his reading
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o f  Nietzsche, o f  Fourier, o f  Sade, in his philosophy of w riting , o f  
narration, o f  politics; K lossow ski him self draws attention to this 
epicentre in ‘Protase et apodose’: 19 ‘We come then to the m eaning o f  
the sim ulacrum  (in the in terpretation  which St Augustine gives to 
this term , according to V arro ’s theologica theatrica), taken up again by 
m e in Le Bain de Diane and Le Cercle vicieux, in relation to the 
phantasm  (Wahnbild and Trugbild).'

First o f  all, w hat is the sim ulacrum , in A ugustine’s polem ic 
against R om an paganism ? W hat is at stake under the nam e o f 
sim ulacrum  is the very  position o f  the sign which we have ju s t 
criticized, its theological stock. In The City o f God, A ugustine takes 
as his adversary and as the representative o f  R om an paganism , 
V arro the theologian, the gram m arian , philologist, rhetorician, and 
will attem pt to tu rn  h im  into an accomplice. Varro distinguishes 
three theologies: one natural, discursive, philosophical, w hich 
A ugustine means to recover and save; another mythic, theatrical, 
gestural, poetic (these are his w ords); and finally a civil or civic, 
political theology. A ugustine’s strategy consists in dissociating the 
tw o  latter from  the form er, presenting the last tw o as infam ous 
parodies o f  the first one, the only honest one, for these parodies 
sanction not only circus games, but the political game as a circus. 
A nd facing this parodic politics, he will set up a natural politics, a 
philosophical politics, a divine citizenship. Subsequently he m ust 
therefore extract politics from  the theatrical, show  that everything 
w hich rests on  theatricality , representation, is to be rejected in 
im perial politics, w ith  the m o tive  tha t ‘w e cannot ask or hope for 
eternal life from  the gods o f  poetry  and the theatre, the gods o f  the 
games and the plays. ’20 (And w hy not? W hy should the criterion o f  
eternal life be pertinen t to theological and political matters? A nd is 
there not an eternity  in the intense instant o f  a circus game? Is death 
not included in jouissance?)

Thus A ugustine sets up a theatre, he circumscribes an inside and 
an outside w hich in fact, in Rom an public life, were not separate — at 
least we are going to phantasize them  in this way — which are even 
non-existen t as opposed term s, if, as V arro says, it is true that the 
theatrical is only the m irro r o f  the political, as the political is for the 
natural, if  there is a non-degenerating  equivalence between the tw o 
and if  it is ruled ou t that the transcendence o f  the ‘natural d iv ine’ 
could be set up as such. Let’s take our interpretative phantasy 
further: natural theology is philosophical; the principal site o f



investm ent here is language. W hat is natural theology? The libido 
inventing unheard-of statem ents, adding supplicative phrases to the 
pulsional band, prayers, apologias, reflexive m etaphysics. Strange 
w ork in the flesh o f  w ords, w here the term  nature, sine e the Stoics, 
occupies a conspicuous place, an arbitrary  term  if  it is a term  at all, 
the idea o f  an autonom y, bu t enveloping and penetrating every- 
thing, not an outside over there to be regained by ridding oneself o f  
a false im m anence here, bu t on the contrary a force [puissance] 
im m anent to all things and as such never dissociable. In conse- 
quence, both civil and theatrical theology turn  out to be sanctioned 
by this natural theology: the first o f  these tw o  signifies that the libido 
invests its energies o f  life and death on the space o f  the city, and that 
it first circum scribes this space, and still earlier that it invents 
additions to the labyrinthine band w ho w ould be ‘politicians’, a 
whole im agination o f  the civitas o r the politcill, o f  the equality o f  
men within it, the position o f  w om en , o f  slaves, children on its 
peripheries, and also the invention o f  new  statem ents once again, 
rhetorical and not philosophical. It is not, how ever, a question o f  
this invention being less noble, that is, discredited, w ith regard to the 
natural. The political and the natural for the Stoic and Sceptic 
religion o f  these Rom ans are no t hierarchized, there is nothing less 
neo-Platonic than these w arrior-erotician-banker-philosophers. It is 
the same for the theology o f  poetry  and m ythology, it is no longer a 
question o f  their being discredited, since this theology attests to the 
fact that o ther investm ents in language are still possible, those which 
produce statements w hich in Plato and A ugustine are (down)classed 
as im aginary or fantastic, under the pretext that these propositions 
which create taies, epics, dram as, lyrics, novels, are no t ‘tru e ’. (And 
the ghettoization o f  art and artists begins here, in The Republic, and 
no t therefore only w ith the bourgeoisie.) A nd under its theatrical, 
gestural form  (which A ugustine particularly studies), this produc- 
tion  o f  gods is an invention no t only o f  new  w ords and syntaxes, 
bu t also o f  spatial and sonorous arrangem ents, it is no t exclusively 
inseribed in languages, bu t also in m ovem ents o f  the body, being 
provided w ith  actions, costum es, masks, musical instrum ents, 
buildings, that is to say these elem ents are the m ost m aterially 
arbitrary, the m ost libidinally efficient.

In consequence this R om an theatre, this theatricality o f  the circus 
and the political assembly, far from  im ply ing  the Platonic division 
o f  the cave, w hich is effectively the theatrical division betw een a
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real outside and an inside simulating this outside (to simplify), rests 
on the contrary  on the conviction  that everything is a sign or a mark, but 
that nothing is marked or signified, that in this sense, signs are signs o f  
no th in g , n o t in  the sense that they refer to a zero which w ou ld  be 
w h a t causes them  to signify, bu t in the precise sense in w hich  we 
have spoken o f  tensor signs: each th ing  and part-thing being on the 
one hand a te rm  in a ne tw o rk  o f  significations w hich are un rem itting  
m etonym ic  referrals, and indiscernibly, on the other hand, a 
strained singularity , an instantaneous, ephem eral concentration o f  
force.

It is this w ise affırm ative m adness w hich A ugustine w ants to 
destroy in the interests o f  nihilist w isdom , the present in tensity  is 
n o t only devalued, bu t alm ost obliterated, w here the concept o f  
conscious tim e, ceaselessly referring the event from  instance to  
instance in the to -ing  and fro -in g  o f  the future and past, w ill 
dem and tha t the en tire n e tw o rk  o f  absences be hung  on a Presence, 
on a Present om nitem porally  real, but itself absent, where w ith  this 
tissue o f  referrals the sem iotic m achine is henceforth in position 
ready to close every in tensity  up in a sign, as a value standing for 
som ething absent.

This is w here the A ugustin ian  thesis o f  the sim ulacrum  takes up 
its position, the thesis o f  generalized Sim ilitude, that is to say the 
basis o f  every sem iotics, o r at least every metaphorics: every th ing  is 
w hat it is because each th ing  resem bles ano ther thing, and given this 
there m ust be a R esem blance, a Similitudo, by participation in w hich 
all sim ilar things are sim ilar. A ugustine calls this metoche the W ord: 
the son a perfect im itation  o f  the father, representing w hat the latter 
engenders in  such a com plete and thorough  m anner that the son is 
w hat he im itates w hile rem aining quite d istinct from  the father, the 
m ystery  o f  duality  w ith in  un ity  w hich is the same as the enigm a o f  
the sign. T he son or w o rd  is the Simulacrum in itself i f i t  is true  that 
the im age or sim ulacrum  relationship betw een the tw o te rm s has to 
be one no t only  o f  similitudo, bu t o f  engenderm ent: the son, exactly 
like the father is also w hat em anates from  him . All things are 
therefore in a relation o f  resem blance i f  they are no t all im ages o f  
one another; and o f  course a hierarchy o f  things is established w hich 
depends on the contents o f  the similitudo (and correlatively those o f  
the dissimilitudo) in  their interrelations. A nd i f  the father-son relation 
gives the resem blance itse lf w hich the w hole inferior hierarchy, to 
its low est depths, w ill participate in, on the contrary, there m ust be
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the lcast resemblance, the m ost dissim ilar, thc dis-sim ulated and the 
dis-similatcd; and since no th ing  exists but th rough sim ilitude, 
nothing which is no t a sim ulacrum , the absolutely dissim ilar w ould 
be nothingness.21 T he last being, if it is not nothingness, is at least an 
illusory sim ulacrum . This is the body: ‘Vos quidem\ says
A ugustine,22 nisi aliqna mıitas contineret (corpus), nihil essetis, sed mrsus 
si vos essetis ipsa veritas, corpora nan e s s e t i s So if there is a corporeal 
unity, it is alm ost by paralogism : the unity o f  the body can only be 
infinitely precarious, and, as far as the general theory o f  the 
sim ulacrum  is concerned, false. (Its precariousness pleases us, its 
‘falsity’ has no other m eaning for us than that it situates this thesis o f  
simulacra as a pathetic theory o f  tru th .)

Iıı this hierarchy o f  sim ilitude, the theatricality o f nihilist 
representation is set up. T he truth o f  a being, since we m ust speak in 
this way, taken as a sign, turns out to be situated ontside the sign, and 
even, since A ugustine conceives o f  the sign under the category o f 
the meta phor, ahove it. This being signifies samething other than what it 
is: it signifies that o f  which it is the sim ulacrum , but, becauseit is not 
what it signifıes, it also signifies the distance w hich keeps them  apart, 
dissimilitude, thc lack o fb e in g  (manque d ’Nre) w hich separates them . 
(This is w hy the V ictorins, and the w hole herm etic tradition before 
them , can say that ugliness, w hich attests to this separation, is 
precisely w hat does m ost h onour to the divine.) N ihilism  in its 
entirety stands here: m eaning deferred, and lack slips into this 
deferral. There is the same construction  in Hegel: betw een one 
form ation (Gestaltung) and another, an identity -alterity  split, other 
names for resem blance-dissim ilitude, and in the Aujhebung, con- 
scıousness o f  fheır ındıssocıabılıty. T he trin itary  them e is given 
straightaw ay in G raeco-C hristian though t. Thereafter, there are 
only variations o f  the above. Look, for exam ple, at A ugustinian 
trinitarism  as he makes it plain in the D e trinitate (XI, 8, 14), w here it 
states: ‘Sensus aaipit speciem ab eo corpore quod sentimus, et a sensu 
memoria, a memoria vero acies cogitantis\23, and com pare it with the 
‘Y oung-H egelian’ reflection found in the 1 8 0 ^ 4  m anuscript, w here 
the master dialectician w rites: ‘C o lou r in its three Potentialities: in 
sensation, as the determ inacy o f  blue for exam ple, and then  as a 
concept, as it is related to the o ther [colours] as opposed to these 
colours, equal to them , [therefore, colour consists] in that colours 
are colours and thereby exist in a sim ple and universal m anner as 
colour. ’24 Thus: 1st, this blue, as a singularity  =  the A ugustinian
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sensus; 2nd, blue as such, as opposed to red as such, as oppositional 
reference to the o ther nam es =  memoria; 3rd, colour as such, t he m eta- 
unity  o f  the blue, the red, etc. =  A ugustine’s acies.

T he th ing stands for som eth ing  else, and it is less than w hat it 
represents. In order that it be w hat it is, there has been a lack o f  
being. W hat is given to us, insofar as it is not similitude itself, is 
deficİent in force [puissance]. T he theatricality o f  representation implies 
this deficiency, this depression. It is in and th rough  this deficiency 
that the figure o f  alienation com es about. E. dı N egri25 retraces the 
genealogy o f  this term : Paul w ro te  o f  the incarnation that C hrist 
‘was u tterly  crushed by taking on a servile im age’ (Philippians 2: 6­
7); ekendsen, says the Greek, rendered by the Vulgate as exinanivit, 
‘drained aw ay, w o rn  o u t’. It is th rough  Luther, w ho translated: ‘hat 
sich selbs geeussert' ('Jesus was taken outside him self) that Hegel 
receives this nihilist tradition , and will transm it it to M arx and the 
politicians under the nam e o f  alienation.

It is ju s t the same for w hom ever the m etonym ic sign is offered 
to. W hat is given to m e through the sign is exactly what has been 
rejected, and it w ill be constituted as the collection o f the m em ories 
o f  signs to be signified and o f  anticipations o f  the signification to  be 
m ade m anifest as signs. It w ill fo rm  its semiological being in the 
fusion o f  tw o nothings, past and future. This semiological being 
called consciousness w ill thereby  produce w hat is called tem - 
porality, on the basis o f  the nihilism  constitutive o f the sign: ‘The 
death w hich the soul m ust conquer is not so m uch the one death 
w hich puts an end to  life, as the death w hich the soul ceaselessly 
experiences for as long as it is alive in time. ’26 Absent subject, dead 
life, signification lacking, signs marks o f  incompleteness, negative 
tem porality, death as deliverance, the transfer o f  true life to  an 
elsewhere: sem iotic m etaphysics w ith  all its ins and outs; and nihilist 
theology. It is on and w ith  this generalized lack that the great 
Signifier is constructed, the great God, also absent, b u t alleged 
principle o f  all presence and signification. M aster o f  signs and their 
ek-sistence, am en. D o you see how  love o f  linguistics, love o f  
psychoanalysis, and their conjugation  is able to register the least 
rupture by reference to  this theology? D o n ’t you see rather that they 
are rejections or resurgences o f  this theology? o f  the same theology, 
o f  the same disappearance o f  the pulsional body in a discourse o f  
denial?

O n  the o ther hand, there is the phantasm  in K lossow ski’s sense o f  
the w ord. N o t the little mise en scene, the day-dream or the Traum; not
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the little story onc tclls oneself, or which cvcn tells itself (for 
example in thc hystcrical attack, thc sccnario); and ncithcr is it thc 
matrix that directs -  as F reud understands them , both are, once 
again, substitutes for som ething else, there to replace the satisfaction 
o f  a forbiddcn desire, to be a vicarious stand-in for an im possible 
libidinal meaning, and like any sem iological sign, arc built from  
lack. W hat Klossowski understands by the nam e pha/ıtasm w ould 
indeed be better conceived, as Klossowski him sclf suggests, as an 
object fabricated out o f  pulsional force turned away from  its 
‘norm al’ usc, as a gcncrator; unless it is a m atter o f  the ‘perverse’ 
phantasm w hich is set up in Sade’s w ork  (and also in K lossow ski’s). 
Lct’s leave the question raised by this ‘tu rn ing -aw ay’ for the 
m om ent, in which, it is plain, we will recognize the same nihilism  
w e have ju st denounced in the theory o f  the sim ulacrum , and 
therefore the persistence in K lossow ski, and doubtless also in Sade, 
under the idea o f  perversion, o f  a theology o f  dissim ilitude 
belonging necessarily to the A ugustinian theology o f  Similitudo. 
Let’s leave this discussion for a m om ent, rem arking beforehand that 
the suggested position o f  the phantasm , which makes o f  it 
som ething like a m anufactured objcct, a p roduct the ‘consum p- 
tion ’27 of which w ould be the voluptuous em otion itself, is, in this 
regard at least, fully affirm ative: the pieces o f  the postured body 
which produce pulsional force and w hich are vainly consum ed as 
intensities o f  jouissance, are then conceived as substitutes for nothing, 
they are those very things engendered by the im pulsion by means o f  
its intensification and circulation, are pieces ‘invented’ and added as a 
patchw ork to the libidinal band. A nd ju s t as it is then necessary, if  
we maintain the analogy suggested in La Monnaie vivante betw een the 
phantasm atic and p roduction , to conceive the latter under the same 
category as perpetual m etam orphosis, so w e will conclude that there 
are no m ore objects or subjects in the perpetual transform ation o f  
libidinal energies than there are in that o f  all possible energies in the 
heart o f  the so-called p roduction  process in the w ider sense. We 
certainly lay no claim  to such an analysis, and Klossowski is far 
from  being com pletely w on  over by it; but it has, at least, the 
advantage o f  m aking m odern  m inds, convinced o f  the positivity  o f  
political econom y, im agine w hat the positivity  oflibidinal econom y 
m ight be. The phantasm  here is n o t an unreality or a dereality, it is 
‘som ething’ w hich grips the crazy turbulence o f  the libido, som e­
thing it invents as an incandescent object, and w hich it
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instantaneously adds to th e  band traced by its trajectory. Ju st like a 
product, all th ings being equal. A nd under these conditions, there is 
no justification  — still on condition  th a t the Sadean-Klossowskian 
them e o f  the tu rn ing-aw ay o f  forces is ignored -  in searching for a 
tru th  o f  this ‘object” -phantasm  outside it, instantiating its signifıca- 
tion on a great Signifier. S trictly speaking its signification is quite 
sim ply not in question. (But w e know  that one cannot sustain this, w e 
know  . . . )

Since there is no sem iotic nor any intelligent sign w ithout the m ost 
rud im entary  m em ory , the ‘sem iotic’ o f  intensities w hich 
K lossow ski draw s out at the end o f  Nietzsche et le cercle vicieux 
always involves an amnesia. (There again, o f  course, in the very 
w ord  ‘am nesia’, it w ill no t be difficult to  spot, in what it includes o f  
the negative, the recurrence o f  a secret reference to  a body  that 
rem em bers, to an organic body . Is it our fault i f  we are required, 
line after line, patiently (and uselessly), to dissociate w hat belongs to  
the  understanding fro m  w h a t belongs to intensity?) Thus, says the 
Baphomet, ‘m em ory  is the dom ain  (of the creator), mine is m y self 
forgetting  in those w ho are reborn  in m e’. A nd even this proper 
nam e o f  B aphom et, ‘one cannot rem em ber it as long as one is still 
com ing  back to o n e se lf .28 Proper nam e o f  the return, w hich is no t 
com ing back to oneself, bu t rather the aleatory and instantaneous 
trajectory, no t even över a libidinal body pre-existing this trajectory, 
bu t form ing pieces o f  this body, lost at the very m om ent it is 
form ed. This is w hy the B aphom et can say: ‘I am not a creator w ho 
enslaves being to w hat he creates, w hat he creates to a single self, and 
this self to a single body  . . .  I am not a m aster who reaps, as He 
does, w hat he has no t so w n .’29

T hat one is, w ith  this strange ‘sem iotic’, indeed closer to the 
evanescent labyrinthine band traced by intensities, K lossow ski 
dem onstrates by forging the phantasy o f  the interpenetration or 
im m ediate invasion o f ‘in ten tions’ by one another in m inds deprived 
o f  bodies, and it w ill no t be hard  to understand that this body  o f  
w hich the ‘brea ths’ are deprived is precisely the dull, odious, inept 
organic body  o f  the habeas corpus, o f  having and m em ory:

As soon as one pointed out anything whatsoever, beginning w ith  
the fact o f  being able to do w ithou t the body, one changed 
oneself in changing each ‘in terlocu to r’: one changed oneself in the 
sense that he w ho  expresses h im self bodilessly im m ediately passes 
into the th ing expressed; and at the same tim e one changed the one
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whom  onc was addressing, in the sense that he w ho receives the 
expression o f  a th ing  that he nevertheless already know s and sees 
inside himself, experiences in this very understanding the way o f  
seeing o f  the one addressing it to him  . . . For as their bodies no 
longer im posed any lim its on their respective intentions, they 
mutually invaded each other. ’3°

The question of violence, then, is posed w ith a quite new simplicity, 
it is displaced in to  an indifferent and tender cruelty:

Yet w hat can we say o f  the violence o f  one breath tow ards 
another? Can the latter condem n the first for having destroyed its 
fragile habitation, w hen it should be free o f  all need to rem ain the 
same? . . . Relieved o f  the need to remain the same, the victim s’ 
breaths m erge w ith  the victim izers once they  sec them  com ing. 
The latter seem not to know  the sham e o f  seeing themselves thus 
welcomed by the others. N o  accusations or regrets on either side, 
and no forgiveness . . . T here is no m oral atonem ent here, and 
such could hardly he required. A violence of another order is born 
of our condition: it is effected by means o f  a total indifference. It 
is this indifference itself: and it leaves no trace, w hich is the w orst 
form  o f  violence! 31

The suppression of m em orable and mnesiac bodies perm its the 
interpenetration o f  intentions, that is to say their abolition for the 
benefit o f anonym ous intensities, for which there remains no 
instance to answer and to limit.

This indifference, w hich has no th ing  to do w ith being cold, is 
that o f the fire w hich burns everything inflam m able. Like the bar 
turning on  ibelf, it leaves no trace, if  it is tru e  that the  great skin is 
never given in its entirety  and that in this sense there is no w orld , no 
body, ııo inscription because there  is no assignable site o finscrip tion . 
O nly punctual incandescenccs, w ithou t instantiation. T his is w hat 
w e see: the same palm w hich an instant ago was gliding over the 
m aterial covering the breasts and brushing the pale surfaces o f  the 
pronators, n o w  so tense it m ight burst, sweeps dow n in several 
brusque slaps betw een the legs, onto  the vulva. This is w hat w e see: 
the person doing the beating is the first surprise. This is w hat we see: 
the thrashed surfaces curl up, the fingers previously in abandon 
between the legs, still m oist from  the ju ices o f  the slit, form ing a 
lattice before the eyes to protect them  so that they m ay continue to 
see. We see fear everyw here, before the absurdity o f  this event, we
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will com e to com prehend that between this phantasy o f  a suprem e 
indifference by excess o f  interpenetration  on the one hand, and the 
rather Sadean theory  o f  the phantasm  on the other, there m ust exist a 
kind o f  hesitation, and perhaps incom patibility. There is as m uch 
indifferent invasion o f  intensities inscribed necessarily in an eternal 
turn  w here identities, and previously therefore proper corporeal 
volum es, are lost, as there are on the contrary  required by the 
phantasm , ju s t like an industrial product in the universe o f  
appropriation  and reserve. The em otion capable of arousing the 
phantasm  and in w hich it is consum ed does not in any way issue 
from  the im m ediate, v iolent and anonym ous, ephemeral in ter­
penetration  o f  breaths, that is to say from  libidinal im pulsions; on 
the contrary, it results and grow s from  the existence o f  a body, that 
o f  the ‘v ictim ’, on the surface o f  w hich the irritating m anoeuvres o f  
the perversion  will set up affluxes o f  disorder and w hose disarray 
and relinquishm ent w ill return , in the form  o f a voluptuous flux, to 
assail the surfaces o f  the body o f  the ‘executioner’.

If, as has been divined, the phantasm  retains its force o f  the 
tu rn ing-aw ay o f  energies far from  reputedly natural ends, if  it does 
so only insofar as it presupposes and maintains a reference to a 
unity , this is w hat intensifies voluptuousness, no t through the loss 
o f  identities, bu t only th rough  their transgression. Perversion, says 
K lossow ski com m enting on Sade, is w hat is ‘proper to the 
decom position o f  w hat the term  o f  sexuality embraces in a generic 
m anner, that is on the one hand, as the voluptuous em otion prior to 
the specific act o f  procreation, and on the other hand as the specific 
instinct o f  procreation, tw o  propensities w hose confusion founds 
the unity  o f  the individual p roper to his reproduction’. 32 H ere we 
clearly see everything that m ay rem ain o f  the Christian and the 
nihilist in a solely crim inal philosophy: that intensity  issues from  the 
decom position o f  sexuality held to be naturally or divinely p ropaga- 
tive, we m ust conclude that it is only in regard to this natural o r this 
divine, in short to the absent body o f  the signifier, that it exists. 
A lm ost all o f  Sade, once again, is to be added to a file, beginning 
w ith  the use o f  b lasphem y that he recommends to intensify 
jouissance and w hich clearly show s the role that God continues to 
play in its form ation. T he K lossow skian phantasm, on the o ther 
hand, wants, somewhere, at least one body to transgress: for it consists 
precisely in afragmentary use o f  the body o f  the victim, w here the act 
o f  exceeding its reproductive finality will be an occasion for
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voluptuousness, w hen a particular fragm ent o f  its surface will be, 
so to speak, rem oved from  the total volum e. There w ould be no 
belief in God; that w ould already have to be called sacrilege. Every 
treatment o f  a spherical volum e as if  it were a finite surface is 
blasphem ous. W hen, instead o fhe lp ing  the male m em ber to engage 
with its vaginal refuge, the palm  constrains it to circum scribe and to 
stroke an arm pit, a buttock, an car -  blasphem y. But such indeed is 
the phantasm for Klossowski: not, o f  course, a substitute for an 
impossible ‘reality’, as Freud understands it, but the cutting-out 
from the o th e r’s body o f  a fraction o f  its surfaces, and the 
annexation o f this to the body o f  the phantasizing subject.

Sytıtax as Skin

It is not easy, as we can sec, to follow  the fault-line between the 
intelligent sign and the intense sign. At the heart o f  the 
Klossowskian phantasm , how ever strongly affırm ative, we again 
find the instantiation, the referral o f  the em otion to a total body, 
which will m oderate it. In other w ords, in the lcxis o f  pagan 
theatrics, the divine names which A ugustine derides arc already 
functional names, names o f  functions, and do not therefore count 
as this anonym ous proper nam e w hich we have attem pted to get at 
through the nam e o f  Flechsig, for exam pk , but rather count as kinds 
o f  agents [açtants] in a narrative structure. W hat is made apparent by 
this agent-funetion o f  the fragm ent o f  the body in play in the 
Klossowskian phantasm , is even som ething like libidinal currency, 
or rather like the libido in so Jar as it can be exchanged Jor money, if  it is 
true that the phantasm  o f  desire, inexchangeable in itself, finds, 
however, in its constıtutıve reference to the alleged B ody, w hich is a 
‘universal’ (like ‘colour’ for H egel), its capacity as a negotiahle thing. 
Incipient prostitu tion; la Tosca before long (did you really believe 
she made genital love w ith  Cavaradossi?).

Augustine, ears pricked, does well ou t o f  our retreat: to adm it that 
Pertunda and the others are already com m unicable and exchangeable 
abstractions does not tell the w hole story, he will say, you ough t still 
to recognize that m y G od becam e flesh, that the engendering o f  his 
son, th rough  the good theory  o f  Similitudo, is a m ovem ent tow ards 
singularity and dissemblance, tow ards the intensity o f  pain and 
pleasure. D o we not also discover here the principle o f  indiscernibles 
reversed, to which Freud has already led us w hen Eros and the death 
drives are in question?
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D o n ’t le t’s go to o  fast, le t’s distinguish, become m ore  refined. 
T here is in K lossow ski a theory  o f  the simulacrum; it is different 
from  A ugustine’s. It does no t say: everything is sim ulacrum , a 
substitute lacking, w h a t’s m ore, an infinite wealth, the rejected 
residue o f  a divine Body; it is no t Platonic; it says: apart from , and 
no less real than, phantasm s (K lossow ski never doubts the real) there 
are verbal, plastic or w ritten  transcriptions o f  these phantasm s, there 
are artefacts w hich count as inexchangeable phantasms. H ere then is 
the exclusive relation that K lossow ski adm its between the vo lup- 
tuousness object and its sim ulacrum : ‘If the phantasm  is in each in 
fact a singular case -  to defend it against institutional signification 
given it by the gregarious group, the singular case cannot but have 
recourse to the sim ulacrum : that is a counting-as its phantasm  -  so it is 
for a fraudulent exchange betw een the singular case and the 
gregarious generality . .  . T he singular case disappears as such from  
the m om ent it signifies w hat it isfor itself; in the individual it is only his 
species case w hich assures his intelligibility. N ot only does it 
disappear as such as soon as it form ulates its ow n phantasm : for it 
cannot do so save th rough instituted signs -  but it cannot be 
reconstituted by these signs w ithou t thereby excluding from  itself 
all that becom es intelligible in it, exchangeable. ’33

The sim ulacrum , because it is com m unicable (perhaps even 
destined to com m unicate the intransm ittability  o f  the phantasm ), 
introduces exchangeability: therefore it is m oney, a sign, it counts as 
something other than its ow n m aterial and arrangem ent, and it is 
devoted to  circulation. Let us n o w  examine the union o f  the 
phantasm  and the sim ulacrum : it supposes both an ‘adulterous 
coherence’ and a ‘fraudulent exchange’, these are K lossow ski’s 
w ords: an adulterous coherence because, in order that the intellect 
can transcribe the phantasm  in com m unicable signs, it m ust take the 
side o f  intensity  against the unified body o f  the subject and society, 
w ithou t w hich the sim ulacrum  it forges w ould not be a sim ulacrum  
o f  anything at all. Sade’s intelligence ‘fools’ the institution w ith  
in transm ittab le passionate singularity. T he fraudulent exchange, 
how ever, in the signs em ployed  to forge the simulacrum, to recount 
stories, to  paint tableaux vivants, cannot bu t betray and disguise the 
inane intensity, which, m oreover, is already lost w hen  it is de- 
clared. H ardly  any divergence betw een libidinal econom y, by the 
coherence it dem ands o f  the intellect, and political econom y in the 
necessarily fraudulent exchange that it sanctions w ith  instituted



78

signs, thc sim ulacrum  rcpeats in its duplicity that which wc ncvcr 
cease to find in signs: it is at once a vain passionate sign and an 
exchangeable rational sign; at once vouloir in the sense o f  Wille, and 
vouîoir dire in the sensc o f  m eaning.

Yet this com forting agreem ent descrves to be broken. Lct ’s play 
the disciple, m uch m orc diligcnt, o f  thc m aster o f  tahleaux vivants; 
with him, we m ust push the principle o f  duplicity m uch furthcr. 
Language, so far as linguistic sim ulacra arc concerncd, is not only 
the exchange, evcn the fraudulent exchangc, o f  the phantasm , it is 
also itself inexchangcability and intense singularity: ‘For if  we have 
recoursc to languagc, it is because, th rough  thc fixity o f  signs, it also 
offers the equivalent o f  our obstinate singularity .’34 The rd a tion  o f 
the linguistic sim ulacrum  to the phantasm  is not only one o f  
substitution, o f  counting-as, o f  the intelligent sign -  it is also tha t o f  
a recovery, o f  a trespass; bo th  are o f  the  same ilk, one docs n o t hide 
the other, its valuc is not only that o f  its capacity as a m ediator o f  
exchange (of purchase), o f  a postponem cnt, b u t also o f  an actual 
rnoving force [pı/issatıe]. T he book, th rough  its text, is like the skin o f  
a body. A t the beginning o f  Les Lois de l’hospitalite, K lossowski 
writes: ‘My syntax constitutes the tissues o f  R oberte’s sk in .’ If the 
text is a phantasm , it is indeed, in K lossow ski’s eyes, because o fits  
proper inflexibility. T h e  exclusions o f  possible syntaxes and sem an- 
tics that constitute style produce on the skin o f  language the same 
effects o f  intensification, o f  charge and drainage as can be obtained 
from certain fleshy surfaces th rough  the austere rigour o f  an erotic 
dispositir

Do we then rediscover the condition proper to the K lossow skian 
phantasm, counting only  as an affect insofar as it is referred to a 
unitary instance? N o, it is som ething else altogether, quite a 
different understanding o f  the term , quite different, and fully 
bound up w ith  w hat we have ju s t said concerning the ‘fraudulent 
exchange’, w hich w e have com e to understand as betrayal o f 
intensity by the intellect, and w hich we m ust now  understand as 
investm ent in intelligent com m erce itself by em otional affluxes. 
T h e  fraud here is that under the pretext o f  rendering the phantasm  
com m unicable, and translating it in to  signs and syntax, these are the 
figures o f  language w hich w ill in their tu rn  receive their libidinal 
charge. The nihilist capacity for postponem ent and regulated 
oppositions, is w hat is invested now  by desire in the sim ulacrum , 
and which will give to this latter the consistency o f the phantasm :
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for indeed, the figure o flanguage , ‘syntax’, does not count only as 
the substitu te for surfaces o f  flesh invaded and annexed in the 
consum ption  o f  the phantasm , rather it is such a surface. T he signs 
w hich  the pen traces on  the paper are no t simply m eans o f  
com m unicating  an  em otion  w hich is outside them, and w hich 
w ould  be, so to speak, lost due to  the fact that it was w ritten  (w riting 
being thus understood  in a p roperly  nihilist w ay, as Blanchot does, 
‘to w rite  is to kill, th a t’s all’), bu t these w ritten signs being 
sim ultaneously, by  them selves, no t in spite o f  but by d in t o f  and in 
p roportion  to their rig id ity  and invariance, products o f  phantasm a- 
tic consum ption.

We here perceive in outline w hat, for us, is the m ost im portan t 
th ing o f  all, the possibility  o f  im agining syntax, the law  o f  value, 
and finally trade, and hence this m eta-trade which is capital, as 
intensive regions, no t m ere ly  deintensifying, like rags o f  the 
patchw ork  added by the m ad ro ta tio n  o f  the disjunctive bar. W e 
perceive this m onstrosity : this bar w hich  disjoins, and w hich  
thereby delim its properties (body, goods, Self), and regulates 
transfers from  one to the o ther, w hich is therefore the basis o f  the 
law  o f  exchange, called the law  o f  value o r the cost o f  p roduction  
i t s e l f -  i f i t  itse lf is ‘invested’, i f  it itse lf is w hat serves as the object 
o f  attraction  for the pulsions, it is necessary tha t at the same time it 
separates and distinguishes, and in do ing  this, it burns and m ixes the 
reserves that it regulates in its insane rotation, its syntatic ‘ice’ m ust 
be its incandescence. T his is so, o f  course, at the price o f  allow ing 
this im agination, and o f  grasping its range as the possibility that one 
w ill be able to understand how  w riting  and negotiating and 
capitalizing can p roduce  ecstasy. La Monnaie vivante [Living C u r-  
rency] means: intense intellect, priceless trade, im passioned reason.

O nce again then, the duplicity  o f  the sign, the question o f  w hich 
m ay n o w  be form ulated  in  these terms: when the em otion  
(phantasm ) speaks (sim ulacrum ), is it not necessary that there be 
adultery or prostitution? A dultery  o f  w ords w ith  intensities to the 
detrim ent o f  the concept, p rostitu tion  o f  intensity in the in terests o f  
exchanges. I f  for K lossow ski the art o f  m aking simulacra is to  be 
classed under the rubric  o fad u lte ry  because i t  is the law  o fsy n tax  in  
all its rigour, the  disjunctive bar, w hich finds itself invested as an 
o p portun ity  for jouissance and  vertigo -  for Baudelaire, it is w ith  
prostitu tion  that the artistic  action o f  translating phantasm s in to  
sim ulacra m ust be identified. W e rem em ber: ‘What is love? -  the
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nccd to escape oncsclf . . . All love is also p ro stitu tio n .’ And: ‘W hat 
is art? P rostitu tion .’ ‘The day the young w riter corrccts his first 
proofs, he is as proud as a scholar w ho has ju s t caught his first 
pox. ’35 In dandyism,/oll/ssa«fe is instantiatcd on the universalization 
o f  trade and the concom itant dcstruction  o f  cvcry eloquent em otion, 
as Bataille says on the subjcct o f  M anet; this is the systcm ’s icc 
incarnatcd in ncw  sluts, com plctcly strippcd o f  all rom anticism , o f  
all nostalgia for all clscwhcrc, ‘pitiless Sagcs’, machincs for 
calculating as accurately as possiblc the price of cvery dem and 
issuing from  the clicnt w hich aims for an erotic m anoeuvrc not 
program m ed in currcnt consum ption, cold machincs w hose calcul- 
able autom atism , far from  deceiving the dandy, rushes him  tow ards 
the zenith o f  his jonissance.

The them e of adultery in K lossow ski’s w ork, for exam ple, in Lcs 
Lois dc I ’ lwsp i fa I i fc, brings the them e o f  prostitu tion  w ith it. If the 
husband bccomcs his w ifc’s pim p, if he pushcs her into his 
nephew ’s arms, it is not so that on this occasion libidinal cncrgy may 
be convcrtcd into m oney that he will collcct, it is not so that the 
tcnsor signs o f  the pcrvcrsc emıotion givc way to the intclligcnt signs 
o f  the trade o f  pimps, it is in order to assess the im possible price he 
accords to R obertc, and thereforc to introduce measure, w eight and 
thought into the unthinkable excess o f  w hat binds him  to the pieces 
o f  the body-his wife. In Baudelairian p rostitu tion , the intelligent 
sign (dead currency) relays intensity  and displaces it on itself; in 
K lossowskian adultery, intensity  rem ains instantiated ‘eloquently’ 
on a phantasm, that is, an assem blage o f  fragm ents (the gaping o f  a 
knicker-hem , sem i-extension of a fore-arm , the nipple swelling 
from  an uıılaced corset) subtracted from  an im possible body w hich 
bears a proper name. A nd w hat O ctave hopes to gain by provoking 
his wife’s adultery, is am ongst o ther th ings a sort o f  global view 
over this body (quite a different passion from  voyeurism ), that is to 
make a single nam e correspond to a single unified body supposed to 
correspond to it. O ctave is no t therefore so m uch a pim p as a 
politician, i f i t  is true that all true politics is haunted by the phantasm  
o f  the unitary body, bu t only insofar as this body sim ply escapes the 
grip o f the institutions o f  unifıcation; beyond bourgeois society, 
th rough  the class-body.

Machiavelli wrote: ‘Y ou m ust know  that there are tw o  ways o f  
contesting, the one by the law, the o ther by force; the first is the 
m ethod proper to m en, the second to beasts; bu t because the first is
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frequently no t sufficient, it is necessary to have recourse to the 
second. Therefore it is necessary for a prince to understand how  to 
avail h im self o f  the beast and the m an .’ A nd he adds this: ‘This has 
been figuratively taught to princes by ancient writers, w ho  describe 
how  Achilles and m any o ther princes o f  old were given to  the 
C entaur C h iron  to nurse, w ho  brought them  up in his discipline; 
which means solely that, as they had for a teacher one w ho  was half 
beast and h a lf m an, so it is necessary for a prince to know  how  to 
m ake use o f  bo th  natures, and tha t one w ithout the o th e r is no t 
durable. ’36 A t the centre o f  the labyrinth w hich serves as a tailpiece 
in Nietzsche et le Cercle vicieux, w e will find, not a M inotaur, stupid 
beast w ith  his m onotonous appetite, but a C entaur, a m onster m ore 
intelligent than the m ost intelligent o f  m en, the im age o f  the 
marvellous dissim ulation o f  signs into one another, suprem e 
w isdom  w hich includes the stupidity  ofbestiality . Octave is equally 
a centaur, adultery is a centaur, desiring not simply the country  
w hich his hands, his lips and his penis are legally authorized to cross, 
but insofar as this coun try  is ‘real’, it escapes him; and this is w hy 
O ctave redoubles his efforts to prolong A ntoine’s stay at his bestial 
hind-quarters, because, as a receiver o f  force, the Prince o f  the law 
know s how  to m etam orphose himself. A nd if  Caesar m ust be 
rem oved from  his m o th e r’s w o m b  by opening it up by force, 
against nature, it is because Caesar, political master, is a m onster 
m ade o f  m an and beast.

In prostitu tion , one goes from  intensity to order; in adultery, 
from  order to intensity. B ut it is the same route, im m obile 
dissim ulation, the voyage on the spot w hich crosses the extrem es o f  
pulsional stupidity  and notional clarity. This is the same indiscer- 
nibility o f  signs, which rem oves from  us, w e libidinal econom ists, 
all appetite for vulgar rom anticism  and for equally tedious form al- 
ism, for a politics o f  spontaneous passions, and just as m uch for a 
politics o f  understanding. We w ork  at a refinement o f  dissimula- 
tion, structure  is stupid and pathos sterile.

We m ust equip ourselves in particular w ith  economic signs, to 
w hich  we have o f  course already been led by adultery -  but 
especially by p rostitu tion , w hich could no t fail to do so -  signs o f  
this same coefficient o f  d issim ulation  that we find. in o ther spheres, 
and o f  w hich they are nevertheless also events themselves. W e m ust 
grasp that currency (m ore generally every object in the system  o f  
Capital, since they are commodities and therefore currency), actual



or potential, is not merely a convertible value in a universal process 
o f  production, but indiscernibly (and not oppositionally, dialec- 
tically) a charge of libidinal intensity. We m ust grasp the fact that 
the system o f  capital is no t the site o f  the occultation o f  an alleged 
use-value which w ould be ‘an terio r’ to it -  this is the rom anticism  o f 
alienation, Christianity -  but prim arily  that it is in a sense more than 
capital, m ore ancient, m üre extended; and then that these so-called 
abstract signs, susceptible to provisional m easurem ent and calcula- 
tion, arc in themselves libidinal. Econom ic theory or even structural 
anthropology conceives these signs exclusively as term s in play in a 
system of com m unication w hich regulates their circulation, the 
need for them  itself produced by the partners o f  the exchange, their 
exchange-valııes and usc-values. If we also approach them  as proper 
names now , as signs o f  intensity, as libidinal values (which are 
neither useful nor exchangeable), as pulsations o f  desire, as 
m om ents o f  Eros and death -  then, then . . .

Prostitution exchanges the phantasm  (w hich is the client) against 
the signs o f  the econom ic system  (currency); bu t it also introduces 
the intelligent sign, com m unicable currency, into the singular and 
vain ‘m onstrosity ’ o f  the phantasm , and in this way it dedicates the 
‘adulterous coherence’ o f  the thinkable to the unthinkable. Price is 
com bined and m ixed in w ith  the exorbitant; that w hich has no 
com parison, is paid for, and is therefore evaluated. T his confusion, 
m ore m onstrous than the phantasm  by itself could be, is at once 
impossible and inevitable. We have understood  w hy ‘im possible’; 
bu t inevitable because the singularity forces itself to be com m uni- 
cated, because extrem e pathos extcnds its em pke  Lu tiıe skin o f  
language, because the m ost purple sexual arousal, alm ost blinding, 
also offers w ords, no t necessarily obscene, bu t always intelligent 
signs invested and relinquished, because the arse being buggered is 
also a face w hich talks to us. C onfusion  is inevitable sim ply because 
language is not a separate sphere, because it belongs, in rags, to the 
sam e band as these grey-gold  loins w hich start to m ove under your 
hands, and as these buttocks, rocking your scrotum  and easing your 
purse. The com m unication o f  the cry is its affirm ation, the 
extension o f  the gyratory  madness into the dom ain  o f  m eaning and 
order, Logos, w hich the W est, and the philosopher especially, has 
always w anted  to keep sheltered from  the m onstrosity  o f  lovers and 
im pious politicians.

K2 Libidirıal Ecorıomy
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Exorbitant

In Sade the g ro u p  o f  relations su rrounding  the  value o fth e  m onetary  
sign and its intensity are quite  different from  those one finds in 
p rostitu tion . F rom  the very beginning the client’s body is the sam e 
as the p ro cu re r’s, A nto ine and O ctave  together are as one (and 
perhaps thereby  share Sade’s republicanism ). T he Society o f  the 
Friends o f  C rim e is no t the society o f  procurers. T he Milieu 
em bodies the duplicity o f  signs: adultery o f  m oney w ith jouissance, 
fraud o f  jouissance w h en  it is converted in to  currency. T h e  s ign  o f  
these exchanges becom es th e  accomplice o f  untransm ittable phan- 
tasm s, the consum ption o f  the pulsional singularity is bought at the 
price o f  universally estim able sum s in the form  o f m oney. Like 
H egel’s M itte,37 the Milieu assures the institu tion’s perm eability by 
desire; in this little different to  the Police. ‘Perverse’ pulsions are 
channelled by  it tow ards the social body, the body  o f  exchanges, 
tow ards the circuit o f  the com m unication  o f  exchanges and goods. 
Milieu o f  duplicity  and dissim ulation par excellence, even if  it has no 
need to hide itself, ju s t like the Police, since it too is concerned w ith  
the detection and regulation  o f  allegedly socially perverse partial 
drives. W e w ould  dearly love to  w rite the parole o fth e  policeman, the 
dissim ulated-dissim ulating speech par excellence, not because its real 
aim  is o ther than its declared aim , w hich is not its own, bu t by virtue 
o f  its interest for the passions o f  the interrogated: the com prehensive 
desire o f  the com m issioner, always m ore comprehensive, m ore 
em bracing, m oulding itself into, connecting onto  the m ost intense 
regions o f  the in te rro g a ted ’s desire, his m ost unknow n desires (for 
exam ple, passivity , su bm itting  to  beatings), thus inscribing itse lf in 
an arousing, erotic, perverse, infantile relation -  to  the end, 
how ever, o f  concentratinrlg all these partial drives in the circle o f  trade 
and in the total body, one o f  the producers o f w hich is the 
policem an. ‘M aking som eone ta lk’ here being nothing o ther than the 
reestablishm ent o f  jouissance in the place assigned it by order.

T he p im p is an elem ent o f  the same figure, w orking m ore on  the 
side o f  the passions than  on the side o f  interest, thus com plem enting 
the preceding case. H is function  still remains to  refine the libido 
from  the fragm ents o f  the negotiable body o f prostitu tes, to 
heighten its quality  by a continual exercise o f  relinquishm ent 
rendering them  available at every m om ent to  the strongest energetic 
passages. This availability at every moment is w hat produces vertigo  in



great prostitution: it is, like thc crcations o f  the pim p on thc 
w om an’s body, at once the m ark of her signification as a com m unica- 
ble and negotiable sign, the rem arkable madness o f  her disap- 
pearance as a person and o f  her abolition in the anonym ity  o f  
impulsions. W ithin the power rclation, such availability is called 
slavcry or at least Kııcchtsclıaft; but it is at the  same tim e w ithin the 
ordcr Of forres, forCe and anonym ity  surpassing every dom ination. 
W ithout there being any dialectic between the  tw o  positions, since 
therc is no interval: for exam ple the same arrogancc o f  Jacques le 
J-'atalistc counts both as an ou tbu rst against the position o f  the m aster 
and thcrefore an attem pt to  reverse it on the  one hand, and on the 
other as the anonym ous production  of a libidinal ‘know lcdge’ 
jscifoır] passing beyond every  hierarchy; this arrogance being that o f 
the iıı flexible partial pulsioıı, and in this sense, never aggressive, 
never receptive to social reasons for struggle. In the story of F.B. or 

cverything m arks the vertigo  o f  the pim p in a similar m anner, the 
in astcr o f bodies reduced to registered initials, a region of routes for 
namelcss intensities. T he w o m an ’s initial and the prisoner’s registra- 
tion ııum ber result from  a supplem eııtary labour on the proper 
name, by which it is alm ost effaced, as every corporeality closed up 
on itsclf, and as every subjective rescrvc, m ust be; but also 
maintained in its ctTacement, since it is by the anonym ity  lodged in 
the name' that the aberration  makes itself noticeable.

Therc is none of this in the Society of the Friends of C rim e, 
how ever. A society cut o ff from  the social body, neither catching 
the  pcrverse passions nor concentrating them  in it. C om pared  to the 
p im p and the cop, the crim inal is a very rich man, £25,000 annual 
mco me, 10,000 francs in expeııses per victim  for the furtherıng of 
jouissance. And his function is not at all thc concentration o f the 
partial pulsions: these, expended in profusion on the bodies o f 
subjects, will never be inscribed on the social body, as m oney, 
thanks to the crim inal’s in tervention . C onversely, this leads its 
revenues away from  the circulation o f  goods and devotes them  to 
pure voluptuous consum ption. If there is venality o fjouissance, it is 
certainly not th rough  poverty, but thanks to the greatest luxury  and 
in order to increase that luxury . ‘T he phantasm ’s equivalent (the sum 
paid)’, writes K lossow ski,38 ‘represents no t only the em otion in 
itself, but also the exclusion o f  thousands o f  hum an lives. Value is 
even augm ented by this scandal, from  the gregarious point o f 
v iew .’ And he establishes crim inal equations, w hich cannot be those
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o f  the procurer, in the follow ing way: ‘Exclusive voluptuousness = 
famine = annihilation = the supreme value of the phantasm . . .  A  
phantasm = an entire population. ’39

It will be said that this is still to conceive o f  Sade in a nihilist 
fashion, subordinating  the libidinal force (puissallce) of the arrange- 
m ents o f  the C hateau de la F oret-N oire  to the fact that they cost the 
price o f  the lives o f  thousands o f  m ouths to feed. Is it no t enough 
that the victim s bough t w ould  be destroyed inside the chateau in 
order that w e m ay begin to understand the deadly inanity o f  the 
libido, w ithou t any need, above the m arket, to calculate w hat it costs 
for those outside? B ut the function o f  this infam y is no t 
‘supplem entary’.

It m ust be related to the peculiar status o f  the criminal; he is at the 
same tim e bo th  p im p and client, or rather, neither one no r the other. 
T he pim p brings the partial pulsion o f  the client back into the bosom  
o f  the ghost-body  o f  society, under the form  o f the m onetary  
equivalent; the client, in consum ing his pulsional energy in the 
p roduction  o f  his phantasm s w ith  the help o f  the p rostitu te , 
produces a libidinal equivalmt of currency. B ut it is essential that the 
crim inal leave the system  o f  equivalence betw een the pulsion and the 
m oney; if  m oney rem ains present in its libidinal ‘accountancy’, it is 
no longer as the substitu te or the sim ulacrum , it comes under the 
heading o f  a region o f the body (w hich can no longer be, then, the 
alleged social b o d y , b u t necessarily the great libidinal skin) w hich  
like any o th e r can and m ust be grasped by the libido and be 
subm itted  to its consum m atory  irradiation. Currency, language 
itself becom e the object o f  the libertines’ manoeuvres in the sam e 
w ay as is the body. W e know  that from Journee to Journee D uclos 
‘tells the s to ry ’ o f  her m onstrous life, w hich is simply the diachronic 
developm ent o f  the com binations o f  infamies; this crim inal’s 
‘narra tive’ is to language as the m oney spent on crim e perpetrated by 
the four m aster libertines is to  political economy: not the substitu te  
in w ords for ‘real’ arrangem ents -  w e know  that they practise this in 
abundance -  bu t reality extended well beyond the supposedly  
‘practical’ (unduly endow ed by a n ih ilist tradition w ith the exclusive 
privilege to  determ ine reality) right into those regions occupied, 
according to this same tradition , by substitutes for th ings and 
persons, i.e. the regions o f  m oney and language. T he crim inal 
perpetrates, on the skin of currency as on that o f  beings and w ords, the 
same plan o f  intensifıcation to  excess, the execution o f  w hich can



only be followed by the calcination o f  th e  excited surfaces, and this 
is why signs o f exchange here, as opposed to w hat happens in 
prostitution, are no t only taken out o f  the  circuit o f  com m unica- 
tion, but devoted to destruction; at this point one w onders if  the 
Society o f  the Friends o f  C rim e is econom ically viable. In any case, 
it is not capitalistic, w hat it accum ulates is a wealth o f  ruins.

Nevertheless, K lossow ski understands this ruinous usc o f  m one- 
tary signs in a very different way, H10re ‘progressively’: it 
constitutes, he says, a protest against the  prostitu tive function o f 
cash in society. It is precisedy w hen the p im p establishes a relation 
between perversion and the social body, betw een the tensor sign and 
the intelligent sign, and when he thus proves to be the only really 
institntive connection o f  the  negotiating body itself, that the 
criminal is used as a disconnection: the w ithdraw al of his fortune and 
its sqnandering to the emds o f  untransm ittable pleasure arc provoca- 
tions destined to give rise to the alternative, before which dissimula- 
tioıı or duplicity o f  signs necessarily invests a politics o f  the libido: 
either recognize that ‘the repudiation o f  com plete m onstrosity  by 
institutions is reversed iııto de facto prostitution, material and moral1,40 
adm itting therefore that the  generalized system  o f  com m odities is 
the system o f  prostitu tion  under the cover o f the trade o f  objects 
and services, and nothing else besides -  or ‘affirm  that there is only 
one authentically universal com m unication: the exchange ofbodies by 
the secret language ofbodily signs\4i o f  w hich Sade’s w om an criminal 
provides the principle and illustrates one effect, the effect o f 
insurrection or perpetual shaking o f  the circle o f  exchanges by the 
passions, to speak in the m anner o f B lanchot.42

It is from  posing the lihidinal political problem  under this 
alternative: either the com m unication  o f  beings th rough  the 
exchange o f their bodies, called ‘perversion’, o r prostitution under 
the sign ofdead currency, w hich is capital, in any case m ercantilism , 
th a t Klossowski forges his im possible fiction o f  a living currency. 
‘O ne should im agine for an in stan t’, he w rites,

an apparently im possible regression: that is an industrial phase 
where the producers have the means to dem and, in the nam e o f  
payment, objects o f  sensation on the part o f  consum ers. These 
objects are living beings. A ccording to this exam ple o f  barter, 
producers and consum ers thereby constitute collections o f  ‘per- 
sons’ allegedly destined for pleasure, em otion, sensation. H ow  
can the hum an ‘person’ fulfil the function o f  currency? H ow
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could the producers, instead o f being paid by women, ever com e 
to be paid ‘in w o m en ’? H o w  w ould  the entrepreneurs, the 
industrialists, pay their engineers, their workers? ‘In w o m e n .’ 
W ho will keep this living currency alive? O ther w om en. W hich 
presupposes the reverse: w om en  pursuing a career will be paid ‘in 
boys’. W ho will keep alive, that is to say, who will sustain this 
virile currency? T hose w ho have fem inine currency at their 
disposal. W hat w e are saying here in fact exists. For, w ithout 
literally re turn ing  to barter, all o f  m odern  industry rests on an 
exchange m ediated by the sign o fin e rt currency, neutralizing the 
nature o f the objects exchanged; rests, that is, on a sim ulacrum  o f  
exchange — a sim ulacrum  w hich lies in the form  o f  m anpow er 
resources, thus a living currency, not affirmed as such, already 
extant. 43

Before w e m arvel at this phantasy, let’s m easure the exact range its 
au thor a ttribu tes to  it:

Living currency, the industrial slave at once stands for a sign 
guaranteeing w ealth and this w ealth itself. As a sign, it stands for 
all kinds of o ther m aterial riches; as wealth, it m eanwhile excludes 
every o ther dem and that is not the dem and o f  w hich it is the 
satisfaction. B ut satisfaction, strictly speaking, is equally 
excluded by its quality as a sign. This is how  living currency 
essentially differs from  the condition o f  the industrial slave 
(personalities, stars, publicity  puppets, hostesses, etc.). T he 
industrial slave could no t lay claim to the category o f  the sign, 
since she differentiates be tw een  w hat she is prepared to receive as 
inert currency, and w hat she is w o rth  in her ow n eyes.44

The creature becom e living currency occupies a quite different 
position from  that held by the w om an that K lossowski calls the 
‘industrial slave’. This latter offers, on the whole, nothing really 
new  if  one com pares it w ith  the status o f  the labour-force- 
com m odity as it is waged in the production  industries in  the large 
sense. T he puppet w hose bodily  im age accompanies the offer o f  
com m odities, tights, refrigerators, choc-ices, is simply one com po- 
nent elem ent o f  the com m odity  constituting the publicity-object 
(poster, ‘b lu rb ’, com m ercial). T he same goes for the air-hostess, 
etc., all th ings being equal. O f  course, the interest w hich this 
econom ic pow er shows in this body and this face appears to be 
indissociable from  a consideration o f  their libidinal force [puis- 
sance]. B ut de facto, this last fact is basically ignored; the images



offered to the potential consum er do no t have as their function the 
stim ulation o fh is  phantasm atic forces [puissances], bu t the stim ula- 
tion of his propensity to buy  the choc-ice or the refrigerator; they do 
no t claim to m ake him  spend his libido, bu t his m oney. It is not a 
question of intensive force [puissance] here, it is only a m atter o f  
psycho-econom ic pow er: bu t the libido is no t a psycho-econom ic 
‘m otivation’. T he industrial slave therefore, by  her position as a 
m eta-com m odity, is subject to the libidinal neutralization w hich is 
standard practice in the constitution o f  all objects in play in industrial 
production and exchange. T he consum m ation it suggests is not 
consum ption. This rem ains ignored by the financial system  which 
cmploys the wom an for the purposes o f  publicity; the price that may 
be accorded to the intense jouissancc o f  her body  in its unexchange- 
ablc singularity is not realized in the financial system , it remains 
‘cxo rb itan t\ it has to be said, ‘valueless’. The industrial slave is 
thcrcforc com m itted to the m ost classical split betw een the m er- 
chant’s possessions and the lover’s concerns.

In a w om an-living currency, it w ould be, by contrast, the 
cm otional force [pnissance] o f  her body that w ould directly deter- 
m ine her libidinal price; K lossow ski says: ‘im m ediately’ (but we will 
sec that this im m ediacy is im possible). In this w ay she w ill be 
‘wealth’: for all that she ‘excludes every other dem and’, and cannot 
count as the substitute for som ething else: extinguish the transfer 
and the destruction of the rest follow s. Here K lossow ski suggests 
an analogy w ith gold, in w hich he sees a political-econom ic 
m etaphor o f  libidinal price: for like this latter, gold is useless, and it 
is precisely because o f  this that it is precious, being opposed to all 
m strum entality; its uselessness m ay recall the  inanity o f  the  passio- 
nal material in the sphere o f  usc. This useless referent nevertheless 
serves as a standard for the value o f  currencies, according to 
Klossowski, and does this in the m ost arb itrary  way: it is according 
to the same unpredictable conjunction  that the libidinal price o f the 
currency-body (‘concrete cu rrency’) will determ ine the negotiable 
value o f  com m odities, from  ‘price’ to ‘value’ the consequence 
rem aining undecidable and the incom m ensurability  im penetrable.

W e here discover the  tw o  traits w hich reunite and confound the 
tensor sign and the intelligent sign  in one and the same ‘th in g ’: 
indissociability and non-deductib ility . T he w om an-currency  w ould 
be dissimulation itself; she is not only the point o f  intersection o f 
m o re  or less divergent signifying chains, a degree o f  polysem ic
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density and overdeterm ination , she is in excess o f  the infinity o f  the 
deathly tension which the libertine tracks like a beast over the plains 
and valleys o f  her body. B etw een its value-function and its tensorial 
force [puissance], the currency o f  the body offers the duplicitous 
relation, already encountered, o f  incom possibility and indis- 
sociability. It is because the order ofin tensities is not translatable or 
convertible in to  that o f  values, that currency, be it the singular body  
prepared to p rov ide  the m aterial for ‘perverse’ phantasms, cannot 
bu t rem ain abstract or dead, and that Klossowski m ust indeed, 
contradicting his w hole project in these few words, add to  the 
recognition o f  its libidinal singularity (‘it excludes every other 
dem and if  it is no t the dem and o f  w hich it is the satisfaction’) the 
adm ission o f  its neutralization in the intelligible sign: ‘Strictly 
speaking, satisfaction is equally excluded by its quality as a sign .’ 
T he question o f  jouissance is, how ever, exposed by currency com e 
alive, according to a fully aporetic nature: a body o f  intensities, this 
currency seems to lend itself to jouissance; bu t as cash devoted to 
paym ent, it cannot bu t defer it, ju s t as, since it is excluded, the 
p rostitu te ’s skin can becom e excited under the caress o f  a client.

H o w  does the K lossow skian system  differ from  prostitution? In 
that the use o f  the w om an  is no t to be bought by m oney, since this 
use is on the contrary  authorized by a certain claim o f  w hich the 
‘client’ is the beneficiary, rather than the w om an’s ‘m aster’. The 
p ro stitu te ’s body  is entirely  m aintained w ithin the netw ork o f  venal 
values, even i f  it happens that the jouissance that it obtains from  the 
client fraudulently  ‘escapes’ her in order to be consum ed as intensity; 
bu t the body o f  liv ing  m oney does no t rifer to dead m oney, and in 
this sense, it is no t a com m odity , but rather m oney, since, if  no t its 
acquisition, then at least its enjoym ent jouissance] earns the acquittal 
o f  debts and the extinction o f  claims.

Is there now  a split betw een the organization im agined by 
K lossow ski and the houses Sade dedicates to the debauchery o f  men 
and w om en in the pam phlet ‘Français, encore un effort . . . ’? T he 
split lies in an im portan t point, republicanism. In Sade’s houses, 
w hich are public property , every citizen, w hatever their sex, has the 
pow er to convene there, to enjoy, how ever they please, every 
citizen, m ale or female. T he ‘m o tive’ o f  the convocation is not, for 
Sade, in any w ay econom ic, and thejouissance gained from  the object 
w hich  K lossow ski called phantasm atic never comes to be the 
ex tinction  o f  a debt. T he sole debt Sade recognized and counted in



his houses is a debt o f  jouissance, w hich is political, and by which 
every citizen is potentially and continually burdencd w ith  regard to 
all other citizens. This independence, forcefully m aintained by the 
marquis, o f the libidinal w ith  regard to the econom ic, is the split 
w ithin K lossow ski’s phantasy: the Sadean them e is a political theme; 
the production and exchange o f  com m odities plays no part in this. 
T h e  houses o f  debauchery are civic institutions, and as sllch havc as 
an indirect but essential function, concentrating the libido on the 
circle o f  the political body. H ere arc tw o  versions: ‘If . . .  one 
passion has no m ore need o f  the w hole range o f the liberty o f 
another one, none w ithout doubt is as despotic . . . every tim e that 
yon deny a man the secret m eans o f  the expression o f  his heart, he 
will throw  h im selfin to  venting it on the objects around him, he will 
trouble the governm ent. If you wish to avoid this danger, allow a 
free developm ent to his tyrannical desires w hich, in spite of him , 
ceaselessly to rm en t him  . . . ’45 T hus one givcs vent to the perversion 
within periphcral institutions, in this, u tterly  true to the Greek 
model.46

But Sade also says exactly the opposite: that a republican 
governm ent always menaced by the despots surrounding it m ust 
have as its sole m orality  its m aintenance by any means, that it is ruled 
out that the means are all m oral, that on the contrary it m ust be 
immoral m en w ho by their m ovem ent o f  perpetual insurrection keep 
the republican governm ent on  the alert. Thus the houses o f  which he 
spoke, far from  having the function o f  the appeasem ent o f  the 
excitations provoked by the pulsions in the citizens, replenish, 
rather, w hat sustains them . Functional duplicity  o f  the sites o f  
iuxury as regards the political sphere itself, at once the charge and 
discharge o f  energies: crim inality, this perpetual m obility  o f  those 
w hich Plato, in The Republic, nam ed hornets, and which he w anted to 
eliminate, provides the governm ent w ith  a tw ofold  service, in the 
danger presented to it from  the excesses o f  its insatiability, by 
requiring the institu tion  o f  crim inal spaces w hich are discharge 
points for them  and for it. H ere Sade revives the great 
M achiavellian tradition o f  the connivance o f  the politician and the 
beast, the tradition o f  C h iron  the C entaur, instructor to Princes, 
duplicitous polit ic ianpar excellence.

In Klossowski, w ho is a m odern  m an, there is neither city nor 
governm ent, the republic no longer exists, the on ly  body w ith  a 
totalizing pretension is the body  of capital, it is an open secret that
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today ’s politicians are only the executors o f  the im pulsional 
im peratives o f  capital, and that they have no need to receive the great 
excess o f  stup id ity  or bestiality from  a C hiron  as the endow m ent o f 
political genius; they are rich enough if  they are endorsed by a civil 
service college. It is in econom ics that the post-M arxist K lossow ski 
seeks the conspiracy o f  the pulsions on the ‘social body’. B ut he is 
no t content to protest as M arx does against the indirect extension o f  
p rostitu tion  in to  all activities th rough  the  intervention o f  com - 
m odities. H e also draw s ou t the im plication suggested by this fact, 
he sees in capitalism  the return , bu t unaffirm ed and unrecognized as 
such, o f  w hat it rejects, that is, lihidinal intensity, in the very heart 
o f  the m ost apparently  neutralized exchanges. (An analysis which, 
at first sight, does n o t appear to be unrelated to that o f Baudrillard, 
for w hom  com m odity  fetishism , denounced and largely ignored by 
M arx him self, is the transcription, in the order o f  political 
econom y, o f  th eJoreclosure underly ing this order, at the same tim e as 
it institutes it.) K lossow ski consequently says: there is little to be done 
(‘w hat we are speaking of in fact exists’) in order that w hat today 
passes in to  the obliv ion issuing from  the production and exchange 
o f  goods, violates, under the screen o f  dead money, the exchange 
and consum ption  o f  phantasm s -  in order that this be fully 
em phasized, and that this production  and exchange im m ediately 
becom e the circulation o f  jouissances: the im aginary living currency 
has no o ther function  than to claim to reestablish intensity on the 
circle o f  trade itself and thus to stop treating desire as banned from  
it, and to help o nese lf to the body o f  capital as a convenient 
expedient to  attain the unspeakable aims o f  the species (‘to  be paid in 
w o m en ’). B ut in the sam e w ay as the  Klossowskian idea o fin tensity  
is no t affırm ative (at least in La Monnaie vivante, it is not the same in 
Le Cercle vicieux), in the sam e w ay as it persists (this can be clearly 
seen in w hat he neverthelessjudges to be an im portant corrective in 
this regard, in ‘Le Philosophe scelerat’) in remaining w ith in  the 
nihilist trad ition  o f  transgression (o f propagation), o f  perversion 
(of the m edium ), of tu rn ing-aw ay  (of energies), and concurrently, 
if  no t in the phantasm  as substitute, then at least in the sim ulacrum  as 
the reduplication o f  the phantasm  -  so the establishm ent o f 
jouissance in the m idst o f  the circuit o f  trade can, in his eyes, only 
take on the form  o f  a currency, even if  this is living: heavy then w ith  
the millennial heritage o f  p rostitu tion  and substitution, that is to say 
o f  the dualism  w hich we, libidinal econom ists, will term inate.



As soon as one adm its the incxchangcability of phantasm s, onc 
m ust accept dccisivcly the necessity o f  the conservation o f  political 
economy and capital. Since it results from  this inexchangeability 
that they are inevitably substitu ted  by doubles or simulacra, and 
therefore that libidinal ‘richcs’ are m isrepresented in the econom ic 
signs o f  this w ealth w hich they represent but which, also, will for 
ever differ from thcm  in term s o f  consum ption. T hat currency is 
living docs not suppress the fact that it is currency, on the contrary. 
By cxtending to  the  erotic bodies thcm selves, the new  political 
econom y makes these too into simulacra, appearances, and com - 
poscs, w ith these fragm ents o f  asscmblcd flesh, tableaux, also said 
to bc ‘ııivants’, for w hich K lossow ski has such affection, a kind o f  
terrcstrial city which is only the duplicatum  o f  another city, always 
ou t o f reach. In this sense, La Momıaic vivante continues the 
Augustinian religion o f The City o fG od , and the ‘life’ which cxcitcs 
this currency and these tableaux is a kind o f  death, in conform ity 
w ith  the tradition o f  the Fathers.

We m ust ncvcrthclcss pay hom age to this fiction at the very 
m om ent that we distance ourselves from  it. For w hat is sought in the 
phantasy o f  these golden hodics is also totally opposed to the lessons 
o f  Augustine. The exchange o f  pulsional zones in excessive 
arrangem ents (exorbitant ‘phantasm s’) can and m ust be understood, 
in the w ork o f  K lossowski h im s e lf -  and this is explicitly the case in 
Le Cercle vicieux -  not as an exchange in the sense o f  tw o contracting 
parties each intending to swap tw o  objects o f  equivalent (marginal) 
utility, but as a m etam orphosis in w hich the invested regions (and 
w e have seen that, according to Sade, w hom  K lossow ski follows 
here, this m igh t be language or even money) exist only to the extent 
that they are crossed by energy, by the greatest or the most delicate 
or the m ost gentle tension and pain, unpredictably and ceaselessly. 
T his ‘exchange’ is the passage o f  intensities running from  one 
proper nam e to  another, from  one initial to another, from  one 
reference nu m b er to another, w ithou t a re turn  to  the same and 
therefore w ithout capitalization, w ith o u t w hich  there can be no 
instance, structure, great Z ero  o f  in p u t/o u tp u t m atrices, no M em ­
ory, to register the energies expended here and amassed there. 
U nderstood in this way, it is ‘life’ w hich is in fact currency in the 
sense that there is nothing but sim ulacra, signs o f  course, but 
w ithout reference to another order, to a signified; a political econom y 
assuredly, but one w hich, far from  being the betrayal and travesty
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oflib id inal econom y, is th is libidinal econom y; a political econom y 
w ithou t a betrayed or alienated ‘orig in ’, w ithou t a theory o f  value. 
A currency therefore in the sense o f  R om an paganism  and theatrical 
theology adm itting  only tensor signs, only masks hiding no face, 
on ly  surfaces w ith o u t a back stage, on ly  prices without values.

It is undoubted ly  because he has n o t broken w ith  the problem atic 
o f  alienation, w hich is A ugustin ian  ju s t as m uch as it is M arxian, that 
K lossow ski hesitates in his evaluation o f  capitalism and therefore 
over the exact range to give to a libidinal use o f  signs. He m ay indeed 
insist on the strict analogy w hich  reigns betw een the useful product 
(‘instrum enta l’) and the phantasm , betw een the consum ption o f  the 
product and the vo luptuous em otion, betw een the ‘industrial w o rld ’ 
and the perverse society -  bu t it is ju s t as m uch in order to declare that 
it m ust be suspected: ‘Strictly speaking there exists no econom y o f  
voluptuousness w hich w ould  benefit from  industrial m eans’; and 
even to superim pose an overtly  ‘perverse’ relation onto this analogy: 
‘a purely analogical relation leads to nothing, i f  one does no t start 
from  the po in t o f  view  o f  objects and needs in order to detect the 
struggle o f  affects against their inadequate formulation, materially 
reconverted to thestate o f a demandforgoods w hich only corresponds to 
them  in a perverse w ay .H7 N ow , is it no t obvious that this perverse 
relation proceeds from  a return  o f  the thought o f  alienation to the 
heart o f  the erotic? Elsew here, K lossow ski says that the pulsions are 
always in com bat against them selves: it therefore has no need o f  
capitalism  in order to be ‘inadequately’ form ulated. It rem ains that 
this inadequacy, w herever it com es from , exists only w ith regard to 
a m anner o f  th inking concerned with and determ ined by tmth. 
Betw een the intelligent sign and the tensor sign, betw een  the 
currency and the pulsion, w e say that the  relation is no t o f  
form ulation, expression, o r translation, o f  betrayal, but o f  coexis- 
tence and dissim ulation. A nd because the problem  o f capital, and 
that o f  currency, cannot be that o f  enfranchising the desire o f  its 
grotesque masks, those o f  capital being neither better n o r w orse, 
m ore or less ‘au thentic’ than the o thers. It is o f  decisive im portance 
to recognize that over a period, new  ‘signs’ appear, new statem ents -  
am ongst the num ber o f  which K lossow ski’s are first -  new  
‘practices’, new  ‘w o rk s’, w hich libidinally, just as much as econom - 
ically announce the ruin o f  the d istinction betw een the sentim ents 
and business, betw een the affect and labour. Like those o f capital, 
these signs are duplicitous, and there is no  question of declaring urbi
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et orhi that w ith  their appearance sem iotics and political econom ics 
arc ruined, and desire em ancipated from  the stocks o f  the system o f 
values. Their intensity is new , in the m anner in w hich they are 
inscribed into established regions, by the distances w hich they force 
back and evoke. T heir rclation to sign-valaes, to intelligent signs, is 
wrapped in a new  duplicity. R ather than greeting a daw n, we should 
honoıır the new dissim ulation iıı them . There, w here there are only 
surfaces, conspiracy and secrecy reign.

Lihidinal Economy



The Desire Named M arx
III

Libidinal Marx

We m ust com e to take M arx  as i f  he w ere a w riter, an author full o f  
affects, take his text as a madness and not as a theory, we m ust 
succeed in push ing  aside his theoretical barrier and stroking his beard 
w ith o u t con tem pt and w ith o u t devotion, no longer the false 
neutrality  w hich M erleau-Ponty  advised in the past for som eone 
w ho, he said, has n o w  becom e a classic and must be treated no 
differently than  Hegel o r A risto tle  -  no, stroke his beard as a 
com plex libidinal volum e, reaw akening his hidden desire and ours 
along w ith it. There is no need to criticize M arx, and even if  w e do 
criticize him , it m ust be understood  that it is in no way a critique: we 
have already sa id an d  repeated that we laugh at critique, since it is to  
m aintain oneself in th e  field o f  the criticized thing and in the 
dogm atic, indeed paranoiac, relation o f  knowledge. M arx’s desire 
interests us, n o t fo r itself, b u t inasm uch as it inform s the them es o f  
w ritings w hich m etam orphose in to  themes o f  social and political 
‘practices’. M arx  m ust he in troduced , the big fat M arx, and also the 
little M arx  o f  the Epicurean and Lutheran studies, this entire 
continent, in to  the atlas o f  libidinal cartography -  or ra ther the 
reverse: to start crossing this strange country w ith our affections 
and disaffections, letting our attachm ents and our deceptions 
circulate, refining o u r analysis here, neglecting it there, because we 
have neither the hope nor the in ten tion  o f  setting up a portrait o f  the 
w ork, o f  giving an ‘in te rp re ta tion ’ o f  it. We do not in terpret, we 
read, and we effect by w ritings. We have, for a long tim e, having 
read M arx, operated by means o f  practices (since this is the w ord  
left us by the Greeks as a disastrous heritage). We say this no t to 
render the libidinal use w e m ake o f  the O ld  M an m orejustifiable or 
less shameful; ra ther to situate these ‘practices’ in the sphere o f  w hat 
rightly  belongs to interpretation. A M arxist political practice is an 
in terpretation  o f  a text, ju s t as a social o r  Christian spiritual practice



is thc intcrpretation o f  a tcxt. So m uch so that practiccs arc 
thernselves tcxts, insofar as thcy arc intcrpretations. And this is 
precisely what wc dcsirc not to do here. Wc no longer w ant to 
corrcct Marx, to reread him  or to read him in the sense that the little 
Althusscrians w ould like to ‘read Capital9: to in terpret it according to 
‘its trn th \ We have no plan to be true, to give the tru th  o f  M arx, we 
vvonder w hat therc is o f  the libido in Marx, and ‘in M arx’ means in 
his text or in his in terpretations, mainly in practices. We will rather 
treat him as a ‘w ork o f  a rt’. We will take sonıe incontestable detail, 
considered m inor, and w hich in fact it is in regard to the manifest 
themes o f the w ork; quite certain, how ever, that it is not so fiJr the 
libidinal geography o f  the contincnt.

We note cven this, libidinal econom ist friends: we feel alm ost 
obliged, as you’v c ju s t heard, to  makc som e sort o f  a declaration o f  
intentions, a little şölenin, vaguely episternological (as little as 
possible, nevertheless, take note), at the shorcs o f  this contincnt. No 
other contincnt w ould cxtract such declarations from  us -  although 
they reınain som ew hat stupid and certainly uscless. Wc could say 
that it is through suspicion and intim idation, w arned as we arc by a 
militant past of, w hen laying a hand on M arx, even and indeed 
espccially ifit were to screw w ith  him , we arc closely watched by the 
paranoiacs calling them selves M arxist politicians and in general all 
the Whites o f  the left. We w ould therefore prudently  \yarn: it is in 
this state o f  m ind, this state o f  heart, this state o f  body that we 
approach the O ld  M an.

But the libidinal ‘tru th ’ o f our pream ble lies elsewhere. It already 
states the essential which is this: the O ld  M an is also a young w om an 
to us, a strange bısexual assemblage. T he dispositifs w hich channel 
their impulsions into theoretical discourses, and will give rise to 
organisms o f  power, the very ones which will harden into the 
German Party, the B olshevik Party, these dispositifs are o f course 
‘com prom ise-form ations’, they are so m any attem pts to stabilize 
the forces on the libidinal front, m ediations -  oh how  ‘alienated’, as 
he loved to say -  in terposed betw een the fluxes o f  desire and the 
regions into w hich they travel. T his happens not only in certain 
themes, or at least in certain ‘m in o r’ motifs, som e o f  w hich we will 
pick out, its position is established first o f  all in som ething quite 
astonishing: the perpetual postponement o f  finishing w ork  on Capital, 
a chapter becom ing a book, a section a chapter, a paragraph a 
section, by a process of cancerization o f  theoretical discourse, by a
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totally pulsional proliferation  o f  a ne tw ork  o f  concepts h itherto  
destined on the contrary  to ‘Analize’, to ‘define’ and to ju stify  a 
proletarian politics, hence by  the racing of a discursive m achinery 
explicitly, how ever, laying claim  to rationality (theoretical-practi- 
cal). Is the non-finito a characteristic o f  rational theory? We are able to 
support this, in these post-relative days; but for M arx (and therefore 
for Engels the im patient!), it m ust rather have been a bizarre, 
w orry ing  fact.

W e say that this postponem ent, w hich  results in the ‘E co n o m y ’ 
never being com pleted, 1 and in the calculations o f  Capital, B ook 3 
being false,2 already dem onstrates a w hole dispositif, a libidinal 
m onster w ith  the huge fat head o f  a m an full o f w arrior’s though ts 
and petty  quarrels, and w ith  the soft body o f young am orous 
Rhenane — a m onster w hich  never achieves the realization o f its 
un ity , because o f  this very  incapacity, and it is this ‘failure’ w hich is 
m arked in the  in term inable theoretical suspense. What we have here 
is no t exactly the centaur, the m aster ofpoliticians as C hiron was the 
m aster o f  Achilles; rather, it w o u ld  be the  herm aphrodite, another 
m onster in w hich fem ininity  and masculinity are indiscernibly 
exchanged, thereby thw arting  the reassurance o f  sexlIal difference. 
B ut it is exactly this w hich is in question  in the ‘E conom y’, and we 
m aintain, dear com rades, the follow ing thesis: the little girl M arx, 
offended by the perversity  o f  the polym orphous body o f capital, 
requires a great love; the great prosecutor Karl M arx, assigned the 
task o f  the prosecution o f  the perverts and the ‘invention’ o f  a 
suitable lover (the proletariat), sets h im self to study the file o f  the 
accused capitalist.

W hat happens w h en  the person  assigned to  the prosecution is as 
fascinated by th e  accused as he is scandalized by him? It comes about 
tha t the prosecutor sets h im self to  fınding a hundred thousand good 
reasons to p ro long  the study  o f  the file, that the enquiry becom es 
m eticulous, always m ore m eticulous, that the lawyer subm erged in 
the British M useum  in the m icroscopic analysis o f  the aberrations o f  
capital is no longer able to  detach h im self from  it, that the organic 
unity , that this sw arm ing o f  perverse fluxes that is supposed to have 
to produce (dialectically), never stops m oving away, escaping him , 
being pu t off, and that the subm ission o f  petitions is kep t w aiting 
interm inably. W hat was happening then throughou t the thousands 
o f  m anuscript pages? T he unification o f  M arx’s body , w hich 
requires that the po lym orphous perversity  ofcapital be pu t to death



fi.ır the bcncfit of thc fulfılm cnt of the desirc for gcnital lovc, is not 
possible. T hc prosccutor is unablc to deduce thc birth  o f  a new  and 
beautiful (in) orgatıi c body (sim ilar to that of prccapitalist forms) 
which w ould be child-socialism , from  the pornography of capital- 
isrn. If thcrc is a body o f  capital, this body is sterile, it engenders 
nothing: it cxcccds thc capacity o f  thcorctical discoursc as 
ııııifıcation.

‘I do not w ant to bc rcsigncd to scnding ju s t any th ing’, M arx 
w rote to Engels w ho prcsscs him  (31 July 1865), prior to having the 
whole w ork in his sight. ‘W hatevcr defcct they may havc, it is to the 
advantagc o f  my w ritings that they constitutc an artistic whole, and 
I can only achicvc this rcsult in my ow n way and by ncver having 
thcm printcd until I havc thcm  before mc in their entirety.' These 
writings on thcir ow n, how cvcr, ncvcr constitute this visible artistic 
whole whose modcl is an (in)organic body, organic insofar as it is a 
complete and fccund totality , inorganic insofar as it is not biolog- 
ical, but theorctical hcrc (thc samc unitary modcl w hich will be 
desircd and ‘rccognizcd’ in prccapitalist form s or in socialism, this 
time on thc socio-cconom ic planc).

Thc young innoccnt Littlc Girl M arx says: you scc, I am in love 
with lovc, this m ust stop, this industrial and industrious crap, this is 
w hat makes nıe anxious, I w ant the return  to the (in)organic body; 
and it has bcen taken over by the great bearded scholar so that he may 
cstablish the  thesis that it cannot stop, and so that he m ay testify, as the 
counsel to the poor (am ongst w hich is the Little Girl M arx), to his 
rcvolutionary conclusions; so that he m ay perform  the obstetrics o f  
capital; and so tha t he m ay give, toher, this total body he requires, this 
child, at least this child o f  w ords w hich w ould  be the anticipated 
double (the younger child born first) o f  the child o f  flesh: o f  the 
proletariat, o f  socialism. But alas, he does not give her this child. She 
will never have this ‘artistic w hole’ before her, these w ritings ‘in 
their entirety’. She will have  suffering grow ing  before h e r and in 
her, because h er prosecutor will discover in the course o f  his 
research, insofar as it is endless, a strange jouissancc: the same 
jouissance that results from  the instantiation o f  the pulsions and their 
discharge in postponement. T h e  jouissance o fin fin ity . This ‘perversity ’ 
o f  knowledge is rightly  called (scientific) research, and intensity 
there is not, as it is in orgasm , ‘n o rm al’, the intensity o f  discharge 
instantiated in a genital couple, bu t is the intensity  o f  an inhibition, 
o f  a putting into reserve, o f  a postponem ent and  o f  an investm ent in
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means. So m uch so that the prosecutor charged with obtaining 
p roo f o f  the pornographic  ignom iny  o f  Capital repeats, in his 
enquiry and even in his preparation  and pleading, this same ‘D o n ’t 
com e y e t’ -  so to speak -  w hich is sim ply another m odality  o f  
jouissance, w h ich  is found in the libidinal dispositif o f  Capital. While, 
as concerns the content, it is always in search o f  the lovable body 
w hich he-she desires, the form  o f  this research already contains its 
denial and its im possibility.

This is w hy  the a tten tion  w hich this body is able to com m and, and 
to which it m ust have the right, provokes the bad temper o f the 
paradoxical defender o f  the poor. W hen the refugees from  the 
C om m une fled to L ondon and the International was fully preoc- 
cupied w ith  them , w hile in short som ething like the subversive 
‘reality’ o f  this proletarian-socialist body, supposedly m uch sought 
after, comes to explode in the eyes o f  the w orld  (and, it seems, in the 
eyes o f  the au thor o f  the ‘Address to the C om m ittee o f  the 
In ternational’ dated 30 M ay 1871), w hat does M arx find to w rite, on 
9 N ovem ber o f th a t same year, to Danielson, his Russian translator, 
w ho is aw aiting the corrections to the tex t o f th e  first chapter? ‘It is, 
w ithou t any doubt, quite useless to await a revision o f  the first 
chapter, for m y tim e has for som e m onths been so taken up (and on 
this point there is little hope o f  im provem ent in the near future) that 
I am unable to pursue m y theoretical labours any more. It is certain 
that one fine m orning I w ill put an end to all this, but there are 
circum stances where one is m orally  bound to busy oneself w ith 
things much less attractive than study and theoretical research.’ N ot 
very attractive, says the equivocal prosecutor, your fine proletarian 
body, again w e catch a glim pse o f  the infam ous p rostitu tion  o f 
capital . . .

B ut, you say, this suspension o ftheoretical labour on capital, this 
is not for one second a pleasure in the sense o f  a security, an 
irresponsibility, it is on  the contrary  the result o f  a libidinal 
transaction, it is the price that the young am orous G irl-M arx’s desire 
for the reconciled body  is m ade to pay by the fat-headed A ccuser- 
M arx with the shattered social body: ah, you dream  o f the relation 
o f  non-dom ination  betw een  m en and things, and betw een m en 
them selves, and betw een m en and wom en! All right then, show the 
consistency o f the dream , dem onstrate that reality too, dream s this 
dream . T hat is to say: you also pay, pay in w ord-products, in 
articulations, in structured  argum ents, endlessly. W asn’t this said, in
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substance, in the peripheries o f  the w ork, in 1 844: the proletariat is 
Christ, and his real suffering is the  price o f  his redem ption, and this 
is why it is n o t enough  tha t a particular w rong is done h im , a 
shopkeeper’s w rong, a pathetic lim itation o f  his profıt-m argin , for 
example, no, his redem ption requires a total suffering, therefore a 
total w rong, as the proletariat will be for M arx, once and for all, and 
as Marx will be once and for all for the proletariat required by the 
desire named M arx: C hrist the proletariat, M arx his w itness- 
martyr? Theorctical discourse being  his cross, his torture?

Certainly, we may put it this way, in terms o f  a religious 
m etaphor. But it misses the essential, becausc it presupposes exactly 
what turns out to be in question in M arx ’s desire', it presupposes this 
body o f rcferettce as a sacrifice, body o f  capital for the m artyr o f  the 
proletariat, body o f the p ro letaria t for M arx ’s m artyr, w ithou t 
which sacrifice and m artyr go up in smoke, and arc no m ore than 
phantasms o f guilt. In o ther w ords, the sacrifıcial m etaphor is not 
libidinally neutral, it is not econom ically correct, it is topically 
‘correct’, it requires a principle (be it im aginary, which none the less 
requires a ‘sym bolic’ m edium ) o f  unifıcation and inscription in 
com parison to  which pain  and  pleasure, here those o f  M arx ’s 
research, may be counted, registered. And w hat if  it was precisely 
this referential instance w hich  M arx ’s inspection turned out to lack, 
this body o f Ratio, o f  the account? W hat if  what w ould  prolong the 
research interm inably w ere not, as ‘psychoanalytic’ or ‘N ietzschean’ 
crassness w ouldn’t fail to say, Karl M arx ’s ‘m asochist’ desire or ‘bad 
conscience’, but the vertigo o f  a terrible discovery (always hidden): 
that there is no-one to keep the accounts o f  suffering and jouissance, 
.mel thal Lİlis, tuu, is the dom ination  o f  m oney-capitaP

If we restrict ourselves to a ‘critique’ (which means, o f  course, 
non-critique) o f  w hatever guilt o r ressentim ent there  is in the 
assemblage o f  the desire nam ed  M arx and generally nam ed m ilitant3 
w e will de facto rem ain in the religious metaphor, we will replace the 
religious m etaphor w ith  an irreligious m etaphor, still religious then, 
in which judgem ents will be discovered at w ork according to good 
and evil in reference to a ‘n ew ’ god, w hich  will be desire: m ovem ent 
will be good, investm ent evil; action as innovation and the force o f  
the event will be good, reaction reiterating identity, evil. A nd how  
will we then describe the ‘M arx ’ or ‘m ilitan t’ libidinal dispositij? We 
turn  to the passion for expiation and ressentim ent. Every reversal 
(o f the ‘first’ into the ‘last’, bu t ju s t  as m uch o f  the dom inant into the
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equal) w hich form s the figure o f  the revolution implies, we say, the 
intention o f  a price to (be) charged. If  M arx authorized h im self to 
set h im self up as the p ro letaria t’s advocate, and petition against their 
exploiters, i f  he can declare to  them : this is w hy it is you w ho will 
pay the price, it is, we say again, on condition tha t he had  m arked 
dow n the suffering, the expiation and the ressentiment on his o w n  
body and that he h im self suffers and pays. Is this not the law  w hich 
gives the right to the desirefor revolution, in the sphere o f  ressentim ent: 
that the m ilitant had form ed his ow n body  into a m onstrous 
com position, so that the w om an-pro le tariat w ould  obtain the m ost 
durable m an-prosecutor and the greatest total pain, that ali revo lu - 
tionary ressentim ent will be played out betw een  Little Girl M arx  and 
O ld  M an M arx  on its body?

Far from  em ancipating ourselves th ro u g h  such a critique o f  w hat 
we detest, religion, ressentim ent, guilt, m orality, we will only 
invert its signs; M arx w ants an (in)organic body, does his desire 
enslave it to a genital model? We w ant a schizophrenic model and an 
unstable body. M arx  w ants to charge? We want generalized 
gratuity. M arx accuses? We exonerate. M arx-the-proletariat suffers 
and redeem s? W e joy fu lly  love all that appears. Etc. A new  
m orality , a new  religion, is in fact merely a very  ancient ethics, itse lf 
s trong ly  ‘reactive’, since the party  o f  m ovem ent and existence has 
alw ays existed  at the core o f  religions, at least o f  those taking 
authority  from  a revelation, to  act as a counter-poison in belief and 
in the systems o f  belief, every tim e that its adversary, the party  o f  
o rd e r and structu re , has ended up w earying the faithful and even the 
priests. D o we w ant to be m erely the saviours o f  a fallen w orld , 
then, the hearts o f  a heartless w orld, prophets (cruel, very cruel, as 
the program m e goes) for a hum anity  w ithout words? Do w e bring 
new  values then? In denouncing m ilitant res sentiment, w e are doing 
nothing o ther than valorizing a certain sort oflibidinal dispositif, in fact 
the adm irable viscosity o f  the fluxes ceaselessly setting up and 
w iping out on the great libidinal film; we affirm  its exclusive value: 
b u t th e  exclusive value is called tru th . Therefore we affirm: schizo- 
desire, there’s truth! H ow  then does the dispositif of our affirmation 
differ from  that by  w hich the ancient statem ents (love is the tru th ; 
renunciation is the tru th ; know ledge is the tru th ; socialism is the 
tru th ) w ere affirmed? D o esn ’t their reactive element lie in their 
power o f exclusionl Are w e too  not go ing  to exclude? H o w  pitiful!

This, then, is no t how  the libidinal dispositif named M arx  should 
be described, m erely  described; no t as the effect o f  ressentim ent. O u r



rulo should be never to describe anything as effect; we should 
describe everything as capable of c^fccts. N o w  there is, in the 
interm inable postponcm ent o f  the prosecution’s revolutionary 
sum m ation in M arx, a certain effectivc forcc; theoretical discourse 
ceases to be presentcd according to its closure even though this is 
what it sccks. W hat M arx perceives as failure, sutTering (and m aybe 
even livcs th rough as ressentim ent) is the m ark on his w ork o f  a 
situation which is precisely the same as that o f  capital, and w hich 
gives rise to a strangc success as m uch as to an awful misery: the 
work canno t form a body, ju s t as capital cannot form a body. A nd this 
absence o f  organic, ‘artistic’ unity  gives rise to tw o divergent 
m ovcm ents always associated in a single vertigo: a m ovem ent o f  
Hight, o f p lunging into the bodiless, and thus o f  continual 
invcntion, o f  expansive additions or affirmations o f  new picces 
(statcments, but elsewhere musics, techniques, ethics) to thc insane 
patchw ork -  a m ovem ent o f  tension. A nd a m ovem ent o f  institution 
o f  an organism , o f  an organization and o f  organs o f  totalization and 
ıınifıcation -  a m ovem ent o f  reason. B oth kinds o f  m ovem ent arc 
there, effects as force in the non-finito o f  thc  w ork ju s t as in that o f  
capitalism .4

M arx’s inability to catch up w ith  his book  (a delay w hich is equally 
an ‘advance’ upon it, a form  o f  tem poral dislocation in any case), 
rather than being considered as an effect o f  m asochism  or guilt, 
should be com pared w ith the w ay in w hich Sterne makes a them e o f  
this delay in Tristram Shandy. In each case, the fo llow ing configura- 
tion is involved: to fabricate a discourse, w hether narrative or 
theoretical, im plying a new , unprecedented organization o f  space 
and time, the w riter (narrator, theoretıcıan) uses space and time. 
With Sterne, this use (or this usury) is inseribed in the narrative 
itself, and devours it: the place and the duration occupied by the 
‘narrative act’ little by little invade those w hich should be given over 
to the narration o f  the story  and render this la tter im possible, or at 
least transform  it into the narrative o f  this invasion and this 
impossibility. W ith M arx, the effect that the ‘act o f  elaboration’ has 
on the space-time o f  theoretical discourse is not explicitly m arked in 
this latter, and the final im possibility  o f  the dom ination  o f  the 
duration and location in a discourse (w hich is here theoretical and no 
longer narrative, bu t w hich  nevertheless refers to a supposed  ‘sto ry ’ 
taken as a reference) does n o t give rise to S terne’s desperate hum our, 
to  a style. W ith M arx, the expression o f  this despair remains
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repressed, caught and hidden betw een his activity of fabricating 
apodictic final statem ents and the statem ents, not even assertive, 
w hich he publishes in another text, those o f confessions, letters, 
abandoned or w ithd raw n  m anuscripts, lecture notes, plans. B ut this 
despair gives rise, in w hatever way, to theoretical suspense, it opens 
the vo id  of: W ait until I have finished.

This void is that o f  the m ediator alienating the subject (M arx, 
Sterne) and the object (the book), to speak in M arx’s language; it is 
that o f  inhibition, w hich leads desire from  its prim ary object 
tow ards the means o f its  realization; it is that o f  capital, w hich loves 
p roduc tion  ra ther than the product, and for which the product is 
only the means o f  producing; it is that o f  the ‘com m unist’ party, 
w hich loves no t the revolution , bu t the means by which they are able 
to m ake it happen, w hich in their hands is only a pretext to the 
m achinery for capitalizing the desire for revolution. Therefore, this 
void is that in w hich the m echanism s o f  pow er are constructed; but 
it is also the supple viscosity o f  capitalism  as fragments o f  the body, 
as connected-disconnected singularities, as amnesia, decentred and 
anarchic, as harlequinade, as m etam orphoses w ithout inscription, as 
the undo ing  o f  totalities and totalizations, as ephemeral groupings 
o f  unforeseen affirm ations.

There Is No Subversive Region

Let’s repeat it over and again, we are not going to do a critique o f  
M arx , w e are no t, that is to say, going to  produce the theory  o fh is  
theory: w hich is ju s t to rem ain  w ith in  the theoretical. N o, one m ust 
show  w hat intensities are lodged in theoretical signs, w hat affects 
w ith in  serious discourse; w e m ust steal his affects from  him . Its 
force is not at all in the pow er o f  its discourse, not even in inverse 
p roportion  to it, this w ould  still be a little too dialectical an 
arrangem ent; no, its force erupts here and there, independently o f  
the consistency o f  the discourse, som etim es in a forgotten detail, 
som etim es in the very m idst o f a solid conceptual mechanism, well 
articulated and rooted -  bu t o f  course always in intelligent signs. 
W hat w ould  a critique o fM a rx  be (apart from  the fact that there are 
already a hundred  thousand such critiques)? We m ust inevitably say 
o f  him: oh he rem ained alienated, oh he brought out the sym bolic 
system  (this is B audrillard), oh he is still religious (this w ould  rather 
be us), oh he rem ained an econom ist (this was Castoriadis). Q uite



obvionsly he remained this, fo/:I?oi that, is stili such and such a thing -  
som ething which the critic is supposed to no longer be, to have 
superseded. Well, we have superseded no th ing  and we have nothing 
to supersede, we do not clim b onto  M arx’s back here, ‘arm ed with 
double spcctaclcs, somc Lilliputian stands on the extrem ity o f  the 
giant’s posterior lit was A ristotle actnally I , announces amazedly to 
the world what an astoundingly new view is offered from  his 
pundum "isns, and ridiculously endeavours to dem onstrate that the 
Archimedian point . . . on which the w orld  hinges, can be foırnd, 
no t in the pulsating heart bu t in the fim i and solid area on which he 
stands’ -  so the Little C irl M arx, Alice, w rote in the annotations to  
her doctoral th e s is5

Of course he rem ained religions. But w hat do we want-desire? A 
truc atheism? Certainly not! A beyond u fb o th  religion and atheism, 
sorncthing like Roman parody, and consequently, we w ould  n o t at 
all be content to  have ‘dem onstra ted ’ that M arx ’s politics and 
political cconom ics arc full o f  religiosity, rcconciliation and hope — 
although we arc constrained to do so and it is im possible to avoid this 
sort ufknow ledgeablc discourse. We are, how ever, aware that this 
is set out in such a way that there is no trace o f  the em otions which 
induce it, and that, in consequence, its very position is reassuring, 
perhaps allowing only a certain anguish, apparently the only noble 
affect, to filter th rough, bu t no t love, no t anger, not some 
disconcerting surprise. It w ould make us happy to be able to 
retranscribe, into a libidinal discourse, those intensities w hich haunt 
M arx’s thought and which, in general, are dissim ulated in the brass- 
tacks solem nity o f  the discourses o f  econom y and politics. We will 
show, tnerefore, how  in Iviarx’s ow n terms, political econom y is a 
libidinal econom y.

We are very close and very far then from  w hat B audrillard is 
doing,6 and this is an excellent opportun ity  for us to try  to explain 
why, since there is a movement in B audrillard w ith w hich we feel 
synchronized and co-polarized. We are very close, read him and see; 
but also very distant, since w hat governs our b ro th e r’s approach 
remains burdened in our eyes w ith  hypothesis, theory and critique. 
This is not for w ant o f  denouncing critique as im perialism  and 
theory as racism, in form ulas w e joyfu lly  endorse. B ut as holy and 
beautiful as it is, his anger aims ultim ately at the truc once again, it 
reproaches political econom y, even and especially if  this was 
M arxist (because we w ere hoping  for precisely the opposite from
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it), o f rem aining w ith in  the sphere o f production, o f  value, o f  
labour, and thus o f  forgetting som ething, repressing or rather 
foreclosing, in a sort o f  perversion, w hich Baudrillard previously 
qualifıed as fetishist, a relation betw een persons which w ould no t be 
subordinated to the consideration o f  the product, but w ould  be 
entirely  governed by sym bolic exchange, entirely centred on the 
exhaustion o f  the libidinal resources o flo v e  and death in a give-and- 
take heedless o f  the conservation o f  goods, heedless o f  pow er, 
bound up w ith  rekindling force [pnissance] at all costs. Political 
econom y, therefore, w ould  be som ething w hich begins som ew here 
in the h istory  o f  hum anity , in any case w ith  a certain sort o f  social 
dispositif far then from  being the universal tru th  o f  every society, 
presenting itself veiled, in em bryo , in archaic societies from  w hich 
it w ould  be absent; it w ou ld  be the retroactive projection o f  the 
capitalist assem blage onto  sym bolic exchanges that w ould ignore all 
interest in o rder to coun t only as passion, and all equivalence in order 
to exhibit no th ing  bu t am bivalence.

O ne should sweep aside the little ploys o f  the ‘determ inant’ and 
the ‘dom inan t’7 w ith  the back o f  one’s hand, the profoundly  
logocentric view  according to w hich, o f  course, the Greeks were 
ignorant o flabour, bu t w ould  fmally w ork w ithout know ing it, and 
w ould, indeed, have to end up learning it although no longer under 
the nam e o f  the Greeks, bu t that o f  the Rom ans and the English — we 
say this is all very w ell, and w e w ill m arch on  in the same direction, 
certain that we m ust everyw here destroy the hastions o f  alleged 
econom ic rationality, as w e m ust those o f  semiology. But, ju s t as 
for this latter, w e do not w an t to fall into the trap set by this 
rationality at the same m om ent that it is vanquished. This trap 
consists qu ite  simply in responding to the demand of the vanquished 
theory, and this dem and is: put som ething in my place. The 
im portan t th ing is this place, how ever, not the contents o f  the 
theory. It is the place o f  theory  that m ust be vanquished. A nd this 
can com e about only th rough  displacem ent and flight. It m atters 
little i f  we say: there is no  history, if  it is replaced w ith  the linear 
h isto ry  o f  stages o f  h u m an ity ’s developm ent, such as historical 
m aterialism  im agines it, replaced by a history or even a sim ultaneity  
o f  discontinuous form s registering social formations in their 
internal and external differences. It makes little difference to say: 
there is no  universal political econom y, if  we add: the truth o f  the 
social relation is the am bivalence o f  sym bolic exchange, this alone
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gives rights to the crotic and lcthal force of dcsirc. All thc m ore so 
bccausc wc arc subtlc cnough, and this was form crly B audrillard’s 
very beautiful in troduction  to thc article on fctishism, to rccognizc 
that desire tmdcrlics capitalism too, so that in somc scnsc the form cr 
gives thc righ t to the lattcr, that it is not a libidinal nothing, including 
in its investm ent a proper effect o f  nihilation (that o f ambivalence). 
No sooner is this accord of capital w ith the order of desire accepted, 
no sooner is the ‘perversion’ m arking it specified, than we find 
onrselves once m orc w ith in  theory  and evaluation: ‘And follow ing 
the samc revolutionary m ovem ent as M arx did, wc m ust m ove to  a 
radically different level that, beyond its critique, perm its the 
defınitive resolution o f  political econorn y. T his level is that o f 
symbolic exchange and its theory. ’Ii

Arc you saying that political econom y rests on the ignorance o f 
desire? No, bu t on the foreclosure o f  castration, answers 
Baudrillard. 13ut w hat is this castration, w hat is foreclosure? Is desire 
marked by castration, and is it organized ju s t as Saussnre’s neszative 
nnderlies la langne? Strange game o f  hide-and-seck w ith ourselves: 
this castration, this negative, w hich here we nam e the great Zero, far 
from seeing in it the order of desire, w hich is the m ovem ent o f  
energy, it is for us the order o f  capital in the broadest sense, that o f 
the theology w hich capitalizes affects on the instance o f  the O ther, 
one figure o f  desire. A nd it is o f  our libidinal econom y that 
Baudrillard w ould be correct to say that it forecloses castration, and 
therefore desire. D o we m aintain the opposite? H ardly. Let us take a 
precise case. W hen Baudrillard says: ‘There is neither a mode of 
productiorı ııor production in prim itive societies. There is no dialectic and 
no unconscıous in prım ıtıve societies, ’9 w e say: there are no prim itive 
societies.

First o f all, m ethodologically  (I’m  afraid so . . . ), this society o f 
the gift and counter-gift plays, in B audrillard’s thought, the  role o f 
a reference (lost, o f  course), o f  an alibi (which cannot be found), in 
his critique o f  capital. Baudrillard does not m ean to speak o f  nature 
and naturality .10 H ow  is it that he does no t see that the whole 
problem atic o f  the gift, o f  sym bolic exchange, such as he receives it 
from  Mauss, w ith  or w ithout the additions and diversions o f 
Bataille, Caillois, Lacan, belongs in its entirety to W estern racism 
and imperialism -  that it is still e thno logy’s good savage, slightly 
libidinalized, w hich he inherits w ith  the concept? It will be necessary 
to take a detour here, to exam ine B audrillard’s critique o f  the idea o f
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nature, to refute the d ichotom y he proposes between the ‘good 
natu re’ w hich w ould  be w hat lets itself be ‘civilized’, that is to say, 
dom inated and exploited, and a ‘bad nature’ which w ould  be 
rebellious. C arried aw ay as he is against the materialism  o f  forces 
and relations o f  p roduction , w hich in fact dem ands this separation, 
he forgets that there is constantly , w ithin W estern political, that is, 
also sociological and ethnological, thought, since at least Plato in the 
Timaeus w ho will seek the guardians o f  his utopian Atlantis am ongst 
the very ancient Egyptian ‘savages’, and certainly in M arx’s socio- 
econom ic though t, there is th e  w holly inverted reference o f  a good 
rebel nature, o f  a nature good  insofar as it is rebellious, insofar 
therefore as it is left outside, forgotten, foreclosed. E thnology in its 
entirety, Levi-Strauss’s as m uch as Jau lin ’s, emanates from  this 
phantasy (w hich is in its tu rn  only one case am ongst m any o f  the 
representationalization [mise-en representation] proper to the W est, 
proceeding from  its logophilia). W e w ill show  this in M arx, no t in 
o rd er to convince that this is the case, rather through a species o f  
pleasure, th rough  affection for the young girl that he is, dream ing 
o f  reconciliation and believing that this had taken place in the past, 
som ew here else, and that she and her lover, the proletariat, had been 
deprived o f  it. We will show  that, speaking o f  the archaic labourer, 
this fem inine M arx has som e resonances no t unrelated in general to 
those o f  Baudrillard fo rg ing  his m yth  o f  sym bolic exchange.

For w hat happens to w hom ever does not w ant to recognize that 
political econom y is libidinal, is that he reproduces in other term s the 
sam e phantasy  o f  an externalized region w here desire w ould  be 
sheltered fro m  every treacherous transcription into p roduction , 
labour and the law  o f  value. T he phantasy  o f  a non-alienated region. 
M ethodologically, to retrace M arx ’s m ovem ent, even ex tending  it 
to the position o f  desire, begins religion all over again; so m uch so 
that there is som ething alm ost tragic w hen Baudrillard parodies the 
fam ous statem ent o f  1843: ‘f o r  Germ any, the critique o f  religion is 
substantially over’, by w riting: ‘The critique o f  political econom y is 
substantially o v e r.’ For, in this text o f  1843, w hich intends to start 
something else, a politics w hich w ould  be non-philosophical, that is to 
say, religious, M arx allows his thoroughly  religious love for a lost 
consubstantiality  o f  m en am ongst themselves and with nature to 
show  through: it is there in particular that his desire for return, so 
similar to that o f  Rousseau, gives itself free rein, w eaving the 
absolutely C hristian scenario o f  the m artyr o f  the proletariat as the



sacrifıcial cpisodc necessary to thc final salvation: ‘A class m ust bc 
formcd which has radical chains, a class in civil socicty w hich is not a 
class of civil society, a class w hich is the dissolution of all classes . . . 
a sphere which is . . .  a total loss o f  hum anity  and w hich can only 
redeem itse lfby  a total redem ption o f  hum anity, M1 etc.

I am not saying that this scenario exists in Baudrillard, far from  it; 
but there is, inevitably, the reproduction  of that same thing which 
underlies it and which M arx ’s desire required (‘it is necessary . . . ’), 
a region which w ould n o t be in society and which w ould be: 
‘Generations placed or left ou t o f circulation, offlimits, by the very 
developm ent o f  productive forces’; and o f  this production o f 
marginals, it will be said, ju s t as, in the past, M arx said o f  the 
production o f  the proletariat: ‘N l'\v contradictions em anate from  
this. ’ i2 O nce again, our intention  is no t to reduce that to this, and not 
for a m om ent do we stop loving and stoking the anger o f  the anti- 
economist. M oreover, he takes a great deal o f care to show that these 
contradictions arc in no way ‘dialectical’, and to oppose subversion 
(which docs not itself enter the order o f  political economy) to the 
claims and counter-claim s w hich are just the basic constituents o f  
the gam e which capital plays w ith  itself. There is no dialectic in 
Baudrillard, and this is because the snhversive nfcrence, that o f  the 
good savage and the good hippy, is in his eyes positively present in 
m odern society, not negatively, as M arx im agines the proletariat to 
be. T he marginals are libidinal affirm ations, the proletarians w ere 
negations o f  negation in a jo u rn ey  and a sublation [releve]. We fear 
only the consequences o f this small detail, o f  this ‘m ethodological’ 
nuance: that the affirm ative should be delim ited as a region. Since 
every region gives rise to regim e and reign, to sıgn and m echanism , 
and i f  therefore all o n e ’s hopes w ere placed in it, one is certain 
to despair. Perhaps, as politicians, we still and always desire to be in 
dcspair . . . ?

Every Political Economy Is Libidinal

There is one thing, then, w hich makes us say: there is no prim itive 
society, that is to say: there is no external reference, even if 
im m anent, from  w hich the separation o f  w hat belongs to capital (or 
political econom y) and w hat belongs to subversion (or libidinal 
economy), can always be m ade, and cleanly; w here desire w ould  be 
clearly legible, w here its proper economy w ould  not be scrambled.
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A nd this should be clearly understood: ‘scram bled’ does no t m ean 
‘thw arted ’, tainted, by a foreign, evil instance. This is sim ply the 
problem atic o f  alienation, it is, to  invoke another brother, w hat still 
belongs in Anti-Oedipus to the though t o f  an error or o f  a crim inal 
act. ‘Scram bled’ means that the econom y o f  desire cannot be 
attributed, ju s t like am bivalence, n o t only  because it is Eros and the 
death drive, bu t because the effects o f  each instance arc inascribable, 
as w e have said. Scram bled then, by itself and in itself, no t crossed 
and alienated by anothcr political econom ic order. There is no 
alienation from  the instant onc escapes the critical relation. There is as 
much libidinal intensity in capitalist exchange as in the alleged 'symbolic’ 
exchange. A nd this is the second thing to he said in a m orc 
provocative or affırm ative w ay, concerning our gloss o f  ‘ there is no 
prim itive society’.

N o t m erely: there is no  o ther ‘regional’ reference, but: capitalism 
is also a prim itive society, or: the prim itive society isalso a capitalism. 
This latter statem ent first: o f  course, savages do not capitalize goods; 
bu t w ho considers that it is only the fully mercantile instance o f  the 
great Zero that sanctions and indeed dem ands the scrupulous balancing 
o f the inflows and outflows o f affects (in the form  o f  relatives, w ords, 
beasts, lives, sexes), hanging over and m aintaining these societies? 
Take th e  ethnological descriptions that you m ight set against us as 
em barrassing counter-exam ples, the  m ost embarrassing; at random , 
the mad w itches that M ichel Leiris frequents in Gondar,X3 the 
terrifying m urder, the Jak u g i’s w ooden arch hung for th ree  nights 
over the neck o f  the young  g irl w ho  m ust perish, a m urder 
announced, honoured  in an insom niac chant, so adm irably described 
by Pierre C lastres.14 O f  course there arc extrem e intensities here and 
there, and am bivalence, this is the least one can say. B u t even this 
possibility o f  the Indian h u n te r’s criminal love and hate w ith  regard 
to his fellow  coun tryw om an  is n o t im portant, nor is the orgasm ic 
and m ortiferous exaltation o f  w om en stained with the b lood o f  
sacrificed beasts; w hat is im portan t is that these indisputable 
intensities are also read in term s o f  order, and even o f  the return  to 
order, that the tensions w hich all at once inscribe themselves at the 
extrem ities or at the centre o f  the social surface fully participate in 
the sense that they do n o t in any w ay subvert it, bu t literally com pose 
it, and thus circulate in it as exchangeable, intelligible, sem iotic 
signs. G ood, B audrillard w ould  doubtlessly put up w ith us speaking 
in this way: societies o f  the g ift and counter-gift, he w ould  say.
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But, if so, he w ould then have to adm it this: that ‘sym bolic 
exchange’ is also an exchange in the sense o f  political econom y.

However, let us now  try  this o ther proposition, and see w hat 
comcs o f  it: this dissimulation o f  intensities into values and values 
into intensities is no less active in capitalist society. Just as there is a 
capitalist order o f  savages (w hich sanctioı/s Lcvi-Strauss’s im perial- 
ism , but what im perialism  is no t sanctioned by a guarantor o f  order, 
by a de'sire for balancing out, active in the dom inated society 
itselt?), so there are errant forces in the signs o f capital. N ot in its 
margins as its marginals, but dissim ulated in its m ost ‘nuclear’, the 
m ost essential exchanges, the m ost ‘alienated’ or ‘fetishized’ 
exchanges in Baudrillard’s eyes. Ifw e' do not recognize this, then in 
ten years’ tim e we will start up another new  critique, the critique o f 
the ‘critique o f  the political econom y o f  the sign’. But it is 
extraordinarily difficult to recognize the desire f  cap i ta l such as it is 
instantiated here and there; as, for exam ple, in labour, in the awful 
m undane sense o f  thcgrif/d for w hich not cvcn the w orker today has 
cnough w ords o f  contcm pt and disrepute; or as in the object, thc 
sam c object whose/orf(, [puissance] B audrillard’s fascination has for 
its part, justifiably, so helped us to recapturc' th rough  its pow er: isn’t 
fetishism an opportun ity  for intcnsities? D oesn’t it attest to  an 
adm irable force o f  invention, adding events w hich  could not be 
m ore im probable to the lib id inal band? From  w here w ould  you 
criticize fetishism, w hen you know  that one cannot criticize 
hom osexuality or m asochism  w ithou t becom ing a crude bastard o f  
the moral order? O r again indeed, investm ent in the time o f  capital, 
this strange sim ultaneous placing-in-reserve and anticipated expen- 
diture o f  libidinal intensities, which is ımplıed in the system  o f  
banking and currency; an analysis o f  this m ight be attem pted later. 
O r  m ore simply, investm ent in the system  as such, in general, a 
characteristic by which one G ell-M an, a great physician, finds 
h im self a collaborator w ith  a W estm oreland, a pathetic scientific 
‘erim im i’ from  the V ietnam  w ar, one characteristic of the decisive 
congruence, and doubtlessly not exclusive o f  others, betw een 
science and capital. And yet the investm ent in the system , in value, in 
the constitution o f  pieces o f  the libidinal band in term s w hich only 
have value th rough  ‘difference’ or reference, and in the establish- 
m ent o f the 1aws o f  these cross-references -  that is to say the 
deranged investm ent in the bond  and its accomplice, lack (“ Like a 
d rug  whose supply one doesn’t even ask for again — for the lack of it
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is as m uch a having as any other. ’15) -  in the sense o f  Freudian 
libidinal econom y, in the Metapsychology or The Ego and the Id , can’t 
this investm ent give rise to  vertiginous intensities? W ere not 
E instein’s m ost artistic inventions also driven by this desire, by the 
conviction that G od, as he said, certainly does not play at dice? A nd 
w h a t is lost in this? N o th in g  at all.

But, you will say, it gives rise to  pow er and dom ination, to 
exploitation and even exterm ination. Q uite true; b u t also to 
m asochism ; bu t the strange bodily arrangem ent o f  the skilled 
w orker w ith  his jo b  and his machine, w hich is so often rem iniscent 
o f  the dispositif o f  hysteria, can also produce the exterm ination o f  a 
population: look at the English proletariat, at w hat Capital, that is to 
say their labour, has done to their body. You will tell me, how ever, 
that it was that o r die. But it is always that or die, this is the law o f  
libidinal econom y, no, no t the law: this is its provisional, very 
provisional, definition in the form  o f  the cry, o f  intensities o f 
desire; ‘that o r d ie’, i.e. that and dying from  it, death always in it, as 
its internal bark, its th in  n u t’s skin, no t yet as itsprice, on the contrary  
as that w hich  renders it unpayable. A nd perhaps you believe that 
‘that o r d ie’ is an altemative?! A nd that if  they choose that, i f  they 
becom e the slave o f  the machine, the m achine o f  the machine, 
fucker fucked by it, eight hours, twelve hours, a day, year after 
year, it is because they  are forced into it, constrained, because they 
cling to life? D eath  is no t an alternative to it, it is a part o f it , it attests 
to the fact that there is jouissance in it, the English unem ployed did 
no t becom e w orkers to survive, they -  hang on tight and spit on m e -  
enjoyed [ils ontjoui de] the hysterical, masochistic, w hatever exhaus- 
tion it was o f  hanging on in the mines, in the foundries, in the 
factories, in hell, they enjoyed it, enjoyed the mad destruction  o f  
their organic body  w hich was indeed imposed upon them , they 
enjoyed the decom position  o f  th e ir personal identity, the identity  
that the peasant trad ition  had constructed for them, enjoyed the 
dissolution o f  their families and villages, and enjoyed the new  
m onstrous anonymity o f the suburbs and the pubs in the m orning  
and evening.

A nd let’s finally acknow ledge this jouissance, which is sim ilar, 
Little Girl M arx was clear on this point, in every way to  that o f  
prostitu tion , the jouissance o f  anonym ity, the jouissance o f  the 
repetition o f the same in w ork , the same gesture, the same com ings and 
goings in the factory, h o w  m any penises per hour, how  m any



tonnes of coal, how  m any cast-iron bars, how  many barrcls of shit, 
not ‘produced’, o f  coursc, but ctıdurcd, the samc parts of the body used, 
made usc of, to the to tal exclusion o f  others, and ju st as the 
prostitutes’ vagina or m outh arc hysterically anacsfhctizcd, th rough 
usc, th rough being used, so the w o rk er’s ear as described and 
analysed by Toıııatis, w ho, next to an alternator functioning at 
20,O()() Hz, peacefully w rites his letters and hears the finest noises; 
and when Tom atis makes his audiogram m e study, he notices that 
the resonant range corresponding to the alternator functioning at 
20,O()() Hz, is neutralized, nıute. Heııce a hysterical treatm ent o f  a 
fraction of the auditory body, w hore assemblage, the libidinal use 
demanded, o f  course, by the ‘conditions o f  labour’, which arc also, 
however, those o f prostitu tion . It goes w ithou t saying, o f  course, 
that we say this w ithout any condem nation, w ithout any regret, on 
the contrary by discovering that there has been, and perhaps still is, 
the extraordinary dissim ulated-dissiınulating  force o f  the w orker, 
force o f resistance, force o fjouissancc in the hysterical madness o f 
the conditions o flabour w hich the sociologists w ould c a l l f  mmtcd 
w ithout seeing w hat libidinal intensities these fragm ents can convey 
as fragmen ts.

H ow  can we continue to speak of alienation when it is clear that 
for everybody, in the experiences he has (and that m ore often than 
ııot he cannot properly have, since these experiences are allegedly 
shameful, and especially since instead o f having them , he is these 
experiences) o f  even the m ost stupid capitalist labourer, that he can 
find jauissance and a strange, perverse intensity, w hat do we know  
about it? — w hen it is clear that no t one ‘productive’ or ‘artistic’ or 
‘poetic’ m etam orphosis has ever been accom plished, nor will be, by 
a unitary and totalized organic body, but that it is always at the price 
o f its alleged dissolution and therefore o f  an inevitable stupidity 
that this has been possible; w hen it is clear that there has never been, 
n o r ever will be such a dissolution for the good reason that there has 
never been nor ever w ill be such a body bound up in its un ity  and 
identity, that th isb o d y  is a phantasy, itselffa irly  libidinal, erotic and 
hygienic =  Greek, or ero tic  and supernatural =  C hristian, and that it 
is by contrast w ith  this phantasy that all alienation is thought and 
resented in the sense o f  ressentim ent w hich is the feeling aroused by 
the great Zero as the desire for return . B ut the body o f  prim itive 
savages is no m ore a w hole body  than that o f  the Scottish m iners o f  
a century ago, there is no w hole body.
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Finally, you m ust also realize that such jouissance, I am th inking  o f  

tha t o f  the proletariat, is no t at all exclusive o f  the hardest and m ost 
intense revolts.Jouissance is unbearable. It is not in order to regain their 
d ign ity  that the w orkers w ill revolt, break the machines, lock up the 
bosses, kick ou t the deputies, that the victim s o f  colonization will set 
the g o v ern o rs’ palaces on fire and cut the sentries’ throats, no, it is 
som ething else altogether, there is no dignity; Guyotat has so 
adm irably pu t this in to  w riting  w ith  regard to Algeria. 16 T here are 
libidinal positions, tenable or not, there are positions invested w hich 
are im m ediately disinvested, the energies passing onto o ther pieces 
o f  the great puzzle, inventing  new  fragm ents and new m odalities o f  
jouissance, tha t is to say o f  intensification. There is no libidinal 
dignity, nor libidinal fra tern ity , there are libidinal contacts w ithout 
com m unication  (for w ant o f  a ‘m essage’). This is why, am ongst 
individuals participating in the same struggle, there m ay exist the 
m ost p rofound m iscom prehension, even if  they are situated in the 
same social and econom ic bracket. If  som e Algerian fıghts for four 
years ou t in the b ru sh  or for a few m onths in the urban netw orks, it 
is because his desire has becom e the desire to  kill, n o t to kill in 
general, bu t to kill an invested part, stili invested, there’s no doub t 
about it, o f  his sensitive regions. W ould he kill his French master? 
M ore than that: he w ould be killed as the obliging servant o f  this 
m aster, to disengage the region o f  his p rostitu te’s consent, to seek 
o ther jouissances than p rostitu tion  as a m odel, that is to say as the 
predom inant m odality  o f  investm ent. Nevertheless, instantiating 
itself in m urder, perhaps his desire rem ained still in the grip o f  the 
punitive relation that he m eant to abandon, perhaps this m urder was 
still a suicide, a punishm ent, the price due to the pim p, and stili 
servitude. But during this same struggle for independence, som e 
o ther ‘m oderate’, even centrist, A lgerian, decided on com prom ise 
and negotiation, he sough t quite another disposition o f  jouissance, 
his intelligence dism issing such a death and swearing in calculation, 
already nourishing contem pt for the body and exalting w ords as 
negotiation dem ands, hence also his ow n death as the death o f  flesh 
in general, no t as the prostitute body, a very acceptable death to the 
W estern talker. Etc.

N o w  these disparities, which are heterogeneities of investm ent in 
the erotic and  deadly fluxes, are o f  course also found w ith in  any 
social ‘m ovem en t’ w hatsoever, w hether m inute, on the scale o f  a 
factory, or im m ense, w hen it spreads to a whole country  or



continent. But apart from  the m ovem ents o f  opcn rcvolt, notice 
that these singular ‘hysterical’ jouissanccs, for example, or those we 
might call ‘poteııtiaP, so akin to  m odern  scientificity, or again those 
by which a ‘bo d y ’ is installed w ith in  the increased reproduction o f  
capital, where it is entirely subordinated  to the m easurem ent o f  time 
saved and tim e advanccd -  and indeed all these instantiations 
(hrutally sketched here), cvcn w hen the capitalist machine is 
hum m ing in the apparent general boredom  and w hen everyody 
seems to do their job  w ithou t m oaning, all these libidinal instantia­
tions, these little dispositijs o f  the retention and flow o f  the influxes 
o f  desire are never uncqnivocal and cannot give rise to a sociological 
reading or an unequivocal politics, to a decoding into a definable 
lexis and syntax; punishm ent incites bo th  subm ission and revolt, 
power, the fascination o f  pride and autodepreciative depression, 
every ‘discipline’ dem ands passion and hate, even if these are only 
the indiff'erence in M arx’s sense, o f  w hom ever perform s it. Hence 
ambivalence, said Baudrillard. And we say: much m ore than that, 
som ething else besides this condensed house o flo v e  and disgust or 
fear, which in general will be vulnerable to the attack o f  a sem iotic 
or herm eneutic analysis o f  affects; no in terpreter is afraid o f  
polysemia; bu t at the sam e tim e and indiscernibly som ething which 
is a functioning or dysfunctioning term  in a system , and som ething 
which is abruptly implacable jo y  and suffe ring; at once am bivalent 
signification and tension, dissim ulated into one another. N o t only 
the  and /or, but the silent com m a: ‘, ’.

Every Political Economy Is Libidinal (contd)

H o w  many iron bars, tonnes of sperm , decibels of carnal shrieks 
and factory noises, m ore and still m ore: this more may be invested as 
such, it is in capital, and it m ust be recognized that not only is it 
com pletely inane, w e fully accept this, it is no m ore nor less vain 
than  either political discussion on the agora or the Peloponnesian 
war, but it is especially necessary to recognize that this is no t even a 
m atter of production. These ‘p roducts’ are no t products, w hat 
counts here, in capital, is that they are endured and endured in 
quantity, it is the quantity, the im posed num ber that is itself already a 
m otive for intensity, not the qualitative m utation  o f  quantity , no t at 
all, but as in Sade the frightening num ber o f  b low s received, the 
num ber o f  postures and m anoeuvres required, the necessary
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num ber o f  victim s, as in M ina B oum edine, the abom inable quantity  
o f  penises w hich penetrate th rough  m any entrances into the w om an  
w ho w orks lying on the o ilc lo th  on a table in the back room  o f  a bar:

She sucks and shakes in a sw eaty haze / she sucks the knobs w aved 
in her face / she shudders as the trouser flies w ound her / her vision 
reels I entrances and sham  exits I aw akening in hospital / the bar 
door grinds I M ina is this door / d iastole and systole / her heart is 
go ing  to burst / she attem pts to count the openings o f  the d o o r / 
she says to herself that she w ill becom e so m any dicks / she loses 
count and retains the g rind ing  / she is made to drink coca / she has 
a funny taste at the bo tto m  o f  her th roat I she is a w ounded bird  I a 
shivering bruised bird  / she lies at the roadside I she has had an 
accident . . . Y ou have counted w ell / n o t all the time / you  rested 
against m e yes all the tim e / I d id n ’t leave you for a m om en t / the 
fo rtie th  in the cunt alone / M ina in quarantine / I disgust you / tell 
m e that I disgust you / I w ill play the w hore for you / I w ill do m y 
hundred a day on the oilcloth w ith the little blue squares / the smell 
o f  the acetylene to rch  / the w histling o f  the torch  / the w histling 
o f  its suffering / she is dead assassinated / in the light o f  the 
wretches / she was dead here for m onths / for years / the hundred  
a day on the oilcloth in the back shop and the bucket o f  w ater / 
w hen she was finished to reaw aken her / the frozen bucket o f  
w ater / and all at once all over again the w histling o f  the lam p / 
then she was no t dead / she was no t dead enough / she had to  start 
again . . . 17

Use erogenous zone numbers, i8 m ore and still m ore, isn’t this a decisive 
instantiation o f  in tensity  in capitalism? Are we, intellectual sirs, no t 
actively or passively [passivons] ‘p roducing ’ m ore and m ore w ords, 
m ore books, m ore articles, ceaselessly refilling the po t-boiler o f  
speech, gorg ing  ourselves on it rather, seizing books and ‘experi- 
ences’, to m etam orphose them  as quickly as possible into o ther 
w ords, p lugging us in here, being plugged in there, ju s t like M ina on 
her b lue squared oilcloth, extending the  m arket and the trade in 
w ords o f  course, b u t also m ultip ly ing th e  chances o f  jouissance, 
scraping up intensities w herever possible, and never being suffi- 
ciently  dead, for w e too  are required  to go from  the fo rty  to  the 
hundred a day, and w e will never play the w hore enough, w e will 
never be dead enough.

A nd here is the question: W hy, political intellectuals, do you  
illcline towards the proletariat? In com m iseration for what? I realize



that a proletarian w onld hatc you, you have no hatrcd bccausc yon 
arc bourgeois, privileged sm ooth-sk inncd  types, but also because 
you dare not say the only im portan t thing there is to say, that one can 
enjoy sw allow ing the shit o f  capital, its m aterials, its metal bars, its 
polystyrene, its books, its sausage p;ltCs, sw allow ing tonnes o f  it till 
you burst -  and because instead o f  saying this, which is also w hat 
happens in the desire o fth o se  w ho w ork  w ith their hands, arscs and 
heads, ah, you becom e a leader o f  men, w hat a leader ofp in ıps , you 
lean forward and divulge: ah, bu t th a t’s alienation, it isn’t prctty, 
hang on, w e’ll save you from  it, w e will w ork to liberate you from 
thiS wicked affection for servitude, we will give you dignity. And 
in this way you situate yourselves on the m ost despicable side, the 
moralistic side where you desire tlıat ou r capitalized’s desire be 
totally ignored, forbidden, b rough t to a standstill, you arc like 
priests w ith sinners, our servile intensities frighten you, you have to 
teli yourselves: how  they m ust suffer to endure that! And o f course 
we suffer, we the capitalized, but this docs not mean that we do not 
enjoy, nor that w hat you think you can offer us as a rem edy -  for 
w h a t? -  docs not disgust us, even m ore . We abhor therapeutics and 
its vaseline, we prefer to bu rst under the quantitative excesses that 
you j u dge the m ost stupid. A nd d o n ’t w ait for our spontaneity to 
risc up in revolt either.

Let me open a parenthesis o f  hatred , here, a w ord  w ill suffıce 
against the great cesspool o f consolations called spontaneity and 
creativity, that som e dare to connect on to  the courses, w ayw ard 
certainly, but never vulgar until then, traced by the im pulsions o f  
Socialisme au harbarie in the field o f  political practice and theory. In 
1964, apparently ov et Ljuestions o frh eo ry  and orientatioıı, we broke 
w ith Castoriadis who, righ tly  bored w ith reassessing historical, 
dialectic and diarrhoetic m aterialism , nevertheless proposed to pu t 
in its place the abom inable super-m ale th in g  o f  generalized 
creativity: in m odern capitalism , he explained (but read it your­
selves, he is publishing his com plete w o rk s19), the central problem  is 
no longer exploitation, but the destruction o f  any real hum an 
com m unication, the annihilation o f  m en ’s capacity to ceaselessly 
create, by themselves, sponte sua, new  form s o f  rclations w ith  the 
w orld  and w ith others. A gainst privatization, he brings back active 
socialization; against alienation, this always active creativity. Every- 
w here and always, creativity. From w hat do m en (w om en, children, 
le t’s not leave anyone out) suffer in ‘affluent’ society? From  their
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solitude and from  becom ing passive; and why? Because their pow er 
to com m unicate and to love, their capacity to invent new responses, 
and to try  them  out on the m ost radical problem s, is annihilated, he 
says, by the bureaucratic organization not only o f  their w ork ing  
lives, bu t o f  every aspect o f  their lives. A bureacracy w hich is not 
som e small defect in the o therw ise com plete social body , for 
exam ple, in the sense in which the Poujadists speak o f adm inistra- 
tive bureaucracy, C rozier genially seeing in it the relinquishm ent o f  
the old royal, Jacobin centralism , in adm inistrations (sic), T ro tsky  
denouncing it as a cancer devouring  a state which is o therw ise 
proletarian. N o: global bureaucratization, as B runo Rizzi said.2°

B ut o f  course, under the nam e (although it is very clum sily 
inherited from  T rotskyism ) o f  bureaucracy, we were quite in 
agreem ent that this had to be understood: not a new  political 
phenom enon, not only an extension o f  the apparatus to new  sectors 
o f  social life, no t only the sim ple consolidation o f  a new dom inan t 
social class, bu t m oreover the production  o f another hum anity  for 
w hich the revolutionary th o u g h t o f making that we inherited after a 
fashion from  M arx, even if  this was through the entire leftist 
opposition, was no longer appropriate. A nd we w ere quite in 
agreem ent that it was necessary, in a sense, ‘to restart the revolu- 
tio n ’,21 as the in tro d u c to ry  text presented by Castoriadis and his 
group was entitled. N evertheless, w e w ent over to the adverse cam p 
w hich continued Pouvoir Ouvrier for som e time, a cam p classed as 
traditionalist in questions o f  diam at and histmat,22 and w hich on the 
contrary  should have been called a camp for refugees or hom eless 
persons, so diverse w ere the preoccupations o f  those w ho  found 
them selves in it, as the discords w hich erupted after the first 
a ttem pts at theoretical o r practical research and the resignations 
show.

I f l  m ention a w ord  on this subject, and on purpose a thoughtless 
w ord  at that, it is: (1) because it serves nothing to shroud the affair in 
the solem n dress w hich tends to envelop ‘Politics on the grand scale’ 
and w hich is so inclined to m aintain the already established m y th  o f  
Socialisme ou barbarie, a m y th  that should be dam ned more than any 
other; (2) so that our readers are w arned that our weighty predeces- 
sors are as light as our successors; (3) so that they consider our flight 
into libidinal econom y for w hat it is, the solution to a long pain and 
the breach out o f  a difficult impasse; (4) and so that they understand  
these few lines o f  hatred  as the expression o f  our laughter, behind
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our anger, at the hole that Castoriadis believed he had made, and 
made others believe he had made, in the wall w hich was obstructing 
everything we did as ‘m ilitants’, our thoughts, our lives, our acts 
(and this was no small m atter, it w asn’t a question o f  having the 
party card, or selling political rags on a Sunday m orning in the 
market), our laughter at, and agaiııst, this hole which connected us 
onto nothing which we already did not know , which did not make 
our bodies and heads tice tow ards unheard -o f dispositions at all, but 
which wisely channelled them  tow ards a ‘new ’ of the world,
towards a ‘new ’ thinking, tow ards a hum anism  o f  creators at heart 
similar to that o f som e big, philanthropic Am erican /Joss, tow ards a 
t h e o r yet again, a theory o f  generalized alienation which neces- 
sarily implied as its double a theory o f  generalized creativity -  the 
only means know n, since Hegel and undoubtedly Jesus as well, o f  
no t being alienated w ithout being god. T herefore a ‘n ew ’ religion, 
then, man made god, a Faustian religion which betrayed as ever and 
continued to betray its antiquatedness, as an innocent friend 
remarked to us one day, in the incoherence o f  the very expression 
‘w orker’s pow er’ [ponvoir auvrier].

For ‘w orker’, that ought to have been the taking into considera- 
tion o f the very (JYce [puissance] o f  w hat is dom inated, and it is not 
then a m atter o f  revealing the scandal o f  pow er as w hat could 
console or cure him: not ju s t because no-one has to judge  it (and I am 
not even sa ying: if  not the interested parties them selves -  since it is 
no more them  than any others, w ithou t doubt); but again because 
this force belonged to us as politicians, it was for us to low er the flag 
before it, to take it into full consideration, and then the perspective 
o f  power w ouîd be abandoned, it shouid not have begun, as soon as 
it was perceived, and perceived in its extension, to be understood 
negatively, by nihilists refusing to call i tJorce [puissance], the force 
o f  holding the untenable, and also the force o f  not holding it and 
making everything shake, the self included -  hurrying, on the 
contrary, to call it privatization, passivation, alienation, loss o f  
creativity, that is to say, hurry ing  to set it up as lack and present the 
m axim um  as the thing to bring  about or bring back. Finally w e need 
n o t have said: restart the revolution , instead, and this w ould  have 
been the hole, we had to say: le t’s also elim inate the idea o f  
revolution which became and w hich perhaps had always been a little 
nothing o f  an idea, the idea o f  a reversal o f  position in the sphere o f  
political econom ic pow er and therefore the idea o f  m aintaining this
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sphere, or even, to be fairer to Castoriadis, the idea of a reversal o f  
position in ali spheres; even this though t o f  a generalized reversal 
had to be broken  in its tu rn , for it was once again a wall, the same 
wall o f  the sam e im passe, since w here there is thought o f  reversal, 
there is the theory  o f  alienation, nihilism  and theoretician-saviours, 
heads, depositories o f  know ledge. ‘Thinking heads are always 
connected by invisible threads to the body o f  the people’, a delighted 
M arx w rote  to M eyer (21 January  1871).

This is w here m y hatred  lies: know ledge carried on, w e though t 
we had correct know ledge — how  very sophisticated to  know , 
know ing  that one does no t know , to know , presenting oneself 
sincerely as no t know ing, to  know  how  to construct in an open, 
decided, instigating w ay, the know ledge ultim ately o f an analyst — ; 
and so, thanks to  this piece o f  sophistication, we hoped to avoid 
adultery — not the thoroughly  legal and well-sanctioned nuptials — o f 
this know ledge w ith  pow er, we said: we are militants w ho are no 
longer m ilitants, we are no longer the bearers o f  good new s, we put 
ourselves at the service o f  people w hen they desire to do som ething, 
a strike, a boycott, an occupation, e tc ., whosejorm is not established, 
we will be their agents, their go-between, we will draw  up their tracts, 
circulate them , we will be alm ost non-existent — and I have to say 
that this was all well and good, this desire for a servant’s position in 
the hom es o f  these m en w ho were born  masters, this search for 
hysteria, Lacan said, for these inevitably paranoid militants. B ut we 
kept going w ith know ledge, since absolute m ind may indeed make 
itself the servant, it must becom e the dialectical servant o f  all the 
regions it traverses, the w ords it utters do not say what they mean, 
they are equivocal, no t at all in the sense o f  dissimulation, equivocal 
on the contrary  because interchangeable, the d irty  little 
am bivalence, the m aster becom ing the servant and thereby becom - 
ing or rebecom ing the true m aster, the m ilitant doing away w ith 
h im self as the boss (or even as the little soldier o f  the revolution) and 
thereby rem aining the true boss, the words from  the m o u th  tu rned  
hum bly  tow ards the sun w ere already the w ords o f the pow er to 
come, sent ou t from  the tribunal, because they belong to  know l- 
edge, the new  revolu tion  began again before turning sour like its 
predecessors, should its new  servants play its spokesmen.

H atred for the fac-simile. W hat does it m atter what you  say if  the 
position o f  discourse rem ains the same? (W ithin the group , only 
Philippe G uillaum e understood that early on.) To restart the
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rcvolution is not to rebegin it, it is to ccasc to scc thc w orld alienatcd, 
men to be saved or helped, or even to be scrvcd, it is to abandon the 
masculine position, to listen to fem ininity, stupidity  and madness 
w ithont regarding them  as evils. H atred for the pim p w ho disgnises 
him self as a girl w ithou t having the desire to be one, sinister 
masculine caricature o f the noblem an in drag.

End o f the ontbnrst. Renoım cing therefore critique and consola- 
tion. Q uantity  can be invested as snch, and this is not an alienation 
(and, furtherm ore, it existed in the ‘prestig ious’ consum ption o f so- 
called precapitalist societies -  but Baudrillard know s this better than 
we do). Fragm entation can be invested as such, and this is not an 
alienation. It is a phantasy, no t sim ply reactionary, but constitutive 
o f  W estem theatricality, to believe that there w ere societies w here 
the body was not fragm ented. There is no organic body for libidinal 
econom y; and no m ore is there a libidinalbody, a strange com prom ise 
o f  a concept from W estern medicine and physiology w ith the idea 
o f  the libido as energy su bject to the indiscernible regim es o f  Eros 
and death. François G uery, in his com m entary  on the fourth section 
o f  Book 1 o f Capital,23 shows that the hum anist protests, such as 
those o f Friedman or Marcuse, against part tim e w ork  rest on an 
error in the localization o f  the scission o f thc body: o f  course, he says, 
the body o f  capital, in taking possession o f  the produetive body in 
the factories as M arx described it, and a fortiori in large sem i- 
autom ated industry , breaks the organic body into independent 
parts, requiring ‘an alm ost superhum an sub tle ty ’ o f  som e o f  them 
which ‘will go hand in hand w ith  a m ore and m ore extensive 
mechanization o f  skilled actions’; but, he adds, this is ‘only an 
aiıachronistic phenom enon  affecting the antique m ıx ture  o f  the 
biological and the productive body. The really great scission o f  the 
body is not th e re .’ It ‘relies on  another scission, practised in the very 
heart o f the biological body: the one betw een the body , then reduced 
to  a machinery, and the intelleetual forces o f  produetion, the head, 
the brain, whose present state is the softmare o f  the inform ation 
scientists.’24 H ow  are we to understand that the really pertinent 
cutting line is, for Guery, this one rather than the first? This is 
because he admits a certain im age o f  the medieval Corporation, or 
rather the eternal corporation, operative ‘throughout antiquity\ until 
the M iddle Ages, an im age w hich is that forged by M arx and which 
is that o f  a ‘body m achining forces’, ‘the organic forces o f  the 
hum an body, including the head'. A nd G uery insists: ‘This has its
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im portance: the m an’s head is m achined by the Corporation, but as 
an organic part o f  the body. There is no question, then, o f  an 
internal hierarchy w here the head w ould be spacially and 
qualitatively situated at the sum m it, higher than  the m anual forces, 
the lungs, the arm s, fıngers, legs and feet. ’2S

Let us adm it that, in the field o f  productive labour, the Corpora­
tion is indeed this non-hierarchical body; it remains the case that such 
a characterization stands only on condition tha t this fıeld is isolated, 
separated from  the political organization from  which it is taken, 
w hether this be O rien tal despotism , the free tow n, the city, or the 
em pire, and — to stay w ith  Greece — on condition that the appearance 
o f  speech as political techne is not taken into account, w hich is 
equivalent, ali things being equal, to a process o f  cephalization and 
even o f  capitalization reducing each m anual task to a fragm entation 
subordinated to the political body. In other w ords, the head did 
indeed exist in the age o f  the corporation, not in the corporation  
perhaps, bu t certainly in the ‘social b o d y ’. T he social body m ay no t 
be the body o f  political econom y in our age, and the productive 
body does not perhaps take on the form  o f  the concentration o f  the 
partial drives (for it is a question o f  these), it is the political body  
w hich effects this concentration, but it is no less extant here, and the 
folding dow n on to  the central Zero, w hich is no t necessarily 
currency (in Sparta, for exam ple), but always the centre o f  speech 
and the sw ord, sets up no less o f  a hierarchization o f these pulsions 
and social entities w here they give w ay to free play in a privileged 
way.

This m uch will be said o f  a non-political, therefore a ‘p rim itive’ 
or a savage society, given that concentration does not take place in 
w ar and discourse, at least no t systematically. W hat we m ust take a 
look at here, beyond an ‘e rro r’ w hich appeared to be an e rro r o f  
detail, is the phantasy, so pow erful and constant in the best M arxist 
heritage, o f  a happy state o f  the w ork ing  body, this happiness being 
(in the pure tradition  o f  the West) thought as the self-unity o f  all its 
parts. B ut under exam ination, this phantasy will be seen to be 
no thing o th e r than  B audrillard ’s prim itive society in another guise. 
‘Sym bolic exchange’ is also a political econom ic exchange, ju s t as the 
law o f  civic speaking in A thens, and the tetralogos2h is also a law  o f  
the m ercantilization o f  discourse, and, com plem entarily, ju s t as the 
scrupulous fragm entation  o f  tasks in the regulated disciplines 
implies their subord ination  to  a central Zero which, while not being 
professional (perhaps), is no less the caput o f  the alleged social body.
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There Arc No Primitive Societies

O ne m ore w ord on sym bolic exchange. In violation o f  our 
principles, let’s devote a few pages to criticizing it. It is an idea in 
which tw o  concepts o f  the sym bolic com e to be confounded: the 
Maussian concept o f  the gift charged w ith am bivalent affects, the 
Lacanian concept o f  an order, as a m arker o f  discontinuity, which 
makes the materials (for exam ple, the day’s residues in the dream - 
work) signify by their sim ple and arbitrary insertion into chains. But 
let’s leave this slightly academic critique by w ay o f  the confusion o f  
concepts, to release its intensity  in that form  in w hich it appeared to 
us, oııe evening w hen betw een a piece o f  m usic by Kagel and a piece 
by Boulez we w ere pissing in the deserted urinals in the 
Doııaueschingen Koıızerthalle. W here docs it go? w e w ondered. 
And the idea form ed that the fear o f  im potence \ impuissancc] is this 
question: w hat if  it w ent now here? T hat is to say: unconnected 
pieces o f  the body, not entering in to  the circuit o f  m etam orphoses. 
It is going to be lost? N o, rather the opposite: it is going to remain. 
Impotence (which is not powerlessness, which may on the contrary be 
power) w ould therefore be: it remains, it no longer m etam orphoses. 
It is not at all a question o f  castration, but o f  keeping the 
m etam orphic currents separate, non-connection  in relation to the 
passages o f  intensity, depression.

N ow , here comes the question o f  sym bolic exchange: this fear is 
not, as we have thought, the fear o f  no longer being able to give. The 
category o f  the gift is a theatrical idea, it belongs to sem iology, it 
presupposes a subject, a lim it o f  his proper body and his property, 
and the generous transgressıon o f  this property . W hen Lacan says: 
to love is to give w h at one has no t, he means: to forget tha t one is 
castrated. It should  m ean: one never has anything, there  is no 
subject, and so there is no th ing  but love; not only is there  never 
anything to give because one has noth ing , bu t there is no-one to 
give, or to receive. It is in the theory  o f  signs that donatory  exchange 
(or the gift as the primitiveform  o f  exchange) m ay be represented as 
the attribution or devolution  o f  an object charged w ith  affects to 
som eone w ho at the beginning o f  the cycle didn't have it: for the sign 
isju st som ething w hich replaces som ething else, hides and manifests 
som ething else, for som eone, fo r  the addressee (and also for the 
sender). This problem atic, com ing from  Jakobson to Lacan, that is 
to  say the theory  o f  com m unication , carries w ith  it the entire
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philosophy o f  the subject, the philosophy o f  a body haunted  by 
self-appropriation and p ro p e rty  since the theory o f  com m unication 
is obviously ju s t  as m uch a piece o feco n o m ic  theory. M auss m ust 
no t be read as the discovery o f  a ‘precapitalist’, o r at least a 
m ercantilist, econom y, bu t as the invention and the perfecting, in 
the heart o f  this econom y, o f  its indispensable com plem ent o f  
an teriority -ex teriority . Replace the g ift w ith  symbolic exchange 
and you rem ain  in the sam e sphere, for exchange also takes place 
am ongst un itary  bodies o r those destined to be unitary, even i f  they 
are prevented  for ever (by the ‘bar o f  the signifier’) from  bring ing  
this un ity  about, and even i f  they are always driven by their splitting 
in  tw o , by  the Entzweiung, as Hegel used to say, to exchange 
som ething, even i f  only  pieces o f  themselves; the exchangists 
rem ain perforated, like poles o r ideas o f  (mercantilist) reason rather 
than as existants, it rem ains that exchange requires this polarization, 
this encephalization, and an in -and -ou t m ovem ent, a cycle o f  flows, 
the circle o f  a m arket and its central balance. W hether o r no t one 
exchanges affects does no t m odify  this configuration, it sim ply 
dram atizes it.

A nd so w e see that w e w ill no t m anage to adjust new  ‘it is 
necessary’ sta tem ents to  the great skin by swapping m ercantilist 
exchange for sym bolic exchange. To criticize production is neces- 
sarily also to  criticize exchange, ali exchange, its concept. Exchange 
is no less ‘hüm an ist’ than production . I f  we m ust get aw ay from  
production , and w e m ust, le t’s also give exchange the slip, the 
instantiation o f  fluxes and affects on these exchangist-entities. 
C irculation is no less suspect than production , it is only, as M arx  
w ell knew , a particular case o fproduction taken in the broad sense. L et’s 
rather place ourselves in  the sense o f  this production  in the broad  
sense, w hich is the general m etam orphosis o f  everything w hich 
takes place on bodies and inscribes itse lf in to  the social body, 
haunted  by the idea o f  a ceaseless general m etam orphosis, or o f  a 
general p roduction  w ith o u t inscription, w hich is nothing o ther than 
the great skin; w e w onder instead w hat are the characteristics o f  the 
figure w hich m akes the passage from  this latter to  inscribed 
production , the characteristics o f  the dispositif o f  inscription w hich 
constitutes social volum inosity .

T he m oral o f  the D onaueschingen urinal was experienced before 
its tim e in  a sim ilar environm ent: in the m en’s toilets o f  the 
D ep artm en t o f  M athem atics and Inform ation Science in the



University o f  Aarhus, a small photo-clcctric device set o ff  a 
flushing in the pan as soon as, your flies unzipped, you got your penis 
near it. Therc you havc a ‘ncw  sta tcm cnt’ and the certainty that there 
is no impotence; except through depression.

We can now  pursue this ‘critique’ o f  sym bolic exchange, still for 
pleasnre, and it may even happen that we make som e im portant 
discovcries herc. There is a condensation in the idea o f  this exchangc, 
it is therefore a very libidinal idea (and wc love it as m uch as 
Baudrillard can love it, but there is a desirc cven greater than ours, a 
desire latent in capitalist society, which docs not love this condensa­
tion, and which m ust be understood): a condensation, as we said, 
between M auss’s idea, which is a phenom enological description o f  
interhuıııan relations, and Lacan’s, which is a strnctnralist theory o f 
the cutting up o f  clem ents o f  ‘reality’ and the production o f  
meaning. İn sym bolic exchange there is implied, thnrefore, the 
relation o f  one subject to others, mediated by objects counting only 
as symbols o f  ambivalent affects, love and death (potlach passes for 
a model in this regard), and, at the same tim e, a strnctu ra I relation 
which dcterm ines (arbitrarily and according to each culture) the 
qualities and quantities o f  the objects likely to become such 
symbols. W hen Baudrillard says: there is no savage unconscious, is 
he doing anything o ther than expressing, in a provocative fashion, 
the aforem entioned condensation: that is, affirm ing that conscious- 
ness in its entirety (exchange betw een persons) receives and assumes 
in prim itive societies the unconscious in its entirety  (the organization 
cutting up the sym bols and their exchange), and that there is no 
im penetrable remainder?

This condensation ıs very ın terestıng by itself: supported  by the 
Lacanian reading o f  Freud, it refers to the com m on ‘source’ o f 
Lacan and Mauss, which is chapter 4 o f  The Phenomenology ofM ind. 
T he struggle for recognition, w hich is o f  course the model, 
spontaneous or controlled, allow ing M auss to decipher potlach and 
extend its range, is also w hat haunts the im age that Lacan has form ed 
for him self o f  the unconscious. B u t there is already in this im age a 
prim ary condensation betw een death in the Hegelian dialectic and 
castration in Freudian dramatics. If  consciousness intends to leave 
the simple certainty o f  the self, it m ust leap outside the particularity 
o f  its ‘natural life’, explains Hegel, and this leap can only take place 
on  condition that this particularity  is in effect renounced. Since it is 
‘m y life’, its negation is m y death, and consciousness can only attain
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universality on condition  th a t it accepts the risk o f  this irreversible 
expenditure, i.e. that it gives up its life. So w hat is this bu t the O ther? 
asks Lacan -  i f  no t the m aster w ho  makes ‘consciousness’ trem ble 
sufficiently for it to abandon its concern to be ‘recognized’ and 
w ithdraw s into the equivocality o f its risked-m aintained par- 
ticularity or o f its hoped for-lacking universality. The splitting  o f  
the subject w hich gives rise to  the unconscious requires this 
suspended death, te rro r in the face o f 4 castration’, the menace o f  the 
law , that is to say o f  the sw ord  o f j  ustice. Therefore relinquishm ent 
is constitutive o f the subject.

T hat u ltim ately  in H egel there is Vergebung, Versöhnung, rem is- 
sion, reconciliation, in the them e o f  absolute know ledge or o f the 
subject-substance, is apparent even though it is w ithout doubt not 
illegitim ate to show tha t the very category o f  the Aujhehung, o f this 
annihilation full o f reserve, is less well oiled than  it m ight appear, 
and can conceal the extrem e risk o f madness in the vo id .27 
C onversely, one m igh t suspect that w ith  Lacan, the reader of Freud, 
the non-reconciliation, the im possibility  for the Ego to  com e to 
‘w here It [Ça] w as’, is insurm ountable. Far from  it, how ever; even 
at the privileged them atic level o f  the efficacity of the cure,28 
entirely though t in term s o f  dialectics; but, m ore seriously still, the 
Vergebung is present in thou g h t as the quality o f  the schema; that the 
unconscious is conceived (and practised) not as the o ther o f  
discourse, but as the discourse o f  the Other, results from a sim ple 
reversal w hich  assures the subject, split in tw o  ali the same, o f  a 
second-level unity , a m eta-un ity  w hich is not, of course, that o f  
consciousness itself, b u t rather o flanguage (that is, the language o f  
philosophers or thinkers). For i f  the unconscious is structured like a 
language, even though  consciousness cannot say everything because 
o f  its perpetual splitting in search o f  death-castration, the unsay- 
able, the ‘p art’ o f the subject which is subm erged in this prim itive 
fear is still talking; the unconscious o f  course says som ething other 
than  w hat consciousness says, and it doesn’t know  w hat it is saying; 
a dialogue or a dialectic o f  b o th  halves is nevertheless practicable: 
Lacan calls it the cure. R em ission of the principle is thus constituted 
by the silence o f the m aster; although he refuses recognition, and 
one does no t enter in to  dialogue w ith  him , although he does not 
respond, bu t kills or threatens, whereas he is content, as Job did to 
his irascible father, to rem ind his Knecht tha t w ithout him , he w ould  
be nothing, the U nnam eable -  well, despite everything, there is the
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hope, in Lacan, that silence will be given up, sim ply because death is 
assimilated to the life o f  the m ind, to speech. 29

By saying the unconscious is the discourse o f  the O ther, Freud is 
reincorporated into Hegel, Judaism , for which the latter neverthe- 
less dem onstrates such an aversion, is recovered in Hellenic or 
Christian mediacy. O ne should rem ind oneself a little: theJew s, for 
Hegel, are the failure o f  the dialectic, that is, the failure o f  love; they 
are the rupture, incarnated in the story o f A braham , o f  all links w ith 
a hom eland, w ith kinship, solitude in the face o f  a hostile nature, 
and im potence as regards being reconciled w ith it as N im rod , 
Deucalion and Pyrrha were. ‘T he Jew s could not, as the fanatics did 
later, abandon them selves to disin tegration  or death caused by 
hunger, because they w ere attached not to an Idea, but an anim al 
existence; and they believed in their god because, com pletely 
separate from  nature, they found reunion w ith this latter in him  by 
virtue o f  a dom ination. ’30

The Jew s are not attached to an Idea, but to an animal existence; 
and they are therefore bestiality, a species o f  sick bestiality, against 
nature or nnnatural, w hich can subsist only by recourse to the 
infinite, im m ense dom ination  o f  a Master; and he will prom ise 
animal survival, the satisfaction o f  needs, bu t on condition that his 
dom ination is accepted and accepted ceaselessly, w ithou t dialogue, 
w ithout the love o f  w ords and w ithout the love o f  acts, without 
symbolic exchange, sim ply, in H egel’s sense, bu t solely th rough the 
gift w ithout counter-g ift which is, it appears, prayer and barbaric 
sacrifice. C onsequently  A braham  and his people are n o t real servants 
nor Yahveh a real m aster, since this m aster does no t pu t his slave to 
w ork, and so the latter cannot tear h ım self from  the terro r o f  the 
rupture w ith  nature, from  the te rro r o f  death, by m eans o f  w ork. 
A braham ’s existence ‘is the im potence o f  the dialectic o f  the m aster 
and the slave, o r rather the im potence o f  heing [l’impuissance d’etre], 
the absence o f  this dialectic, the reflexive fixation in this natural life 
from  which this dialectic m ust leave’.31 In this unnatural nature, in 
th is bestiality w hich has lost the m eans to the satisfaction o f  its 
needs, in this dom inated anim ality w hich  sustains itself th rough  
servitude, do we see in this anything o ther than the outlines o f  one 
o f  the principal figures o f  the unconscious, or the Id according to 
Freud, the figure o f  the impenetrability o f the body ? T o  dialecticize the 
unconscious, as Lacan does, is to convert the Jew s to the cult o f  the 
Son, to dissolve their body, furrow ed w ith  the ritualistic, absurd
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m arks o f  belonging, in to  the diaphane o f  the insipid host, to ban 
dark bestiality and stupidity , to pu t the m ind where there are 
pulsions. So, to posit the prim itives as creatures w ith o u t an 
unconscious, is to perform  again on the Melanesians and the Indians 
the same tru ly  classical-rom antic operation  that H ölderlin and the 
young  H egel perform ed on the Greeks, w ho were also no t supposed 
to have an unconscious and to live in reconciliation and lim pidity .

T o  sum  up, the genealogy o f  the ‘critique’ of B audrillard’s 
sym bolism : to derive the position  o f  the unconscious from  the 
phenom enology  o f  consciousness, is to say tha t what the subject 
lacks at the same tim e as constituting it, is nothing other than w hat 
constitu tes discourse-dialogue w hile never ceasing to escape it, that 
is, death, w hich, for Hegel, is the elem ent in which the life o f  the 
m ind  sw im s, the sam e th in g  indeed to w hich Freud will dedicate 
w hat is w ithou t doub t his m ost frenzied, em otional text, Beyond the 
Pleasure Principle, w here, how ever, he seeks to thematize it under the 
nam e o f  the death drives as w hat, far from  entering into a dialectical 
relation w ith  E ros-Logos, com pels the repetition o f  the disorder 
until the body  is destroyed, until the analysis is rendered ‘in term in - 
able’. T o  say that savages have no unconscious, is once again to 
extend over every silence the im perialism  o f  the tum ult m ade by 
Eros, w hich, as everyone know s today, is quite sim ply the language 
o f  structure . N o , undoubted ly , it m ust be clearly said: there are no 
p rim itive societies or savages at all, we are all savages, all savages are 
capitalized-capitalists.

N o w  this problem atic o f  sym bolic exchange, don’t go th ink ing  
that it is a phantasy foreign to the desire nam ed M arx, it is one o f  its 
principal form ations.

Inorganic Body

Since it is the deafening clam our o f  Eros-Logos w hich is in 
question, le t’s d raw  ou t for a m om ent the thread, in M arx young 
and old, bu t a w om an  at every age, o f  the m inor theme o f  language. 
The m odel for this them atic com es o f  course from  Feuerbach, as 
can be seen in the text o f  his youth: ‘The only com prehensible 
language that w e m ay speak to each o ther’, w rote M arx,32 ‘are our 
objects in relation to one another. W e w ould not understand a 
hum an language, and it w ould rem ain ineffective; it w ould be on 
the one hand know n  and experienced as a prayer, as an im ploring ,



128

and therefore as humiliation; it w ould thus be uttered in shame and 
the feeling o f  being scorned (Wegwefung); and it w ould be, on the 
other hand, received and rejected as a shameless and dclirious thing 
(als Unverscharntheit odev Wahnwitz). We are m utually alienated 
(entfremdet) at this point from  the hum an being, the im m ediate 
language o f  this being w ould  seem to us like a violation o f  hum an 
dignity, while the alienated language o f  values makes things appear 
to us to be hum an dignity itself in its full legitim acy, in confidence 
and self-recognition.’

What is lacking in the language o f  thing-values (sachliche Werte), o f  
values become things? The affect, w hat Rousseau called the accent. 
In this language, that o f  venal exchange and, let us add, that o f  the 
comept, w hich is also the exchange o f  the com m odity  o f  inform a- 
tion, every passion appears delirious; incongruity , the im m ediacy o f 
the demand (prayer, supplication) seems to be an obscenity. A 
Feuerbachian problem atic, ha lf Lutheran, half Rousseauist. M arx 
noticed this in spring 1844, while he was beginning his readings o f  
political econom y, and we can see according to what inevitably 
religious problem atic. It is at about the same date that he published, 
in the Deutsche-Französische Jahrhücher, extracts from  a peculiar text 
o f  Feuerbach’s, On the Essence ojFaith in Luther’s Sense, w here one 
should have no trouble discovering this same them e o f  immediacy 
carried to its conclusions: let us com plete L uther’s w ork, in 
destroying papism, he elim inated m ediated alienation; in show ing 
that God him self is no th ing  but the fulfılm ent o f  m y desire, one will 
keep the suprem e being from  the fate o f  Entfremdung; let us say then 
that G od is m y god, that is to  say me, insofar as he is m y jouissance, 
and that ‘the essence o f  faith is the essence o f  seif-love’.33

immediacy as the suppression o f  the M itte , o f  w hat is interposed, 
belongs to the tradition o f  the R eform ation, w hich passes as it is, 
th rough Feuerbach, into the Hegelian left and into M arx, including 
his analysis o f  econom ics: com pare w hat you have ju s t read 
concerning language w ith  w hat M arx w rites, at the same m om ent, 
concerning money: ‘M oney is the pim p [der Kuppler] betw een m an’s 
need and the object, betw een his life and his means o f  life. B ut that 
which mediates m y life for me, also mediates the existence o f  o ther 
people for me. ’34 We see then that m oney for him  is the language 
spoken by exchange-values. A nd he assigns this m oney a very 
similar characteristic to equivalence according to Baudrillard: 
indijjerence.
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In m oney, in total indifference as m uch w ith  regard to the nature 
o f  the m aterial and the specific na tu re  o f  private property , as w ith  
regard to the personality  o f  the private proprietor, this is the 
com plete dom ination  o f  the alienated thing over the m an w ho 
strives for appearance. W hat used to be the dom ination o f  one 
person over another, is now  the universal dom ination o f  the thing 
over the person, o f  the p roduc t over the producer. Ju st as the 
equivalent, value, establishes the alienation o f  private p roperty , 
so m oney is the sensible, au tonom ous, objective existence, o f  this 
alienation.35

W e see that it is Feuerbachian and C hristian  w hen equivalence is 
opposed , no t exactly to  ambivalence (although prayer, supplication, 
hum iliation , shame, dom ination , are, let’s be careful here, samples 
o f  reasonably ‘am biva len t’ affects), but rather to the person, and to 
the person  as producer. T h  ere is an inextricable com bination in these 
texts o f  Feuerbachism , i.e. secular Lutheranism , w ith political 
econom y. T he splitting o f  object and subject according to the 
opposition  use-value/exchange-value or labour-force/labour-tim e, 
a splitting still them atized in the Contribution, in th e Grundrisse, in 
Capital, finds its principle in a rup ture  or a bifurcation o f  im m e- 
diacy, itself phantasized as the language o f  the heart. T his im pas- 
sioned language is lost, and neither the papist god in his ‘candour’, as 
Engels said at the tim e, nor even the reform ed hypocrite g o d ,36 will 
be able to reinstate it. A nd political econom y, that is to say capital, 
no longer w orks except to continue this cleavage, m aking it pass 
from  hearts to things, and thus faking it. For the com m odity-th ing  
is always m arked by the bar, w hile this latter is effaced. Such is the 
‘hypocrisy ’ o f  political econom y, w hich M arx calls its fetishism , 
and w hich clearly corresponds to w hat Baudrillard interprets as the 
occultation o f  castration or am bivalence in the ‘capitalist’ object. 
Lost im m ediacy can only simulate it s re tu rn  in the apparent sim plicity  
o f  the thing: it has the status o f  the fetish.

The analysis o f  the object as concealing the cleavage p roper to 
desire is to som e extent in continu ity  w ith  M arx’s nostalgia: w here 
the latter opposes im m ediacy to  m ediated alienation, the thought o f  
the signifier castrator opposes the recognition o f  this cleavage and 
am bivalence to their fetishist foreclosure. The same thing is not, o f  
course, said in bo th  cases, and this is no t sim ply to open a field w here 
only the ph ilosopher’s and the econom ist’s discourses reign in 
questions o f  desire, w hich im plies at least that one is going to stop



thinking o f  activity alone as productive and rcproductive and that 
one will accept in principle that it be granted its non-productive Jorce 
\puissance improductive]. W hat cannot be believed is that to m aintain 
such an opposition, w hether it is given the nam e o f  im m ediacy/ 
alienation or o f  cleavage/foreclosure, one settles in the field o f  
truth, one' compares a capitalist state o f  things and desire, eventually 
judged false or at least deceitful, w ith an authentic state, one 
annihilates w hat one' has, w hich is effectively capitalism and the' 
libidinal form ations which are found at w ork  the're, in favour o f  
what one has not, i. e. beautiful savagery.

So once again the' connivance appears betw een a philosophy o f  
alie'nation and a psychoanalysis o f  the signifier, both  nihilist 
religions; apart from  B audrillard’s use o f  this latter, m aking it slip 
into optim ism , tow ards the hope o f  a restitution o f  the true state o f  
desire, whereas the' strictly Lacanian version, if  indeed it implies a 
dialectic o f the' cure, nevertheless rules out that the illusory ohjet petit 
a, in its function o f  the' fıxation o f  ambivalence and the' occlusion o f  
the' ‘w ant-to-signify’ \manque a signifier], m ight never be dissipated: 
interm inable analysis, perm anent revolution. But these are nuances 
from w ithin one and the sam e theology, a nihilism  o f  loss: the Jew s 
no longer await reconciliation and install their libidinal dispositiJin 
the election, the resignation and the hum our o f  the suppressed, 
whereas the Christians hope, dialectically, for forgiveness; nev­
ertheless they surrender points to one another as concerns nihilism . 
In Marx, the alienation o f  the m ediator, contrary  to w hat he thinks, 
is still a Christian schema: the m ediator m ust be destroyed, sacrificed 
in order that the alienation he fıghts, and oj which he is composed, be 
removed, now here better saıd than in the narrative o f  je su s ’s 
Incarnation and Passion.

You will now  tell me that perhaps the young M arx was like this, 
but that as he aged, the concern w ith  im m ediacy and the reference to 
a signifying coexistence w ith o u t alienation disappear. N o th ing  o f  
the sort, they are only displaced. The Feuerbachian aspect disap- 
pears, the Rousseauist aspect predom inates. A paradise rem ains as 
secure ground for a critical perspective and a revolutionary  project. 
This is the paradise o f  the ‘inorganic b o d y ’, at present: this same 
paradise which F. Guery fantasizes under the type o f  corporate 
production ‘o f  all an tiqu ity ’, w hich Baudrillard im agines as a body 
impassioned w ith intense am bivalences, anterior to all political 
econom y, and w hich M arx — although he comes round  to this from
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the o ther perspective, precisely that o f political econom y -  still 
suffers from  because he needs it, in his critical perspective, as the 
quasi-exteriority  on w hich all critique relies in order to criticize its 
object; the inorganic body  them atized by M arx explicitly in a tex t as 
‘la te’ as the  Gmndrisse, in these term s:

W hat M . P roudhon  calls the extra-econom ic origin of p roperty , 
by w hich he understands ju s t landed property, is the pre- 
bourgeois relation o f  the individual to the objective conditions o f  
labour, and initially to the natural objective conditions o f la b o u r -  
for, ju s t as the w ork ing  subject appears naturally as an individual, 
as natural being -  so does the first objective condition of his labour 
appear as nature, earth, as his inorganic body; he h im self is no t 
on ly  the  organic body, bu t also the  subject o f  this inorganic 
nature. This condition is no t his product but som ething he finds to 
hand — presupposed to  him  as a natural being apart from  h im .37

If now  w e have not grasped that the expression ‘He is the subject o f  
this inorganic natu re’ is w hat explains the function o f  satisfaction 
fulfilled by the inorganic body  in M arx ’s im agination: in all 
precapitalist form s o f production , i. e. o f  the commune, ‘the earth  (is) 
the original instrum ent o f  labour as w ell as its w orkshop and 
repository  o f raw  m aterials. The individual relates sim ply to the 
objective conditions o flab o u r as being his; [the individual relates] to 
them  as the inorganic nature  o f his subjectivity, in which the latter 
realizes itself (as subject). ’38 Are w e in immediacy ? Yes, but this 
im m ediacy includes com m unal collectivity (com m unist), w hich is 
also therefore a part o f nature: ‘This relation to land and soil, to the 
earth, as the p roperty  o f the labouring individual . . .  is instantly  
m ediated by the naturally  arisen, spontaneous, m ore or less h istor- 
ically developed and m odified presence of the individual as m em ber 
o f  a com m une -  his naturally  arisen presence as m em ber o f  a tribe, 
e tc .’ A nd  in a note a t th is  point, this remark: ‘[The labouring 
individual] thus appears from  the outset not merely as labouring 
individual, in this abstraction, but has an objective m ode o f 
existence in his ow nership  o f  the land, an existence presupposed by 
this activity, and no t m erely  as a result o f it , a presupposition o fh is  
activity ju st like his skin, his sense organs, w hich o f  course he also 
reproduces and develops, etc., in  the life process, but w hich are 
nevertheless presuppositions o f  this process o f  his rep roduction .’39 

Therefore: (1) the body  o f the earth  is called inorganic only so as to 
be distinguished from  the organic body o f  the w orker him self; in
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fact it is a body organically bound up w ith the organic body and 
identical to it in every way in that, like it, it isgiven and not produced; 
(2) the com m une itself is also a part o f  this great (in)organic body, 
for it is as a m em ber o f  this com m une tha t the ‘labouring’ body 
(which does not in fact appear as such) can enter into a productive 
rclation w ith the earth. A nd belonging to the com m une is itself also 
given and not produced. T he three instances, proper body, social 
body, the body of the earth, arc articulated together as so m any 
pieces o f  the same m achinery, w hich is nature. It is w ithin this nature 
that ‘production’ is carried out, or rather, this ‘production’ is nature 
reproducing itself.

This image is constant. O pen  The German Ideology and you will 
fıııd this long text quite explicit:

Here, therefore, arises the difference betw een natural instru- 
ments o f  production and those created by civilization. The field 
(water, etc.) can be regarded as a natural instrum ent o f  produc- 
tioıı. In the fırst case, that o f  the natural instrum ent of produc­
tion, individuals are subservient to nature; in the second, to a 
product o f labour. In the fırst case therefore, p roperty  (landed 
property) appears as direct natural dom ination , in the second, as 
dom ination o f labour, particularly  o f accum ulated labour, capi- 
tal. The fırst case presupposes that the indi viduals are united by 
some bond: family, tribe, the land itself, etc.; the second, that 
they are independent o f  one another and are only held together by 
exchange. In the first case, w h a t is involved is chiefly an exchange 
between men and nature in which the labour o f  the form er is 
exchanged for the products o f  the latter; in the second, it is 
predom inantly an exchange o f  m en am ongst them selves. In the 
first case, average, hum an com m on sense is adequate -  physical 
activity is as yet no t separated from  m ental activity; in the second, 
the division betw een physical and m ental labour m ust already be 
practically com pleted. In the first case, the dom ination  o f  the 
proprietor over the propertyless m ay be based on a personal 
relationship, on a kind o f com m unity ; in the second, it m ust have 
taken a material shape in the form  o f a third party — m oney. In the 
fırst case, small industry  exists, but determ ined by the utilization 
o f the natural instrum ent o f p roduction  and therefore w ithout 
the distribution o f  labour am ong various individuals; in the 
second, industry  exists on ly  in and th rough  the division o f 
labour.40
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H ardly  any difference betw een the tw o texts, twelve years apart; 
and if  there w ere one, it w ould be to the detrim ent o f the earlier text, 
w hich speaks o f  precapitalist p roperty  as a ‘dom ination’, w hereas in 
1857 the great figure o f  the (in)organic B ody governs the w hole 
text, precluding every relation o f  dom ination within itself, k n o w - 
ing only the effects o f  the im m ediate fulfılment o f  a partial 
function th rough  o ther parts.

A nd one cannot dispose o f  this them e o f  lost naturality by  saying 
that M arx m erely made use o f  precapitalist forms o f  production  in 
order to facilitate the concretion  o f  their opposition to the capitalist 
form  and to m ake this la tter m anifest in its full particularity, even if  
this w ere at the price o f  sheer m ythologization o f  the form er. 41 The 
alleged opposition does n o t exist; there is for M arx a m utation , a 
revolution, as the Manifesto says, betw een ali these precapitalist 
form s and capitalism , a difference in the sense that in the latter alone 
an opacity exists, only in the latter does society m isjudge itself, only 
in the latter can labour, w hich appears precisely like everyday 
reality, appear only on condition  that it has become a com pletely 
denatured abstraction, finally, in the sense that in capitalism  this 
abstraction alone requires a Spa/tung, a scission not only o f  objects 
(into com m odities and use-goods; into values and needs) bu t also o f  
subjects into concrete bodies and registered labour forces. O n  the 
o ther side o f  ‘precapitalist’ im m ediacy, this scission is, for M arx, 
what must be explained: ‘It is n o t the unity  o f  living and active 
h um an ity  w ith  the natural, inorganic conditions o f  their m etabolic 
exchange w ith  nature, and hence their appropriation o f  nature, 
w hich requires explanation or is the result o f a historic process, but 
rather the separation betw een these inorganic conditions o f  hum an 
existence and this active existence, a separation w hich is com pletely 
posited only in the relation o f  w age-labour and capital. ’42 T here is 
m ore: this scission is no t only to be explained, it causes there to be 
som ething to be explained, for the discourse o f  political econom y is 
engendered from  the vacuum  or void w hich it opens in the social 
subject: w hat M arx (this tim e, the prosecutor, however) w ould  have 
us understand in the In troduction  (o fl857 ) to the Critique o f Political 
Economy, saying th a t o f  course there w as labour before there w ere 
w age earners and m oney before capital, but that the practice o f  
‘labour in general’, o f ‘labour sans p h r a s e is necessary, a practice, 
M arx says, w hich is that o f  the Am erican w orker, that o f  an 
indifference to  the 'jo b ’ one does, which ‘becam e a means to  create



wealth in general, and has ceased to  be tied as an attribute to  a 
particular individual’43 — that this practice o f  the scission proper to 
capitalism is necessary in order that these practices com e into their 
ow n as categories o f  political econom y, practices indeed ‘p r io r ’ to 
this scission. It is the scission w hich m ust be explained at the same 
tim e as it is in and from  the scission that this need for explanation 
originates. O ne can only say tha t to  invoke the extrem e opposite o f  
an undivided society w ould  be only an explanatory facility for 
M arx, it governs his m ethodo logy  (which is im possible, bu t th a t’s 
another matter), and it governs his politics, w hich is quite explicitly, 
and constantly, to do away with the scission and to establish the great 
full com m on body o f  natural reproduction , com m unism .

This could not be put m ore clearly than in B ook 1 o f  Capital, even 
though it is introduced under a som ew hat shameful guise: ‘Since 
Robinson C rusoe’s experiences are a favourite them e w ith political 
economists, let’s take a look at him  on his island. H4 There follow 
four illustrations o f  transparency, naturality , or im m ediacy, four 
forms from  which ‘the w hole m ystery o f  labour that surrounds the 
products o f  labour . . . ’ is absent: let’s miss out the lucidity o f  
R obinson’s political econom y; there is no less clarity, how ever, in 
the obscure M iddle A ges: ‘B ut fo r the very  reason th a t personal 
dependence form s the g round-w ork  o f  society, there is no necessity 
for labour and its products to  assum e a fantastic form  different 
from  their reality. T hey take the shape, in the transactions o f 
society, o f  services in kind and paym ents in kind. ’45 Does this mean 
that the reality o f desire (supposing that this consists in its ambivalence 
. . .  ) is exhibited here? W hy not? M arx doesn’t say this, but 
ultim ately the ‘relations betw een persons’ are, in M arx ’s eyes, as in 
anyone else’s, fully transferential relations, and fo rm  a tru ly  
passionate hum an language. B audrillard  will object that M arx is n o t 
concerned w ith  transparency at all; instead he is concerned w ith  the 
unpretentious exhibition o f  the law o f value: ‘Every serf know s that 
w hat he expends in the service o f  his lord, is a definite quantity  o f  his 
ow n personal labour pow er. M6 A correction pertinent also to  the 
tw o last examples o f  society w hose political econom y is tho u g h t to 
be crystal clear: the present reality o f  the rustic and patriarchal 
industry o f  a family o f  peasants; and finally the im age o f  a 
‘com m unity o f  free individuals, carrying on their w ork  w ith  the 
means o f production  in com m on, in w hich the labour pow er o f  all 
the different individuals is consciously applied as the com bined
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labour pow er o f  the co m m u n ity ’. 47 A collective C rusoe-ism , M arx 
says; is it com m unism  nevertheless? There is no doubt that this latter 
is the (re)constitution o f  the great organic o r inorganic, transorganic 
or transitive body. B u t the objection comes back: this transitiv ity  is 
already placed inside political econom y since it only concerns 
relations o f  labour, p roduction  and distribution. B ut B audrillard’s 
society w ithou t an unconscious is not only a pre-bourgeois political 
econom y, it is a pre-political, libidinal econom y, or even a pre- 
econom y. Perhaps because in fact the frontier is m oved further 

forward in the fantastic archaeology, ‘before’ production and not 
only, as it seems w ith  M arx, before the occultation o flabour pow er 
in capitalist relations; the re-placing o f  the critical line w hich then 
accepts as a criterion no t only the foreclosure o f  desire in capitalist- 
capitalized practice, bu t also its denial th rough  the very circum scrip- 
tion o f  a field o f  the econom y. H ow ever, re-placing a frontier 
allows changes in the designations o f  the countries situated on either 
side; hence it w ill no longer be: capitalist econom y versus precapital- 
ist econom y, it w ill be: political econom y or equivalence versus 
sym bolic exchange o r am bivalence; but the system  o f oppositions 
rem ains the same, the form ation  o f  distinct regions, the constitution 
o f  a theatricality th ro u g h  exteriorization (of the peasant, o f  
R obinson, o f  the socialist w orker, o f  the marginal), critique m ade 
possible by the position  o f  an uncritiqued (‘w hat requires an 
explanation, is no t the un ity  o f  active individuals and the non- 
organic conditions . . . ’) set up as the site from  which the critic 
speaks, and therefore nihilism. All o f  M arx rests on this nihilism .

Edwarda and Little Girl M arx

M arx in toto: the young w om an  and the theoretician; the young 
w om an  w ho dream s o f  reconciliation, the end o f  poverty  and 
scission, therefore distances herself from  (capitalist) ‘reality’ in 
order to oppose it to the (in)organic and transparent body, the young 
w om an  w ho perform s this m ovem ent o f  the disengagem ent and 
annihilation o f  the given, w ho refuses the given and buys herself 
another, a sim ply refused given, the given o f  lost transparency. 
W hat does she refuse in the given? Prostitution. Recall the Manifesto: 
the bourgeois fam ily rests on capital, it exists only for the 
bourgeoisie, ‘bu t this state o f  things finds its com plem ent in the 
practical absence o f  the fam ily am ong the proletarians, and in public



prostitu tion’; this is w hy, if  the com m unist program m e was to 
institutc the com m unity  o f  w om en, it w ould not have a lot to do, it 
is already the institution o f  the bourgeoisie: not only docs it dispose 
o f  proletarian w om en and girls, but ‘bourgeois m arriage is in reality 
a system o f wives in co m m o n ’. W om en’s com m unism  merely 
displayed and made explicit their actual clandestine status as 
com m on property. But, say the aııthors, ‘it is self-evident that the 
abolition o f  the present system  o f  production  must bring w ith it the 
abolition o f  the com m unity o f  w om en springing from that system , 
i.e. o f prostitution both public and p rivate’. 48

Already in 1844, M arx lays into crude com m unism  w hich is only, 
he says, a generalization o f  private property, the institution o f a 
species of private or privative community, for worncn in particular. 
T he same position as in 1848: the placing in com m on o f w om en is 
prostitution. But this reveals the secret o f  capitalism: ‘Just as w om an 
passes from m arriage (according to the hypothesis o f  this crude 
communism) to general p rostitu tion , so the entire w orld  o f  w ealth 
(that is, o f  m an’s objective substance), passes from  the relationship 
o f  exclusive m arriage w ith the ow ner o f  private property  to that o f 
universal prostitution w ith  the com m unity . ’4‘) This is clarified in a 
footnote: ‘P rostitution is only the specific expression of the general 
prostitution o f  the labourer, and since it is a relationship in which 
falls no t the prostitute alone, bu t also the öne w ho prostitutes — and 
the latter’s abom ination is still greater -  the capitalist, etc., also 
comes under this head. ’

What the dream ing young girl rejects in capitalism is p rostitu tion  
under the name o f  aiienated m ediation. ‘Tlıis is the habitual vicious 
circle o f  political econom y: the goal is freedom  o f  thought; 
therefore for the m ajority it is m indless servitude. Physical needs 
are not the only goal; therefore for the m ajority, they are the only 
goal. O r conversely: m arriage is the goal; for the m ajority  then, 
there is prostitution. P roperty  is the goal; for the  m ajority  then, no 
property at all.’5° T h e  central and persistent them e, w hose range 
even extends w hen the opposition , m arked from  the start betw een 
marriage and prostitu tion , becom es a blur. For exam ple in 1857, in 
the Gnmdrisse, again in a foo tnote  (o f course): ‘T he exchangeability 
ofall products, activities, and relations w ith  a third, objective entity 
w hich can be reexchanged for every th ing  at all — that is, the 
developm ent o f  exchange-values (and o f  m oney relations) is
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identical w ith  universal venality, corruption . Universal p rostitu - 
tion, or, m ore politely expressed, the universal relation o f  utility and 
use, appears as a necessary phase . . . ’51

W hat does the little girl recoil from , w hatever her age? From 
Madame Edwarda. Bataille said: ‘N o use laying it all up to irony w hen 
I say o f  M adam e E dw arda that she is G O D . B ut G O D  figured as a 
public w hore and gone crazy, that makes no sense at all. ’52 M arx  
overlooks n o th in g  o f  this fatal conjunction, he cites Shakespeare, he 
com m ents on the tw o  properties th a t the author o f  Timon o f Athens 
recognizes in m oney: ‘(1) It is the  visible divinity — the transform a- 
tion o f  all hum an and natural qualities into their contraries, the 
universal confounding and overturn ing  o f  things . . . ; (2) It is the 
com m on w hore, the com m on pim p o f  peoples and nations’, 53 and 
he w ill quote this once again in Capital, in the chapter on m oney. In 
the indifference o r  ‘the equalization o f  differences’ w hich results 
from  m ercantilism  b u t even m ore from  capitalism, and w hich the 
crude com m unism  w hich M arx despises, dreads and rejects (and 
w hich therefore he desires) will sim ply generalize; he says that this is 
the destruction  o f  the ‘direct, natural and necessary relation o f  
person to person’ w hich is prim arily  ‘the relation o f  m an and 
w o m an ’,54 he says tha t it is the denaturation o f  wom an, therefore 
the denaturation  o f  m an and nature itself. And we say that this 
h o rro r o f  m oney, o f  the w orld  o f  m oney  which selis to buy and 
huys to sell, o f  the w orld  o f  capital as the Milieu o f  universal 
p rostitu tion , w e say it is the horror o f  (and therefore the lust for) the 
‘perversion o f the partial pulsions.

W hat then does the system  o f  capital present to the innocent Little 
Girl M arx? N o  longer a body indeed, b u t an abstraction, no longer 
the carnal ‘artistic’ unity , o f  an inside and an outside, o f a hand and 
its tool, o f  a palm  and a stretch o f  caressed skin, o f  a house and the 
surrounding countryside, o f  fatigue and its com plem entary rest, 
bu t the ‘body  o f  capital’, w hich is not an organic body, w hich seems to 
her to be a body  stricken w ith  repugnant diseases, w hose organs are 
separated by w hat should assem ble them , w hose ‘m ediatory’ un ity  is 
n o t totalizing-im m anent, bu t transcendent-detotalizing. T he 
m oney o f capital groups incom possibles together. It is no t con- 
stituted by a slow  process o f  b irth  and g row th  like a living being, bu t 
by in term itten t acts o f  vam pirization: it m erely seizes hold o f w hat 
was already there, racked by dissolution, labour-force on one side, 
masses o f  currency on another, means o f  labour on a th ird , and
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reorganizes it in another w ay ,55 it cannot exist as an ‘organ ic’ unity, 
its unity is extrinsic, like th a t w hich  form s the im patient perversion 
o f a client, the indifference o f  a prostitute and the neutrality  o f  a 
procurer. Were Capital to m ake every activity enter into its cycle o f 
indifferent transform ations, rendering their uses indiscernible, for 
M arx it w ould b e ju st as though  sexuality, having lost its anchoring, 
its tlnality and its justification in genitality and reproduction, were to 
disconnect itself from the infam y of the partial pulsions. Instead o f  
am orous sensibility, sensuality in senselessness [non-sens]. Instead o f 
the natural and im m ediate order, perhaps madness. ‘She was seated, 
she held one leg up in the air, to open the crack yet w ider she used 
frngers to draw  the folds o f  her skin apart. And so M adam e 
E dw arda’s “old rag and ru in ” loured at me, hairy and pink, just as 
full o f life as som e loathsom e squid. “ W hy” , I stam m ered quietly, 
“ why arc you doing that?” “ You can sec fo r y o u rse lf’, she said, “ I 
am G O D  . . . ” , ‘‘I’m going c razy -” , “ O h  no you d o n ’t, y ou ’ve got 
to sec, look . . . ” ’56

Edw arda’s exposed vulva, her fainting fit in the street (for, as a 
brothel w om an, she cûh nevertheless ‘leave' , ju s t like th e  wage 
carner, w ho is not a slave), her hatred for her client (‘“ I can’t stand it 
any m ore” , she shrilled, “b u t you, you fake priest. I shit on you!’’’), 
her return in a taxi, copulating w ith  some driver culm inating in a 
gushing, bruising orgasm  — this is w hat capital prom ises male and 
female lovers o f organic bodies and affective harm onies. Capital is 
no t the denaturation o f  relations betw een man and man, nor 
between man and w om an, it is the w avering o f  the (imaginary?) 
prim acy o f  genitality, o f  reproduction  and sexual difference, it is 
the displacement o f  w hat was in place, it is the unbinding o f  the 
most insane pulsions, since m oney is the sole justification or bond, 
and m oney being able to justify  anything, it deresponsibilizes and 
raves absolutely, it is the sophistics o f  the passions and at the same 
time, their energetic prosthetics; and i f  the ‘un ity ’ w hich it w ants to 
apply to the social body so frightens M arx, it is because it has certain 
anti-unitary and anti-totalizing traits, am ongst w hich the great 
libidinal skin may be discerned.

It is the discovery o f  this latter, at least the beginnings o f its 
emergence in the cold w aters o f  capital, w hich makes the young 
lover recoil. W hat is there  left to love in this society, w ith  w hat can 
oııe strike up a natural, im m ediate, im passioned relationship so dear 
to  pure hearts? The task set M arx  the A dvocate by Little Girl M arx is
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to  discover an object o f  love, a hidden priceless thing, fo rgo tten  in  
th e  subversion o f  prices, a beyond-value in the trade fair o f  values, 
som ething like a nature  in denaturation. T o  rediscover a natural 
dependence, a We, a dialectic o f  the Y ou and the I, in the sordid  
solitude o f  po rno g rap h ic  independence to w hich the capitalist 
function o f  m oney  and labour condem ns all affective expenditure.

I f  it is true that p rostitu tion  is the m odel o f  the relationship in 
capitalist society, then tw o th ings follow: the first is well k now n , all 
relations are m ediated and folded back onto  the Milieu o f  the p im p - 
capitalists; b u t the second, concealed in the first, is, from the point o f 
view o f the consideration o f an organic body, the disappearance o f  this 
latter, its replacem ent by  series o f  singular, anonym ous and 
indifferent relations (but on ly  from  this point o f  view), betw een 
clients and prostitu tes. T he g roup  o f  client bodies does n o t fo rm  an 
organic body, and neither do the prostitu te bodies. It is only the 
collectivity o f  capitalist procurers that form s a body, a clandestine 
body , a m ajor state, and it is only in the instantiation o f the pulsions, 
o f  all the pulsions, on  their centre o f  pow er, that there m ust be a sort 
o f  collective existence o f  clients and prostitutes, consum ers and 
producers. T he ‘disappearance’ o f  the organic body is the accusa- 
tion, in sum , m ade b y  M arx  and Baudrillard (but this goes further, 
in  b o th  senses), by w hich the dispositif o fcap ita l stands condem ned.

But, far from  this rejection setting us clear on the libidinal 
function, or the libidinal functions, relative to each econom ic ‘p o st’ 
o f  capital, it m aintains on th e  contrary, in the form  o f  a denial p rio r 
to  all analysis, the idea that capitalism  deprives us o f  in tensities as 
affects. This denial is indeed w hat introduces political econom y and 
sem iotics as separate ‘sciences’, tha t is to say absurd and b lind  to  their 
presuppositions, b u t it is also w hat continues to  underlie the critique 
o f  these ‘sciences’; and if  M arx, w ho w anted to  do this critique, 
couldn’t avoid the nihilism  o f  this denial, it is not by w ay  o f  an 
error, it is because his w hole critique draws its im petus from  the 
follow ing denial: no, you cannot make me come. Baudrillard remains 
no less in this line w hen  he adds: you can only make m e enjoy 
perversely, by placing m e beyond am bivalence, by denying bisex- 
uality and castration. For w e do n o t see w hy this lim itation w ou ld  be 
proper to capital. W e can clearly see, for example, w hat m odes o f  
jouissance are excluded  from  the circumference o f  H ellenic 
hom osexuality , or from  the hierarchical organization o f  m edieval 
guilds. O n the o ther hand, in  the im m ense and vicious circuit o f



capitalist exchanges, w heth er o f  com m odities or ‘services', it 
appears that ali t he modalities ofjouissancc are possible and th a tı ıone is 
ostracized. O n these circuits, it is ju s t as m uch a piece o f  the libidinal 
band w hich becomes clear in its ephem eral and anonym ous 
polym orphism .

N ow , therefore, w e m ust com pletely abandon critique, in the 
sense that we m ust put a stop to the critique o f  Capital, stop accusing 
it oflibidinal coldness or pulsional m onovalence, stop accusing it o f  
no t being an organic body , o f  no t being a natural im m ediate relation 
o f  the term s that it brings into play, we m ust take note of, exam ine, 
exalt the incredible, unspeakable pulsional possibilities that it sets 
rolling, and so understand that there has tıeuer beeıı an organic body, 
an im m ediate relation, no r a nature in the sense o f  an cstablishcd site of 
affects, and that the (in)organic body  is a representation on the stage 
o f  the theatre o f  capital itself. Let’s replace the term  critique by an 
attitude closer to w hat we effectively experience in our current 
relations w ith  capital, in the office, in the street, in the cinema, on 
the roads, on holiday, in the m useum s, hospitals and libraries, that is 
to say a horrified fascination for the entire range o f  the dispositifs o f  
/oMissance. It m ust be said: the Little Girl M arx invents critique (w ith 
her fat bearded prosecutor) iti order to defetıd herself from  this 
horrified fascination, w hich the d isorder o f  the pulsions also 
provokes in us.

O f  course, p rostitu tion  is still an order, a separation and a 
distribution o f  pulsional m ovem ents on to  distinct poles, each o f  
w hich fıılfils a definite function  in the circulation o f  goods and 
jouissances. B ut intensities are lodged here  no less than in every 
possible netw ork. M adam e E dw arda is not only a prostitu te in this 
sense o f  order, w hich authorizes a sem iotics and a sociology o f  
prostitution; she is also a madwoman. W hat does her m adness stem 
from? From  excessively enjoying her profession. T he rule o f  
coldness is no t respected: it is on the contrary  the deregulation from  
frenzy and orgasm  tha t she dares to  obtain under cover o fh e r  job . 
N o t the disjunction betw een w h a t belongs to the (hypothetical) 
lover and w hat belongs to  the client; but the disjunctive bar turning on 
the disjunctive function itself in tensity  being produced w ithou t any 
reference to an outside, bu t by  heating  to w hite-ho t the operator o f this 
exteriorization. The taxi d river w ill have shot his load as if  it had been 
ju s t  another lay; but he w ill have paid no th ing , his vehicle will have 
served as a hotel bedroom , he had asked for noth ing , and finally it is
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oneself equally to  all those w ho  desire to do so, w om en must equally 
have the liberty  to  enjoy all those they  deem w orthy to satisfy 
th em ’.57 M adam e E dw arda is in the process o f transform ing the 
brothel w here the group earns its living in to  one o fthese dem ocratic 
houses o f  pleasure, a place w here intensities em erge w ithin political 
isonom y. A nd M arx, b o th  the little girl and the old man, horrified, 
discerns how  one inequality  dissimulates the o ther, how  venal 
equivalence encourages, w hile concealing it, the exchange o f  
pleasures, and soon equal rights to jouissance, which is its lim itless 
w andering. O ne equality  is order; and the other, which is the sam e, 
bu t w ithou t the  pim p and  m oney, is the  subversion o f  this order. 
Subversion by condensation: the girl is her ow n procurer, the 
w orker his ow n boss. B ut above all the jouissatıce o f  fucking or 
labouring is no t instantiated on an absence, the Milieu, Capital. T he 
end o f  alienation?

It is perhaps n o th in g  o f  the sort, Sade also sees in his strange 
institu tion  o f  debauchery a factor o f  order, w hich is political. T he 
circle o f  instantiations and accountancy is reconstituted, alongside 
the econom ic circuits, on the political circle. They will say: 
recuperation; certainly not; intensities never circulate as such, only  as 
dissim ulated; for w an t o f  doing this in venal equivalence they  will 
therefore be dissim ulated in Republican equality. This displace- 
m ent, if i t  spread as Sade hoped, w ould  indeed be a displacem ent, in 
no w ay a defeat o fliberties, or ra ther oflibidinalities, and M arx  was 
no t fooled by this. In capitalist prostitu tion , he denounces depravity; 
bu t what is exposed here, is po lym orphous perversion w ith o u t a 
m aster, the m adness of E d w ard a’s ‘flaps’ opened by her ow n hands; 
m adness and hazard and anonym ity , since, as in m asturbation, 
hands feeling for the nipples, th e  clitoris, the thin line on th e  glans, 
belonging neither to  m e no r anyone else, and since the erection and 
detum escence they produce is due to neither w om en’s nor m en ’s 
hands, is no t their p roduct, th ey  are inassignable tensions.

O r as in this im age of coupling: squatting on haunches, sod- 
om ized so that hairs m ingle, left breast lodged in the bend o f the left 
arm , the right in the ho llow  of the left palm, right nipple stiff and 
erect betw een the left thum b  and index finger, head fallen back onto  
the left shoulder, m o u th  w ide open, the gaping refuge p robed  by 
three bent m iddle fingers, the tongue and palate m oistened by the 
liquids d raw n  from  them . T here rem ain tw o hands, four feet, 
breaths, the interface o f  sw eat covering the back to torso contact. 
W hat belongs to  w hom ?
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insanity he held and penetrated, and not neutral venal flesh. Edwarda 
the prostitn tejourneys beyond every p im p ’s organization, but in the 
same place, on the same terrain as this organization, by the very fact 
o fh e r venal position as a body-com nıod ity .

It is certain that her frenzy, snatched fronı the disjunctive bar, 
from w hat demarcates all passion betw een clients and courtesans, 
goes hand in hand w ith another characteristic sketched by Bataille, 
her autonom y w ithin the p rostitu tive  organization. Ifth e  prostitute 
is her ow n mistress, if  she offers herself w ithout even the excuse o f  
the procurers’ wickedness, if  Jesus climbs onto  the cross w ithout 
having been invited there by his father, if  then there is no-one to 
collccC the price o f  jo11issaııcc-suffering, I am not saying that all w ould 
become clear, but that ultim ately the veil o f  intentions w hose 
intensities arc dissim ulated by the organization w ould clear a little, 
w hether this organization is the trade in w om en or the organization 
o f labour and its ıııarket, and reveal that it takes very little, even 
within the order o f  prostitu tes and wage earners, to arouse 
Edw arda’s lunacy anyw here (as Chaplin had show n in Modern 
Times: the skilled w orker becom es a kind o f  rnad god when his body 
lets go o f the jo 1i i ssa ıı cc that he receives from  machines, and w hich he 
transfers onto  them): this m inor requirem ent is the destruction o f  
the circle o f  reference, o f  the Milica, and o f  the divine trianglc, that 
is, o f capital as the site o f  the accounts. This docs not mean that the 
law, the disjunction separatinç the w om an from  her client w ould 
disappear, on the contrary  it rem ains an im passable bar (which will 
always be able to give rise to the retu rn  o f  pow er, to the return o f  the 
accountable, to the sem io10gist), but it is on this bar and f r oııı this bar 
fnat extrem e jouıssance wIİİ result, and this ex trem e jonissance is 
indeed an intensity in that it em braces n o t only the clientele, but also 
the staff, no t only the client, bu t also the w om an — so that outlined 
here, in madness, is the suppression o f  religion (w hether gentleJesus, 
the strict pim p or w hatever capitalism).

W asn’t this w hat Sade planned in his profoundly  egalitarian 
institutions o f  pleasure, and this equality is quite different to that 
which capital takes into account and devours in the pe tty  fear o f  its 
equations, an equality o f  the availability to enjoy, no t th rough 
property (this is capital), bu t th rough  jouissance or even the ‘right o f  
possession overjo ltissance’, as Sade says? In these Republican houses 
of debauchery, not only do ‘all m en have an equal right to jouissance 
over all w om en’, but, ‘under the special clause o f  abandoning
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O r in this im age o f  separation: under their nails, they carry 
particles o f  skin gathered from  tracks scratched onto the ridge o f  
the hips, the spreadeagled arm s, the base o f  the neck and the small o f  
the back. This is no t tw o identities disjoining from  each o ther in  the 
separation, tw o  bodies each ow ned by a separate identity. T he bar o f  
division unpredictab ly  crosses the fields o f  sight, touch, smell and 
hearing; the sk in’s tex tu re  ‘belongs’ ju s t as m uch to the tongues that 
have loved  it or hated  it, n o t only to  the alleged b o d y  w hich it 
envelops. Parts get inextricably  tangled up  w ith  regard to  the order 
o f  ‘this is yours, that is m in e ’.

This o rd er is the o rder o f  capital, but this disorder is the d isorder 
o f  capital. O rd er counts and produces its writings, d isorder is 
m ultiplied in these accounts, sending shock-waves th rough  it. The 
figure o f  M adam e E dw arda  is repeated in that o f  the m astu rbato r- 
w riter, a superbly capitalist dispositif: ‘O n  reflection’, says G uyotat, 
‘w hat spectacle is m ore b ru tally  exciting than  that o f  a child w anking  
w ith his left hand, in  this system , and w riting  w ith  his right. In the 
resultant disarray, there m ust be seen one o f  the term s o f  this 
contradictory  pulsional w ill, being  at the same tim e seen and voyeur 
(“ seeing” ), p im p and w hore, b u y er and bought, fucker and 
fucked. ’58 N o w , w hat did M arx  the prosecutor’s left hand  do while 
he was w riting Capital?

Force

The critique o f  political econom y is therefore instantiated on the 
(in)organic body; it is this beautiful body o f  reconciled genitality 
that allow s the characterization  and rejection o f  capitalism and w age 
earners as arising ou t o f  prostitu tion . The whole ‘critique’ is 
articulated in  the fo llow ing  sim ple statem ents: profit hides surplus- 
value, surplus-value issues from  the occultation o f  the use-value o f  
the force o f  labour by  its exchange-value; that is: from  the 
occultation o f  its substantial, superabundant force by its p roperty  
o f  being an exchangeable, sufficient, com m odity; capitalism m ust 
also be m istaken about the origin o f  its grow th, and this m istake is 
fatal to it.

Is this th e  dissim ulation  o f  force [puissance] in  order? N o . Is it the 
sam e th ing that w e w an ted  to  show  in signs; the sensible sign, that o f  
exchange-value, d issim ulating the tensor sign w hich w ould  then 
have to be confused w ith  use-value; and the reverse? N o t the
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slightest chance. Use-value belongs to the system  o f  sensible signs 
ju s t  like exchange-value, it is no t external to it. T hat this is so, is 
nevertheless w hat M arx says, w ith  specific reference to the use- 
value o f labour force. For its ex teriority , its heterogeneity  is 
responsible, he thinks, and solely responsible, for the introduction  
o f  events into the system : i f  capital is threatened, thinks the 
prosecııtor, it is because it cannot, at the same time, reduce w orking  
tim e to a m inim um  (fJ) and continue to reap a profit from  the 
exploitation o f  this force, the g ro w th  o f  the organic com position 
c/ ıı ceaselessly low ering the rate o f  profit and the incentive to invest. 
Capital captures force and turns it in to  a means o f  social labour, 
countable as time regulated by the d ock : it ‘b inds’ force.

O ne could bring out a sort o fh o m o lo g y  betw een this schema and 
Freud’s: som ething underm ines the ‘psychic apparatus’ or capital- 
ism , an excitation which proceeds from  the pulsional ‘X ' o r from  
force, and in relation to which the ‘apparatus’ o r the system  reacts 
not only by hiııdiııg the d ism ptive  effects that result from  the 
introduction o f  this force into a circuit o f  regulated tension, but by 
m odifying, and in particular by heightening, the capacity o f  the 
tension regulator, w ithout which the system  cracks up. This is 
because capital for the procurer consists at least in a turning-aw ay o f 
funds, in the capture o f  force and the pu tting  into circulation, 
regulated by the law o f  value and under the form  o f  accum ulated 
labour or ‘death’. Living force is the pulsional source o f  the event, 
capital is its death as its binding. N evertheless Freud distributed 
these roles in the opposite w ay: w hat produces the event in the 
system  is the death drive, the Eros o f  life is w hat produces the 
system.

O f  course, this inversion o f  signs enables us to discover an 
‘op tim ism ’ in M arx and a ‘pessim ism ’ in  Freud. B ut this, in its turn, 
conceals the essential since the M arxist dialectic is fulfilled entirely 
w ithin the interplay o f  force and system , the action, as indirect as 
one could wish, o f  the fo rm er on the latter is w hat carries it to its 
po in t o f  rup ture . W ith Freud on  the o ther hand, the opposition  
betw een the lethal pulsions and the erotic organization is neither 
dialecticized nor dialecticizable (subject to an action o f  the cure); o f  
course the latter binds the fo rm er and, in a sense, ‘benefits’ from  it 
(the famous ‘secondary benefit’), b u t the form er are no t external to 
the regulated apparatus, they rather inhabit it, and this unthinkable 
cohabitation o f  the regulator and deregulation in the same signs is
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properly the dissim ulation or dissim ilation through w hich every 
intense sign appears as a coded sign, and som e coded (but inassign- 
able) sign conceals an intensity. Even if  Freud him self gets this 
w rong, for exam ple, in terpreting  the death drives as aggression in 
Civilization and its Discontents, therefore reestablishing a sort o f  
pulsional binarism , it rem ains tha t his invention o f  1920 gives rise to 
a dissim ulatory m onism : there  is no equivalent in M arx, too m uch 
o f  a C hristian  for that.

O ne first entirely decidable ‘effect’ (and it is ‘original’) for this 
androgynous M arx, is the splitting o f  force into living force and 
dead force. Living force gives m ore than it takes, consum es less 
than it produces, a little m eta-econom ic miracle o f  the extravagant 
gift w hich w ould  be the forgotten  origin o f  all w ealth creation. 
W hat is killed in rep roduction  is this absolute, im probable, 
negentropic excess. It is a m atter o f  the true origin o f  capital, the 
im m utable even t w h ich  alw ays underlies the process o f  grow ing 
accum ulation and w hich m ust give rise to its death sentence. The 
force o flab o u r, conceived in this way, a force which gives out m ore 
than it expends, fully satisfıes the petition form ulated by Bataille for 
expenditure and consum ption . W hat is this force, if  n o t the return 
to ‘critique’ o f  an elem ent indispensable to the m odel o f  the 
sovereign gift? Force consumes itself and it is this very consum ption 
w hich enables the accum ulation o f  capital. Such a m odel is set up 
against that o f  exchange. Y ou believe tha t there is exchange, says the 
Little Girl M arx , bu t under all exchanges o f  equal value there  is an 
original gift, an irreversible relation o f  inequality, m aking all 
equalities and equalizations illusory. Labour-force is exorbitant, or at 
least beyond  value, inasm uch as the origin o f  surplus-value escapes 
the w hole system  o f  valuations at the same tim e as it renders this 
possible. With the result that this is not even ageneral w rong  done to 
it, bu t a meta-wrong, a w rong w hich is not econom ic but ontological. 
B etw een the value that this force comes to add to those o f  the means 
o f  production  em ployed, and its ‘true’ use-value, the split is 
inestim able. T hat does no t m ean that they cannot be fı.xed, w hich in 
fact takes place th ro u g h  the continual discussions, dialogues and 
disputes w hich  su rro u n d  the definition o f  salaries and conditions o f  
labour. B ut, i f  the cost o f  force in its donatory function can only be 
arbitrarily established w ith  regard to w hat is w orked ou t for other 
com m odities, it is because it is not an object, because it remains 
beyond value, and this is w hy  this price may be fixed only in an extra-
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econom ic contex t, beyond the value systcm , in the context ofclass 
strugglc. W herever force cscapcs thc cconom ic approach, for 
instancc: in its originary fım ction, is w hcrc, w hat’s m ore, it is 
trouble and disorder, and to evaluate it necessitates that onc rcsort to 
conflicts or institutions o f dialogue, w hich w ould no longcr appear 
to  arise from  the regulated body o f  Capital, but from  the disparate, 
uııeertain, equivocal, troubled socio-political body. The transcen- 
dence o f  the system  by force is m arked therefore in the referral o f 
its definition from  the field o f  reproduction  to that o f  struggles.

Prostitutes getting organized to fight the dom ination  o f the 
pim ps. The ‘political’ consequence follows sm oothly , in  the M arx- 
is t’s eyes: if  it is to obtain a better perccntage on rates per lay, one 
remains w ithin the denaturation  o f  force, one is inscribed into the 
system , confining labour-force in its entircty w ith in  it, conse- 
quently com parable to a com m odity . In this way economism will be 
denounced in the Lcninist critique o f  union dem ands. The good 
fight aims on the contrary  to em ancipate the venal bodies from  the 
bargaining o f  thcir alleged procıırers (w hen it is thc form er w ho 
support the latter) and to reestablish everyw here the m agnificent 
transcendence o f  the One who gives (force), w hich masks the infam y 
o f  the One who receives (capital). The hope o f  the young political 
w om an is simply that the prostitu tes becom e fertile virgins once 
m ore, m em bers o f  a pure (in)orgaııic body w hich they form  in 
reality. And their gift should be d istributed  am ongst them , in 
proportion , in short, to their respective needs, exactly as is the case, 
M arx thinks, am ongst the organs o f  a healthy  organic body. Capital 
o r prostitution, disease o f  a social body, one part absorbing the 
forces o f  the w hole, altering the relation  o f  the given and the  taken, 
reversing the relation o f  the donor and the donee, the ‘boss’ 
appearing to provide labour and sustenance w hen  it is the  w orker 
w ho enigmatically provides the surplus o f  force; this latter in its 
rage tu rned  back into the self-styled ‘w isd o m ’ o f  th e  concerted 
regulation o fjo b s , salaries, prices. T he em otions o f  hate or despair 
w hich may seize leftist m ilitants or the m ost infuriated w orkers 
w hen they see the ‘pro letaria t’ accept, after renegotiating, the rates 
for its prostitution, do not o f  course have econom ic m otives, as in 
fact the leaders o f  com panies, unions and parties (all good pim ps), 
com plain, they nourish them selves on the passion for an elsewhere, 
for an organic body hidden beneath the abstract body o f  capital, for 
a force lodged underneath or outside pow er relations.
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N o w , this idea o f  a transcendent exteriority o f force to the 
system , w hich w ould  be at the origin o f  surplus-value and therefore 
o f  profit, w ould  appear to  be dangerously threatened by the actual 
state o f  capitalist production . M arx h im self know s this, as a text 
from  the Grundrisse testifies, 59 w here he states clearly that the 
individual labour-force in its im m ediate use ceases to be the source of 
wealth in proportion  to the developm ent o f  large industry, in 
proportion , therefore, to the fact that ‘the to tality  o f  know ledge 
becom es an im m ediate productive force’. A rem ark w hich, on this 
decisive point o f  the accusation tha t the prosecutor is charged to 
bring  against capital, to ascertain the exploitation, or, as he says here, 
‘the theft o f  w ork ing  tim e from  labour o f the other, the present 
basis o f  w ealth ’, cannot b u t m ake Little Girl M arx despair. For this 
basis is only present, and although the poor for a long tim e m ay 
hope to reap vengeance for this theft by a reversal (by a revolution) 
w hich w ould  finally allow  labour-force to be recognized in its 
unalienated transcendence, it is the very developm ent o f  capitalism  
that sticks them  aw ay ‘in the margins (neben) o f the production  
process, o f  w hich  they w ere previously the principal ag en t’. Thus, 
m ore overw orking as a condition  o f  the developm ent o f  w ealth  in 
general; m ore need for the extravagant generosity o f  a force to 
ensure g row th .

It is true that M arx, w orried , soon substitutes another ‘m aster 
pillar o f  the p roduction  o f  w ealth ’, ‘the social individual’, tha t is, 
‘the intelligence and m astery o f  nature  by the whole o f  society’, for 
this poor, m arginalized subject. H ow  can we understand this social 
individual? Is it a society becom e the subject o f  production  in its 
to tality? Is it a g roup  o f  individuals by which, incredibly, socializa- 
tion, that is ‘the artistic, scientific, etc., developm ent o f  every 
ind iv idual’ thanks to the reduction  o f  w orking time to  a m in im um  
and to the extension o f  its leisure tim e, will be increased? T he 
form ulations o f  the wise prosecu to r belong to this hesitant subject; 
bu t this hesitation is n o t im portan t here; w hat is im portan t is that 
M arx, placed before the perspective o f  a production w ithou t the 
exploitation o f  the im m ediate labour-fdrce and therefore w ithou t a 
proletariat, still sees in it the prom ise o f  a labour-force, an 
anonym ous and trium phan t labour-force, however: ‘M an ’s appro- 
priation o f  his ow n universal productive labour-force’, such is the 
new  social subject, conscious, know ing  and able. Is it stili the same 
unified body craved by the love o f  little genital Rhenane? N o , it is no
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longcr an organic body, it is a ftcshlcss body, a machinic body  
ubcying an imıııensc hcad. M achines "arc the instruments o f the h u m a n 
hrainı created hy kuman hands; thcy arc the matcrializcd forcc o f  
know lcdgc’. 60

N ow , will this body bc socialist or capitalist? M arx writcs: ‘W ith 
that, production based on cxchangc-valuc brcaks dow n . . . ’ And 
m ore strongly: ‘Capital calls to life all the pow ers o f  scicncc and o f  
nature, as o f social com bination and social intcrcoursc, in ordcr to  
make the crcation o f  wealth indcpcndcnt (rclativcly) o f  the labour- 
tim c em ploycd on it . . .  [These] arc the m atcrial conditions to blow  
this foundation sky-high. V>1 W hy this b low ing sky-h igh? Because 
capital ‘wants to usc labour-tim c as the m easuring rod for the giant 
social forccs thcrcby created, and to confinc thcm  w ithin the lim its 
rcquircd to maintain the already created valuc as valuc’. And such is 
the ‘m oving contradiction’: ‘T o  rcducc labour-tim c to  a m inim um , 
while it posits labour-tim c . . .  as sole sourcc and measure o f  
wcalth. So my fricnds, if  capital m ust burst, it is from  counting 
all wcalth in tcrnıs o f  w ork ing  time, it is because the Standard and 
the basis o f  valuc is and rem ains labour-force m easured in hours and 
minutes. But w ho says this? T he basis o f  valuc, m eanwhile, is not 
capital, which docs not w ant to and cannot know  its origin, but the 
bcarded, bitter prosecutor o fits  causes; this ‘contradiction’ is only as 
m ortal as the depth o f  his hatred, o f  course.

As for the m easure o f values, the capitalist has his answ er ready: 
we do not count in w orking tim e, we take any unit w hatever capable 
o f  en s uring a m inim um  o f  consistency in the facts in our system  
(which is production for p ro d u c tio n ’s sake); such that the machinic 
body crow ned w ıth a huge abstract head, w hich we call the social 
subject and the universal produetive force o f  man, is nothing other 
than the body o f m odern  capital. T he know ledge here in play is no t 
at all m ade by all individuals, it is separate, a m om ent in the 
m etam orphosis o f  capital, obeying it as m uch as governing it. A nd 
today ’s salaries, the defender o f the bourgeois masters and 
bureaucrats will continue, d o n ’t they contain indistinctly the price 
o f  the selling of labour tim e and a fraction of the redistributed 
surplus? A nd the form ation o f  additional capital, you are well aware 
that it has become im possible legitim ately to im pute to it the 
metaphysical difference betw een the use-value and the exchange- 
value of an alleged labour-force, a difference w hich alone w ould  be 
at the origin o f  surplus-value; bu t w hat if in general it w ould  require
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simply an inequality  or a difference o f  potential som ew here in the 
system, a difference w hich m arks its frame at the same tim e as it 
attests tha t this system  could not be isolated, w hat i f  it m ust 
ceaselessly draw  from  new  reserves o f  energy in order to  transfo rm  
them  in to more commodities. Per haps it ‘had to ’ draw  initially on 
hum an energy, bu t this is no t essential to it, and it can survive 
exploitation  quite well, in  the sense that you, the prosecutor for the 
poor, understand it, and requires, like every other com plex natural 
system, only an irreversible superiority  in its metabolic relation w ith  
the bio-physico-chem ical contex t from  w hich it draw s its energy. 
H ence its exteriority , w hich  is n o t at all transcendent, b u t sim ply 
natural. D o you no t say yourself, prosecutor: ‘Intelligence and 
m astery o f  nature by the w hole of society?’ What is this nature, 
prosecutor? A n ‘ob ject’ as opposed to a productive social ‘sub ject’; or 
the (natural) context from  w hich  an equally natural system  draw s its 
energy? A nd if  this is the case, w here is the guilt?

Tautology

If the system o f  capital is, w hen  all’s said and  done, natural, and 
M arx h im self is no t far from  adm itting  this in many confessions, a 
suprem e betrayal of the cause w hich he is supposed to defend ,63 a 
great m any oppositions, stem m ing from  the desire to cleave the 
givens, o ugh t to collapse. It w ould be opportune enough, for 
example, to ru in  the opposition  o f ‘fıxed needs’ versus artificial 
needs;64 let us be content to  draw  out the consequences o f  the 
elim ination o f  the couple-value versus use-value.

T o  determ ine the former seems to require only tw o  things: the 
definition o f  a Standard o f  quantifıcation applicable to  all com ­
m odities entering  into p roduction , and rules o f  p roportionality  for 
the red istribu tion  of products in diverse branches of production . 
T his is how  P iero  Sraffa understands it when, postulating a 
regulated body of capital in a self-replicating state [en bouclej, he 
constructs w hat he calls a com m odity  standard as a com posite entity  
form ed from  n branches o f  p roduction  redistributing the totality o f 
their n branches according to  a law o f  proportionality  w hich will 
allow the previous d istrib u tio n  o f  products to be reestablished, and 
production  to  start again according to the same m ethods.

Take a bod y  o f  p roduction  com posed o f  tw o branches or 
enterprises, one (W) p roducing  w heat, the  other (I) p roducing  iron;



all the wheat produced by W  m ust be redistributed betw een W  and 1 
as subsistence means and meaııs o f  production (supplying the 
workers); the same for iron. Value, Sraffa says, will be the 
proportion  in which x hundredw eigh t o f  w heat is exchanged for y 
tons of iron in such a w ay that each is com pletely redistributed 
between W and 1 as they w ere at the beginning. Take, for exam ple, 
the following system o f  p roduction  organized into tw o branches:

(W) 2HO cwt o f w heat +  12 t of iron — 40() cwt of w heat

(I) 120 curt o f  w heat +  H t o f iro n  — 20 cıvt o f iron

There is only one value o f  the relation iron/w heat w hich allows 
hom ogeneous reproduction, here 1/10. In fact W em ploys 280 cwt 
o f wheat for its reproduction  per 40() products; it sells the 
difference to I, that is, 120 curt, required by 1 for its reproduction. 
Conversely, 1 will sell W (20 — H) =  12 t o firo n , w hich W  em ploys 
for its reproduction. Therefore, on condition that 120 cwt o f w heat 
is exchanged for 12 t o f  iron, the com positions o f  means o f  
production for the tw o branches will be thus reconstituted in their 
initial state. Value, says Sraffa, is therefore the equal relation o f  10 
cuıt o f wheat to  1 t o f  iron.

It is indeed a question here  o f  a Standard measure, for ‘there is a 
unique set of exchange-values w hich if adopted by the m arket 
restores the original d istribu tion  o f  the productions and makes it 
possible for the process to be repeated . . . ’65 T he com m odity  
standard or system  standard will be, in a com plex  group, this single 
set o f  cxchange-values allow ing the re tu rn  o f  the body of produc­
tion  to its original proportions. ‘From  such values’, Sraffa adds, 
‘m ethods of production flow d irectly ’, a form ula aimed, of course, 
at neo-m arginalism  and all theories o f  value based on dem and and 
subjective utilities; but w hich no less affects M arxism  and the 
theory  o f  value based on quan tity  o f  w ork . For such a calculation 
com pletely excludes the d istinction betw een the ‘phenom enal fo rm ’ 
and  the substantive reality o f  value, a d istinction w hich, by contrast, 
is indispensable to the M arxist doctrine .66 W ith Sraffa, we abandon 
cleavage and theatricality. A nd this is because this anchoring in a 
presystem ic exteriority is abandoned, a role played by force in 
M arx ’s econom ic critique, and by the (in)organic body  in his 
philosophical approach.
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Sraffa starts w ith  the facts, as does M arx, but no t the sam e facts: 
M arx ’s fact is and rem ains, from  one end to  the o ther o f  the 
rom antic p ro secu to r’s career, the alienation o f  property, o f  capital, 
from  labour, w hich  is n o t therefore a prim ary fact, but som ething 
w hich makes reference to  a still m ore  archaic and hidden ‘fact’, the 
lost instantiation o f  labour and needs, th rough an im m ediate 
m ediation, in a social na tu re  o r a natural society: a nihilist fact giving 
cause for interpretation. Sraffa’s fact is the system  o f capital as the 
p roducer and consum er o f  com m odities: a positivist fact, to  be 
constructed. H ere  there is no  authentic point o f  origin, nor is there 
any derealizing finishing point; there is closure, com m odities trans- 
form ed in to  o ther com m odities, and salaries as profit are taken as 
variables, dependent on one another o f  course (profit =  1 — salary), 
bu t as observablc givens, w hich  have no need to  be explained or 
interpreted; w h a t m ust be explained, that is to  say constructed, on 
th e  o ther hand , is how , w ith  th e  ‘m ethods o f  p ro duc tion ’ (quite 
close to  ‘organic com positions’) differing according to  the 
branches, the system  can nevertheless m aintain itselfin  equilibrium , 
that is to  say rem ain  a system . Value is sim ply the set o f th e  rules o f  
transform ation  for all com m odity-products into co m m odity - 
goods o f  p roduction . T h e  en tire system  o f  these transform ations 
can be taken as a un it (=  1), and the exchange-value o f  each 
com m odity  w ill be expressible in term s o f  this ‘com posite com - 
m odity  standard ’, tha t is to say in an absolutely closed m anner; a 
closure then at the level o f  the system o f  branches: ‘T he exchange 
ratio  (o f a basic p roduc t67) depends as m uch on the use that is m ade 
o f i t  in the p roduction  o f  o ther basic com m odities as on the ex ten t to 
w hich  these com m odities enter its ow n production . ’ A nd at the level 
o f  each branch, there is a feedback [boucle]: ‘In the case o f  a basic 
p roduct the prices o f  its m eans o f  production  depends o n  its ow n 
price no  less than  the la tte r depends on them . ’68

Such feedback no tab ly  im plies that, in o rder to determ ine the 
value o fa  com m odity , one  does no t analytically take into considera- 
tion a quantity  o f  substance included in it (labour-force, for 
exam ple), b u t its exchangeability  as an am ount (that is, the relation 
o f  its quantity  w ith  that o f  its m eans o f  production); and 
dow nstream  (the relation  o f  its quantity w ith  that o f  all the 
com m odities that it puts in to  its production). It is only w ith in  the 
en tire set o f  circuits (at least o f  basic products) that value can be 
read; it is clearly read there, no t by a return to source, b u t by the



construction o f  a totalizing thcorctical m odel and by a setting-out o f  
the givens. The m eta-econom ic opposition  o f  usc-value and 
exchange-value, o r rather o f  usc-value and value as such, com - 
pletely disappears here: there arc only usc-exchange-values, prices in 
m utual interdependence, or the quantitative relations o f  
com m  odities.

What, whCIı all’s said and done, arc we dealing w ith in Sraffa’s 
approach? Strictly speaking, w ith a theoretical discourse, expelling 
from  itself evcry recourse to an exteriority and to a dialectic o f  the 
reversal o f  economic reality, pu tting  only disparities regulated by 
the laws o f  transform ation into play betw een term s none o f  w hich 
has a referential privilege, on the contrary , any com m odity  at all 
from  the system may be taken as the standard, and the com posite 
com m odity  ju s t described being, in the theoretical model, only the 
m ost saturated equivalence o f  w hat effectively regulates exchanges 
in the domain o f reference or the empirical system. This is a type o f  
discourse analogous in every w ay to the one w hich Saussure 
elaborated for language, the sam e epistem ological bias (in linguis- 
tics, langue rather than parole, in econom ics, the system o f 
com m odities rather than o f  subjects or goods), and has therefore the 
same concept o f  value as regulated referral, replacing that o f  
signification-designation. A fully syntactical perspective.

C om pared to  Sraffa, M arx ’s a ttem pt and failure to m ake the 
system (and his book on the system  . . . ) self-replicating can only 
appear illegitimate, w hatever the A lthusserians may say: what 
prevents M arx from  m aking a ‘scientific’ description, is that he m ust 
fulfil the function o f  the prosecu to r assigned him  by his desire for 
an integration o f  goods, m eans and persons into a singie body, his 
desire for harm onious genitality. Sraffa’s ‘b o d y ’ is as elusive as the 
body o f  capital, com m odities are them selves only evident there as 
the limits o f  an endless m etam orphosis; w hich suggests the con- 
gruence o f  capital’s operation w ith  that o f  a theoretical system . It 
follows, o f  course, from  such an approach that every catastrophic 
perspective is excluded: the death o f  capital cannot corne to it from  
within, from  some contradiction, there is no contradiction, there  are 
at most disequilibrium  states, there is no death th rough  disruption.

In the vocabulary o f  Little Girl M arx, Sraffa defines the proper 
field and the strategy o f  the g roup  o f  great procurers: an econo- 
m ist’s ideology concealed under cover o f  the harsh prostitu tion  o f  
people and things in the p im ps’ interests. Is this w hat we are saying?
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In B audrillard’s term ino logy , the  accusation brought against fetish- 
ism com pletes this structuration : the occultation o f  castration and 
am bivalence in the position  o f  the anonym ity o f  neutral goods. W e 
are no t even saying this. W e say: here is a structural syntax o f  the 
language spoken by com m odity  exchanges; it is, so it seems, one o f 
the strictest o fits  k ind (but w e are not econom ists enough to  m ake a 
judgem en t on this . . . ). D oes it leave som ething outside itself? D o 
w e reproach it, as S. L atouche does,69 for confusing the hetero- 
geneity o f  the com m odity  force o f  labour w ith every other 
com m odity? This w ou ld  be to retrace our steps, to seek an 
exteriority once again, a substance, to continue theology (w hether 
hum anist or atheist). O n  the contrary, w e love the coldness o f  the 
system and its absolute lack o f  eloquence: the body of capital speaks 
only, in a sense, as ratio, banknotes and accounts, tautology.

If  anything flaws Sraffa’s description in  this regard, it is the same 
th ing tha t underlies it, the libidinal instantiation on this ratio, the 
incandescence obtained by the segm entation o f  the con tinuum  
called the ephem eral skin and tautologically interchanging the 
resultant segm ents, and ultim ately: enjoying value, that is to say 
postponem ent and its algebraic cancellation. Theoretical discourse is 
no less jouissive than  any other; w hat it enjoys is situated in this same 
coldness o f th e  m odel w hich  it constructed, and w hich, ex hypothesi, 
is a m odel o f  equilibrium (static or dynamic), that is the estim ated 
maximal binding in the object o f  which it speaks, bu t p rim arily  
obtained in fact th rough its strict arrangem ent as discourse. Speech 
w ithou t viscosity, fastened to itself by the nuts and bolts o f  an 
infallible axiom atic, ten d in g  therefore tow ards an im m obilized or 
im m obilizing body  o f  language, a body which could be for ever 
debated as to w hether it is death or life, this being undecidable.

B u t even this assessm ent o f  the positivistic discourse o f  closure 
rem ains som ew hat im perfect from  the libidinal point o f  view . T he 
instantiation o f  desire on  the tautology is far from  being the m ost 
im portan t o f  the form ations o f  desire in the capitalist dispositif. 
T here is the strange operation  w hich  M arx calls increased accum ula- 
tion, and w hich poses the problem  o f  so-called g ro w th  for 
econom ists. T he difficulties it presents to economic theory  in its 
tau to logy  w ould  appear to be exactly those that can bring  about the 
presence o f  a surplus o fv a lu e  in a hom eostatically regulated system . 
H o w  can a system  obtain, at the end of a cycle, m ore  than it 
consum ed during  th e  p roduction  process? Basically, the  answ er to



this question has always been o f  thc type: the system is not isolated, it 
deducts or receives encrgetic supplem ents outside itsclf, which it 
transform s, integratcs into its circuits, and which still allow it 
thcreafter to retain its specificity. T he physiocrats call this exteri- 
ority nature, M arx calls it labour-force, many M arxists or K eyne- 
sians call it the third w orld  or uncqual exchangc.7° But in any case 
thc concept o f  a bordcrlirıc must be in troduced, putting  the tautologi- 
cal system in contact w ith an external reserve of energies which can 
be draw n on.

A dispositif of conquest, and therefore of a voyage beyond the 
rules of tautology, which m ust no t be im agined as the obvious 
outsides o f m ilitary or com m ercial im perialism , bu t m uch m ore 
subtly and m ore interestingly as the conquest o f  tim e. For the 
conquest by itself is not a process proper to capitalism, the great 
despotic States have always practised it, and doubtless the nom ads as 
well; but, for these latter, it cannot be threatening, since it was only 
the pillage o f  transient energies, a discontinuous w ithdraw al 
Iprelh'cmcrıt], a regulated-regulator; as for the form er, it has by 
contrast always been fatal to  them  because it created a disparity 
between the quantities o f  energy conquered and the assimilable 
quantities o f  energy: always too  m uch or too little o f  the first 
relative to the second. C apitalism  includes, on the contrary, in the 
name o f increased accum ulation, grow th , developm ent, etc., a 
dispositif o f the regulation o f conquest, a dispositif o f perm anent 
conquest. T he speciality o f  this dispositif lies in a certain use o f 
currency, w hich is a game w ith  tim e. T he libidinalfunction o f  this use 
m ust be grasped; the exam ination o f  m ercantilism , and trade first o f  
all, wıll alloVv us to approach it.
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IV
Trade

Nicomachean Erotics

Let’s no t w ait for the historians to validate the following event (all 
the m ore because they m ay have already done so . . . ) in order to 
m ake it a core o f  questions that preoccupy us, w e libidinal 
econom ists: the meson that D etienne, V idal-N aquet, V ernant and 
Finley place at the em pty  centre o f  the ancient Greek collective o f  
w arrior-talkers, this place for depositing all the  plundered loot, this 
tribunal at the centre o f  the civil w orld, this geom etral plan o f  the 
isonomia o f  the citizens, this hub  w here all the political radii are 
instantiated and all the diam eters o f  exchange are neutralized, in 
sum, this zero, well, it’s the same one that A ristotle institutes, under 
the nam e o f  m oney , as the ju d g e  o f  econom ic exchanges. Its 
distributive justice  consists initially in annulling the term s o f  the 
exchange and the exchangists them selves, inasm uch as one w ants 
(‘desires’, needs, fancies, is m otivated  to acquire, is interested in) 
w hat the o ther has. M arx, rereading the texts o f  the Nicomachean 
Ethics, will induce from  them  the conviction that a theo ry  o f  
exchange, w hich  notab ly  rem ains tied to prices and to needs, is 
incapable o fu n d erstan d in g  w hy  tw o  chairs, and no t three, w ill have 
to be offered against one table. A nd he w ill say: an objective value is 
necessary, a m easurable elem ent com m on to both term s, w e m ust 
descend beneath  the scene o f  the m arket, and in the basem ent we 
m ust find the to tally  objective and necessary machinery o f  subjec- 
tive and contingent exchanges. By so doing, he evidently and 
intentionally  devalues the place o f  the price, by turning it in to  the 
surface, the skin o f  the econom ic body, almost an illusion.

N o w , if  w e start again w ith  the zero o f  the m oney-judge, w ith  its 
function o f  annu lm ent as A risto tle  understood it (w ithout concern- 
ing ourselves, we m ust repeat, w ith  know ing how, and m uch less 
w hy, the figure o f  the isonom ic w arrior-politician circle is or is not 
displaced into the econom ic sphere -  or better: how  and w hy  in the



Aristotelian w orld, instcad o f  men bearing arms and w ords, there 
will be tradesm en and com m odities), we take this skin o f  the body 
utterly seriously, precisely because we realize that in libidinal 
econom y, there is nothing bu t skin on the inside and the outside, 
there is only one m onoface surface, the libidinal body is a M oebius 
strip, and a dispositiflike that o f  the tneson is not an underground 
m achinery beneath the plateau o f  the stage or the wings, quite the 
contrary, it com m ands certain instantiations oflibidinal im pulsions 
on the body-band, the blockage and exclusion o f  o ther regions: so 
the chattering w arriors and pederasts d on ’t even show their arse to 
w om en, slaves, metics, children, foreigners, nature, but their 
pnf1lc, preoccupied as they arc w ith  the m ad accum ulative circle o f  
internal debts o f deaths and lives, o f  productions and w ords, 
fascinated exclusively by the balancing ou t o f  all that, its com pensa- 
tion and maintenance at the regulatory  zero, no longer harnessing 
any ‘external’ force insofar as it will be able to fıııd its expression, its 
place and its neutralization in the w orld  o f  citizen-calculators.

Thns the ‘political’ o rder and, in the narrow est sense o f  the w ord, 
the mercantile order, that o f  the m arket w here exchanges using 
paym ent m oncy take place, is not taken by us as the expression o f 
something else, tor example, o f  h idden relations o f  production , o f  a 
subterranean order to be deciphered, no, w e take it as a m odality, as a 
figure, a dispositifby means o f  which the pulsions running across the 
surfaces o f  the ‘bodies’ o f  the young and old, male and female, 
Greeks and non-G reeks, are to be found driven back tow ards this 
centre where they congregate, com bine, conspire and m ust always 
ultim ately be annulled; that is, they are prim arily  driven back ‘to the 
outside'. This entails, and n o t m etaphorically , m any things; for 
instance, this: the citizen’s ‘b o d y ’, the fam ous Greek body, is a tiny 
fragm ent o f  the po lym orphous ribbon  (the m onoface band), and 
the city, the politeia, consists in only rendering useful, utilizable, a 
tiny fragm ent o f  the band. T he harm onious, volum inous totality o f  
the athlete is a prejudice as regards the pieces o f the libidinal surface. 
W hat is a citizen-body? T he pulsional investm ent o f  the penis and 
the logos. B ut the shank and language are here diverted from  the 
charge points offered them  by the confıgurations o f  o ther societies.

Far indeed from  reserving his semen for the female w om b and 
therefore for the propagation  o f  the species, the Pythagorean 
hom osexuals apportion  it out. T hey  w ill o f  course im pregnate  their 
w om en, this will sim ply be the price to  be paid for p roviding the city
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w ith  young people to  educate, arm , introduce into and annul in the 
hom osexual circle. O n e  part sperm  for propagation, one part for 
m asculine com m erce. 1 T hey  strangely  reverse the term s o f  a 
disp o sitfth a t one used to be able to  think o f  as natural; it is w hen  they 
go to bed w ith  their w om en that they prostitu te themselves, for the 
prostitu te  transform s the client’s jouissance into m oney and there- 
fore phlegm atically converts the perverse libido or sim ply its use, 
the surplus o f  pulsional energy scattered in society, and dangerous 
to  it, deadly because it is capable o f  setting it o ff in every  sense2 
w ithou t any regard  for its organic unity  — it converts therefore these 
perversions o r diversions o f  energy into m oney, and then in to  
com m odities (into capital indeed), thereby taking care to  safeguard 
the social w hole, assum ing the sacred malediction o f  genital 
sterility, b u t sim ultaneously  bringing abou t the return o f  these ‘lost’ 
expenditures into the circuit o f  social exchanges. The prostitu te 
therefore redeem s perversion (the diversion o f  the pulsions) by 
replacing its p roduct, no t sem en exactly, bu t its equivalent, m oney, 
no t in the en try  to her u terus w hich is necessarily closed o ff  w hile 
the penile clientele frequent her, bu t in the en try  to  the goods 
m arket, and therefore to society. B ut our w arrior, w hen  he makes 
children w ith  his w om an , behaves ju s t like the prostitute w hen  she 
makes m oney from  society th rough  her client’s perversion. A n d ju st 
as the client pays m oney  for the fruitlessness o f  w hatever jouissance 
he m ay derive, thereby  paying hom age to the social Eros, so the 
citizen pays by  the semen he deposits in the w om an’s genitalia for 
this tru ly  sterile jouissance, only obtaining his satisfaction elsew here 
in civic hom o-ero tic ism . W hat happens here then, is no t the 
harnessing o f  deadly energies in a m onetary  form , bu t their 
regulation under the genital form ; bu t this latter w ould then  appear — 
and this is the great Greek reversal — as the new and genuine 
p rostitu tion , p ro stitu tion  turned  inside out; from  now  on every 
w om an, and no longer insofar as she is sterile, bu t insofar as she is 
impregnated, like a m achine th a t transform s sperm  in to  a child, in to  a 
potential w arrior — every  w om an  w ould  therefore appear as a 
detestable b u t necessary appendage for the one authorized function 
ofjouissance, w hich  is here the production  o f  a society o f  loquacious 
citizens, hom osexuals and w arriors. It is propagation w hich 
becom es p rostitu tion  for them , that is to say the indispensable 
redem ption o f  the sterile intensities o f  hom osexual jouissance by 
m eans o f  the rep roduc tion  o f  children. T hey  pay in sem en for
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perverting semen. T hey  havc, therefore, tw o  penises, one for this 
paym ent, the o ther for civic jouissance.

N ow  where is this civic jouissance on the inside o f  the circle o f  
m en, apart from  paym ent at its frontiers? W hat is exchanged herc, 
ifn o t m ore children, that is to say, the means o f  reproduction? H ow  
are the the conncctions o f  libidinal body-strips in the circle o f 
warriors organized? The absolute identity  required o f  the m em bers 
o f this circle, called the equality o f citizens, isonomia, equal distance 
from the centre, from  the meson, the fact that they are all apparently 
males and speakers o f  the A ttic and H oplite tongues, that each o f  
them  can come to the centre, into this em pty  tribunal w hich 
nevertheless no-one m ust be able to occupy and appropriate on a 
long-term  basis, the fact that the w ords o f political decision must 
follow the singular rule o f the tetra logos (I speak, you respond, I 
respond to you, you respond to me), after which it is resolved 
(bouleusis) -  all these characteristics m ake the politeia a strange 
dispositif for the amıuIment (ifdifferences. This annulation is operative 
from  the outset, since it is requ ired  only  o f  males in this circle o f  
citzens; and it operates as the rule o f  all rules o f  political adm inistra- 
tion, the ro tation  o f  offices, the eligibility o f  officials, the 
revocability o f  appointm ents, public deliberation on all decisions, 
the counting o f  votes: in every case, re tu rn  to the zero, neutraliza- 
tion by the zero. This dem ocracy, it will be said, rests on the 
obfuscation o f  both  sexual difference and that o f  labour. B ut it 
further and essentially im plies the geom etrical form alization o f  
pulsional bodies, and still m ore it requires an algebra o f  the pulsions, 
their com parability, their exchangeability and their annulability by 
means o f  som e neutral elem ent.

The im possible, dangerous liaison o f  Alcibiades w ith Socrates (at 
least as recounted by Plato in The Symposium) not only proves that 
Eros is at w o rk  am ongst the citizens, w hich  we k n o w  already, it 
teaches us rather th a t the  circular organization o f  the desiring bodies 
in the politeia necessarily inscribes them  into an equal exchange, 
equivalence. Alcibiades offers h im self to Socrates so that the latter 
m ight take pleasure in his youth  and beauty, but in order to obtain in 
exchange the secret o f  the Old M an ’s w isdom . There is a m arket, it 
supposes therefore the exchangeability o f term s w hich are here the 
penis-anus region on the one hand (Alcibiades), and on the other 
(Socrates) the discursive oral region. It is necessary to see in this 
business proposition a particular sort o f  am orous advance. Enjoy- 
m ent, in its political econom ic perversity , counts on a revenue and
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discounts w hat it  advances: expenditure w ith the greatest p rofıt and 
the least loss. Alcibiades is counting  then, and Socrates, justify ing  
his apparent refusal to enter the m arket, in fact provides the theory  
o f  every m arket (in the sim ple m ercantilism  that is politics), w hich is 
that there is nothing to be gained, that every exchange and the balance 
o f  every account is nil. M y w isd o m ’s w orth  in gold, says Socrates, is 
zero. Such is the virtu required by the politeia: to remain staunchly 
w ithin the zero o f  im pulsional exchanges, to live w ithou t having 
lost or gained, to regulate the circulation o f  libidinal energies at the 
minimax, at the m in im um  o f  losses and the m axim um  o f  gains 
allow ing the partners a zero sum game (the exchangeable quantities 
are constant) and a game o f  complete information (each know s w hat 
the other will ask at the centre): a draw  at chess, for example.

H ence the sterilization o f  penises, and com pensation in sem en; 
and also the lim itation  o f  the num ber o f  exchangist citizens, and 
ag a in th e  eroticization o f  the  speech through which, in these political 
games, essential allnouncements are made. The city is made therefore 
from  com pletely w ork ing  over the ‘bodies’ w hich enter it, from  a 
squaring-off by w hich  they are reduced to a few useful organs, all 
the o ther organs banished, all vaginas, all foreign tongues, every 
hand w hich cannot kill, bu t only w ork, all speeches delivered 
som ew here o ther than in the centre, and doubtless m any m ore besides 
. . . Far from  being a com plete man, the kalos kagathos is a section 
from  the pulsional body-band , a piece o f  the surface w here the 
lib ido’s investm ent and its flow ing tow ards discharge are strictly 
restricted. But m ore astonishing even than this, is that discharges 
from  one body to  o thers m ust be com pensated for, therefore that 
the en tire  coursing o f  the pulsions across the circle m ust cross the 
central zero and that after each cycle, the quitus -  that is to  say the 
quies, * the quiescence o f  nullity  -  m ay be pronounced by the group 
o f  exchangists. So n o t only the parcelling-out o f  the citizen-body, 
w hich is no t original in itse lf since the pulsional body has never been 
and w ill never be united, unified w ith  itself, and no social 
organization can anchor itself in its im possible totality -  b u t the 
instantiation o f  the useful segm ent o f  this body on the zero-centre. 
A nnulatory perversion: annulling through m ovem ent, on the ring 
o f  the city. C oncentration  [circonversion].

*Quies (L): rest, repose; absence of disturbance, motion, anxiety, aggression; 
non-participation in a conflict. — tn



It is, in particular, in the very institu tion  o f the clcavagc between 
use- and cxchangc-valucs that onc assists w ith this political opcra- 
tion. If the bodics at w ork in thc politeia, and, in Aristotlc, thc goods 
and nccds in play in thc koinonia, can be exchangcd according to thc 
law o f the final zcro, it is becausc thcy havc first undcrgonc thc strict 
libidinal ‘cducation’ w hich will cntitlc only thosc scgm cnts o f  thc 
band whcrc jouissatıcc will bc instantiatcd convcrtibly to rem ain in 
placc on thc agora, on thc m arket. M arket cquivalcncc is thc doublc 
o f  political hom oscxuality: signs o f  m orc and lcss can bc applicd to 
these pieces o f  the body and to  the fluxcs which cross thcm , bccause 
they are quantitativcly calculablc, having been set dow n as hom ogc- 
ncous. W hat Aristotlc, thc first o f  thc political cconom ists, w ill call 
need, chreia, is w hat bccom cs o f  thc pulsional chargc, prcssing 
tow ards dischargc [poussant a jouir] in onc scgm cnt o f  thc isonom ic, 
conccntrated body. And thc usc-valuc o f  a good, which is its valuc 
in term s ofjouissancc in these conditions on thc circlc, will bc thc 
capacity o f  this good, bcing pluggcd into thc scgm cnt o f  thc 
dcsiring body, not only to lcad it to dischargc, but to rcndcr thc 
rcsultant product capablc o f  bcing turncd back oncc again onto thc 
market, and annullablc in thc final balancing out o f  losscs and gains. 
Use-value is, consequently, im m ediately subordinated to exchange- 
value, w hich is already ajouissance in the econom ists’, rather than the 
erotologists’ sense.

This is not to say that it doesn’t exist, that it is illusory, or 
alienated. It is no th ing  o f  the sort, and, conspicuously, we turn  our 
backs on this old critique. O nce again, to sustain it, we w ould have 
to be able to speak o f  a total libidinal body, o f  a band o r collection o f  
organs whıch can be invested at every point, capable o f  discharge 
[apte a jouir] everyw here w ithou t exem ption, in com parison to 
which every jouissance instantiated in one place or another w ould  be 
so only at the price o f  a genuine am putation . We recognize this old 
image, we libidinal econom ists, it is no t so m uch jollissance as 
phantasm  (an entirely sad and nihilist idea), but the m ake-believe o f 
totalization, o f  an Eros w ith o u t a death drive (or, M arcuse, 
reconciled w ith  it), o f  a unity w ith o u t loss. An idea no t far rem oved 
from  mechmıism, as strange as it m ay seem: for absent from  this and 
from  every  physical th eo ry  o f  m ovem ent ex hypothesi, is the 
principle tha t an inelim inable, irrepressible disorder m ight at 
unexpected m om ents and according to  inevaluable m odalities, com e 
to disturb the organizations o f  m ovem ents and bring  about the
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dism em bering o f  m echanical bodies. B ut the death drive o f  w hich 
Freud speaks, and w hich underlies our ow n libidinal econom ism , 
implies on the contrary  a trem endous chance (not in itself, bu t due to 
its indiscernibility), and if  he called it the pulsion o f  death, it is 
because this chance inevitably involves the disorder o f the dispositifs 
at w ork, their lethalization, ju s t as the ‘proper’ functioning o f  these 
dispositifs — for exam ple, that o f  the isonomia o f  citizens and 
com m odities -  stifles beneath its harm onious music the grating  and 
the cries o f  all the segm ents o f  the body-band rem oved from  the 
circulation o f  the libidinal fluxes, dehydrated, sterilized, rebellious: 
subversives beyond concentration . If  use-value is from  the outset 
institu ted  w ith  exchange-value in the geom etry  and the algebra o f  
the city and the m arket, it is because it is nothing w ith o u t this 
exchange-value and this isonomia, and one w ould be unable, as M arx 
did, to appeal for one against the other, as w hat is authentic against 
w hat was w rongfu lly  assum ed. Everything is false and every th ing  
is true. U tility  and its ‘value’ are cut-ups [decoupages] o f  bodies, 
corresponding to  exchange and its equilibrium . All this is ju s t one 
dispositif U se and need are no t exteriorities, naturalities, or refer- 
ences from  w hich one w ould  be able to criticize exchange, they are a 
part o f  it.

‘E very th ing  m ust have its m oney value fixed, because then there 
will always be exchange, and if  exchange, association. Strictly 
speaking’, adds A ristotle, ‘things so widely different cannot 
becom e com m ensurable; b u t in relation to need a sufficient degree 
o f  accuracy is possible. So there m ust be som e one standard, and tha t 
on an agreed basis (ex hypothesi) (which is w hy  money is so called), 
because this makes all things com m ensurable, since they can all be 
m easured in term s o f  m oney  . . .  It is this tha t has led to  the 
in troduction  o f  m oney, w hich serves as a sort o f  mean (meson) . . . 
bu t by a convention need has com e to be represented by  m o n ey .’3

Strictly speaking then, the term s o f  the exchange are not exchange- 
able, every segment o f the libidinal band is absolutely singular. By 
convention, how ever, under the nam e o f  need, the pressure from  
the strength  o f  desire on w hatever points o f  this band w ill becom e 
measurable, and by conven tion  one will contrast it, under the nam e 
o f  a good, for p lugging  in and discharge, w ith a p ro p o rtio n  o f  
another body  or product o f  that body. W ho is this one? T he dispositif 
o f  the politeia-koinonia. A nd  as regards m oney, it is the standard as 
accounting m oney and the neutral element as paym ent m oney: the



convcntion o f  convcntions o f  nccd. The nccd is w hat is utterly  
dissipated by mcans o f  m oncy. M oncy is thc zcro o f  nccd. But it is 
bccausc thc nccd was first thc m edian site o f  dcsircs, thc rcabsorp- 
tion o f intensitics as m casurable intcntions, ju s t as the isonom ic 
citizcn was obtaincd th rough  the rcprcssion o f  hctcronom ies and 
anoıııics. Nccd is dcsirc m aintaincd w ith in  thc canons o f  identity, it 
is cxchangcablc bccausc it is no t differcnt, o r indiffcrcnt.

‘What moncy docs for us is to act as a guarantcc (egyuetcs) o f 
cxchangc in thc futurc: that if  it is nccdcd now , it w ill takc placc as 
thc nccd arises . . . ’4 T his zcro o f  m oncy is thcrcforc som ething else 
stili: it is a tem poral instancc, the etcrnal prcscnt o f  possible 
cxchangc, and hence o f  nccd and possible nccd. It is thc ‘for all tim e’ 
o f  the market and thc com m unity . M oncy introduccs an om nitcm - 
porality, that o f  thc cconom ic cycle and that o f  thou g h t insofar as 
b o th  arc instantiatcd on thc m ean. T hc zcro o f  m oncy is thc rcgion 
o f  annulation, potcntial, always possible: I am hungry, I buy, I cat; 
whcrc thcrc was cxtcriority  o f  a nccd and a good, no th ing  rcm ains 
(nccd satisficd, good consum cd) bu t thc zcro o f  thc m oncy paid, 
passed into thc hands o f  thc seller. T hc lattcr cxpcricnccs no necd, 
this zero in his hands assures me, assures us all (who arc on thc 
circumference) tha t he will put it back in to  circulation against some 
o f  our goods. This zero o f  exchange’s past w hich makes us quits, is 
at the same tim e the zero o f  a deposit against future settlem ents. 
Between the need, this political-econom ic form  o f desire, whose 
essential characteristic is solubility, that is to  say possible resolution 
or suppression th rough  m oney, betw een the need and this suppres- 
sion itself, the zero o f  m oney opetıs up duration  and the durable, 
permanence. The soiubie need, is, in itself, eyually predictable. A nd 
everything that there is on  the periphery  o f  the m ercantile political 
circle finds itself then instantiated on the possible. But no th ing  is 
m ore unknow n to the pulsion hooked  o n to  its little segm ents o f  the 
tw o  dimensional film , than  the possible.

Thought begins w ith the possible. This is w hy  the logos begins w ith  
the politeia and the m arket. It is as if  the voice o r w riting , the 
production o f signs w ith a view  to exchange, m onopolized alm ost 
all the libido o f  the citizen-m erchant bodies. B ut I am no t saying that 
the body that speaks, w rites and thinks, does no t enjoy, it is a 
segm ent o f  the flat body o f  the pulsions, rather that its charge, 
instead o f  taking place in singular intensities, comes to  be folded 
back not only onto the need o f  the m arket and the city, bu t on to  the
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zero w here bo th  are centred, on to  the zero o f m oney and discourse. 
N ihilism  brings this w ith  it: needs, one w ill say, and therefore the 
hodies w ho are supposedly their bearers, needs and their proprie- 
tors, the talking m ouths, create nothing but ceaseless transition, and 
there is no th ing  actual, death alone is im m ortal, this em pty  meson 
around w hich the m em bcrs o f  the koinonia gravitate.

Ulysses, a com m odity  in transition from  form  to form , returns 
to Ithaca. Ulysses, the speaker and the liar, all his w ords are 
annulled, w hether true  or false, in the final recognition, all his 
proofs in the final iden tity . U lysses is Hegelian spirit, the dom ina- 
tion o f  the possible, the devaluation o f  all affirm ation in favour o f  a 
nothing, H egelian scepticism  already arrived at its em pty plenitude. 
A circular voyage, for no th ing . T h is is the voyage o f  m oney  
m etam orphosing  th ro u g h  all its incarnations, but it is none o f  them , 
they are only the m om ents o fa  som ething w hich  is nothing, m oney. 
But it is also the voyage o f th e  concept, seeking, by trial and error, to 
exchange itself according to the rule o f  logic (determination), and 
reducing the affirm ed-affirm ative singularities to representations or 
form s o f  itself, ju s t as m oney reverses everything in its possible 
specifications.

T o  die/no t to  die. In th is  oscillation o f th e  yes and the no (w hich is 
expressed perfectly in French, according to A. Culioli, by the 
interrogative-reflexive infinitive: voyager. . . ?), the linguist sees the 
m odality  o f th e  possible, which, once again, he calls the notion. O ne 
m igh t th ink that, beneath  superficial differences o f  expression, it 
exists in every language, but w hat the dispositif or figure o f  w hich we 
speak does for the G reeks, is to  m ake this m odality predom inate  
over others -  the predom inance o f  the negative: the no in parity  w ith  
the yes, negation w ith  affirm ation, affirm ation affirming itself only 
on condition that it determ ines, excludes. Socrates’ labour, the 
binary analyses o f  the later Plato. But desire as displacem ent o f  
forces over the libidinal body  know s no ‘n o ’. N one o f  these 
exclusions o f  certain regions, blockages o f  certain routes, none o f  
the stases w hich result in quantities o f  energy being invested as kinds 
o f  channels irrigating such zones, not one o f  these operations is a 
negation or a denial, each proceeds from  the investm ent o f the 
libido alone; -  and it is only , pulsionaljealousy excepted, in the body 
w ith  a m em ory, instantiated on m em ory, on perm anence, in  fact 
therefore on the concept o f  its life (its survival), it is only in such a 
body  and in relation to it, in relation to its alleged totality, that one



164

will be able to  say that the instantiation  o f  the forces o f jollissanc: in 
such ‘regions’ as these is accom panied by a disaffection o f  others 
and in conscqucnce by a sort o f  denial focusing on these latter as 
objects unacceptable to the form er.

We m ust take Freud’s m etaphors quite seriously herc, that is to say 
we must not take them as metaphors, o r take th e m ju s t as they are, those 
by which with the help o f  images o f  foreign tow ns or countries, 
such as Rom e or Egypt, ju s t like P iranesi’s Prisons or Escher’s Other 
Worlds, he suggests an entirely  affirm ative unconscious, sim ul- 
taneously accum ulating investm ents 111 the m ost perverse 
appearances (for the logos) on every point o f  the libidinal body. 
W hat Freud m akes us consider th ro u g h  thcse a rrogan t violations o f  
the rudim entary rules o f  space-tim e, is prccisely the affırm ativity o f  
these occupations o f  libidinal terrain. N ihilism  indeed comes from  
Socrates, doubtless not in thc w ay that N ietzschc though t in his 
slightly naıve faith in dualism  in The Birth o f Tragedy, but instead 
from the m odel o f the talking hom osexual w arrior-citizen which 
the early Platonic Socratcs dem onstrates.

Whcn Plato puts the nihil in to  Socratcs’ m outh , whcn the latter 
rejects Alcibiades’ bargain, it is no t (for oncc . . . ) the nihil o f  a 
transcendence, o f  an affective state or a statc o f  though t which 
would be kept out o f reach, placed in another region: it is the 
negation o f  this region, it is also therefore the negation o f  
hypostatized place, the affirm ation that there is no site o f  discourse 
and know ledge o ther than that o f  trade, w hich could be gained by 
paying the highest price, it is in th is w ay that ph ilosophy’s w ords are 
suddenly put back in their place, in annulatory exchange, and thus 
com m itted to annihilation like alî exchangeablc objccts; and, on the 
other hand, these objects are from  now  on established to be 
im m ediately annihilable, that the b o d y ’s desire takes possession o f  
them , grabs hold o f  them  as positive extensions, these objects are 
fated for annihilation by the zero o f  book-keeping at exactly the 
same tim e as they are desired. If  the w o rth  o f  m y know ledge in gold 
is zero, says Socrates, it is no t because it is nothing, but because it is 
m oney, the vehicle o f  exchanges and the m eans o f  the annulm ent o f  
‘debts’, that is to say stases o f  forces [puissances] halted on the 
libidinal body, illusions and errors.

N ihilism  reigns then on the in terior o f  the circle. The predom i- 
nance o f  the rtotion (in the lingu ists’ sense), that is to say o f  the 
concept (in the philosophers’ sense) or o f  m oney, no t only affects
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bodies by transfo rm ing  th e  displacem ents o f  energy into needs, it 
no t only affects objects by  transform ing their plugging into use- 
value for purposes o f  discharge, it will also affect the talking m ou th  
by so im posing on h im  that he can no longer enjoy the production  o f 
narratives o f  destiny, the henceforth popular im agery o f  m yths or 
the henceforth artistic staging o f  tragedies, that is to say in sim ulacra 
hom ogeneous to the libidinal body, in that they count in term s o f  
the  extrem e intensities w h ich  they  convey, m aking those so-called 
spectators weep, rejoice, cry, these spectators w ho are violently 
plugged in to  these sim ulacra to pum p  up and pour o u t their 
pleasure-pain -  no, the citizen-m outh  will have to enjoy the policed 
political exchange o f  argum ents, in the fastidious Face to Face and 
Equally Armed o f  Isocrates, Lysias, and all analogous plaintiffs, the 
Peyrefittes and the M archais, in fine tones, in an evenness o f  tone 
and tem per, and in the rhetorical regulation o f  divergences o f  tone 
and tem per. Instead o f  argum ents, discourses about argum ents. The 
m outh  will have to enjoy in this way, w hich is no t to say that this will 
com e about -  Plato com plains often enough that it does not, and that 
all dem ocrats are rabble, that Callicleses do not speak so as to  gain the 
m inim ax, bu t to elim inate the adversary, and that the tyrannical city 
is like a body  sectioned o ff in to  incredible polarities. N evertheless, 
for w ant o f  good (nullifying) politics, philosophical discourse w ill 
em erge fro m  th is exigency, as dialogues w ith  a neutralizing 
function, w here the result o f  w ords will end w ith  a notion on  w hich 
all the protagonists agree (squared-off citizen-bodies) and by  means 
o f  w hich, consequently, the reasons for pursuing the discussion will 
in the end disappear. T h is no tion , this concept, is a w ord w h ich  will 
enable the players’ m utual debts to be discharged, it will be m oney 
from  new  m ouths, the nihil in w hich they will always be able to 
annihilate the libidinal forces (puissances) that m ove them. A nd  as the 
citizen-body rejects the uterus, m anufacturing hands, barbarous 
phonem es and syntaxes, so the citizen-m outh will consign the cries, 
all the signs o f  its belonging to the libido, to the dungeon o f 
D ionysus’ nocturnes. First enclosure: n igh t, the first prison, from  the 
po in t o f  view  o f  the beautiful zerotic sun o f  the Apollonians. Its 
black a-m arket.

Lydian Eulogy

H erodotus says: ‘The Lydians w ere the first people we know  o f  to 
use a gold and silver coinage and to in troduce retail trade. ’5 In the
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previous line he rem arks that the only difference between the Greek 
and Lydian m oney-m akers and retailers, is that the latter delivered 
their daughters into prostitu tion . This libidinal consistency m ust be 
admired. Paym ent m oney is the zero installed es meson, centred, w ith 
the koinonia o f  men (m erchants this tim e), on this zero, and 
hom osexual perversion established in the m arket in the form  o f  the 
hom ogeneous norm ality o f  exchanges and exchangeable goods. 
This norm ality is perverse in the sense that it is sterile, all past 
exchanges achieving annulm ent. Far from  aiding propagation, this 
norm ality inserts it into the impasse o f  an unproductive algebra.

The instance o f  the m arket, centred on the zero o f ll/  things 
considered, can only beat time according to the pulsation, from  now  
on regularized, o f  ‘needs’ arising here and there on the circum - 
ference o f the m ercantilist circle, in the bodies o f  those called 
buyers. These latter come therefore to the centre, to the m arket, and 
collate w hat each can (w ants to) give w ith  w hat each wants to (can) 
receive. Goods arc balanced ou t here and there, as are needs, 
necessarily, as m arginalism  shows: for every exchange from  A to B 
is at the same tim e, for A himself, an exchange, a com parison 
between w hat he has and w hat he desires to have. In this way a 
proportionality  o f  w hat is offered and w hat dem anded, o f  the 
actual and the possible, is established. T hus the fam ous ‘hum p- 
backed curve’ will be established, the inscription o f  diverse choices 
on the axes o f ‘utility’, w hich are otherw ise encoded in M orgenstern 
and R apoport’s m atrices, o f  w hich we will say m ore later on.

If the gam e is zero sum , if  all that A can gain is lost by B, if  
therefore there is no exteriority to the circle o f  citizens’ exchanges, 
and if  they rem ain in the zero o f  the miiieu, it is clear that the sy^tem 
remains utterly infertile. This society o f  m erchant-m en is a quite 
singular libidinal dispositif, a dispositif o f  the libido’s conservation in a 
sort o f  pulsional treasure constitu ted  by the m em bers o f  the 
koinonia, the w ealth o f  w hich circulates from  one to the other 
w ithout ever leaving the circle and w ithou t any libidinal supplem ent 
ever being introduced into it. Therefore, not only is it a very 
selective dispositif, but a very conservative one, in the pulsional sense: 
for the zero o f annulm ents o f  exchange is, understood  in term s o f  
intensities, the sign that the m erchant citizen society com pletely 
follow s the dictates o f  a regulator o f  tensions itself p rog ram m ed  on 
a unit o f  tension w hich is the sum  o f  intensities present th ro u g h o u t 
the circle. If these intensities are entered  into a ledger, it is because
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they have already passed th rough  the filter o f the politeia, which 
excludes, as w e have said, enorm ous pieces o fth e  labyrinthine band 
o f  the libidinal body. In this case, this m arket or this city functions 
as a stable, hom eostatically  regulated whole, the zero m arking the 
sim ple return  to a state p rio r to the excitation o f  exchange. The 
econom ic (but doubtless ju s t  as m uch political and erotic) cycle is 
thus determ ined by the instantiation  o f  all operations on a mean, or 
meson, or M itte, o r m edium , o r minimax, in  which differences are 
annulled. B ut differences can be annulled there only because they 
are sim ultaneously annulled in the constitution o f the citizen- 
m erchant-Iover-partners, identical bodies w here desire, deprived 
ho th  o f  its errancy, by means o f strict localizations, and o fleaps o f  
tension by rigorous educational adjustm ents (the paideia), will be 
exchangeable against itself in equal quantities.

H ere then, the zero o f  all things considered is at the same tim e the 
sterility o f  the koinonia. W hen m oney functions solely as paym ent 
m oney, it ensures that nothing happens, to such an extent that society 
can no longer reproduce itself. H ence the fringe o f  w om en  and 
w orkers w hich  prov ide it w ith  young exchangists and fresh goods. 
B ut this fringe functions only, le t’s repeat, on condition that the 
w om en are im pregnated  by hom osexual citizens, who then pros- 
titu te them selves in reverse: if  hom osexual perversion has becom e 
the m odel norm ality , fertile heterosexuality will only be able to be 
carried ou t by  m eans o f  the extrem e devaluation which in principle 
accompanies p rostitu tion . In fertilizing his wife, the G reek citizen 
diverts a part o f his em otions from  the circle o f the politeia, he 
devotes them  to som eth ing  other, having no civic rights; b u t this 
som ething, the u terus, w ill, in the form  o f  the child, provide the 
city from  which the child is excluded w ith w hat this citizen penis, 
diverted from  its noble pederastic function, has conceded it in 
semen. B ut the prostitu te , o r her proprietor, also turns back onto  
w hat is called the social organism, in the form  o f  the m oney she has 
gained by m aking a career from  her body, the unusable, perverse 
jouissance o f her clients. This is all a very Hegelian alienation. 
M eanw hile, in th e  ‘standard ’ case o f  p rostitu tion  where it is the 
w om an w ho is p rostitu ted , it is not her w om b that forms the useful 
section of her hody, bu t any segm ent w hatever (according to w hat 
the client dem ands). As such (indifferent), the she-prostitute is 
theref.orejust as m uch a he-prostitu te. The turning back, the return 
to the ‘com m u n ity ’ o f the social body cannot take place in the form
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o f  children (since it is this which the client, the pervert, fears and 
which he goes to her arm s in o rder to avoid), it m ust therefore take 
place in the form o f  an equivalent to children: m oney.

When the Lydians prostitu te  their daughters, they take an 
im m ense step forw ard over the Hellenes. T he latter only prostitu te 
their penises, the tim e to ensure the reproduction o f  citzens, that is to 
say the return, through the m ediation o f  the uterus -  pudctıda par 
cxcellence -  o f  a proportion  o f  their pulsional expenditure. This is 
prostitution because first o f  all, it is the diversion beyond the civic 
institution o f  the pulsions w hich belong  to prostitution; and 
because, in the second place, it is also the retum to this institution, in 
children, o f  these diverted  pulsional quantities. In all that, a sim ple 
calculation o f  survival and hom eostatic  regulation. Basically, 
hom osexuality pursued through the vagina and the uterus (just like 
the prostitute and her pim p: wealth pursued through the perversions 
o f  the clientele).

But the Lydians o f  H erodotus the gentle dream er, w ho arc 
doubtless equally forced to pass this way, in o ther respects suddenly 
extend the market. For to p rostitu te  their daughters -  and not their 
wives w ho retain the aforesaid reproductive function — is on the one 
hand to com m it them  to sterility and on the other to make them  
enter into the circular gam e o f  the exchange m arket as goods and 
proprietors o f  goods (there is no difference) that can pass from  
hand to hand. The hom osexuality  o f  the D orian w arriors is lacking 
here its characteristic trait o f  isonomia. T he genuine m erehant 
exchanges as m uch w ith  one ‘sex’ as w ith  the other. H e stops 
conceiving o f  and practising w ith  the female body as a reproduction  
machine, he can plug it in to  the circulation o f  jouissances, but always 
under the (perverse, hom osexual) condition  that this body rem ains 
sterile, that its ‘na tu ra l’ fecundity is barred, and tha t fo r it is 
substituted a capacity for the rep roduction  o f  m oney. T he Lydian 
citizen does not im pregnate this w om an  (his daughter), he indem- 
nifies her, o r her proprietor, he pays her, and this paym ent m oney is 
the same as that in circulation on the goods m arket. By paying her, 
he can, having consum ed her, annul her consum ption (pay o ff  his 
debt to her), since this m oney will re tu rn  to the centre in one w ay or 
another, w hen the daughter o r her proprietor, having som e need to 
satisfy, will come looking for the com plem entary  good from  him . 
And so nothing will happen.

This dispositif, which w e w ill call ‘L ydian’, taking H erodotus at his 
w ord , ‘anticipates’ capitalism , and this is w hy it is even m ore
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interesting than the aristocratic  circle o f  the A ttic pederast killers. It 
‘anticipates’ capitalism  in tw o  w ays. F irst it extends the possibility 
o f  being counted and m easured to  o ther segments o f  the pulsional 
body-band. T he Greeks left at least w om en out o f  isonomia; they did 
no t invent a-sexism. T he Lydians affirm that the female (sexual) 
apparatus m ay provide an opportun ity  for a jouissance very similar to 
that obtained in hom osexuality , as well as sterilization and the 
com parison o f  this apparatus w ith  some other segment, on condi- 
tion that it is quantitatively  balanced out. You understand that w hat 
is in question here, is, at the infınite limit, the introduction o f  all the 
parts o f  the ‘en tire’ labyrin th  o f  the pulsional body into the circle o f  
exchanges, it is this w hole w arped, coiled, stretched surface, the 
im m ensity o f  which w e will have som e idea o f  if  we succeed in 
m aking a plane projection  o f  it -  but a ‘com plete’ projection w hich 
does no t avoid any coil o f  intestinal m ucus, any valve, any 
roughness, useful or useless, o f  any duct, any light texture o f  the 
slightest epithelial envelope, any fissure o f  the cortex, any hardening 
o f  the soles o f  the feet (an im possible cartography, but obviously 
so, next to w hich anatom ical illustrations look like academic 
records), and in w hich, to begin w ith, the distinction o f the exterior 
from  the in terior w ould  no  longer even be looked for, suspected, or 
revealed, any m ore than that o f  masculine and feminine — so, in this 
w ay the whole labyrin th ine surface o f  the pulsions presents itse lf as 
a candidate for m ercantilization w hen the Lydians prostitute their 
daughters. For if, by the m ediation (Vermittlung) o fm oney , you can 
find a taker for a vagina in the same category as for an anus, then it is 
because you envisage that each parcel o f  the great labyrinthine band 
m ay be turned to cash in the Milieu (Mitte). And it isprecisely this which 
is at issue today in universal capitalism.

B u t obviously this can only be possible, even for the Lydians, if  
each o f  the segm ents o f  the pulsional body  capable o f  being 
exchanged for m oney on the m arket as opportunities for jouissance, 
has itself already been  w eighed up and balanced against som e other 
segment, so that the proprietor o f  this segm ent, its procurer (given 
that the normal man is, in these m arket conditions, the procurer o f  all 
the possible regions o f  his body, that he exists only as the instance o f  
location o f  the libidinal investm ent o f  one or the o ther o f  these 
regions, such as his ‘cu ltu re’ or his education, for purposes o f  
solvency), so that this p roprieto r, then, has him self already w eighed 
up, estim ated, evaluated, favoured (all this not at all consciously, o f
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course) some other region, in a sort o f im possible labour o f  
com parison. Impossible bccause this la ttc r necessitates w hat the 
pulsion cannot do: nullify itsclf, m akc itself possible, whereas it is 
affirm ation w ithout m odality . Its ubiquity , the fact that it is 
invested here and there on th e  labyrin th ine body, clitoral and anal 
excitability, for exam ple, o r indeed a headache and genital distur- 
bance, has no relation w hatsoever with a m odalization or m odula- 
tion o f the ‘if . . . then’ type, nor w ith the type ‘may be’, nor the 
‘either . . . o r’. For languagcs w ith a sim ilar conjugation to Frcnch, 
the infinitive, as has already been said, was not suffıcient even to 
situate the pulsional investm cnt, for the infinitive is always accom - 
panied, as its shadow , by its negative: to be/ not to be, insofar as it 
restricts w hat is thought, the no tion  excludes from  it everything that 
does not belong to it, in the m odc o f the Vemeinung. And it is bccause 
one is by then alrcady in the process o f  thought that such a 
determ ination has the positional value of the possible, what is 
thought always being collated on the basis o f what is left out o f 
thought as its opposite and as w hat differs from  it.

In saying that the dream or sehizophrenia treats w ords as things, 
Freud was underlining precisely the  proper w ay in w hich the 
pulsional signals its presence even in the order o f  thought, produc- 
ing effects in it which are intellectually intolerable, o f  the figural in 
the sense o f  paralogisms, aporias, petitio principii, vicious circles, 
errors, om issions, inconsistencies, m eaninglessness, and finally the 
extrem e delirium by w hich the pulsional rises to the point o f  parody, 
becom ing indistinguishable from  the organization o f  rational 
thought, in a gigantic effort made in order to plunge us into a kind 
of terror situated well beyond scepticism: can one think, that is to 
say distinguish?

But the pulsion occupying the hollow  o f  the hand and the folded 
arm pit o f  which Bellm er speaks, is, at the same tim e as it invests the 
vulval lips, lodged here and there w ithou t having to be instantiated 
here rather than there, heedless as it is o f ever unifying what it runs 
across by consum ing it. T h a t’s w hy  com parison, w hich requires the 
annihilation o f  the item s com pared for purposes o f  unification, 
already exerts the crushing pressure o f  un itary  order on the pulsions 
and their singular investm ents. It is essential to show , and th is is 
w hat the Lydians make us understand, that th is unitary o rd e r is in 
reality a nullifying organization. For on  the  band o f  the pulsional 
labyrinth, unity will com e about only on condition tha t each
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investm ent is m ade com patible w ith  another, and calculable in 
proportion  to  it, com parison and calculation requiring the annihila- 
tion or possibilization o f  w hat, as libido, is always invested 
affırm atively. T herefore the unity o f  the organic body, w hich  we 
approach to the extent that the fortu itous seizures o f  the libido 
w hich crush and block regions o f  the band are released and 
rem oved, is in pulsional econom y dependent on a sort o f  annulm ent 
o f  investm ents for purposes o f  equilibriation. The subject on the 
circle, the subject-m erchant-citizen, is contem poraneous w ith  a 
species o f  negotiation over scraps o f  the labyrinthine band.

Psychiatrists, having the good-hum oured  naıvety in ou tlook  o f  
all agents o f  order, describe the norm alization o f  the hysteric in 
these term s: clinical repetitive conditioning [matraquage], coııstraining 
the patient to abandon his com pulsion, bu t which also forbids him  
from  falling in to  doubt w ith regard  to his com pulsion (that is to  say 
to abandon h im self to delirium  . . . ). Therefore, neither pulsional 
investm ent, no r delirious investm ent: he m ust (as psychiatrists 
always say . . .  ) be led to  an affective zero, and since this is 
unbearable, som eth ing  like a transference onto the doctor w ill be 
obtained in the end, that is to say the opening up o f  a possible 
com m unication  . . .

This is how  th e paideia is described. For on the libidinal body , w ith  
its beatings, education blocks this and opens that route, provides 
com parisons, introduces interest w here, pulsionally, there is no 
consideration o f  revenue. I f  the doctor happens to speak o f  a profit, 
o f  a libidinal benefit, i f  Freud, in regard to D o ra ’s cough, happens to 
suspect a p rim ary  profit from  the illness (w hich w ould be the saving 
o f  effort, the  profit that a crippled w orker gains from  his becom ing 
im m obile) and a secondary benefit also, com parable to alcoholism , 
w hich, according to Freud, the injured w orker will not fail to spend 
the proceeds o f  his begging on (one should hope so) -  these 
com parisons in troduce the m ost serious, the m ost pernicious 
confusion in to  considerations o f  libidinal econom y. T hey pose the 
problem  in reverse, they them atize the pulsional labyrinth o f  D ora 
as if  it was m anaged by a finance m inister or a banker, o r even by an 
unem ployed proletarian, that is to say by entities all o f  which, 
despite their extrem e social inequalities, have in com m on that they 
belong to the circle o f  political econom y and to its central zero, and 
that they exist only as the pow er to calculate utilities and to choose. 
So the acephalia o f  the great m onoface labyrinthine band is
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occonomicus for it, capable o f  com parisons and ratios, a head full o f  
this negative which one G erm an philosophcr ended up daring to say 
that it is this that does all the w ork , m eaning: all the  trade.

This substitution is w hat the Lydians require, w ith their p rostitu- 
tion  and their money. T he com parisons and ratios over the pulsional 
body will take place by means o f  money, and so the body will cease 
to  be this impossible landscape sw ept by libidinal influxes, it will he 
exchangeable piece by piece, part for part, it is centred on its ow n 
zero, it makes itself capable o f  playing rational games w ith itself, o f  
sim ulating investm ents so as to  be able to m easure them  and w ork 
o u t the m ost profıtable combination. W ith the installation o f  the zero 
on the body, obtained inevitably at the price o f  the elim ination o f  
en tire regions, we are dealing with the institu tion  o f  the I. This I is 
the proprietor o f  the libidinal ficlds w hich from  now  on arc defined 
and controlled, and it can venture into the m ercantilist circum - 
ference to offe'r and dem and ccrtain fıelds and sections o f  fields. O n 
the Lydian circle, cverything is m arketable, the com m odity  
develops from  universality, the I is its procurer.

A narrative by Vera Schm idt, concerning the institution o f  trade:

T he children start to collect flowers. W hile collecting flowers, 
W olik (3 years and 3 m onths) set dow n  his little boxes not far 
away in the grass. Genja (2 years and 10 m onths) drew  close to 
take them; W olik cries to  her from  a distance: ‘You have no right, 
they belong to me!’ Genja w him pering: ‘B ut I w ant these little 
boxes.’ I say to her: ‘Y ou see, Genja, it doesn’t make you happy 
w hen W olik doesn’t w ant to lend you the little boxes; and indeed, 
it d id n ’t make him happy w hen you d idn’t w ant to lend him your 
w heelbarrow . N ext tim e, give him  w hat he w ants and he will give 
you w hat you w ant to o .’ W olik approaches and listens attentively. 
W hen I had fınished, he held his little boxes out to Genja w ith  his 
m ind made up: ‘H ey  Genja, I’ll lend you, all righ t?’ Genja is 
delighted, she takes the little boxes and is already about to escape 
when she suddenly changes her m ind and asks nicely: ‘W olik, 
d ’you w ant m y w heelbarrow ?’ ‘O h yes, yes!’ replies W olik, 
rejoicing. Genja runs to her w heelbarrow  but it has already been 
taken by W olodja (2 years and 10 m onths) . . . She is caught up in 
her gam e and doesn’t fancy g iv ing  it up to W olik. Genja rem ains 
still and ponders som ething, eyebrow s knitted  in a fixed gaze. 
Then she takes a step tow ards W olodja. ‘W olodja, do you w ant
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tw o  little boxes?’ W olodja agrees, and gives the w heelbarrow  over 
to  W olik. Everyone is happy: Genja has one little box, W olodja 
tw o, and W olik has the w heelbarrow .6

A nd Vera Schm idt has her social body.

Institutive Prostitution

T his is no t all: the Lydians extend exchangeability to segm ents left 
fallow , th a t’s one thing; another is to underline that, in so doing, they 
extend perversity . For it is true that from  now  on, potentially, as we 
k n o w  and as the Lydians have ‘alw ays’ know n, every segm ent o f  the 
sensualist body  can, on condition that it is concentrated, take its 
place as a ‘g o o d ’, that is to say as an object convertible according to 
the ‘no th ing’ (m oney), on the circle o f exchanges, and it follows 
that it is at the sam e tim e torn  from  the illusion o f  a natural 
functioning and hence prepared  for a polym orphous perverse use 
(but under the stated condition). Polym orphous, since it is from  the 
impossible whole o f  the band w here the pulsional fluxes course that 
each arbitrarily w ithd raw n  segm ent m ust be able to come to find its 
place w ith in  the circuits o f  trade, w hich consequently offers, w ith 
its central nullity , an unprecedented opportunity  for libidinal 
econom y to m anifest itself in the infinite, or at least the very great 
num ber, o f  possible investm ents. O n  condition therefore o f 
m etam orphosis, a very great polym orphism . This formal condition 
o f  com m utability  ly ing heavily on the unconditional as regards 
contents (significations, values, codes, beliefs, that is to say all the 
stable and exclusive arrangem ents o f groups o f parts o f  the body- 
band) is ‘alw ays’ that o f  capitalism . It is also that o f  m athem atics and 
its logic. W hen we say that this one or that one always w orks in 
extension, we are no t sim ply saying that they disregard the point o f  
view  o f com prehension, com prehension is ju s t as extensive as 
extension, it is its indispensable com plem ent, the in terior o f  its 
exteriority, as use-value is to exchange-value. N o, we mean that 
what is abandoned on principle is intensity, which is the incornparable. 
For all trade and politics rests on com parability. A nd the latter 
necessarily requires the proportionalization o f  intensities. This 
proportionalization  is to intensities w hat the sq uari ng-o flo f  the early 
Florentine perspectivists w ould be to the plastic intensities o f  the 
ancient Chinese w ater-colourists. Every  m easure o f  intensities is a 
species o f  excessiveness (which in its turn will not fail to gain a high
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intensive force: intensity in rclation to thc zero, to thc im possible, to 
consciousness and bad consciousness). This cxccssiveness is called 
reason. This latter is obtained th rough  the search for a mean or 
proportional mean, or minimax: all instances regulating the circulations 
o f  intensities, therefore disintensifying or overintensifying them , 
according to the case, so that exchange can take place ‘expediently’.

We have a very fine m odel o f  this excessiveness o f  concentration 
in games theory, the so-called ‘m arginal u tility ’ in political econ­
om y. A. R apoport recounts Tosça: Scarpia, the chief o f  police, 
holds T osca’s lover Cavaradossi prisoner. H e is prepared to release 
him  on condition that she gives herself to him , i.e. Scarpia. H ere is 
Scarpia’s reasoning: if  I play the gam e, I w ould save the life o f  a 
hated rival, but I woııld possess Tosca; if  I d o n ’t play the game, I 
could win on both counts. For her part, Tosca does her sums: giving 
lıerself to the horrible Scarpia, she saves her lover: equal score; the 
best thing w ould be to obtain mercy for Cavaradossi w ithout 
having to give in to the policem an’s demands. Each o f  them , on 
their ow n account, therefore has m uch to gain from cheating; 
Scarpia taking Tosca, and killing his rival, Tosca escaping the cop 
once Cavaradossi is safely hidden away. As R apoport says, ‘no 
argum ent addressed individually to Tosca or to Scarpia will 
convince them  that they w ould  do better to respect the m arket (=  to 
play the game sincerely) than to betray the other. O n ly  an argum ent 
addressed to both together w ould  be strong  enough. O nly  collective 
re a soning will be able to help them  to avoid the trap o f  a double 
betrayal. ’7

Very wise conclusion, very A ronian, very Aristotelian: prudent 
and democratic. W ho or w hat w ill address this argum ent to both 
players? A zero instance, a m ediator, a m iddle term , a unit o f  
calculation, an em pty centre. A nyone at all can take on the function 
o f  a conciliator. The im portan t th ing is not the judge, but the criteria 
for the calculation o f  losses and gains, dam ages and interests. 
R apoport proposes the follow ing m atrix:
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w here S stands for ‘Scarpia’, T  ‘T osca’, Sg ‘Scarpia in good fa ith ’, 
Sb ‘Scarpia in bad fa ith ’, T g  ‘Tosca in good faith’, etc., and w hich 
summarizes the calculation o f  the tw o interested parties.

W e will see, by going over these sum s again, that R ap o p o rt’s 
m atrix adm its a floating o f prices according to the nature  o f  the 
exchange: so for Tosca, the situation o f  shared good faith (T g.Sg) 
gives a score o f  +  5, one can infer from  this that T g  (going to  bed 
w ith  Scarpia) costs Tosca - 5 ,  and that Sg (Cavaradossi’s life saved) 
gains her +  10. But then, under the hypothesis (T b.Sg) w here she 
tricks Scarpia, i f  the prices rem ained the same, she w ould  have a 
profitable balance o f  +  15 ( +  10 for Cavaradossi and +  5 for having 
escaped Scarpia’s clutches). I f  R apoport only counts to +  10, it is 
because subm itting  to  Scarpia is in fact disagreeable, bu t n o t 
subm itting  to h im  is sim ply worthless. (T b.Sg) equals therefore: 
0 +  10, and no t +  5 +  10.

Is this relatively sophisticated evaluation really fair? This is 
undecidable. W hat can be said is that the interest from  a decision 
(Sg.T b) for Tosca, assessed at +  10, is at the same tim e high enough 
to  m ake it in teresting, and m odest enough to leave Tosca hesitant 
(+  15 w ould  arouse an im m ediate preference). W ithout doubt this 
reasonable and at the same tim e profitable feature, obtained by 
w riting  dow n 0 and not + 5  for Tosca’s successful escape from  
Scarpia’s bed, could also force Tosca to cheat. It is in any case this 
same apparent m odera tion  which, the other way round, will incite 
Scarpia to have Cavaradossi shot while he’s getting w hat he desires 
from  Tosca. And in fact he w ould be right, i f  it d id n ’t enter the 
young w o m an ’s m ind (?), having been tricked twice, to  kill h im , 
w hich is no t accounted for in the matrices, and w hich is generally 
excluded from  the circle o f  partners in the politeia. I f  one o f  them  
m ust be pu t to death, it is from  the standpoint o f  the central zero that 
it m ust be contem plated  and defined: Socrates.

H ere w e see h ow  the negotiation o f  investm ents on the pulsional 
body-band produces the negotiating subject. This latter is not the 
negotiator, bu t the unstable result o f  an interm inable negotiation. 
Neg-otium:* end o f  the leisurely fluidity o f  the influxes. Should I 
lend m y intim acy to the co p ’s hands and genitals so as then to be able 
to reserve it for m y darling bandit? But suppose I do this, w ould  I 
not be conned anyw ay, a slut, since I will have paid for this

17 5

*Neg-otium: otiutn (L.) means ‘leisure’; the prefix neg- indicates the ‘end of the leisurely 
fluidity . . .’. Negotiuın itself means ‘trivial matter’. — tn
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possibility w ith exactly that w hich m ust bc cxorhitant for my lovcr? 
H ow  could he fcel com fortable to have in his arms, under his lips, 
his fıngcrs, his eyes, sheathing his penis, these bits o fth e  body from 
the very m om ent that -  not that they had been shared w ith  the cop 
and given back to him  like the left-overs o f  a previous feast, w hich 
w ould be in itself ra ther pious -  bu t from  the m om ent that they had 
been traded o f (  placed in p roportion  to jomssancc, m y lover’s and 
m ine, from the m om ent that I, in short, prostitu ted  myself? H ow  
w ould Tosca get round this uncertainty? Shc is a subjcct, that is to say 
a question, on/y ime/ar as she is a prostitutc. Ifshe  pretends to abandon 
her charms while she is with Scarpia, it is so as to keep Cavaradossi 
alive and to keep herself alive for him . Suddenly the incom parable 
investm ents which w ould connect together (so we imagine) certain 
points o f  the anonym ous band w ith certainjomssaı/ccs, and assemble 
the love of the young w om an and the bandit, these investm ents arc 
suddenly dissolved, rem oved, instantiated on nothing, on a perm a- 
nence which is necessarily im possible since it is destroyed by the 
sam e m om ent o f  release \rclcvc] w hich operates it. T o keep oneself 
alive or reserve oneself for a subsequent jauissancc is to  instantiate 
these intensities on the zero of a tem poral continuum , and to flatten 
them  into m oney. When K lossow ski speaks of an ‘exorbitance’ o f  
the ‘phantasm ’ (in his sense o f  the w ord), he m eans precisely that the 
high or low  intensities obtained by the connecting up o f  partial 
organs to the polym orphous perverse body which is called the 
labyrinthine band, that these intensities are disproportionate, and 
therefore that one should never be able to take advantage o f  having 
paid too  dearly for their searing passage. N o w  Tosca really ought to 
discount and count up these intensities, no m ore no less than a 
prostitu te w ho with her profits has to bring up her kid in the 
provinces. Tosca counts up incom e and outgoings, input and 
ou tpu t, and this is already p rostitu tion , w hich makes her exist as the 
procuress o f  charges and discharges. A lw ays the zero instance, that 
o f  revenue: from  the com pound, the continuous, another tense, the 
tense o f the subject.

From  here we see the question: is there  anyjou  issance outside this 
keeping o f  accounts, beyond this instantiation  on the zero? Lacan 
says: jouissance is 1/0, the in term inable oscillation of desire betw een 
the institution o f  a unitary subject (1) and its instantiation on  the 
non-being o f  reference (0). Is this n o t the same as w hat Klossowski 
says, this tim e in term s oflib id inal econom y, w hen  he implies that
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extrem e jouissance always brings this aporia w ith  it: how  does one 
com pare the incom parable? H o w  does one evaluate the exorbitant? 
Is it because the phantasm  according to K lossowski, w hich  is no t at 
all, like F reud’s, a substitu tion  form ation, but a rigid, inelim inable 
and repetitive p lugg ing-in  o f  partial organs, nevertheless draw s its 
force, no t from  all the libido, Eros and death together, flow ing 
there, in this channel, bu t rather from  the vertiginous com parison 
betw een the alleged being o f  a person (the victim  or the to rturer, 
according to the case), that is to say o f  a unity w ith universalist 
tendencies on the one hand, and on the other, the stupid drivelling 
pettiness, the m urderer o f  all that presents itself as a totality , from  a 
small singular pulsional dispositif? A nd if this com parison is neces- 
sarily im plied in jouissance, isn ’t it because this latter fınds itself 
always already localized by the negotiatory  thought w hich is about 
to snatch up and understand  as a relation, instead o f  being it, like an 
incom parable affirm ation? We m ust then say that Lydian prostitu - 
tion (w hich is also to say -  w ith  all the accuracy we can m uster -  
capital), which, ju s t as Tosca is the burden [poids] o f the unw eighable 
[hors-de-poids], is also all that can be said and felt at the same tim e 
concerning jouissance. A nd abandon even the project o f  a libidinal 
econom y, instantiated on the one intensity at least: th inking being 
m oney-m aking , he w ho  thinks o f  m atters o f the passions is 
necessarily a w hore.

B ut le t’s go over this again, i t ’s not so simple: in m in ting  coin, the 
Lydians, as we have said, did no t content themselves w ith  regulating 
intensities on  the meson o f  all m ediations, they also prostitu ted  their 
daughters, and so they have vulvas, clitorises, breasts and their 
nipples, full bu ttocks, hair, soprano and contralto  cries o f  pleasure, 
the smells o f  vaginal secretions, seed squeezed from  skins, hairs 
from  the insides o f  arm s and thighs, different^colours o f  hair, o f  
irises, different m uscular textures, different bone structures, 
different positions and couplings; they have all these enter into the 
circle o f  transferable goods. They extend the quantity  o f  parts o f  
the labyrinthine band that can be evaluated and exchanged. A nd at 
the same tim e they not only rem ove the w om an’s (or at least 
partially: the g irl’s) alleged nature, but they expose (prostituere) her to 
all the denaturations that can be devised and carried o u t w ith in  the 
m erchant circle. B ut these denaturations are innum erable, since they 
are all sanctioned in principle, on the sole condition, as w e have said, 
o f  isom orphism  o r p roportionality  betw een the goods exchanged.



I f  such a pricing implics the dcvaluation o f  picccs o f  the libidinal 
body takcn in their intense singularity, it can give rise to  a sort o f  
new im pctus in the circulation o f  the influxes: for these latter find 
thcmsclves opening new routes on the im m ense band o f  bodies, and 
therefore the po lym orphism  o f  the jouissive connections am ongst 
tlıem is increased, as is the lib ido’s errancy. Im agine all these 
unheard-of, erectile pieces o f  the surface w here charges will be able 
to accum ulate in order to flee from  a shock. I t is not enough to see 
thelll condem ned to the law o f  the minimax, w e m ust also see w hat 
ııew concentrations o f  desires, even if  this is in the one authorized 
form  o f goods, they will be able to  provoke and satisfy.

And this authorized form o f  goods is not, m oreover, as we m ight 
think, a useful form. O n  the contrary, w ith  this Lydian prostitu tion  
concom itant w ith the m onetary  institu tion , we see that utility in its 
current sense o f  use-value has sim ply no m eaning, that it can be 
determ ined only in relation to the rule o f  exchangeability, that the 
Lydian daughter’s body does n o t exist as a th ing w ith a natural 
predestination and therefore requiring a specific use, but on the 
contrary that it exists only as the em pty negotiatory instance 
supposed by the com parative evaluations o f  pulsional regions, like 
the body-zero w ith its capitalist function, w hereas its alleged use is 
never anything but the b low -b y -b lo w  bargaining o f 
exchangeabilities between organs. We m ust no t even say that this 
body is then perverted or perverse, since it never is anything at all 
(but it is this nothing), and therefore cannot be diverted from  any 
predeterm ined use. It is in fact concentrated, inclined to  fall back 
onto  the em pty instance o f  the m ercantile perm anence o f  intensities 
which, here or üıere, explode and die aw ay İlke stars in the universe.

T he prostitute in particular, that is to  say the m odern business 
‘w om an’, w ho is ju ; t  as m uch a ‘m an’ — and the same goes for h im -  
has not had and m ust no longer have any relation w ith  fertility. 
Should she occasionally produce children from  the jouissances she 
procures, then it w ould signify that she had received im pregnating  
sem en into her w om b; but she m ust be able to  receive only m oney, 
and this in her purse. F o r— first a rg u m en t— this m oney is convertible 
on  the m arket, the child is no t necessarily so. It will be a long ‘tim e 
after’ the Lydians before the child itself is incorporated into the 
econom ic cycle, that it will cease to  be perceived as a gift received 
(from  som ew here else), before the w om an  w ho  consents to  bear 
children is paid (first in the form  o f  child benefits, soon as the right
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to the w ithdraw al o f  labour, later, no doubt, simply a salary), and 
therefore a long tim e before the m ediatory void undertakes to 
adm inister its own point o f view , that o f  always annullable equiv- 
alences, the in troduction  and the circulation o f  new pieces o f  the 
labyrinthine body-band  in the circuit o f  trade, onto w hich child- 
bodies are concentrated. O dd ly  enough, it is the last in term s o f its 
date, for the m ost part still to come, w hile these are obviously the 
m ost affirm ative bodies and the m ost discontinuously perverse, the 
m ost intense because the m ost uncom m on in the exploration o f 
connections o f  jouissance. B ut an understandable delay, if  we care 
for their innocence, for their inability to instantiate the present 
em otion on a perm anence w hich soon makes it possible to trade, if  
w e care for their libidinal non-subjectivity.

A nd the second argum ent: all the struggles w e transsexual 
libidinal econom ists know  and lead, in order that, as was said, 
w om en m ay have the free use o f  their bodies, in particular the free 
decision to bear o r no t to bear children, are Lydian consequences. 
H ow  we love the Lydians and their daughters! In reality, it cannot be 
a m atter o f  free use, o f  any use, free or not. W hat we (and Capital) 
desire is that w hat is called a w om an be made genuinely able to 
benefit from  com m ercial status, in its tw o aspects: every erection 
and detum escence o f  w hatever small area o f  the body-band that is 
a ttribu ted  to  her, should first o f  all be possible, and could then be 
m arketed. Therefore the abolition o f  erotic prohibitions; and her 
release from  the autom atic nature o f  propagation.

A t the same tim e the righ t to perversion and the right to trade. 
T hat is to say the politeia. A child, yes, but then the object o f  a 
m arket, the stake in an exchange w hich will in principle have to 
annul the charge that the child represents, in libidinal term s the 
intensities o f  the affects that it is going to absorb. T herefore the 
abolition o f  m others and wives w ho have only ever been, since the 
w arrior-pederasts, the m others o f  the children that w ere given 
them . This is no t a free use, since use, the category o f  a natural goal, 
w ould  keep, even if  ‘freely’, the w om an under the concept o f  this 
reproductive fınality, her liberty restricted to choosing the m om ent 
o f  and the partner in im pregnation. This is the extension o f  
exchangeability on to  the alleged feminine body, that is to say the 
injection o f  unknow n pieces o f  the band into the exchange cycle and 
m arginal calculations. Those we call w om en can only attain full civil 
rights by attaining sterility  and polym orphous perversion, m one- 
tary properties. It is the very figure o f  the circle in the process o f



extending itself to all thc fragm ents o f  the labyrinthinc band which 
institutes abortive mcasurcs, becausc it wants all eradications.

[f thc w om an’s body ceases to be the earth or som ething like it, an 
element, a receptacle, so correspondingly  the partial prostitu tion  o f  
penises w ould  disappear. M asculinity m ust 110 longer be cleft as it is 
in Greece, between its annulatory jouissmıce and its task o f  im preg- 
nating w om bs. The sym m etry  o f  the abortive measures, freeing the 
fernale body from  its reputedly natural destination, is for the m an 
o f  the politeia (?), contem poraneous w ith  the institution o f  sperm  
banks: ‘The freezing processes for hum an sperm  in liquid nitrogen 
today allow the preservation, for several years, o f  an im portan t 
production o f  sperm atozoa w hose im pregnating capacity is nor­
mal. ’x Several conditions m ust be m et in order that your sperm 
allow o f concentration [soit circonvcrtahUj: you m ust be less than 40 
years old, you must be the father o f  at least one normal child: the 
quality side o f  the product. The practice o f  eugenics and selection is 
denied, and it is thereby affirm ed how  pressing the analogy w ith  
Nazi medical practices is. T he familial, institutional side, to keep up 
appearances: you m ust be m arried and m ust inform  your wife. But 
it is the logic o f  the product w hich will w in the day, have no doubt 
o f  it: its quality is inevitably independent o f  the w ife’s consent and 
w hether or not they go through the bureaucracy. N evertheless, few 
arc fond o f  it, it appears. Is this because the donor isn’t paid? (And 
w hy  arc they not paid, if  not because o f  the fear o f  the irresistible 
attraction over many young unem ployed people that the new  
profession o f  sperm -donor w ould  exert, and the excess stock o f  the 
m anufactured com m odity?) N o , it is said, the principal factors o f  
opposition are: ‘The m asturbation  necessary for the collection o f  
sperm , the adulterous character o f  the act (often therefore resented 
by the wife), the fact o f  being barely aw are o f  the developm ent o f  
hum an sem en / As for the fear o f  adultery, the retort is im m ediate: 
the donor should not be m arried. As for the anxiety (base, need it be 
said?) o f  being a father w ithou t know ing  it, this still derives from  
the institution o f  the fam ily in w hich father and m other see 
themselves yielding all rights o f  p roperty  over their child as if  it was 
a product. Finally as for the last obstacle, w e suggest that the sperm  
bank makes sure o f  a preference for the participation o f  onanists: an 
excellent illustration o f  how , in all likelihood, in the great trade o f  
capital, all the little dispositifs, all the connections are m arketable, to 
the point that the dispositifwhich, for a very long time, as w e know ,
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has not only everywhere endured  the censures o f  m orality, b u t has 
also had to suffer the co n tem p t o f  free spirits, indeed revo lu tion- 
aries: to  com e by tossing o ff -  m ight, precisely hy reason o f the 
irremediable sterility o f  its result (scattering sperm  in the soil), becom e 
the privileged m eans (because it is u tterly  indifferent, substitutable 
and negotiable and can be postponed) o f  fertile propagation in the 
m ercantilist system . A t the same tim e as the m others disappear, we 
are also rid o f  the fathers w ith  their concern for sperm -revenue in 
the form  o f  their sons and daughters: this is w hat Lydian prostitu - 
tion will soon im ply , extended to new  regions o f  the libidinal band, 
thanks to  the expansion o f  capital. B ut w e will no t be free from  the 
great Zero, for all that, quite the contrary.

Outlet Payment

D oes this zero  take us in to  the  vicinity o f  Sadean theses? W ill the 
force o f  the philosophe scelerat com e to include this m echanism  o f  the 
circle and rotation? O ne m igh t think so to hear him , in the pam phlet 
inserted in to  Philosophic dans le boudoir, justify  hom icide in the nam e 
o f  an entirely m etam orph ic  conception o f  nature:

If  the eternity o f  beings is im possible in nature, destruction  
therefore becom es one o f  her laws. N ow , if  destruction is so 
useful to her tha t she absolutely cannot do w ithout it, and i f  she 
cannot achieve her creations w ithout draw ing from  these destruc- 
tive masses that spell her death, no m ore annihilation w ill be 
recorded; w hat w e call the end o f  the living animal w ill no longer 
be a real end, bu t a sim ple transm utation, the basis o f  w hich is 
perpetual m o tio n , the real essence o f  m atter and w hich all m odern  
philosophers adm it as one o f  na tu re ’s prim ary law s. Death, 
according to  these irrefutable principles, is therefore no m ore 
than a change o f  form , an im perceptible passage from  one 
existence to  another, and this is w hat Pythagoras called 
m etem psychosis. O nce these truths are acknowledged, I w onder 
if  one w ill ever be able to contend that destruction is a crim e . . . 
All that w e are doing in  indulging in destruction, is sim ply 
carrying ou t a variation in fo rm s.9

N o w  let’s ascertain h o w  jouissance is instantiated on the circle. The 
naturalism  displayed by Sade refers to Pythagoras and to 
m etem psychosis, and ju s t as m uch again to the Tao and to Spinoza’s



Uthics, we presume. But beyond this naturalism , well know n to 
philosophers, which is a large step in the direction o f  the dism antling 
o f  the subject, o f  the unifıed body, there rem ains o r can stili remain 
a philosophy, there rem ains a means by w hich the intensities denied 
individual subjects, are folded back onto  an im m ense hyper-subject 
which will be in general no th ing  o ther than the same central zero that 
instantiates the peripheral jouissances o f  the citizens, N ow  Sade 
clearly says that the death penalty is an infam y because it is a law, 
that is to say a regulation o f  intensities, w hereas m urder, if  it is 
passionate, w ould be no m ore a crim e than is orgasm. And he 
provides as a guide in this m atter Louis X V ’s judgem en t upon 
m eeting an assassin: I am showing you mercy, hut I will also show mercy 
to udıotttever should kili yon. This m etem psychotic nature is also 
therefore, or also wants to be, the pulsional band itself: not the 
reasonable and happy issue o f  irrational passions, bu t the circulation 
o f  these passions and the coursings [mise en coıırsJ o f  intensities.

Here two models collide, two paradigm s, since here we m ust 
introduce another zero, a second death, w hich is no longer that o f  the 
centre, but that which will circulate on the circum ference and tw ist, 
crush and stretch it so as to  bring  it as near as possible to the 
labyrinthine body-band. As long as the zero is situated only at the 
centre, as long as the Greek organization o f  the meson forbids all 
heteronom y and heterogeneity, b u t requires, as w ith trade, com pen- 
sation for the pulsions and the constitution o f  the proper body as the 
cash box for this com pensation, one is in rationalization and 
friendship, deintensified hom osexuality , the regularization o f  the 
tensions. Thus according to  Bataille, in the m argins o f  this 
circum ference certam km ds o f  channel \vıl1 be found \vhıch poınt 
tow ards the exterior, tow ards the alleged exteriority  o f  the circle, 
and by w hich the non-liquid intensities in the circle, the non-erectile 
scraps o f  the body in the conditions o f  trade, will find an outlet.

This is an apparently com m on dispositifi sacrifice, p rostitu tion , 
psychoanalysis, are a few am ongst a hundred  instances o f  it. In all 
three cases, it was a m atter o f  valves allowing for the evacuation -  
under diverse names: the offering, ‘having it o f f ,  transference — o f  
libidinal charges inexchangeable in the institu ted  circuits. In all three 
cases, it is o f  course jouissance, because it is deadly, because it is vain 
expenditure, that it is a m atter o f  leading astray, outside the cycle. 
B ut le t’s direct our attention to a neglected bu t nevertheless very 
interesting aspect o f these institu tions, that is, the linking up o f  the
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m edium  o f  exchangeabilities (the goods w hich serve to pay the 
sacrifıcer, the p rostitu te  and the psychoanalyst) onto the otherw ise 
forbidden fulfılm ent o f  this jouissance. In Indian sacrifice as it is 
described in the ancient Vedic texts, 10 the daksina constitutes the 
paym ent o f  the officiating priests. Co-present therefore, are the 
offer as such, sm all vegetable or animal fragm ents, w hich a fire 
carries aw ay to  the skies, tow ards the nostrils o fth e  divine -  and the 
species o f  salary, gold, clothes, horses, occasionally w om en, which 
the Brahm in receives from  the sacrificers. (It is often the case that 
the paym ent o f  priests is m uch m ore im portant than the sacrificial 
offering.) N ow  this ritual involves this rem arkable clause o f  
purification: that the sacrificer, he w ho offers the sacrifice to the 
divine, m ust no t only  be divested, for the duration o f the sacrifice, 
o f  his profane body, w hich he will regain only after the event, but 
also that this d ivestm ent consists o f  the d ism em berm ent o f  this 
body, the donor saying to each o f  the priests in turn: to  you  I give 
m y arms, to  you m y belly, to you m y eyes (or so I imagine). This 
new  body, very closely related to the aberrant band o f the pulsions, 
is the bo d y  o f  jouissance, and its ‘institu tion’ makes the sacrifice 
appear as jouissance and the time o f  the sacrifice as the ‘tim e’ o f 
jouissance.

In the same w ay, o f  course, if  we are still following Bataille and 
Caillois, the ingredients o f  the offering are consumed as pure loss 
(here the Indians are really quite parsim onious . . . ) .  A gain  it will 
have to be said tha t the fire and its wreaths also belong to the effects 
o flib id inal irreversibility: for the ashes will not even be remains, and 
if  one wishes a fatal discharge w ithou t residııe, then one will have to 
burn -  as the Indians (and the young people in secondary schools) 
well know . H ere therefore, no profit can be calculated; even if  it is 
discounted, i f  the sacrificer expects an effect o f  return from  the 
sacrifice, a divine grace. I f  he calculates a profit, it is in an order 
w here calculation, according to  this hypothesis, cannot operate 
because it is concerned w ith  infm ite quantities. It is no m ore a 
calculation than Pascal’s w ager can be a true wager, because the 
objects to be traded are incom m ensurable on either side. Pascal 
d id n ’t mean to say wager, he m eant a paradox in the Kierkegaardian 
sense, w hich is som eth ing  else altogether, and once again makes 
reference to an alterity  o f  jouissance from  w hich every reality o f  
revenue, o f  profit, is in principle excluded.

B ut side by side w ith  this useless torching, the B rahm in priest is 
given a tip. A nd w hy  is this? Because he w ho gives w ithou t return,
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m ust pay. T he time o f jouissance is bought. T h e  tim e o f  his ravaged, 
broken, jubilant, sacred body is converted into cash (and it is 
expensive). When the daksina has been paid, then he will recover his 
organic, unifıed body, w hich will be able to start afresh in the closed 
cycle o f  exchanges (cosmic this tim e, we are no t ill A thens), and this 
is why this paym ent is m ade under the sign o f  Amaya, the god o f  
m ortal men. The paym ent returns him  to the law, into the cycle, that 
is to say into reality, which involves death, but the death o f  the 
organic body, this death instantiated on the cosmic central zero, 
which is the death o f  nothing but an episodic and evanescent subject, 
and w hich in reality is only metabasis. Such is life.

So: by means o f  the offering, death th rough  jouissance, and by 
means o f  the priest’s salary, death through order. T he same 
im m easurable time o f  irreversibiblity  is deduced as the labour tim e 
o f  the priest. W here the sacrificer risks going up in sm oke and not 
com ing back, up into N irvana, there, precisely, the m en o f  the 
central zero and their exchangeability w ithdraw  their portion  and 
m anufacture the general from  the singular. Sacrifice is a crim e o f  
passion, the daksina is the accepted price o f  its expiry in the circuit o f  
m inim axed intensities. T he zero o f  the release is plugged in to  the 
zero o f  inpu t-output matrices. D id  it go up in sm oke and flames? It 
m ust be turned back into goods convertible into cash. It ejaculated? 
It will im pregnate.

From this point o f  view, it is the same plugging as controls 
p rostitu tion: the diversion o f  libidinal energy into perverse jouissa n ce 
is set up by paying for the venal w om an , w ho returns a part o f  it, in 
the form  o f  her fees, to the circuit o f  exchanges. T hus the 
singularity o f  the phantasm  and the irreversibility o f  the em otions it
procurcd find themselves paradoxically negotiated as th e cost f  a
lay. If the lay is an exchange [Si la passe est une passe11], it is because 
the time opened up by the quartering  o f  the client-sacrificer body 
closes up on itself, and so he m ust come back to himselj return. They 
sim ply undergo the annihilating incandescence. It has to  stop, that is 
to say recover, start again. It is this re lief w hich  is assured by the 
price. O ne recovers fro m jo u issance-death. O ne has put aside, on the 
hearth o f  the prostitu tes’ hotel, the banknotes that settle the brief, 
m ortal coucherie.* Such is the daksina’s function, such, in the last 
instance, is the analyst’s fee.

But in the analytic situation, the relation is m ore com plicated, the 
solicitation o f  the passions w ill take place even further afield than

*Coucherie: a ‘one-night stand’, occasional sexual commerce. -  In
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prostitu tion . O f  course the analyst, like the prostitute, m ust no t 
enjoy, th a t’s the rule o f  the control o f  counter-transference, and 
also, like her, he neutralizes the o ther’s jouissance, he m ediately 
instantiates it on the zero o f  exchangeability, and th is due to 
paym ent. Y o u  w ill enjoy by investing your desire in me, you will 
have m e play all the roles o f  the characters that you  have been able to 
invest (that is to say in fact all the pieces o f  the body-band on w hich 
certain connections w ere able to  procure some intensity for your 
Ego-zero, pieces you  will call the names o f  those w ith w hich they 
w ere associated, but they d o n ’t really belong to anyone, for a person 
is nobody) -  it is no longer the psychoanalyst w ho says this, on the 
contrary, he continues: from  your couch then, you will be able to 
enter horizontally  on to  the stage w here these circulations take place, 
and carry m e along there w ith  you, endow  me w ith  the functions o f  
each in turn, o f  a great uncle, a young servant, a rich m other, a 
younger sister and an old friend, and I will go along w ith all o fit , as 
the B rahm in priest goes along w ith  setting fire to these living things, 
grasses, flowers, flesh and bones, the sacrifice. Y et while I go along 
w ith  all this, I w ill rid you o f  your connections, I will treat them  as 
sym ptom s, as phantasm s, as illusory feelings, the same ones that 
Socrates took  it upon  h im self to extract from  the heads o f  the 
m istaken young A thenians, I will therefore deliver you from  all 
this. But w hat does ‘deliver’ m ean here? It means to render the 
singularity o f  investm ents convertible into cash. N o t to  lim it the 
m om ent o f  jouissance thus invested to a lay, to a tim e o f sacrifice, to a 
session, but, albeit under the name o f  phantasm a, day-dream s, 
sym ptom s, ra th er to  seize hold  o f  the circulations o f  influxes and 
passages o fin tensities in  o rder to  convert them  in to  cash, this time 
in to  that cnrrency w hich is no longer exchangeable goods, bu t 
intelligible words. For th ings w ill have to be be said, from  the great 
tw itching and aw kw ard labyrin th  there m ust issue a com prehensible 
voice, in the analyst’s office unpredictable violences o f  pulsional 
excursions m ust give w ay, little by little, repeatedly, from  session to 
session, sacrifice to sacrifice, to  the return.

N o w  it is obvious that this so-called ‘w orking th rough’, w hich is 
inevitably a labour o f th e  institu tion  o fan  instance to w hich to refer 
the pulsional m etam orphoses, and which in its tu rn  will be able to 
transport them  as w ords and even as amiable feelings, an instance 
w hich is exactly the same w hether one calls it individual, or Ego, or 
social being, o r w hether on  the contrary one insists on its nullity, its



absence, its zero quality -  it is clear that this ıvorking through is 
different from  either p rostitu tion  or the sacrifice. The session is 
indeed a sacrificial ofTering and a prostitu tive settlcm ent, but it lets 
political econom y pcnetratc, i f  I m ay say so, still m uch further than 
they do, into the libidinal, since it is the affect itse lf that it w ants to 
extract from  the labyrinthine hody-band  and place on the circle o f 
exchangeabilities. N ow  in Freud, the affect is well and truly the 
nam e borne by energy itself in its investm ents and displacem ents 
when it operates on ‘representationsk Should Dora cough, should 
she have an asthma attack, Freud desires that she say what she is 
conl?hin\!, and consequently say what she is choking back; and how  will 
he be able to recognize that she has said it? (In this case, m oreover, he 
was unable to recognize it, that is, in relation to his ow n desire to 
spcak.) He will recognize the wish that this oral or respiratory 
sym ptom  should be instantiable on genitality, that is sim ply to say 
on the reproductive body. T herefo re  no t only speaking o f  inten- 
sities and thus beating them  back on to  the currency o f  w ords, but 
referring them to the organic body, p inpointing them  on the 
cartography o f the physiology and the chem istry which is also that 
o f propagation. N ot only to pretend to acknotvledl?e D ora’s Ego-zero 
which M .K. forced on her against her w ill in the closed shop, that is 
to say to exchange this connection o f  a curiously intense terror, this 
stasis where fluxes passed and w ere  im m ediately and com pletely 
dissipated and m aintained in labyrin th ine ‘tim e’, but further to 
propound the hypothesis that h e r  asthm a, her cough, her oral and 
respiratory sym ptom s proceed from  a displacem ent o f  the sensation 
o f  oppression experienced by the young  girl because o f  the erect sex 
of M.K. pressed against her stom ach whıle he pulled her to  hım , 
displacem ent in the direction o f  the thorax  and the respiratory 
system: pressed-oppressed, which conversely implies that the 
respiratory (or oral) region m ay only be invested, according to 
Freud, by substitution, an d consequently  that the only true intensity is 
genital. Such is the o ther m eaning, alm ost proper, to be given to the 
w ords to deliver [accoucher].12 O n e  could take the doctrine o f  stages 
and find the same closing dow n; w ere one to m ultiply these stages, 
w ere one to add the ‘m irror stage’, the ‘breath ing stage’, it still 
remains the case that it is at the very  end, w hen the so-called ‘partial’ 
pulsions are finally captured and draw n together under the sign o f 
genitality, that everything w orks, that ça va . . .

There is a direct correlation betw een the conversion o f  the tim e o f  
‘dereality’ into cash, o f  the tim e consecrated to the ‘real’ at the tim e o f
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the session, and on the o th e r hand the instantiation by m eans o f  
speech o f  all th e  partialities -  th e  advances o f  perverse, d ivergent 
influxes, unforeseen blockages o f  som e corner o f  the libidinal 
surface -  on the body o f  genitality, that is to say, o f  reproduction . 
This correlation enables us to  see the p roxim ity  and the distance o f  
the  tw o  cydes, tha t o f  m oney  and  th a t o f  the propagation o f  the 
species. If  one pays the analyst, it is because in the session there is a 
risk o f  being carried aw ay in to  jouissance-death w ithou t return, 
w hich  is already tha t w hich  the ritual sacrifice o f  the Indians, and in 
general every paying o f  the sacrificer, guards against; i f  one pays in 
m oney, in  cash, it is because one is in a m onetary system; finally, i f  
one also pays in words, i t  is because here the sacrifice obeys the 
com plex dispositif o fJu d a ism  and scientificity: a scientificity w hich 
has it that all o f  language is though t in the category  o f  
exchangeability, o r that all things, including affects, pulsions, 
displacem ents, charge trips, discharges o f loss and tutti quanti are 
supposed to  be th inkable in the category oflanguage: w e have som e 
good  exam ples o f th is  in contem porary  philosophical and scientifıc 
literature, one need only  stoop to  gather them  up; but Judaism , by 
contrast, w hich has it th a tw o rd s  a re inpo rtan t on ly  on  condition  that 
they do no t operate as significations, bu t as gifts, not as exchange- 
able units, bu t as courses on the surface o f  language, draining the 
fluctuating liquidities o f  affects; rather therefore as prayer than as 
reason. T here  are the tw o  dispositifs in analysis, the lead being given 
now  to the side o f  neutralizable signs, now  to the side o f  em otional 
debt. B ut as far as the body  is concerned, in  any case, it is annulled as 
the im m ense crum pled  band, and instituted as the bag o f  organs, 
each o f  w hich is en tire ly  susceptible to falling ill (to being disrupted 
by causes, exteriorities) w hereas all the erectility o f  this body  is 
supposed to  be fixed on vaginas and penises. We are poles apart from  
the p ro stitu te ’s body , w h ich  is a negotiating body, capable o f  
annulling all the clientele’s perversions into m oney. H ere, in the 
analysis, the w h o re  is the analyst (in that he gets paid to  absorb the 
patien t’s inexchangeable jouissance, and also to  transform  it into a 
concept), and the patient is n o t only his client, he is also his pupil, if 
the educator-analyst w ants to obtain a ‘no rm al’, sexed body  from  
the client. A courtesan-pedagogue, a venal M oses. So that in analysis 
the connecting up o f  intensities onto the circuit o f  exchanges in 
reality takes place three tim es: the first w hen the patient pays to 
reactivate jouissance, so as to  m etam orphose it into m oney; the
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sccond w hcn he speaks or a ttem pts to speak desire, so as to com m ute 
it into concepts; the th ird  w hen in this case a labour o f  solicitation 
and instantiation on the sex is supposed to com e to institute a norm al 
body, w here the libido will be sex and sex genitality, that is the 
prom ise o f  reproduction.

War ofSilncr, Curmıcy o f Dcath: Mcrcantilist Politics

The instantiation o f  intensity on the circle o f  equivalences gives a 
first, approxim ate idea o f  w hat jonissancc in capital m ight be. T o 
w hat extent it has to do w ith  m oney as a libidinal fragm ent or 
pulsional force, according to its com plexity  or rather according to a 
primary and manifest dissimulation, w e w ould  choose to discern 
through the magnifying glass o f  mcrcantilist politics in the classical 
age, em bodied by the couple Louis X IV -C o lb e rt.13 Here we capture 
a rem arkable dispositifof double instan tia tion , w hich allows us at the 
same tim e to confirm  the im pression that the m ercantilist econom y 
o f  which M arx speaks as the prem isses o f  capitalist econom y is a 
sort o f unstable entity, alm ost im possible, a construction from  a 
theoretical model; and to grasp that w hat is lacking in the approach 
o f  the econom ist or even the historian o f  m ercantilism  is precisely 
any consideration o f another m ode o f  the enjoym ent [jouissance] o f  
money and com m odities than w hat w e currently call interest.

Take this letter from  C olbert to  the R in g 34

. . .T h e  good state o fY o u r M ajesty’s fınances and the augm enta- 
tion o f  his revenues consists in increasing by all available means 
the am ount o f  silver converted  into m oney w hich is continually 
circuiating in the reaim, and ın keepm g m the provmces the exact 
p roportion  o f  this m oney that they require . . . augm enting the 
silver in public com m erce by draw ing it from  the countries from  
w hence it com es, retaining it w ithin the realm  by preventing it 
from  leaving, and by giving m en the means to  draw  a profit from 
it. Since the greatness and streng th  o f  the State and the M agnifi- 
cence o f  the King are com posed  from  these three points, the 
expenditures for which great revenues provide the opportun ity  
render State and King all the greater, because they deplete the 
revenues o f  all neighbouring States at the same time. In view  o f  
the fact o f  having ju s t one constant quantity  o f silver circulating 
in all Europe, augm ented from  tim e to tim e by that w hich comes 
from  the W est Indies, it is certain and dem onstrable that if  there
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are only 150 m illion pounds of silver in public circulation, one can 
only succeed in augm enting  it by 20, 30 and 50 millions at the same 
tim e as one rem oves the same quantity  from  neighbouring States 
. . .  I entreat Y our M ajesty to perm it me to tell him  that since he 
took  on the adm inistra tion  o f  finances, he has undertaken a war 
o f silver against all the States o f  Europe. He has already 
conquered Spain, G erm any, Italy and England, w hich he has 
th row n  into very  great poverty  and destitution, and has grow n 
rich from  their spoils, w hich have given him  the m eans to 
perform  such great things as he has done in the past and still does 
every day. O nly  H olland still remains fighting w ith great forces: 
her no rthern  trade . . . that in the East Indies . . . that in the 
Levant . . . that in the W est Indies . . . her factories, her trade in 
Cadiz, Guinea and an infinity o f  others in w hich all her strength 
consists and resides. Y our M ajesty has form ed companies which, 
like armies, attack them  on all fronts . . . The factories, the canal 
for the transnavigation  o f  seas and so m any other new develop- 
m ents as Y our M ajesty has created, are so m any reserve corps 
which Y our M ajesty created and drew  out o f  nothing in order 
better to perfo rm  their du ty  iıı this w ar . . . T he sensible fruit o f 
the success o f  all these things w ould be th a t by draw ing, by means 
o f  trade, a very great quantity  o f  silver into his realm, no t only 
w ould he soon m anage to reestablish those proportions w hich 
m ust exist betw een the silver in currency in trade, and the 
taxations w hich are paid by the people, but he could even augm ent 
each o f  them , in such a w ay that his revenues w ould increase and 
he w ould  put his peoples in a pow erful position to assist h im  m ore 
considerably in the event o f  w ar or some other necessity . . .

A declaration w hich says everything. First, money; it has tw o 
functions, or ra ther tw o  positions: it is a m eans o f  paym ent, o f  the 
discharge o f debts, A risto tle’s nomisma. The k ing’s subjects require 
it to pay o ff their taxes, th e  realm  itself in order to be free from  
foreign creditors, should it happen to have any. There appears to 
correspond to this function  o f  m oney a new  im portance accorded to 
the production  o f com m odities. These are not objects received 
from  nature (‘p rim ary ’ industry), bu t m anufactured from  received 
objects, and thereby  bearing the same arbitrary, hum an m ark  as does 
the m onetary  instrum ent. N evertheless, no m ore than in ancient 
G reece,15 they are considered here only under the aspect o f  the 
labour that they contain, like products; if  they interest C olbert, it is
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as engines o f  war, as means to  the destruction o f  foreign clicnts. O ne 
can acquit oneself with m oney by paym ent; one m ust, it seems, be' 
able to acquit oneself with com m odities, by barter or com pensation 
for the balance o f  foreign trade -  bu t no, the com m odity  will not 
essentially have this status, no m ore than m oney resolves itself in its 
role o f  the balancing o f  debts.

M oney is also, o f  course, som eth ing  precious, a treasure, which 
marks ‘the greatness and strength  o f  the State and the M agnificence 
o f  the K ing’. It is in this w ay that m ercantilism  is always associated 
w ith metalism -  C olbert will hun t dow n the bullionists, m anufac- 
turers o f  im pure m oney, seem ing w ealth; let’s n o t speak o f 
fiduciary form s o f  m oney -  w hich is equally associated w ith 
quantitativism, a strange doctrine to us, w hich states that in order to 
be rich one m ust accum ulate as much money as possihle; w hich means 
only if  the latter is kept itse lf as a treasure. This position o f  silver is 
w hat will disappear in the extension and the sophistication o f  
modern fiduciary m oney, and ultim ately in the complete' separation 
o f  exchange rate's w ith regard to the traditional standard o f  
reference, gold.

The other characteristic o f  C o lb e rt’s political econom y is that it 
implies that m onetary w ealth is a finite quantity: ‘H aving ju st one 
constant quantity o f  silver circulating in all E u ro p e .’ This is 
interpreted according to its m ost brutal political e'ffect in anothe'r 
note by C olbert, where he concludes a small evaluation o f  the profits 
made by the D utch  from  their quasi-m onopoly  in m aritim e trade in 
the following terms: ‘O n  this supposition , it is easy to conclude that 
insofar as we are able to  reduce the gains m ade by the D u tch  over the 
k ing ’s subjects and the consum ption  o f th e  com m odities w hıch they 
b ring  us, we will increase the silver in the form  o f  m oney w hich 
m ust enter into the realm  by means o f  our necessary com m odities in 
like proportion , and will also increase the strength, the greatness and 
the abundance o f  the State. ’16 This is the same position that in games 
theory  is called a zero sum game: 17 every gain by one party  is paid for 
by the adversary’s loss, as opposed to  a non-zero  sum  gam e w here 
the possibility is given o f  a sim ultaneous gain by both  partners.

Let us recall that the gam es theorists have established that i f  the 
partners in a zero sum  game have a ‘ra tional’ politics, they w ould  
com m unicate betw een one another all in form ation  concerning their 
intentions (a game o f  com plete in fo rm ation), and w ould  thus 
achieve the best result that can reasonably be expected in such a
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gam e, w hich is the minimax, or the m inim um  of com possible 
m axim um s. In the case o f  Tosca, 18 we see that ifT osca and Scarpia 
had ‘und ersto o d ’ each other, they w ould  each have been able to 
obtain a gain o f  five points. Such is the general idea o f  the dialogue, 
a perfectly m ercantilist idea, it appears, since it aims to equalize bo th  
partners’ chances o f  a gain and to share out in an egalitarian fashion, 
at the end o f  the game, the quantity  o f  wealth or pleasure to be 
d istributed betw een  them . A politics o f  the m inim ax implies that on 
bo th  sides the stakes are com parable, the outlays com m ensurable, 
and even the players are u ltim ately  perm utable: apparently we are 
steeped in the system (or the phantasy) o f  generalized equivalence, 
w here intensities are eroded in the interests o f  the quantities 
instantiated on an arbitrary un ity  o f  reference, which, how ever, is 
accepted by  each partner. A nd it is doubtless naive, o r rather 
perverse, o f  gam es theorists to believe that there does in fact exist such 
an organic body  o f  reference, a social body, a rational solidarity, a 
m ediator (w hich o f  course em bodies itself and its paym aster) to 
which it is in the interests o f  each partner to appeal in o rder to be certain 
o f  obtaining the best com possible result. As if  the passion for the 
best incompossible result, im plying, tha t is, the destruction o f  the 
partner and the end o f  all gam es, were no t also a general pathos o f  
the desire to play.

T he exchangeability o f  the players themselves, presupposed by a 
‘rational’ politics and m arked  by changes o f  spatial or tem poral 
position in com petitive sports or social games, implies in tu rn  the 
recurrence, infinite in principle, o f  the ‘parties’. The ‘reasonable’ 
view  o f  exchange is that it is interm inable, that the game m ay be 
endlessly played. This is w hy it is inappropriate to annihilate the 
adversary, since he is a partner, w ithout w h o m  the gam e is no t 
possible. T here is therefore a concern for the preservation o f  the 
poles o f  the exchange w hich is the characteristic specific to  trade in 
general, and w hich appears to  be necessarily associated w ith the 
m ercantilist transaction. Here m oney and the com m odity  are no t 
things, but concretions o f  exchangist relations, and are also treated 
as such.

N o w  what C o lbert says to his king is quite the reverse o f  this: the 
quantity  o f  m etallic m oney  which is ‘circulating in all E u rope’ being 
constant, and this gold being w ealth itself, in order that the king 
g row  richer, he m ust seize the m axim um  o f  this gold. T his is to 
condem n the partner to die, in the long or short term. It is to  count



the time o f  trade n o t up to infinity, b u t by lim iting it to the m om ent 
when all the gold in Europe is in Versailles. And it is to identify gold 
w ith the traditional form  o f  w ealth , w ith  the earth. T o d raw  gold 
into the frontiers o f the realm  is the sam e th in g  as to extend the 
frontiers up to the sources o f  gold. T he earth being round, the 
conquest m ust in principle close up on itself, the armies progressing 
eastward ending up m eeting those m arching w estw ard, and in this 
closure, establishing the em pire o f  the w orld. Locking gold up 
w ithin the limits of the realm  is for C o lbert the same operation 
relativized: it is the earth-gold or the golden earth which m ust come 
to complete its m ovem ent in the k in g ’s coffers. In the first case, the 
realm is displaced over the earth, envelops it and becomes its coffe'r, 
in the sexond the gold w hich was displaced will becom e incarcerated 
in the realm.

That it  is indeed conquest w hich is in question  in m ercantilism , 
C olbert does nothing to  hide. ‘The adm inistration o f  fmances [is ] a 
war o f silver’, he says, and in this w ar French com m ercial com panies 
are ‘like arm ies’ assailing the D utch  com panies; factories and large 
structures are ‘so many reserve corps’, kept on the alert behind the 
lines. The realm is a camp, the frontiers a front. Protective custom s 
rates are the outw orks that protect the French fortress.

As for the principle o f  this w ar, it rests on the fancy that the 
partner is in a state of inferiority , o f need. We see then that this idea 
of need w hich will make its fortune in econom ic and social thought, 
including M arx’s, is sim ply the organicist m etaphor o f  the irrevers- 
ible and hierarchical dependence o f  one party  on the centre. ‘It is the 
only m onarchy that can do w ithou t all its neighbours’, affirms La 
Gom berdiere; the king o f  France, advises Laffemas, m ust be 
pow erful, ‘so that our neighbours cannot do w ithout us’. ‘The realm  
has no need to borrow  anything from  its neighbours’, says 
M ontchretien, ‘for France alone can do w ithou t all that it has o f  the 
neighbouring lands, ju st as all ne ighbouring  lands cannot do w ithout 
h e r .’ And La Jonchere: ‘T he realm  can do w ithout all form s o f 
foreign C om m erce, bu t the Foreigners cannot do w ithou t her 
Wines, W heat, Salts, etc. ’19 In consequence, the terms o f  the 
exchange will never fail to be always unfavourable to them . 
Especially if  France w ere to add to  these natural, given advantages -  
and this is what C olbert is w ork ing  tow ards -  those w hich result 
from  the creation o f  infrastructures and m anufacturing industries. 
She will always be able to sell without huying. She will be able to tax,
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dem and gold, and in quantity , for paym ent. A nd this is how  it will 
re tu rn  to and rem ain in the realm .

N ow , to continue th e ra p id  description o f  this rem arkablepolitical 
libidinal economic dispositif, one w onders w hat this gold is for. It is for 
alm ost nothing, it is n o t m ainly reinvested, b u t consum ed in feasts, 
representations and expenditures o f  prestige. Versailles, that is to 
say the stage o r the altar o f  the realm, is made o f this gold, and this is 
w here w ealth is dissipated, destroyed, treasure squandered in 
jouissance. T here is n o th ing  less astonishing than this com bination  o f  
the com m odity , m oney and m anufacture, w ith vain expenditure. 
The m ercantilist body is a ‘m onster’, part value to m aintain, part 
gold to destroy; part intelligence, part stupidity, like a centaur. A nd 
the com m odity  in m ercantilism  is, as far as it goes, a being w ith  a 
triple function: concretion o f  exchangist relations, the w eapon o f  a 
w ar o f  silver, m eans o f  a ruinous hoarding. A t the centre o f  this 
fortress o f  protective rates, custom s and edicts, there reigns no t the 
nothingness, the hub  o f  capital or the sober civitas w hich 
redistributes surplus-values or annuls exchanges in endless cycles, 
b u t a fire w hich em braces them  and fuels the blaze o f  heavenly glory 
o f  the king and his court.

T o take the libidinal m easure o f  the dispositif let’s im agine the 
four libertine m asters o f  One Hundred and Twenty Days o f Sodom 
enjoying not only th e  land rents that Sade supposes them  to  have, 
bu t also m ercantilist revenues. Let’s imagine that some C olberts, 
som e assistants (there is necessarily here a redistribution o f  pow ers 
betw een tw o  instances since there are tw o poles o f  jouissance), are 
busy w aging wars o f  silver in som e neighbouring to w n  (Paris), 
trading, setting up a fiscal and m ilitary adm inistration w hose 
function o f  course rem ains essentially pillage, b u t th ro u g h  com - 
m ercial bartering. Im agine additionally that Versailles is the chateau 
in 120 Days; that the king and court are these libertines (slightly m ore 
hierarchical) w ho w ith d raw  to it and stand apart from  their sources 
o f  revenue, the to w n  and the country, establishing the chateau o f  
pleasure as a place w here all exchanges and contributions flow 
w ithou t re turn ; im agine that the provincial populations w hich form  
France are these sam e peasants from  w hom  Sade’s libertines extract 
their rents at the price o f  unbearable miseries; and m oreover tha t the 
m anufacturers, sh ip-ow ners, bankers, the entrepreneurs w ho 
arouse C o lbert’s zeal have no other function w hen selling their 
m erchandise than to  carry further, to lead further afield, to stretch
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t o  b r e a k i n g  p o i n t  t h e  p l c a s u r c s  o n  t h e  V e r s a i l l e s  s t a g e .  A r c  t h e  
m o n c y  a n d  t h e  c o ı ı ı m o d i t y  i n v e s t e d  f o r  t h e m s e l v e s  in  t h i s  dispositij 
P e r h a p s ,  o n e  w i l l  say ,  b y  t h o s e  c a l l e d  t h e  b o u r g c o i s i c ,  t h e  m a n u f a c -  
tu r e r s  a n d  t r a d e s m e n ;  c e r t a in l y  n o t  b y  t h e  c o u r t ,  f o r  w h o m  t h e y  a r c  
o n l y  m e a n s  ofjouissance. B u t  n o ,  i t  is r a t h e r  t h e  o p p o s i t e  w h i c h  m u s t  
b e  sa id : th e  m e r c a n t i l i s t s  b y  d e f ı n i t i o n  n e v e r  i n v e s t  t h e  o b j e c t  f o r  
i t se l f ,  b u t  o n l y  f o r  its  v a l u e ,  t h a t  is t o  s a y  i ts  p o w e r  o f  e x t e ı ı s i o n  a n d  
in t e r e s t ,  t h e s e  m e r c a n t i l i s t s  b e i n g  L o u i s  X I V  a n d  th e  C r e a t  P o w e r s  
w h o ,  j u s t  b e c a u s e  t h e y  r e s t l e s s ly  d e s t r o y  c o m m o d i t i e s  a n d  m o n e y ,  
i n t e n s e l y  ‘l o v e ’ t h e  f i r s t  a n d  h a v e  t o  m a k e  t h e  s e c o n d  i n t o  a 
p e r i s h a b le  t h i n g :  w h i c h  is o n l y  a p a r a d o x  in  c a p i t a l ’s e y e s ,  n o t  f o r  t h e  
e x t r a v a g a n t  l ib id o .

W h a t  is h a p p e n i n g  t h e n ,  i n  t e r m s  o f  in t e ı ı s i t ie s ?  K l o s s o w s k i  
s h o w s  t h a t  t h e  l i b e r t i n e s ’ jouissance r e q u i r e s  n o t  o n l y  t h e  i m m e d i a t e ,  
so  t o  s p e a k ,  b o d y  o f  t h e i r  v i c t i m s ,  b u t  t h e  l a r g e r  a n d  i n d e t e r m i n a t e  
b o d y  o f  p e a s a n t s  w h i c h  t h e i r  s t e w a r d s  e x p l o i t :  it is n o t  a d v i s a b l e  t o  
e s t a b l i s h  e i t h e r  a m e t a p h o r  o r  a n  a n a l o g y  b e t w e e n  t h e  o b j e c t  o f  
p e r v e r s e  e x a c t i o n s  a n d  th a t  o f  t h e  w o r s t  s o c ia l  e x p l o i t a t i o n s ,  it is 
r e a l ly  a m a t t e r  of the same body, t h e  b o d y  o f  r e f e r e n c e ,  i n d i s p e n s a b l e  
t o  d e s p o t i c  S a d e a n jouissance, a b o d y  t o  d e s t r o y ,  t h u s  v e r y  s i m i l a r  t o  
t h a t  f o r m e d  b y  t h e  v i c t i m s  i n s i d e  t h e  c h â t e a u  w h i c h  is , in  r e l a t i o n  to  
t h e  e x t e r n a l  b o d y  o f  t h e  p e a s a n t s ,  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  as w h a t e v e r  o n e  
o f  i t s  p a r t s  a n d  as i ts  representative o n  t h e  s t a g e  o f  p l e a s u r e s .  W e  a re  
g o i n g  t o  g o  b a c k  o v e r  t h i s  c u t t i n g - u p  o f  t h e a t r i c a l i t y  w h i c h  is so  
i m p o r t a n t  h e re ,  F r a n c e  as a t h e a t r e ,  t h e  k i n g ’s s u b j e c t s  as t h e  
s p e c t a t o r s  w h o s e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  f i n a n c e  t h e  s h o w ,  t h e  C o u r t  as a 
s t a g e  w h e r e  t h e  c o u r t e s a n s  a c t  o u t  t h e i r  t r a g e d y .  B u t  f i r s t  a d d  t o  t h i s

s ,  m c a r c e r a l e d  w i t h i n  t h e  t h e a t r e  w a i i sey f  r r e n c n  p e a s a n t s
o f  t h e  r o y a l  a n d  s t a t e l y  o f f i c e  o f  t a x e s ,  t h e  s t i l l  m o r e  d i s t a n t  b o d y  o f  
t h e  F o r e i g n e r s ,  w h o  a r e  stil l  p e a s a n t s ,  b u t  w h o  b e g i n  t o  p u t  p r e s s u r e  
o n  t h e  c o m m e r c i a l  c o m p a n i e s  a n d  t h e  o n e - s i d e d  c o n t r a c t s  i m p o s e d  
b y  C o l b e r t ’s a g e n t s ,  t h r o u g h  m a n y  i n t e r m e d i a r i e s ,  o n  t h e i r  m a s t e r s .  
T h e  V e rsa i l le s  l i b e r t i n e s  m u s t  h a v e  ‘all t h e  w e a l t h  i n  c i r c u l a t i o n  in  
E u r o p e ’, a n d  i t  is t h e r e f o r e  f r o m  t h e  g r e y  b o d y  o f  t h e  s o i l  o f  all 
E u r o p e  t h a t  C o l b e r t  w i l l  d r a w ,  u n t i l  i t  is r e n d e r e d  as b l o o d l e s s  a n d  
p a l e  as  i t s  p e n n a n t ,  t h e  g o l d  w h i c h  h e  c o l l e c t s  b y  m e a n s  o f  t h e  
w e a p o n s  o f  t r a d e .

H e r e  t r a d e  s e r v e s  to  e x t e n d  t h e  r a n g e  o f  t h e  b o d y  t o  d e s t r o y ,  t h e  
r e f e r e n t i a l  i n s t a n c e  o f  a jouissance w h i c h  h a s  i t s  m o d e l  i n  S a d e .  I f  i t  is 
t r u e  t h a t  p l e a s u r e  h a s  n o  p r i c e ,  t h e  t o r t u r i n g  a n d  p u t t i n g  t o  d e a t h  o f
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all Europe b y  the silver w ars is no t too expensive to  sustain the glory 
o f  the king, that is to say his jouissance. Here we need the im agination 
o f  a finite  body, o f  an econom ic body, circum scribed like an organic 
body, for it is on this condition that pleasure will be combined w ith  
the destruction  it needs in order to  be intensified. H ow  w ould  one 
destroy  an infinite body? T he apparently technical hypothesis 
offered by C o lbert o f  a constant quantity  o f  m oney  in E urope (a 
hypothesis w hich is certainly congruent w ith  the econom ic ‘stagna- 
tio n ’ or ‘co n trac tion ’ o f  the years 1680-1700) is to be attribu ted  to 
the m ercantilist libido. For this latter, and it is a paradox to our 
capitalist eyes, makes use o f  trade not for profit-m aking, but for 
extravagance. W e should no t understand the dow n-curve in com - 
m odity-trafficking o r in the entry  o f  A m erican gold and silver into 
Seville betw een 1600 and  1650, o r those o f  the  m anufacture o f  silks 
and fustians o r o f  sheets in northern  tow ns during the last quarter o f  
the seventeenth century , as causes o f  the m ercantilist dispositif. They 
are pieces o f  it. M ercantilist desire requires w hat w e call stagnation 
or shortage, bu t w hich is for it the condition o f  a surplus-jo uissance. 
An infinite econom ic body opens the perspective o f  an interm inable 
and divisible g ro w th , it forbids in principle the comparatively dark 
pleasure w hich C o lbert prom ises to his master, the same as was 
involved in the ancient Persian denom ination  o f  the king o f  kings.

H u m e said th a t jealousy is at the centre o f  mercantilist politics and 
economics, and th ro u g h  the exposition o f these ‘contradictory’ 
effects that he hoped to dem onstrate the error in it. If in fact a lot o f  
gold flows in to  one country  to  the detrim ent o f  others, he will say, 
the form er w ill com e to increase its prices, its im ports will g row  and 
its exports fall. O n  the contrary, ‘suppose four-fifths of all the 
m oney in G reat Britain to  be annihilated in one night . . . w hat 
w ould  be the consequence? M ust not the price o f  all labour and 
com m odities rise in proportion  . . . ? W hat nation could then 
d ispute w ith  us in any foreign m arket . . . ? In how little time, 
therefore, m ust this b ring  back the m oney  w hich we had lost, and 
raise us to the level o f  all the neighbouring nations?’2° T he reasoning 
is none too convincing, bu t the love o f  balance is obvious in it, in 
w hich we will also recognize Lavoisier’s pathos and the generalized 
passion for nego tia to ry  annulm ent. As for the ‘basis’, one m ight as 
w ell try  to convince the four libertines that their crim es are leading 
them  to ruin, and that it is in their interests, in the in terest o f  their 
survival, to return in som e w ay the wealth w hich they extracted



from the populacc from w hom  thcy drew  a rcvcnuc. O ne m ight as 
well recom m end to perversion that it becom e m ore dem ocratic and 
cgalitarian w ith  regard to  its objects. In tru th  the body o f  E urope 
became, in H u m e’s epoch, at least for the English, a body o f  
capitalization endow ed w ith  the  properties o f  the jouissatıce, or 
scveraljouissanccs, w hich capital rcquircs; for C olbert it was also an 
enjoying [jonissifl body, but in quite another way.

T he equilibrium  o f national trade balances, that is to  say the law 
o f  the zero, is not taken into consideration here. Desire docs no t 
indicate its madness here by taking upon itself conditions o f  
infinity, m oney does n o t operate here as a credit potential [puissancc], 
the capacity offered to the partner to arıtidpatc his purchases o f  
goods or services; instead o f  credit, jealousy. Like that o f  the jealous 
person, the m ercantilist’s tim e is counted  backwards: ‘O nly H olland 
still rem ains fıghting w ith  great forces . . . ’, and it ends up in the 
pallor o f  the European body drained o fits  strength  [pnissancc] and in 
the m aster o f  Versailles’ crim son tum escence. And the time o f  this 
m aster is itself counted to dcath: ‘After me, the deluge’; not a 
perpetual tumescence, pleasure is not sought in the intcnsity o f  a 
permanence, but in the intcnsity of a consum ption. The capitalist (as 
previously H um e and his friend A. Sm ith used to) sees E urope as a 
body of investm ent w hich brings in a profit, C olbert and his m aster 
see it as a body o f sum ptuousness w hich exhausts itself; no we at all, 
bu t the l/they  d ichotom y. An organic reference is as necessary to  
jealousy as it is to perversion, according to Klossowski; it is a life, 
som ething to kill. ‘N ever in h is to ry ’, w rites Keynes, ‘was there a 
m ethod devised of such efficacy for setting each coun try ’s advan- 
tage at variance w  itli its ne ighbours’ as the International gold- 
standard. ’21 The gold-standard is w hat rem ains o f  the golden body, 
the organic body of reference for m ercantilism , right up until the 
age o f  fiduciary currency. T he gold-standard  is the hallm ark o f  
jealousy. T h e  m oney o f  genuine capitalism  is envious, it is no t 
enviable; in its creditory function it is no th ing  bu t perm ission to  set 
up and to  profit; and its tim e is no t counted backwards, on the 
contrary, it is ceaselessly reproduced by an interm inable stim ulation 
o f  debts. T he real m oney o f  capital, far from  being a treasure, a 
thing o f  the earth, is a relation, a pow er relation certainly, since it 
m ust have the  capacity to  give the right to anticipate w hen granting 
credit, and have the capacity to  profit from  it by proving itself 
creditw orthy; bu t also a relation  o f  the separation o f  desire from
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itself, an inh ib ition  and a new  im petus o f  libidinal energies, the 
schem a o f  w hich  w e w ill a ttem pt to  draw  up later on. The m oney o f  
capital is in one sense only  a tim e given and taken back, anticipated 
and delayed. M ercantilist m oney  is an erotic and lethal thing.

L et’s re tu rn  to  th e  m ercantilist theatre. Perhaps its  energetic 
analysis w ould  allow it the better to exam ine this strange jealousy, 
w hich, as w e have seen, has no relation to  interest, w hether clearly or 
m is-understood. I f  it is tru e  th a t classical theatre requires no t one 
lim it, b u t two, the theatre enclosure first, and then th e  stage-setting, 
the one in w hich  representation  takes place, w hich envelops the 
stage/auditorium  whole, and the other w ith in  w hich the space o fth e  
play is restricted, w e will see that m ercantilist space is o f  the same 
configuration. T he custom s barrier delimits the entry to  the theatre 
w hich is the realm : the spectators in fact are the k ing’s subjects, 
acting the audience. O n the in terior o f  the French space, the C ourt 
circum scribes ano ther lim it, tha t o f  its ow n stage, w here the Great 
Pow ers are the actors. T he congruence o f  the theatrical dispositif 
which then gives w ay  to classical French tragedy, w ith the political 
econom y o f  m ercantilism , is certain.

H ow ever, the doub le-lim it organization is not at all unique to 
m ercantilist space. A ncient Greece provides a good model o f  it: the 
lim it o f  citizenship, and on  the interior, the lim it o f  the political 
sphere, the centre (meson) w here the orato r comes to speak o f  w hat 
has been done and w hat is going to  take place, and th rough  w hom  
therefore the city  com es to  be represented. This schema is only 
slightly different from  the tragic and com ic theatre. B ut the Greek 
political stage is not the m onarchic stage, insofar as this is 
structurally  em pty . E very  citizen can in principle stand there and 
speak, and so becom e the m irro r o f  the city, its reflection. 
Associated w ith  this republican constitution is qu ite  another regula- 
tion o f  destruction: this only  ever takes place beyond the city limits, 
by means o f  the w ar against enemies or rebel allies, and also by 
m eans o f  im perialism  against the allies. W ho destroys here? N o t the 
king, bu t the w a rrio rs’ collective. It is ju s t the pow er (Macht) w hich 
drives such a city to  consum e its strengths and riches in  wars and 
conquests o f  prestige, as w e say. B ut this desire is no t instantiated on 
a despotic figure circum scribing a second closure (the Versailles 
stage) internal to  the political sphere (the nation, the city); every 
citizen is g ripped  by it. If, how ever, the second stage exists even in 
republics, it is in  o rd er to  distinguish a treasure o f  words rather than
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o f  riches. If the exdusiv ity  proper to  the determ ination o f  pow er 
and representation fixes its bar anyw herc, it is there, on the skin o f  
language rather than on that o f  goods; the tribunal soon ceases to be 
an em pty and accessible milieu, it becom es the theatre w here w ords 
are amassed and squandered, procuring prestige. It is not enough to 
see in the rhetoricians’ and sophists’ linguistic tecime the sym ptom  o f  
a professionalism affecting speech, it m ust also be considered as the 
acquisition and use o f  an cmmciatory treasure giving privileged access 
to the stage o f  assemblies, sim ply because these statem ents are 
crcdi(ta)ble: the republican tribunal w ould  be a stage w here one 
expends language as pure prestige and loss. As in m ercantilism , this 
does not preclude, but implies, the generalization o f  com m erce (the 
com m erce o f  words); but, as in m ercantilism , circulation, linguistic 
in this case, m ust, under the cover o f  discharging the obligations 
contracted in an egalitarian fashion am ong fellow citizens, allow 
kings, rhetoricians and sophists to speak, so as to ruin their partners’ 
oratorical credit and ensure their exclusive ow nership, necessarily 
consum ptive from  this point on, o f  the treasure o f  speech.

Classical French m ercantilism  witnessed another generalization 
o f  trade, which it begins to extend to labour by m ultiplying the 
m anufacturing industries (this is still no t in the spirit o f  the 
accum ulation o f  capital, bu t o f  w ar th ro u g h  com m erce); m ean- 
w hile at the exchange centre a place w ith o u t reciprocity is erected, 
w hich m onopolizes and destroys surplus-values. This despotic state 
thus requires the m obilization o f  an im p o rtan t part o f  the energy at 
its disposal, for the purposes o f  constitu ting  the double-closure, and' 
in order to  m ake the im pulsional supplem ents captured outside flow 
towards the centre and to have them disappear in it. T he ‘pohtıcaf 
space which w e know , w ith  its bulim ic and narcissistic capital, and 
its spider’s web o f  police and ‘courts’, was organized by m ercantil­
ism: a profoundly warlike and pillaging empire, w here labour and 
econom ic enterprise are only ever real or potential w eapons in the 
hands o f  the despot, w here production  does no t give rise to credit, 
bu t to the prince’s w him .

Europe, then, is this tw in-bodied  m onster: a m ercantilist body, 
that is, an exchangist circle form ed by  the concentration o f  all the 
intensities o f  w hich the great skin is capable, and by their annulm ent 
in the m edium  o f  the general equivalent; but it is, at the same tim e, a 
golden body, a B arbary Coast, a G erm an, Italian, or English coast to 
be conquered, looted , ruined. A trad ing  body  and a v ictim  body,
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m ade up o f  clients w ho  are also barbarians com m itted to despoil- 
m ent and destruction . O ne sells them  som ething, one loots their 
gold. T he pro tection ist barrier delim its what is barbarian from  w hat 
is French, w ho  is the client to be annihilated and w ho is the subject to 
be preserved. It allows the fıltration o f  the exporting o f  com - 
m odities regarded as o f no use to the subjects, and the im porting  o f  
metallic treasures from  w ars and feasts. It lets out what the Beasts 
from  the outside need in order to survive, these Beasts w ho need 
France and w h o m  France com fortably ‘does w ith o u t’; ‘in 
exchange’, it lets in the materials o f glory and destruction, the 
exorbitant, the inexchangeable.

A t the m om en t w hen com m erce begins to institute the reign o f  
the  law o f  equivalences and the m inim ax, mercantilist politics 
reroutes its function  in an im possible formula: buy your survival 
from  me, says C o lbert to the Foreigner, but at the cost o flo sing  all 
your m eans o f  purchasing, and I will represent your agony from  
here. O n  the great sk in  the pulsions continue to run; but a flux o f  
exports only brings to the addressee regions the  constraint o fhav ing  
to return  a flow o f im ports o f incom m ensurable intensity. Thus an 
‘ex terior’ is fo rm ed  on the o ther side o f  the custom s barriers whose 
only role is to be em ptied  into an ‘in te rio r’, an enorm ous transfer o f  
the  energies curren t on the  am biguous body o f  Europe, fuelling the 
incandescence o f the Versailles feasts. And at the same tim e as it is 
em ptied there, it represents itselfin  self-destruction, since it is never 
exhausted by the m ovem ent o f  com m erce. The apparently aberrant 
consum ption o f  treasures on the stage o f  the C ourt represents the 
destruction o f the Foreigner. If th e re  are tw o lim its, and not one, in this 
theatricality, it is because the first determ ines w hat on the exterior 
suffers w ar and the destruction  o f silver, the victim of despotic 
passion, the golden body o f backw ard countries, the barbaric third 
w orld, and the second w hat on the interior repeats this annihilation 
o f  riches in a ritual fashion: the m onarch and his court represent and 
are represented by, in the sacred space o f  the Centre, the deadly 
force [puissance] w hich ravages the profane space o f the barbaric 
Periphery. Such is the jealousy o f  the despotism  which fuels 
m ercantilism , w hich this latter could not content itself w ith taking, 
and destroying, b u t had instead to present in itself w hat it 
annihilated on the outside.

The entire W est w ill n o t cease, in its im perialistic conquests, to 
import, that is to sa y to repeat on its own body, the ‘surplus’ o f w hich



it deprives thc body of thc carth. B ut this surplus only appcars 
superfluous insofar as it has been calculated in m ercantilist term s, 
measured by an alleged m in im um  value o f  life, reckoned up in 
alleged rıt'cds, insofar, then, as the body  o f  the earth covered w ith 
barbaric Foreigners which ‘one can do w ith o u t’ has entered into 
commercial contact w ith the Europeans. T he libidinal band coils up 
oh itself, w ith the inclusion, by means o f  substitution, o f  w hat this 
closure excludes. The retu rn  o f  the repressed, if you like: the 
Barbarian is the king. But this m ust no t be understood as perpetııal 
substitution for a lack (w here is the lack in all this?), but as 
soıııething follow ing thc recurrence o f  the death drives right in the 
m idst o f  the organic State in the process o fd efin in g  itself e'rotically. 
Heııce the predom inance o f  the tragic and o f  the  Terror, which will 
follow afterw ards, on the central stage.

M oney becomes the general equivalent for rendering the outside 
peoples, their riches (‘p roducts’), and their poverty (‘nee'ds’), 
com m ensurable w ith the goods w hich they buy. And as sııch, it is of 
course tıothing o ther than the concentratory  central zero, nothing 
öther than the final zero o fevery  m ercantile cycle. It thus determ ines 
priccs because it determ ines the calculable relations betw een quan- 
tities, offers and dem ands for goods. M oney is therefore exhibited 
as ratio, num ber. But m ercantilism  betrays one o f  its secrets, or 
rather publishes it: for since it is not only an instrum ent o f  Eros 
contributing to the form ation o f  the viable body o f  the European, 
indeed the global, m arket, but also a w eapon o f  envy, a means o f  
destruction and exhaustion o f  this very body  that it constitutes, it is 
the suggestion o f  other surfaces. N o t only the land o f  Europe 
united and closed up on ıtse if by the law o f  exchanges; but aiso 
scattered fragm ents, pieces o f  people suffering the vam pire’s bite, 
so the liberal critique o f  m ercantilism  will say; som ething m ore than 
the equivalent is dissim ulated in the vam pire, it is already capital, the 
M arxist-K eynesian critique w ill say. W e say: in the exchangeable 
sign, the tensor -  and vice versa. In pow er [pouvoir], force 
rpuissance], and vice versa. N ow , w hat rem ains o f  this dissim ulation 
(almost com pletely blatant) o f  m ercantilist m oney, in capitalism?
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Capital

Coitus Reservatus

‘E xpenditures’ are far from  being, as we have seen, absolute 
liberations from  the reproductive cycle: the outpourings o f  pulsio- 
nal intensities pouring  tow ards an alleged outside always give rise to a 
double process: on the one hand, a m ore or less im portan t 
proportion o f  these libidinal quantities is com pensated for by a 
return, the daksina, paym ent for the lay, for the session, for w ords 
themselves, w hen  they concern the small change o f  language, the 
concept; on the o ther hand, this process dissipates an irrelJcrsible and 
unusable quantity o f  pulsions as heat, as smoke, as jou/ssallcc, in any 
cycle o f  this type. These are on the circle, then, effects o f  
transm utation , barely in terrup ted  by  expenditure as pure loss, i.e. 
by extravagant jouissances. B ut there still rem ains the whole question 
o f  what jouissance on the circle consists in. At m ost we understand that 
this jouissance is perverse in contrast to  those coursing th rough  the 
sacrificial, analytic or prostitu tive offering, ju s t as, conversely, the 
latter are if  the form er is taken as the point o f  instantiation. We have 
still to  seize this jouissance affırm atively, the m odel o f  w hich we 
have given, som ew hat arbitrarily , as the m ercantile function o f  the 
Greek city.

Still using the sam e w inding, inane route as the pulsions follow  on 
the labyrinthine band, w e w ill find som ething approaching this 

jouissance in classical Chinese erotics. We m ust stamp out several 
doctrines, how ever dear they m ay be to our W estern nostalgia, 
according no t the least credit even to the Tao, even to its adm irable 
doctrine o f  weakness, rejecting it all as still on the side o f  nihilism , 
w hatever proud  refınem ent it m ay signify in libidinal m atters.

In sexual in tercourse [ commerce], sem en m ust be considered the 
m ost precious substance. Saving it, the m an will protect life 
itse lf A fter each ejaculation, the loss o f  semen m ust be com pen­
sated for by  absorbing the w o m a n ’s essence. [To econom ize on



semen], nine pauses m ust be m ade after each series o f  nine 
thrusts, or again, to p revent em ission, a pressure m ay be applied 
by [ the fingcrs of! the left hand to the point locatcd on the 
underside o f  the member. T hc sem en wiIl then turn back and do 
good to the organism . In order to absorb the w om an’s essence, 
one should give nine shallow  thrusts and one deep, altcrnately. 
Placing one’s m outh on th a t o f  the ‘en em y ’, onc inhales her breath 
and sucks up her saliva. W hat has been drunk  will descend to the 
stomach and there will changc the Ying essencc into the Yang. 
When this has been done three tim es, nine shallow thrusts will 
again be necessary, nine by nine, separated each tim e by a final 
deep thrust, until the figure o f  81, o r  tim es 9, has been attained, 
thus com plcting the Yang com bination. 1

Thc great theses o f Chinese eroticism , cssentially Taoist, arc found 
recorded in this Yi-hsitı-fang. And here a dispositif o f  com m utation  
can be scen at w ork, a com m utation  o f  influxes so different from  
those we have briefly cast our cyes over that it merits a rencwcd 
attention. For, as opposed to the lay, the sacrifıce and the perfor- 
mance, all o f  which have the effect o f  gathering a portion o f  the 
energy expcnded in perverse jouissance in to  an exchangeablc form  
(money, goods into the salary o f  the priests, languagc), leaving the 
remainder to exit, in some way, from  the cycle o f  reproduction  and 
com m unication, as vain intensities, utterly lost and, so to speak, 
stolen by the pervert from  the social organization -  here, in Taoist 
erotics, the arrangem ent is such that it will operate in such a way as to 
arouse in the w om an, by m eticulous analysis and consideration o f 
the postures and procedures p roper to the m axim ization o fjou is-  
sance, the intense excitem ent of her Yin energy, with a view to stealing 
it from her. W hile the prostitu te, the priest and the analyst were 
observing, in the face o f  intolerable im pulsions from  their respec- 
tive view points, a strict rule o f  the m inim ization  ofjouissance from  
these latter and the risks they may have run w ere their venture not 
heavily ballasted by paym ent for professional expertise, the C hi­
nese bedcham ber is the site o f  quite another bargaining: as long as 
the w om an, w ho m ay here be considered the subject o f  jouissance, if  
these w ords mean anyth ing  -  better: the region o f  intensity, and 
again it m ust be said: as a body  entirely  and exclusively dealt w ith  
regarding its genital section (allow ing Van G ulik to praise the 
‘norm ality’ o f  this erotics) — as long as this region o f  ereetions and 
em otions, thus localized, is disavowed and subject to substitution (as
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in the indifference o f the p rostitu te ’s w om b, the sublim ation o f the 
offering or the talk ing-couch, and by means o f  the described 
paym ents), she is sufficiently intensely excited to do w hatever she 
can in the play o fh an d s , o f th e  m outh , o flo o k s, o fth e  m an ’s penis 
and loins. H ow ever m uch this connecting-up concerns, th roughou t 
the nine positions o f  the Hsuan-nu-king or the th irty  o f  the Tong- 
hsuan-tze, only the penetration  o f the Jade Shaft into the C avity  in 
the form  o f seed th ro u g h  the Jade Gates, the fanatical care w ith 
w hich this penetration , its preparation, its course and its issue are 
surrounded already obliges us to say that this is not at all a m atter o f  
w hat K lossow ski or Sade w ould call a simple operation o f  the 
propagation  o f  the species. In particular, w hatever the sem en’s 
subsequent fate, the Chinese penis does not act at all like the 
A thenian penis, w hich is only concerned, w hen he penetrates the 
w ife’s cavity, to deposit its semen there, as quickly as possible, w ith  
a view  to the utterly  basic and general ends o f  reproduction: in 
Greece the problem  o f  the female orgasm  was not posed, and w hen 
the penis becomes heterosexual, this is, as has been said, a quasi- 
prostitu tion , because the hom osexual com m unity  cannot reproduce 
itself w ithou t the in term ediary o f  wom en.

It w ould  appear to be the same w ith  the Chinese, w here m en o f 
letters, officials, m ilitary m en o fev ery  rank, governors, princes and 
the em peror h im self (who are certainly not assembled in a circle like 
the citizens, but staggered in a bureaucratic pyram id like pagoda 
roofs) could n o t ensure the sim ple reproduction o f  the population 
by their state apparatus. Therefore, here too, they m ust em ploy 
w om en. B ut they do m uch m ore than em ploy them, and the m an 
w ho devotes h im se lf to copulation, far from  m om entarily  p ros- 
titu ting  his civic penis in the service o f  propagation and w ithou t 
jouissance, pursues, in the bedcham ber, a strategy and a m edicine 
w hich, under the name o f  erotics, gives rise to a whole cosm ology 
and is com bined w ith  a w hole politics. T he useful fragm ent o f  the 
female body is not taken according to its fertility alone in term s o f  
possible children -  although it definitely is in other places, as we shall 
see -  it is here taken according to its intensive force, as Yin , w hich is 
no tated  by the five signs o f  the w om an, by the five desires o f  the 
w om an, by the nine spirits o f  the w om an, according to the Yi-hsin- 

fang. That this is a m edicinal m atter is affirmed by all the Taoist texts 
(and even the others), even w hen they restrict its range: the 
intensification o f  female jouissance reinforces masculine energy,
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Yang. Secretions from  thc m outh , thc nipples, the vagina, are 
inhaled by the m outh and the meatus o f  the m an, they enter into this 
fragm ent o f  the libidinal body, for that is w hat it is, like a surplus o f  
energy. This is certainly Yin, and Yin  is the still w ater that all use 
w ithout ever exhausting it, this is w hy it threatens the Yang 
principle, which is fire and therefore extinguishable, and w hy 
erotics is also strategic, and the w om an is designated the ‘enem y’. 
B ut the Yin excited by the spasms o f  jouissatice, is the water boiling, 
it is already the fire, it can pass to the Yang side, it is a transm utation , 
no t only of elements, but o f principles, into one another, for in the 
one is always the kernel o f  the other, and the expansion o f  this 
kernel in the one leads it to becom e the other. W hat the w om an gives 
leads to an agonizing struggle and the cry, by means o f  the 
innum erable outflows o fliqu ids described in the Treatises, which is 
nothing m ore than her w ater w hich has been shaken up so much; and 
this is w hy the man, w ho is on the Yang side, will be able to be 
enriched by seizing it. Enrichm ent presented as convalescence, a 
therapeutics of m inor ills, bu t also of serious illnesses (w ith precise 
prescriptions concerning the postures and m anoeuvres likely to 
remedy them ), but especially the enrichm ent o f  potential im m or- 
tality, that is -  in the secular or social, indeed Confucian, version -  
because they can expect to reap the benefit o f beautiful male 
children from  this energetic capitalization, that is -  w hen the use o f  
erotics tends tow ards Taoist m ysticism  -  on w hich they coun t in 
order to attain, th rough the repetition o f  these pum pings o f  Yin  in 
full sw ing, the im m ortality  o f  the T ao itself by identifying it w ith  
the Nam e-Less w hich never ceases to transm ute itself.

But all this, no m atter how  w e understand and practıse ıt, ınıtiaiiy 
counts, in total contrast to the pagan function o f  the Hellenic civic 
husband, only on condition that the Jade Shaft rem ains erect in its 
tumescence and that ejaculation has no t taken place. Thus, on the 
one hand, liquids spill from  cavities and corners o f  the pulsional 
body-band in the eruption  called w om an, and on the o ther is a hard 
penis, d rink ing  open-m outhed  these excitatory liquids and conserv- 
ing them: coitus reservatus.

W hat is this rem arkable dispositij? T o the C hosen Girl, astonished 
that the m an can take any pleasure in restraining h im self from  
ejaculation, P ’ong-tsou  responds th a t doubtless the emission o f  
semen gives a m om ent o f  pleasure, b u t no t a sensation o f  
voluptuousness: ‘If, instead, the m an practises the sexual act w ithou t
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ejaculating, his vital essence will be strengthened, his body will be 
w holly  at ease, his hearing will be refrned and his eyes perceptive; 
even if  the m an has repressed his passion, his love for the w om an 
will be increased. It is as if  he could never suffıciently possess her. ’2 
From  this am biguous response, there are tw o lines to  follow: first o f  
all a point o f  departure for the them es o f  platonic, courtly, 
im possible and rom antic love inasmuch as instead o f  plugging 
libidinal energies in to  organs, into pieces o f  the labyrinthine body, 
the retention o f  sperm  will sanction a different plugging in, this 
tim e in to  persons, and love for these persons will be substituted for 
discharge in to  anonym ous regions. Such a displacement requires the 
production , on the w o m a n ’s part as on the m an’s, o f  subjects, that is 
to  say o f  un itary  and em p ty  instances, which, by definition, w ill in 
fact never be suffıciently ‘ow n ed ’, since they are only an instantiat- 
ing zero o f  the pulsions. C ontinuing in this direction, one soon 
discovers so-called ‘m o d ern ’ problem atics, such as are found in 
Lacan, which h ighligh t notions o f  the lack o f  jouissance [manque a 
jouir] and the elusiveness o f  the libidinal object. Let’s observe, 
how ever, that these problem atics are in fact dom inated by precisely 
that w hich does n o t, in any way, hang over Taoist thought, even less 
its erotics: the category o f  the subject. For if  the Tao is im portant to  
us libidinal econom ists, it is not because o f  its nihilism, bu t because 
o f  its refinem ent in the search fo r and the affirmation o f  m utability, 
and thereby the non-existence in it o f  the question o f  the subject.

Such, precisely, is the o ther line to follow  from  P ’ong-tsou ’s 
response, and it is this tha t in o th er respects all o f  Van G ulik’s texts 
substantiate: the fortification o f  the m an’s body, the refm em ent o f  
his hearing, his vision, his alertness, this som ething which, after 
Zen, as Cage says, leaves everything ju st as it was before, except that 
one is three inches above the g round  -  all that, obtained by means o f  
the retention  o f  semen and the constraint im posed upon it, by means 
o f  techniques, w hether m ental or physical (like the pressure o f  the 
middle and index fingers on the seminal duct before emission), to 
turn back tow ards the head -  all that comes not from  nihilism  but 
from  intensification. This m an couldn’t care less about the w om an 
he is sleeping w ith. T he Great Chinese have gynaecea o f  a 
thousand w om en: hence anonym ity . Perhaps, how ever, the same 
goes for h im . W hat m ust he do? M ultiply the circulations, the 
connections, excite the w ater w ith  the fire burning in his loins, travel 
[voyager] w ith  extrem e reserve, w ith in  the tiny m argin given by the
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rulcs o f thc books of the Ars amatoria. These rulcs in their m inutc 
dctail m nst bc undcrstood and practiscd as thosc that govern thc 
gcstural codc, thc song, thc dancc and thc m usic o f  a Noh spectacle: 
thcy pcrform  thc function o f  a guide oııly for apprentices for 
w hom  they deli m it a contrario the field of things not to do. B ut the 
grcat art, as in Taoist crotics, and doubtless as in madness also, 
consists in turning thc wholc ficld they delim it on its head, m aking it 
in to  a so rt o f  non-place which thcy  swecp ovcr rathcr than 
circnmscribc, and where no-one will never know  w hether this 
inclination o f  thc torso, this beat o f  the tam bourine, this gesture o f 
thc arm, inclines a little to this sidc or th a t side o f  the rule. In 
com plctcly reversing the relation o f  the act, theatrical for thc Noh, 
scxııal for thc M anual of Love, to its m casurem ent, to the point that 
it is thc first which alone dcterm ines its im m casurable intcıısity, one 
cntcrs at last into thc incom parable and undecidablc singularity. The 
rnlc is no longcr a line passing arouud the field where what /I IIst 
happcn indccd takcs placc, w hile cxcluding w hat m ust not take 
placc, but likc a turning on itself (and its axial point o f  rotation 
displacing itsclfon the segm ent to thc right which is the rnlc), likc an 
oscillating rotation rendcring w hat happcns elusive and im m em or- 
ablc (whcther it bc m ovem ents o f  thc head, songs, in the Noh, 
thrusts o f  the pcnis, undulations o f th e  buttocks, in coitus), it serves 
to do nothing m ore than to engender, by the im possibility o f  
situating the act in relation to it, this non-place or this unthinkable 
placc which is precisely the passage o fin ten sity . A linç engendering 
an cvanescent region where em otion flares up, that region is par 
exccllence an incom possiblc fragm ent o f  the labyrinthine band.

T hat this ıs the function of th e  scrupulous erotic prescriptions is 
undeniable. They do not all the same ju stify  the exclusive privilege 
accorded to coitus reservatus. All the passions w ould seem to be 
equally capable here o f creating the new  space o f  im m easurable 
singularities. Ifth en  th c T a o  and the w hole Chinese tradition restrict 
the entire intensive function to the retention  o f  sperm , it is because 
th roughou t intensification, there continues to appear w hat 
K lossowski called an intention, and it is not by accident that semen is 
required to retrace its path back to  the brain. T h e  in tention is 
doubtless not, as one m ight think, essentially m isogynistic; it is said 
elsewhere tha t the w om an is also, for her part, able to practise an 
econom y of her vaginal secretıons, and o f  absorbing the Yang 
principle at w ork in her partner. T h e  Yufarıg-pi-kille gives advice on
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this, enabling w om en  not to expend their entire Yin essence in coitus 
and to postpone orgasm . T he Treatise goes so far as to  say: ‘If  a 
w om an know s the w ay  to nourish her force and the w ay to realize 
the harm ony  o f the tw o  essences (Yin and Yang), she can transform  
herself in to  a m an. If, during coitus, she can prevent the secretions 
from  her vagina being absorbed by the man, they will flow back into 
the organism  o f  her ow n body, and so her Yin essence w ill be 
nourished by  the m an ’s Y a n g .' We cannot affırm  too  strongly  that 
there is no  insurm ountab le  sexual difference, that each one poten- 
tially contains the o th e r’s correlate, and so there is the possibility o f 
its crossing over to the ‘enem y’. No, the question is no t one o f 
fem inism , the in ten tion  to reserve m ay occupy a w om an’s head ju s t 
as m uch as a m an ’s; the A rt o f  Loving draws no distinction on this 
point. U ltim ately , how ever, a head is necessary, to w hich som e- 
thing flows back and is reserved. An instance o f collection and 
relief, coupled w ith  the in tention  to reach one or even several goals. 
At first, w hat offers the m ost mystical and also the m ost popular 
goals is im m orta lity , the re tu rn  o f  m utability  to the void, and the 
loss o f  false subjectiv ity  in weakness, w hich is true strength. ‘T he 
m ultitude has m ore  than  enough. / I alone seem  to want. / M y m ind 
is that o f  a fool — how  blank! / V ulgar people are clear. / I alone am 
drow sy. / V ulgar people are alert. / I alone am m uddled. / C alm  like 
the sea; / Like a high w ind  that never ceases. / The m ultitude have a 
purpose. / I alone am foolish and uncouth. / I alone am  different 
from  others / A nd value being fed by the m other. ’4 T he m other is 
the w ater, w om an , the Yin; the w ind  is the man, the Yang: this 
confusion belongs to coitus as m uch as to the Tao, and w hen one is 
‘there’ (there w here I  do no t think, as Lacan says), then it is indeed 
intensity, w ith o u t intention, w ithout a precise goal, w hich arises.

B ut the in ten tion  is only slightly displaced or put aside: the 
intention to ‘be fed by the m other’ remains. This M other, the 
M other o f  the U niverse, is the  Tao; this is w hat is said o fit: ‘I give it 
the  m akeshift nam e o f  “ the great” . / Being great, it is further 
described as receding, / Receding, it is described as far aw ay, / Being 
far away, it is described as turning back. ’5 T o be fed by the M other 
is to pum p up the Yin or the Yang, it doesn’t m atter which, to gather 
together as m uch energy as possible in order that the endless fluidity 
o fth e  wave w hich spreads out and returns to its suprem e em ptiness6 
be inscribed. T herefore, while you copulate as intensely as possible, 
you do no t forget this slight pressure o f  the fmgers o f the left hand
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betwccn thc scrotum  and thc anus, this suspcnsion of thc to-and-fro 
of thc stoıııach, which, whilc vying w ith your partner, will have 
you takc w hat he-shc is giving you (w ithout counting?), and stealing 
his-her surplus force which has consequently passed into you; ju st 
try  to  capitalize it all in the fluid inanity w hich is the Tao: ‘ T h  i rty 
spokes / Share one hub. / A dapt thc no th ing  therein [ Fr.: 1c vidc 
maiiım | to the purposc in hand, and / you will have thc usc of the 
cart. ’:7 which, in the cosmological order, is the samc dispositif as the 
mercantile Grcek and Lydian central zero. You were on the 
circumfl'rence, and, using an extrem e intensity, you calculate to gct 
yoursclf kicked out o f  or be injected into the central void, b ey o nd 
life and death. You trade. Is this coitus a war? This is not im portant. 
W hat is im portan t is that one says: all righ t, le t’s be strategic about 
this. For strategy is the m arket, death included am ongst the possiblc 
outcom cs. And w hat ju st a m om ent ago passed tor the refınem ent 
o f  prcccpts allowing the non-placc o f  the libidinal band to be singlcd 
out, now appcars, by the m oralization of the affair and the nihilism 
w hich rcstricts its range to the central void, to be the simple 
ıııaxim ization o f  energetic profit. It is no t because this latter is 
allcgcdly cosm ol o gical o r on tol o gica l that it is İess interesting or 
incredible. T here  is a Taoist trade. This can be clearly seen in the 
alchemical interpretation that can be given o f erotic texts. N o th ing  
is morc com m ercial than alchemy: a trade of the simulacra o f  
affects, a quantification o f  the pulsions o f  death and life, a 
w  e i g hing-u p of the sexes, for purposes of enrichm ent, and even for 
absolute wealth, i.e. gold. It is no surprise that this dispositif is 
discovered, by m eans o f  L avoisier’s balance and its position o f  
equilibrium  for exchanges ofbody-weights, in industry. Taoist erotics, 
strategy, alchemy, ethics, w ith the ir central nihilism , these are so 
m any concentrations, profoundly analogous to w hat presides over 
generalized m ercantilism .

But there is m ore, that is, m ore unim aginative and m ore directly 
concentrated: if  the m an (for, ultim ately, in the m ajority o f  texts, it 
is still the m an w ho  vampirizes) practises th  e coitus reservatus, it is no t 
only  to practise Tao, it is also a safeguard, on the other hand, so that 
all the semen thus accumuiated produces beautiful boys and girls, 
w hen advisedly released. O f  course favourable erotic, atm ospheric, 
seasonal, social conditions are necessary; it rem ains that w hat he 
reserves by his studied priapism , is not only annihilation on the 
central zero, it is the best propagation  on the cycle o f  Chinese
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political econom y. A nd so the head w hich his unem itted sem en 
clim bs tow ards and collects itse lfin  is not a mystical head, but m ore 
bureacracy. For this head is the head o f  a family chief, and this chief 
will be all the m ore pow erful the greater the num ber o f  male 
children he has, and they  w ill be all the m ore num erous and energetic 
the m ore he has hoarded his sperm , and his treasure o fsp erm  will be 
all the  richer the m ore  concubines he has, therefore the richer or 
m ore capable he w ill be, a m ilitary m an, a m an o f high office, o f  
procuring for h im se lfn u m ero u s w om en. In short, th rough  this the 
w om an to tally  fulfils the function o f  an energy source (you could 
say the sun, soil, labour force, waterfa11, w ind) from  w hich he rnust 
appropriate for h im se lf the force tha t she can provide, by optim iz- 
ing her yield and transform ing  her into another form  o f  energy 
(children here), w hich in turn , by transm utation, will give a 
supplem ent o f  energy (in this case a large family, m any fine male 
heirs, enabling the extension o f  the family and its pow ers and its 
clientele over the spaces on w hich the bureaucratic hierarchy is 
superim posed). A Confucian perspective on reserved coitus, itself a 
very reserved perspective, w hich judges Taoist erotics indecent and 
will repress it. O ne can indeed see that, at the same tim e as it is the 
decline o f  the vulgarity  o f  pow er, it is also the reverse side and the 
com plem ent o f  the Taoist search for annihilatory intensities.

T he Greeks have never had this point o f view  on the w om an and 
the child, and it is a po in t w hich, for the pulsional econom ist, 
perm its the strict differentiation o f  the civic com m unity and 
‘despotic O rien ta l’ society. W hat is this Chinese semen? T he object 
o f  a saving? M ore: o f  a capitalization. A saving w ould  sim ply be the 
retention o f  sem en in the occasional jouissance. T he act o f  saving is 
reduced to  a pressure o f  the fingers o f  the left hand on the seminal 
duct. B ut C hinese erotics requires m any things apart from  this act: it 
w ants to extract from  the partner as m uch force as possible; 
therefore in troducing into a body, w hich will be the reproductive 
body, quantities o f  energy. N ot only is emission, th a t is
expenditure, suspended, w hich is the saving; b u t the augmentation o f  
forces, for w hich  th e  penis no longer operates as an escape route for 
the over-full, bu t, in the opposite sense, as a drilling channel 
th rough w hich the energetic substances dorm ant in the folds o f  the 
body  (of the earth-w om an) are gathered up, stock-piled (genitals, 
spine, head; pum ping  stations, pipe-line, reservoirs), and  subse- 
quently put back into circulation as means o f  production (fertilizing
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emission of semen; com bustion o f  hydrocarbons for so-called 
reproductive goals). Again the analogy is insuffıdent: the m ining 
m ust be im agined, by itself, th rough  the excitem ent it provokes in 
the layers w hich contact and open onto the enorm ous ream ed glans 
prom ised to them , w hich already m ultiplies the energy that they 
contain. Som ething that is no t true o f  m ining itself (of the 
introm ission o f  the penis into the vagina), but o f  crackitıg,8 
som ething like the erotic m anoeuvres surround ing  penetration.

T he m axim ization o f  the partn er’s orgasm  here becom es the 
object o f a search foreign to the preoccupations o f simple reproduc- 
tion. W hat the intention o f  Taoist m ysticism  or bureaucracy aims at 
is an inereased reproduction. A thorough ly  m isunderstood elem ent 
o f the simple Greek philia, o f  the sim ple desire for the 
exchangeability and perm utability  o f  goods and needs, is signalled 
in the irıfention o f irıtensification. This does no t result in every attem pt 
at a simple distinction betw een the libidinal and the political being 
dismissed. For ifit is true that the cold calculation o f  the intention to 
reserve will cover over the boiling intensities aroused by the erotics 
o f  postures and procedures, it seems to be because, in the circle o f 
intcntional chills, the chance o f  new  intensities w ill once m ore arise. 
And it is in exam ining this route that we com e to the question: w hat 
is thisjonissarıcc on the circle, and consequently w hat is this jonissance 
in capitalism itself?

The Concentratory Zero

W ho enjoyed this jouissance w hich is at the same time the reservation 
and the m axim ization o f  intensities? N ot: who enjoyed? but rather: 
how  did it enjoy [comment ça jou it], in w hat place, under w hat 
m odality is intensity produced, w hat labour, deform ation, special 
dance, adulteration does it inflict on the great ephem eral and 
labyrinthine skin? This m an w ho holds back his semen (force) w ith  
the fîngers o f  his left hand and turns it back tow ards his head, w hat 
m ovem ent is he caught up in? A po lym orphous m ovem ent o f  force 
[puissance], a pure insertion into the cycle o f  m etam orphoses, in 
which there is only the passage from  one form  to another, no t even: 
from  one intensity to another in a labyrin th , no t even: in an 
inum erable collection o f  labyrinths each resulting in a collision 
(collision w ith  a beautiful ‘adversary’ w hom  one flees, carried away 
w ith  fear and its force), hence one flight, and another, the
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incandescence of the Yang encountered, abducted, fled from , 
transform ed, lost in another incandescence? Is w hat this C hinam an 
carries w ith  him  either an in tention  to capitalize, instantiation on a 
centre, doubtless em pty, indeed non-existent like the Tao itself, but 
w here the m istress o f  all m etam orphoses resides? Im m ersion in the 
force [puissance] o f  m etam orphoses? O r instantiation on the pow er 
o f  m etam orphoses?

T his hesitation oscillates betw een tw o sorts o f  zero, and these tw o  
sorts o f  zero are dissim ulated in the very  functioning o f  capital. For 
this la tter functioning is no t at all the w ell-oiled m achinery which a 
certain Sraffa a ttem pted to provide a m odel of, and no m ore the 
contradiction-ridden m achinery w hich a certain M arx wishes to 
dem onstrate, in order to provide p ro o f o f  its non-viability; it is a 
function instantiated principally on a central zero, on a com m odity  
standard, on  a general, structural law o f  equivalence; guided 
therefore, by a certain use (accountant, payer, creditor) o f  m oney; 
but there is also, and sim ultaneously, dissimulated in this use, 
unresolvably, a convulsive anti-functioning which puts the system  
o frep ro d u c tio n  at risk, in the nam e o f  speculation, for exam ple, bu t 
w hich  is m uch m ore than  speculation, which is to the productive 
usage o f  m oney w hat an ti-m atter is to m atter.

There are tw o uses o f  w ealth, that is to say o f force-pow er 
[puissance-pouvoir]: a reproductive and a pillaging use. The first is 
circular, global, organic; the second is partial, deadly, jealous. There 
are tw o uses o f  m oney, but these tw o uses o f  money, these tw o  
m oneys, i f  you like, m ust no t be confused w ith  the tw o conceivable 
sorts o f  zeros actually operating in the system. Let’s start here, by 
determ ining (that’s righ t, m en o f  the concept . . . ) a zero o f 
annulment and a zero o f  conquest, a zero ofvalue or price and a zero o f  
profit or surplus-value. W e will then be able to  make a distinction 
betw een the tw o  sorts o f  conquest, the one by annexation and the 
o ther by looting , dissim ulated in capitalist m oney, that is to say in 
the zero o f profit. This dissim ulation is the same one that we are 
continually talking about, it com m ands all the intensity there is in 
the direction o f  capital. T he capitalist (he w ho exists and does no t 
exist) is a conqueror, and the conqueror is a monster, a centaur: his 
fore-quarters are nourished by the reproduction of the regulated 
system o f  m etam orphoses controlled under the law o f  the com ­
m odity  standard, and his h ind-quarters by looting overexcited 
energies. W ith  one hand he appropriates, therefore retains, that is to

Capital 211



say reproduces w ithin equivalence, rcinvcsts; w ith thc other, he 
takes and destroys, steals and flees, hollow ing out another space, 
another time. Again the sym m etry  of these form ulas is deceptive. 
The same signs, m onetary or m ercantilist, that always count as 
economic signifiers, that is to say as referring to o ther signs, may also 
count as very different intensities, jonissatıces from  destruction. 
Reproduction dissimulates destruction, destruction may dissim ulate 
reproduction, but above all the labyrinthine times o f  destruction 
cannot be deduced from  the single tim e o f  reproduction.

Let’s first return to the zero. There is in every cybernetic system a 
unit of reference which allows the disparity produced by the 
introduction o f an event into the system  to be m easured; then, 
thanks to this measure, this event can be translated into inform ation 
for the system. Finally, if it is a m atter o f  a hom eostatically 
regulated w hole, this d isparity  can be annulled and the system led 
back to the same quantity  o f  energy or inform ation that it 
previonsly had. Sraffa’s com m odity  standard fulfils this function.
I f the system ’s grow th w ere regulated, it w ould  alter no th ing  o f  the 
loop-functioning (Jcedbackl)) m odel: it is sim ply that the scale o f  
reference is then no longer u, bu t An. The m odel is the same as that 
which Freud had in m ind w hen he described the w orking  o f the 
psychical apparatus, w hether this is in the Project for a Scientific 
Psydıology or in Beyond the Pleasure Principle. E rotic functioning, 
m aintaining wholes. This Eros is centred on a zero: the obvious zero 
o f  hom eostatic regulation, but m ore generally annihilation by the 

feedback (that is to say by the repetition o f  the binding function), o f  
the sy s t em ’s every insignifıcant disparity, o f  every threatening 
event.

Let’s stop a while here. We see how  the adoption o f  this 
perspective on society, that is, the despotic phantasy o f  the m aster 
situated on the alleged site o f  the central zero and hence identifying 
him self w ith the m atrix  o f  the N o th ing  (as Levi-Strauss m ight say), 
can only compel him  to extend his idea o f  the threat and therefore o f  
defence. For w hat event does no t present any danger, from  this 
perspective? N o t one; quite the contrary, since they are disturbances 
o f  a circular order, reproducing the same (u or An), requiring energy 
to  be mobilized for purposes o f  appropriation  and elim ination. Is 
this too abstract? Do we need an ‘exam ple’? It is the same project as 
perpetuates, in France and in h igh  places, the instıtution o f  an 
operational Defence o f  the territo ry , secured from  an operational
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C entre o f  the infantry , w hose speciality is to w ard off the ‘in ternal’ 
threat, orig inating  from  dark corners o f  the ‘social b o d y ’, w hose 
adm inistrative staff claim no th ing  less than to be a clairvoyant head: 
this clairvoyance is called the national register; the threat then 
spreads ‘in a global sense; it is no t sim ply m ilitary, but diplom atic, 
econom ic, scientifıc, it is internal, even cultural’; 10 the translation o f  
the event in to  in form ation  for the system  is called intelligence: this, 
‘that is to say prelim inary know ledge’, is it no t ‘the key to every 
decision’? This research, consequently, ‘interests all branches o f  
know ledge and the activ ity  o f  m en . . . It spreads to all domains: 
political, m ilitary, econom ic, scientific’; 11 finally the execution o f  
regulatory orders and their inscription on the ‘social b o d y ’, 
especially w hen one im agines this as subject to som e intense 
em otion, for exam ple, the fear and panic that shake it up in every 
sense and in all cases w here the threat o f  a nuclear war is unleashed 
(m eaning also: w here there arises som e upsurge or o ther o f  p rotest, 
contestation, civil disobedience, regarded as insane) - th i s  execution 
requires the assiduous and subtle infıltration o f  the com m unication  
channels in the social ‘flesh’, as a certain superior officer m ar- 
vellously pu t it, ‘the poliçe o f  spontaneous m ovem ents’. 12

T otalitarianism  is no th ing  bu t the process o f  dom ination o f  the 
m aster g roup over the enslaved group. This process is no t transi- 
tory, circum stantial, it is no t bound to the function o f  a particular 
political party  (the ‘rig h t’) o r o f  a particular social class (the 
‘bourgeoisie’): a left, united or not, possibly operating in the nam e 
o f  the proletariat, w ill perfo rm  the sam e labour o f  the detection o f  
threats, o f  the centralization o f  intelligence, the d istribution  o f  
orders, the elim ination o f  events and m en or groups allegedly in 
contact w ith  these latter. T he erotic dim ension o f  the left’s desire 
being m ore m arked than in any o ther group, one may even w onder 
if  it is any m ore capable o f  defending against the circulation o f  
energies than any o th e r form ation  relying on the unificatory pow er 
o f  capital. In any case, w hat distinction can w e make today, m ore 
than half a century  after the first w orkers’ revolution, betw een a 
‘com m unist’ p a rty ’s state contro l o f  econom ic circuits and cultural 
though t on the one hand, and on the other the conditioning and 
training o f  all the pieces o f  the social body by the school, the 
barracks, the mass m edia, publicity, conform ism  and the fear o f  
lack, in a country  o f ‘free enterprise’? Small nuances, here and there, 
in the all-pervasive w hite  te rro r, from  the point o f  view o f  the red
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violencc o f  m utant intensities on thc grcat pulsiona I skin, Nuanccs 
in totalitarianism  and thc conccntratory  pow er.

The im portant thing is not to decide betw een the East and the 
West, one suspects. It’s a question, ra ther, o f  rem ark ing  that 
totalitarianism  which is the very  process o f  concentration can 
expand only to the extent that new  quantities o f  energy arc included 
in the said circulation o f  capital, new  quantities which will 
ceaselessly spread over the surfaces involved and m ultip ly  the 
chances available to the partial pulsions to be invested in the ‘social’ 
body , rendering the un ity  o f  this latter uncertain. T his is the 
m ovem cnt o f  integration w hich ruins the old distinctions, for 
example, that of the m ilitary and the civilian, the political and the 
private, the econom ic and the cultural, w hich divests these once 
diverse regions of their specific dignity  and has them  filed away 
under the same category in the C entral catalogue o f intelligence and 
decision-nıaking. And if there is a crisis o f  political econom y, it is 
prim arily (but not only, as we shall sec) because in this process o f  
incessant integration w hich gives rise to the m ovem ent o f  expan- 
sion, the said ‘science’ o f  course loses its Latin, but first its object: 
for what is ‘w ealth’, w hat is ‘go o d ’, w hat is 4exchange’, w hat is 
‘labour’, w hen  salary obviously contains surplus-value, w hen prices 
are self-determ ining, outside all debate am ongst the exchangists, 
according to a com plex com m odity  standard  that no-one (except a 
theorist after 40 years o f  study) will com e to define, w hen speech, 
know ledge, opinion, aptitude can and m ust be accounted for in 
assets, w hen the decision to invest in capital no longer necessarily 
belongs to its ow ners, w hen the m ilitary m an becomes an econo- 
m ist, the econom ist a psychoanalyst, (he sciem isl d m ilitary m an, the 
pedagogue an inform ation scientist?

It is space and time that becom e the objects o f  intelligence and 
decision-m aking, at the level o f  the labourer’s ‘b o d y ’ in T aylor- 
ism ,13 at that o f the urban m ap in m etropolitan  rush-hours, or the 
national map on days w hen people are leaving the industrial nations 
for their holidays. These are the so-called ‘m otivations’, the final 
protest o f  needs, whose quantities are recorded and intensities 
measured, i f  possible, by m arket studies and sales m onitoring  
follow ing an advertising cam paign. T he m ost lucid sociologist used 
to complain o f  (and laugh) being unable to bestow  on his office a 
sheen of scientific dignity. B ut now  every ‘discipline’ can only 
arouse the same great suspicion in its ow n  com pany. The idea o f
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scientificity succum bs tw ice: under the subservience o f  scientific 
functions to  those o f  capital as the great concentrator, or even under 
the confusion o f  the one w ith  the other; and under the effect o f  
decom partm entalization  w hich produces, in the instituted fields o f  
research, the passage o f  capital, this tim e as the great pervert. So 
m uch so that to d ay ’s science is at first glance merely research into 
efficiency, that is, in to  pow er, and on the second merely the 
production  o f  strange and efficient fictions. N o t only is there no 
‘econom ic th in g ’, there is no ‘scientific th in g ’, either.

The great concentrator w ants stable circuits, equal cycles, predict- 
able repetitions, un troub led  accountability. It wants to eliminate 
every partial pulsion, it wants to im m obilize the body. Such is the 
anxiety o f  the em peror o f  w hom  Borges speaks, w ho desired a map 
o f  the em pire so exact that it had to cover the whole territory in 
every aspect and therefore duplicate its scale exactly, to such an 
extent that the m onarch ’s subjects spent so m uch tim e and used up so 
m uch energy in pu tting  the finishing touches to it and m aintaining it 
that the em pire ‘itse lf  fell to m ore and m ore ruin as its cartographic 
b lueprint becam e m ore and m ore perfect -  such is the madness o f  
the great central Zero, its desire to bring a body, which can only ‘be’ 
if  it is represented, to a standstill. A nd such is the madness o f  
political econom y, recognized in Sraffa’s constructs. B ut this was 
already the m adness o f  the Little Girl M arx, the desire for a social 
genitality, in to  w hich all the partial pulsions w ould be reabsorbed, 
w hich w ould  have its unity  in itselfand  w here the ‘tru th ’ ofpolitical 
econom y w ould finally prevail, in this case a reproduction conform - 
ing to nature. There is in this desire for ‘natu re’, which is a unitary 
totality, a furious concentrating  energy.

Nihilist Theory o f the Zero o f Credit

N o w  look at the other zero , no longer that w hich at the centre 
proceeds, like m oney in the Nicomachean Ethics, to the equitable 
annulm ent o f th e  relations betw een goods and needs, but that w hich 
is, so to speak, th row n onto  the same circuit o f  exchanges, 
appearing to perm it the extension o f th e ir  range and the increase o f  
their volum e, enrichm ent. N o  longer paym ent money, the arbitrary 
standard o f  annulm ents, but credit m oney. Aristotle, in the Politics, 
w hich M arx ceaselessly reread from  1857 onw ards, distinguishes 
three chrem atistics, that is to say, three sorts o f  procedures for the
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satisfaction of needs. The first is perfectly organic, it is inscribed on 
the body o f  a familial com m unity  producing according to  its needs, 
in autarchy, and has no need at all o f  m oney; it is w hen  excesses o f  
goods and needs appear here and there that there arises a need for 
new exchange am ongst natural com m unities, w hich brings to bear 
on the goods at stake in it a sort o fbasic  suspicion, since they are no 
longer intended for the im m ediate satisfaction o f  the needs o f  the 
dom estic body w hich produced them , but for the satisfaction o f  the 
needs o f  another familial com m unity : their usc-value is then 
m ediated by their exchange-value. N evertheless, says Aristotle, a 
chrem atistic of this type, if it requires m oney and its political 
arbitration, is not counter to  nature, it never ceases to  take as its rule 
over ne'ed and on the koinonıia the m ost organic thing possible, the 
family. This fırst cleavage betwe'en natural econom y and political 
econom y, whose range will be dram atically e'xtended by M arx, is on 
the contrary m inimized by A ristotle because on the w hole the 
chrem atistic o f  such exchanges m ust in his eyes rem ain limited, 
flnite, m easured by the nee'ds o f  the exchanging parties, w hich are 
dom estic com m unities. Im agine, how ever, the operation o f  retail 
trade, o f  the kapelikon; in the m orning , the m erchant buys som e 
subsistence good, not for any use he m ight have for it, but to  resell it 
for more in the  evening: here, says A ristotle, this is counter to  
nature, here is a procedure w h ich  contains a potentially dangerous 
iufinity: here need cannot lim it or halt the process, only the quantity 
o f  m oney w hich the m erchant may use to buy and sell; now  this 
quantity increases during the operation  itself. ‘ . . .  on the one hand 
wealth and the acquisition o f  goods (chrem atistic) in accordance 
w ith  nature, and belonging to  household  m anagem ent (oikonomike); 
on the other hand the kind that is associated w ith  trade (kapelike), 
w hich is no t productive o f  goods in the full sense but only th rough  
their exchange.’ A nd this latter form , adds A ristotle, ‘is th ough t to  
be concerned w ith  coinage, because coinage both  lim its the 
exchange and is the unit o f  m easurem ent by w hich  it is perform ed; 
and there is indeed no lim it to  the am ount o f  riches to  be go t from  
this m ode o f  acquiring goods (chrem atistic)’. 14

Here then, credit m oney appears. T he retail trader makes him self 
an advance; he is at the same tim e his debtor and his creditor; as 
debtor, he will have to  reim burse the m oney spent on the m orn in g ’s 
purchase w ith th a t gained by the evening’s sale; as creditor, he will 
retain an interest on the ‘loaned’ sum, an in terest w hich in this case
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consists in the net difference betw een the sum  gained and the sum  
spent. A use o f  m oney  that anticipates a resu lt yet to come, w hen its 
paym ent function is forced to settle a present or past debt. T o this 
reversal o f  tim e responds the reversal o f  relations between com - 
m odities and m oney: the latter here takes itself as an end, while in 
inter-dom estic chrem atistics it was a means to the satisfaction o f  
needs: M -C -M  instead o f  C - M - C .15 Isn’t this exactly the same 
reversal that coitus reservatus perform s by  postponing ejaculation, 
putting  wealth into reserve as semen, as Tao intensities therefore (or 
as a bureaucratic clientele), w hile on the o ther hand it excites those 
regions (the w om an) capable o f  providing it w ith  energy? D oesn’t 
the m erchant activate, extend the circuits o f  com m erce, by inciting 
new  exchanges that at first will inevitably seem useless and even 
unnatural, and doesn’t he, like the O riental erotician, postpone 
ejaculation, that is to say the use o f  the goods that he causes to 
circulate, for the benefit o f  that w hich alone can relate them , 
financial energy, energy as m oney?

Pursuing this description o f  the autonom ization o f the m ediator 
(here, m oney), w e soon encounter Hegel o f  course, 16 the descrip­
tion he m ade in 1804 o f  the form ation o f  Potenzen, Mitte, from  the 
starting point o f  the inhibition (Hemmung) o f  desire. Desire in its 
im m ediacy, says Hegel, is a destroyer, its fulfilment always 
annihilates b o th  the desirable object and the desiring subject as such. 
T he means by w hich he escapes this nihilist fate is the necessary 
invention o f  a middle term betw een the object and the subject. B oth 
the partners and their sexual desire w ould  be annihilated in orgasm  if  
the institu tion  o f  the fam ily (and o f  the child) d o n ’t come to sublate 
[relever] and reserve the force o f  this desire, otherw ise devoted to 
consum ption. In the same w ay, the pulsion o f  nom ination, i f  it is 
also fulfilled in the im m ediacy o f  the em otive expression, could 
only continually disappear in each o f  its occurrences, incapable o f  
m aintaining itself from  one m om ent the next, and w ould  be no less 
incapable o f  recognizing the object designated by the sporadic 
outbursts: here too  it is as an interm ediary between the locutor 
[emetteur] and the reference that the Potenz o f  the system o f  
linguistic signs com es to in terpose itself, language as an institution. 
Same thing finally in labour w here the m anufacturing desire w ould 
do away w ith  itself at the same tim e as it w ould  destroy all its m atter, 
if  at the sam e tim e the m em ory  o f  the desire-need and the form  o f  
the m atter to be pu t to  play against that o f  the object w ere not
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inscribed in the Potenz o f  thc tool. T hus, Hegel says, thc m crely 
nihilist force o f  dcsire finds itself shacklcd, slow ed dow n by its 
instantiatioıı on thc Mitte (a m edium  w hich is held in thc milieu: thc 
child as the medium o f  lovc, thc w ord  as that o f  enunciation, thc 
instrum ent as that o f  labour); and thc institution o f  this requires a 
retum , cin Rückkehr, by which the adm ittedly destructive desirc 
reverses its course, is turned away from  its catastrophic rcalization 
and inhibits itself by fixing itself in its ow n m edium . Hegel here 
employs thc w ord w hich will be F reud’s: Henmnmg, inhibition.

O ne is tem pted to say that w hat is described under the cover o f 
such an inhibition o f  the force [puissatue] o f  desirc, considered 
destructive, is capitalization. If thc dow nstream  and the upstrcam  o f 
the process o f  production, w hich is itself a process o f  thc 
‘am ıihilation’ o f  all its com ponents — labour-force, matcrials, 
equipm ent — can nevertheless be preserved, is it not due to a similar 
inhibition o f  the destructive pulsion in play in pd itica l econom y? 
And this inhibition cleaves the objccts, things and men, which it 
preserves, just as designation divides the objcct into its ‘in tra’- 
systemic signifıcation and its ‘ex tra’-system ic represcntation or 
pcrception (scnsible, phcnom enological, etc.); o r as thc family splits 
the partner in tw o, into a libidinal objcct and a spouse cndow cd w ith 
pow ers and regulated rights. The w holc M arxist analysis o f  thc 
division o f  labour into the concrete and the abstract, o f  value into 
use-valuc and exchange-valuc, belongs to the same fıgurc o f  the 
reduction o f  force [puissance] on to  the m ediator and its institution as 
Potenz. A figure o f  alienation for M arx as for Hegel, except that, 
for the first, this latter is no t wcllfounded in the second. All dialectical 
thought w ith its tw o great functions o f  intensification on the 
m ediatory instance and o f  the division (EntzUJeiımg, a term  w hich 
reappears in the w ritings o f  the young Hegel) o f  the m ediated 
instantiations seems indeed to  be, from  the point o f  view  o f  
libidinal econom y, a though t o f  inhibition.

Yet w hat is involved in this strange action o f  an inhibition o f  the 
supposedly destructive force from  w hich pow er itself w ould 
emanate? (For, in the nam e o f  Potenz, there is indeed the question o f  
power.) A tleast tw o ideas are com pounded  there. First, pow eris , as 
its name indicates, a potential [puissance] in the sense o f  an 
operational virtuality, w hich is never w ithou t an organization o f  
events into a past and a future and their com m ensurability , or at least 
their co-conceivability. T hen  it is correlative w ith  an inhibition o f
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desire; pow er is reduced from  desire onto  a mean or m edium ; but 
this is an understatem ent, as M arx  notes in 1843, for, in a thought o f  
synthesis, every th ing  can be a m ean; and so everything is a m atter o f  
power. We m ust therefore say that pow er comes from  desire 
insofar as it is folded back, and nothing m ore. (And doubtless we 
m ust conclude likewise w ith the Ego in Freud: continually con- 
stituted by m ourning the loss o f  objects, and by the concom itant 
reversals, it is nothing, the pulsion need not come to  be reversed 
onto  this supposedly prim ary ‘proper person’, it is rather this 
reversal (inhibition o f  the pulsional goal, as noted by Green in his 
study o f  narcissism ) w hich constantly produces the Ego as the 
evanescent instance o f  its fulfilm ent.) These tw o ideas o f  the order 
o f  events (in the m athem atical sense w here tw o term s are ordered 
into a set) and o f  the inhibition o f  desire, com bine therefore in to  that 
o f  Potenz o r pow er.

In this w ay the inhibition  w ould  coincide w ith  the in troduction  o f 
tem porality , w hich Freud w ill call secondary, it would coincide w ith 
the activation o f  this tim e w hich is the concept for Hegel. For, in 
postpon ing  its fulfilm ent (‘destructive’, le t’s acknowledge it once 
again), it w ould  create a reserve or a reservoir o f  energy at the same 
tim e as a lack, aw aiting the hou r o f  its suppression. This w aiting 
w ould  open the interval o f  a future, and becom e swollen w ith  the 
inhibited energy in a cum ulative process o f  retention; in this w ay the 
secondary chronological o rder w ould  be constituted. As in the 
arm y, the reserve is som ething w hich can serve again:17 it has 
already served w ithout being exhausted in this previous task, and it 
can enter in to  a process o f  use in order to start this task again or 
continue it. It is from  the past, it has proved itself, it can do so again, 
it is therefore o f  the future; b u t o f  course o f  that future which is 
identical to the past, repetitive o f  the same. Charles M alam oud 
show s the im portance, in bo th  Vedic metaphysics and Indian 
practices o f  ritual feeding, o f  the category o f  the remainder: a fıgure 
o f  perm anence.18 This reserve w ould  be therefore pow er as 
potential, as force retained from  im m ediate investm ent.

(And here again one could draw  a parallel w ith Freud, w hen he 
im agines displaceable, floating energy as desexualized energy, that is 
to say disinvested for him , and put into reserve under the control o f  
the Ego. W hich am ounts to saying that all availability -  we will see 
the im portance o f  this for the function o f  m oney in capital -  all 
potential belongs to the realist instance, by w hich I mean: to that

Capital



220 Lihidinal Economy

which determ ines w hat is reality and w hat is not, exactly as in 
econom ic matters the instance o f  capital is alone realist. N ow  these 
floating masses o f  energy, if  they can always be counted as the 
reserve o f  the Ego or o f  Capital in the service o f  Eros, unexpectedly 
also turn  out to pass over to the cnem y, to the Id, to the partial 
pulsions and to death th rough  excess; and such is their dis- 
placeability: no t lim ited to the defensive' functions their m aster 
assigns them , but stretching even to threaten this latter, ju st as the 
Praetorian G uard threatened their em peror. T he reserve o f  capital 
may also becom e threatening, and this is not as a result o f  any 
dialectic w hatever. But I am jum p in g  ahead . . .  )

W hat then, from  H egel’s perspective, w ould  credit be? N o t the 
m onstrous infinity that A ristotle foresees w ith the w orst apprehen- 
sion, but an inhibitive regulation o f  desire, including the reserve and 
the return o f  these energetic quantities into circulation. T he question 
implied in the' use o f  credit is that o f  know ing w hat exactly the 
creditor uses to make an advance to the borrow er. For example: with 
w hat docs the banker make the advance in the operation M -C -M ? 
C onsidering this latter not as the act o f  an individual but as a libidinal 
econom ic functional m ode, it is w ith energetic remainders w ithdraw n 
hefore the deadline that the capital financier becom es the lender. And 
w hat he could draw  on in the course o f  the operation  under the name 
o f  interest as the difference betw een M 2 and M l w ould be nothing 
but the result o f  the deduction that the debtor cannot fail to make in 
his turn, during the repaym ent period, from  his ow n energetic 
expenditure. The loan w ith interest w ould  therefore only be an 
actual advance o f  a supplem ent o f  energy norm ally  available at a 
later date. That w hich gives credit and renders you creditw orthy, is, 
it will then be said, your capacity for prolonged inhibition. W hat the 
lender puts m oney on (to w hich he will in fact constrain you), is 
your second degree negativity , the negation o f  the negation, the 
force o f  having to m ake your return in semen. But, still according 
to Hegel, there is no risk o f  bad infinity in the matter; on the 
contrary, fertility o f  the reserve and sublation. If the m oney 
m erchant lends you lOO units today and deducts from  you 15 units 
o f  value ov er II yea rs, it is only because he has the pow er to anticipate 
a form ation o f  capital (o f reserved energy) w hich will not fail to 
take place on the crossing-point that you are. T he M arxist theory o f  
the origin o f  surplus-value is no different from  this: if  labour-force 
can be the source o f  a supplem ent, it is because it can cost its
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proprietor, the w orker, less energy than it gives to its buyer, the 
boss. A nd w hy then, i f  only the first is capable o f  inhibiting, at least 
for a tim e, its ‘u n p roduc tive’ energetic expenditure (its consum p- 
tion and the rest . . . ) ,  and the second o f  activating, also for a tim e, 
the productive expenditure o f  the first? Isn’t all that is gained in the 
tim e and the place o f  production  abstracted from  the place and tim e 
o f ‘life’, thanks to a terrible inhibition? A nd if  it can be show n that 
this is no t only the act o f  m asters, but m ust also be that desired by  the 
proletarians, as Reich som etim es does (and as we ourselves som e- 
tim es do), this is no great discovery in the eyes o f  Hegelianism, for 
the question is no t o f  know ing  w ho represses, but how  it (ça) can 
inhibit itself.

T he weakness o f  such an analysis is glaringly apparent: i f  all 
interest is only an advance from  an energetic remainder yet to com e, 
obtained by inhibition, and i f  one supposes a closed system o f  
energies, capital w ou ld  no t be able to grow  at all, but w ould  sim ply 
allow, th rough  the gam e o f  interest and profit, energetic quantities, 
shared out at first by  chance or on an equal basis in an im aginary 
prim itive com m unity , to pass in to  the hands o f  the creditors, w ith  
the total quantity  o f  the potential system  not increasing at all. I f  the 
supplem ent to be pu t into circulation is already there in som e way, if 
it is enough to postpone the fulfilm ent o f  desire to free new  
energetic resources, then it is because these latter are due only to a 
salling, w hether this is th rough  constraint o r spontaneous. A risto tle’s 
tradesm an, for exam ple, le t’s call him  (O), taking m ore from  his 
buyer (B) than he h im self gave to his seller (S), subsequently  
constrains the first to reduce his purchases (that is his participation in 
econom ic circuits) in order to  be able to reestablish the equilibrium  
(supposedly constant) o f  his incom e and his outgoings. U n  less (B) 
in his tu rn  had no opportun ity  to act like the tradesm an (O), and to 
recover, as a seller this tim e, from  a potential buyer, a part or all o f  
the energies w hich  he had lost to his previous seller (O). But, i f  the 
system  is closed, the buyer in question is none other (upon 
com pletion) than (S), w ho has already gained his interest in the first 
transaction w ith  the tradesm an (O), so that (B), raising an energetic 
supplem ent from  (S), will com e to com pensate that w hich (S) had 
m ade from  (O), and the system  will be in equilibrium , no doubt, but 
not in expansion.

E ither the saving really is a saving, w hich implies the thesis o f  
inhibition, on  condition  that one supplem ents it w ith  that o f  a finite

Capital



quantity o f  libidinal wealth; or, under the nam e o f  saving, it is in 
reality a m atter o f  the in troduction  o f  new  quantities o f  energy into 
the system, but the im portan t thing is that w hen the System is not 
isolated, it finds its supplem ent o f  w ealth, no t by internal inhibition, 
bu t by external expansion, by the seizure o f  ‘external’ energetic 
sources. In this second hypothcsis, the jouissance, or, better put, the 
intensity, w ould  not be lodged on a m ysterious feedback [boucle] by 
which, ju st before ejaculation, the fingers o f  the left hand com e to 
press on the seminal duct in o rder that thc spcrm  in it make a painful 
about-turn; or at least it w ould  no t be lodged exclusively there, 
unless one could affirm that this localization has no part in the 
intensification. B ut it w ould  indeed be m ore essential to recognize in 
this, above all, the fact o f  the irritation that the ‘unnatural’ erotics or 
chrcmatistics arouses in the deposits o f  energy initially placed in the 
shelter o f  the system: strata o f  Yin do rm ant in the receptacles o f  
fem ininity, that com e to arouse the w orks o f  m asculine erotics; 
masses o f  natural energies (coal, w ater, petrol, nuclear) or hum an 
energies (artisans, ıınem ployed farmers), w hich lie dorm ant in the 
fringes o f capital and w hich the latter comes to seize and exploit. So 
the intensities o f  w hich capitalism  is capable are not exclusively 
associated w ith inhibition and reservation, bu t they necessarily are 
w ith conquest and agitation.

It is in sum a naıvety or a perfidy to  believe that, because it 
rebounds on itself and is postponed, desire opens the space o f  a 
reserve on w hich it is quite at liberty to  draw  drafts on condition that 
it reconstitute this reserve in p roportion  to the repaym ents (inter- 
ests). If desire is, as Hegel though t, purely destructive, w hy w ould 
the increase o f its negative potential [puissance] reverse the nature o f  
its effects? W hat then is inhibited in the pulsional m ovem ent to give 
rise to the m ock-instance o f  E go-H istory-C apital? Is this the 
destructive force, isn’t this its force and nothing besides, its 
strength? W hat is w ithd raw n  from  the libido and flattened onto  the 
instance? H ow  could the sam e force going tow ards its ‘end’, to its 
expansion, be annihilating, destructive, bad, and becom e good by 
the fact that it makes an abou t-tu rn , that it returns to itself and takes 
itself as its object, that it com es to a halt and that it is in love w ith  
itself, that it becomes reflexive and tautological? If you accept this 
idea o f the return  institutive o f  the realist instance, then you inherit 
w ith it all o fH eg e l’s Platonism , hence his C hristianity , his nihilism . 
For if there is nihilism , it is tim e to say so, it is certainly no t in the
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expansive force [puissance] o f  desire, which, far from destroying 
the poles betw een w hich one supposes it stretched, never ceases to 
invent pieces o f  the patchw ork  by being ephemerally invested in 
them . N o , the nih ilism  is entirely in the idea that the good, the 
serious and the true, constitu te the turning-back, the Rückkehr, and 
the institu tion  o f  the Potenz; in the idea that inhibition changes the 
nature and the range o f  the forces subjected to it, and changes them  
for the better. All political econom y constructed on  this basis will be 
identical to the philosophies o f  consciousness, resting on the sinister 
‘force [puissance] o f  the negative’. B ut the question o f capital is that 
o f  know ing  how  desire as affirm ative force becomes reserve and 
institution.

The Reproductive Use o f Credit Money

The advance o f  capital m oney is not sim ply an early pu tting  into 
circulation o f  energetic reserves to be subsequently restored by 
saving, it dissim ulates tw o  alm ost incom patible libidinal functions, 
one o f  increased accum ulation, the other o f  looting; but bo th  
functions are o f  conquest, capture and appropriation o f  unprece- 
dented pieces o f  the patchw ork . It is because these tw o functions are 
dissim ulated together in credit m oney that it is impossible to  m ake 
the m eaning o f  the tw o  zeros overlap w ith  that o f th e  tw o m oneys, 
as if  one said, for exam ple, that the zero o f  the central anm ılm ent, 
o f  com m ercial concentration, corresponds to  account m oney and 
paym ent m oney  (and the regulative pow er o f th e  cycles), and that 
cred it m oney, for its part, involves the o ther zero, which, in the 
form  o f  an advance (o f  what?), is th row n  onto the same circuit o f  
exchanges, and w o u ld  enable the circuit’s range to  be extended. In 
fact, credit m oney involves bo th  the accountancy zero and the 
creditor zero; and it is on ly  in the event o f  unique, unforeseeable 
disturbances — ‘crises’, w hich are like hysterical attacks — that tw o 
uses o f  credit becom e discernible, one o f  reproduction and the o ther 
o fjea lousy . It m u st be understood  that this is not a m atter o f  tw o  
m oneys and tw o  functions, bu t o f tw o  m oneys and three functions: 
the regulative zero not only affects the exchanges in a hom eostatic  
system , it is still present in this advance o f  capital which enables 
increased reproduction; in o ther w ords, credit money m ust also be 
though t o f  as a paym ent m oney regulating the  grow th o f  a regim e; 
and finally this sam e cred it m oney m ay o n  the contrary tu rn  ou t to be
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a major deregulator o f  all capitalist circuits. T w o  m oneys then: one 
o f  paym ent, the other o f  credit; and three functions: hom eostasis, 
dynam ic equilibrium , disequilibrium .

Aristotle has said all there is to  say about paym ent m oney. But 
w hat happens when this paym ent takes place in a g row th  regime? 
This question is know n by M arxists under the name o f  the 
realization o f  surplus-value. If there is g row th , it is because a 
supplem ent o f  energy (of w hatever nature this is, but always in 
com m odity form) is introduced into the system w ith every cycle. 
But w ithout becom ing unsettled, how  can a system regulated by the 
single axiom  o f the virtual balancing out o f  the term s circulating 
w ithin it (or, if  you like, o f  their annulm ent, always possible in 
principle, in a general accountancy) introduce new term s (com - 
modities) w hich w ould not have their m onetary counterpart, in to  its 
core? A familiar question for econom ists.

Here, libidinals, is w hat our im agination suggests to us: in the first 
place, reverse the w hole problem , that is to say, d o n ’t start w ith 
production and profıt, but w ith the bank and interest; understand 
that if the entrepreneur can effectively capture (and subsequently 
put into circulation as com m odities) fragm ents o f  h itherto  
untouched energetic zones, it is because he is quite free to spend 
before earning (buying the m eans o f  this capture before selling 
what it produces); understand that it is un im portan t, from  our point 
o f  view , w hether he addresses h im self rather to bank financing or to 
self-fınancing, since the only question for the system  is: how  can the 
means o f  the enterprise be purchased w hen only the sale o f  products 
will be able to furnish it w ith  the m onetary  equivalent?

A problem  o f  cyclicai, repetitive time: credit is simpîy tlıe 
prem ature constitution, in the form  o f  means w hich allows one to 
transact, o f  the w ealth  w hich will only be given after the event as the 
products o f  the enterprise. This function  o f  credit m oney  m ust no t 
be confused w ith  that suggested  by Keynes in the General Theory 
. . . Keynes was aim ing at a system w hose means o f  production, 
already given, fell into disuse only after the crisis o f  the 1930s. His 
project then was to get things going again. B ut we ask ourselves 
how, in a period o f  expansion, the conquest and putting  into 
circulation o f  new energetic units can take place: that is, the creation 
o f  capital. N o w  it cannot take place w ithou t passing th rough  the 
form o f  m oney, and w ith o u t pu tting  this to a specific use, w hich 
w ould be a sort o f  preduplication [preduplication] or preplication
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[preplication] o f  the system  by itself. T he lender advances the 
borrow er som ething that neither o f  them , nor anyone else in the 
system , can have, ex hypothesi, that is, a supplem ent o f m eans. This 
supplem ent will be pu t in to  the system  only if  the enterprise 
succeeds, and by virtue o f  this. C redit is the advance o f  w ealth 
w hich does no t exist, m ade in order that it com e to exist.

T he system  gives itself an advance, this advance is an advance o f 
nothing if  w e th ink  in terms o f  com m odities; it is just an advance, 
that is, a credit o f  tim e. B ut a credit o f  tim e, at the level o f  the 
system , has no specifiable m eaning: it could have one only if  one 
adm its the existence o f  a cosm ic clock, the hours o f w hich w ould  be 
com m ensıırable w ith  the tim e o f  the system. This standard m ay 
have a signifıcance w hen the advance is, for example, that w hich a 
landow ner m akes in seed [semence] to his tenant, because it has to be 
evaluated on the basis o f  the fo llow ing  y ea r’s produce, and because 
the annual cycle is not determ ined by the system o f agricultural 
p roduction  itself, but by that o f  the seasons, w hich is an indepen- 
dent clock. B ut such is not the case w ith  a developed so-called 
secondary or tertiary production, w hich is barely rooted in cosm ic 
tim e at all. H ere  the  credit o f  tim e is only a process o f  expansive 
regulation, an arbitrary  act by w hich a pow er to include new 
energies in the system  is delivered. The capacity to deliver such 
pow ers constitutes the pow er o f  all powers.

N evertheless, it is itself subordinated to the condition o f  produc­
tion; the creditor says to his debtor: here is a sum  M, w ith it you will 
produce C, these are the term s that enter into the system  and o f  
course (since M  will already have been distributed) find their 
financial equivalent there. It is necessary to produce. This is w hy the 
properties o f  these credits are quite specific: m iddle- or long-term , 
investm ent constraints, interest rates for loans linked to the average 
rates o f  profit. W e are far indeed from  the kapelikon, w here the loan 
takes place for a very short term , or even at sight, w here interest 
rates appear extrem ely unstable, and w here there exists no  obliga- 
tion  to  produce im posed by the lender on the borrow er. T o produce 
means here, specifically, to extend reproduction, to make capital pass 
into intact energetic regions, to  transform  ‘objects’, which w ere no t 
previously there, into com m odities; enterprise.

It is therefore an advance o f  nothing, but not for nothing. This 
supplem ent o f  energy granted under the form  o f a loan o f  m oney 
m ust be annulled or realized (w hatever you like, it’s all the same
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here) in the form  o f  supplem entary com m odities. It is in this way 
that oııe sees that credit m oney used in this (productive) m anner 
continues to operate as paym ent m oney, as the annulatory zero, as an 
instance o f  reproduetion: in short, it is an increased reproduction, 
the unit o f  reference is not constant, bu t on the increase. Insofar as 
this usc is lim ited by (re)production, the credit contains no 
dangerous infinity, in the sense that A ristotle feared. C urrency, 
here, operates basically only  as a sign o f something else, a sign o f 
industrial or com m ercial invested capital. It is not its ow n end nor its 
ow n limit: these latter are new  com m odities which will be 
exchanged against it at the end o f  the cycle. The unreality o f  the 
advance is therefore tem porary  (provisional), it will be exchanged 
for the proper ‘reality’ o f  com m odities. O f  course, these are in turn 
only means, and it is quite certain that for capital there are only 
means, means o f  reproducing itself while grow ing. But it is 
precisely this function o f  postponem ent, o f  the sign, w hich endow s 
anything w hatever w ith the status o f  reality in the system . T he 
nothing advanced by the baıık to the entrepreneur is a reality because 
it will be exchanged for com m odities. By m aking this advance o f  
nothing, credit m oney in sum  does no thing m ore than com plete the 
nature o f  the sign in the system , w hich is no th ing  o ther than to refer 
endlessly to o ther signs.

As for the tem porality  at w ork  in this advance, it is the tim e o f  
reproduction, w hich is, like the tim e o f  structures, basically 
atemporal. O f  course, the quantity  o f  elem ents put to w ork  in the 
system is not constant, and in consequence one need not find all their 
possible com binations identical to each o ther from  one cycle to 
another. It is o f  a rigorously  cyclical history  that B. Russell can w rite  
that ‘the final state is num erically identical to the previous one’, that 
‘we cannot affirm that this state occurs twice, for that implies a 
chronological system ’, and that he ough t rather to express this 
history in the follow ing way: ‘Let’s consider the set o f  all 
circumstanes contem poraneous w ith  a determ inate circumstance; in 
certain cases, the w hole set precedes itself.’ 19 T he history o f  
grow ing capital is only analogous to itself. the new  com m odities 
introduced at the tim e o f  the cycle n + 1  are to the m oney advanced 
as those o f  the cycle II are to  the m oney then in circulation. C redit in 
its (re)productive usage rests on this analogy: the fu ture it opens up 
is no different from  the past. T he one and the o ther are identical in 
principle, this is w hy they are reversible, and this is how  the creditor 
can buy his future.
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The Speculative Use o f Credit Money: 1921
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T here are no  ‘speculators’, bad people perpetrating their crim es 
behind the backs o f  the honest m anagers o f  capital. Capital m oney 
is at every m om en t subject to a use w hich is strange and unexpected 
only if  one insists w ith  the econom ists on seeing only the rep roduc- 
tive function o f  capital. B ut there is m ercantilism . M arx, in order to 
establish the general form ula o f  capital, is first obliged to  proceed to 
the analysis o f  currency and to im agine the mercantilist system  as an 
indispensable stage in the form ation  o f  capital proper. M ercantilism  
is in fact constitutive o f  capitalism , bu t it is not a form ative ‘stage’ 
o f  this latter; lodged in reproduction  and instantiated on its very 
condition, currency form , it is a potential o f  intensities. M ercantil­
ism  is no t a system , at the very m ost it w ould be an anti-system , 
incapable as it is o f  persisting since it entails the death o f  the body it 
exploits th rough  exhaustion. Rather it is a potentiality o f  conquest 
by p lunder and dissipation, probably  always present in econom ic 
organizations, bu t w hose im portance in term s o f  its effects is draw n 
from  how  m uch jealousy (which it is) is exerted on currency, an 
indispensable m o m en t in the m etam orphoses o f  capital, and so, in 
consequence, it can seriously alter the circulation o f  this latter. For 
speculation is the m ercantilism  in capitalism; it pursues in capital 
m oney the sam e sort o f  in tensity  that C olbert and Louis XIV m ight 
draw  from  m etallic m oney. It is useless to w ant to induce ‘th rusts o f  
speculative fever’, as the historians and the economists say, starting  
from  the general state o f  the econom y. O ne could im agine that it is 
w hen  the incitem ent to invest becom es insufficient th a t capital 
enters on to  the route w here the intended interest rates are m uch 
higher than in production . B ut this reasonable description com - 
pletely ignores the libidinal difference that this displacem ent o f  
capitals im plies. T he Stock Exchange is no t a better investm ent then; 
it is no t an investm ent at all, it is a battlefield and a field o f  conquest 
by means o f  buying and selling. T he very sophisticated currency 
traded here is no t concerned w ith  producing, but with taking.

If  indeed there are destructive forces at play in history, it is not, or 
not necessarily, those that produce war. 20 The production o f w ar is a 
production  o f  war, it is still a production. But destruction is 
dissim ulated in the m ost peaceful production, death in the 
accum ulation o f  w ealth . W e will not even say that it is the destiny o f  
capital to  lead, th ro u g h  its process o f  accumulation, to  the ru in  o f



society. That is no t certain, this dialectic is still religious in the hope 
for or the fear o f  the catastrophe that it promises. Just as the 
pulsions o f  death arc dissim ulated in those o f  life, the destructive 
forces are not discernible from  those o f  production . And, ju s t as the 
lytic or lethal function belongs to no particular pulsional instance, 
olle could no t even say that speculation is deadly and production 
erotic; the contrary is no less verifiable. And the im portant thing is 
not even to be aw estruck by this ambivalence; it is rather to p inpoint 
how janissancc or intensity slides from  reproduction tow ards 
looting.

What is m ercantilism  other than a politics o f  the kapdikotı elevated 
to the level o f  the State? T he infinity o f  a chrem atistic o f  currency, 
so fcared by Aristotle, is no t and cannot be a property  o f  the 
reproductive use o f  capital, w hich is lim ited by the zero o f  
annulmeııt. T he infinity o f  capitalist g row th  contains nothing 
fearfııl or m ortal since it is regulated in principle on a com m odity  
standard. And if i t  happens that this standard docs not regulate it, it 
is particularly due to m ercantilism , due to a usc o f  capital o f  which 
oııe will indeed be able to say that it is ııot ‘really capitalist’, because 
oııe has the im age o f  a capital w hich w ould be essentially a m ode o f  
(re)production, but w hich it certainly is if  the looting o f wealth goes 
as far as to put the survival o f  the ‘social’ body in jeopardy  (as 
repro duction requires) and becom es a part o f  the im pulsions active 
in the system, and perhaps indispensable. İn seventeenth- and 
eighteenth-century m ercantilism , one produced in order to sell and 
one sold in order to increase the quantity o f  currency. Even there, it 
is nothing if  no t very capitalist; bu t w hat is less so is this: this 
quantity o f  currency is, substantially, the w ealth w hich one aims to 
accumulate (and to spend).

Such is excess, the limitless: it is not capital that one accum ulates, 
som ething that w ould be pu t back into circulation according to the 
rules o f  cycles and annulm ents. O ne accumulates quantities o f  
metals that form  the treasure and glory o f  war; in so doing, one 
takes them  out o f  the cycles and the measure o f  exchanges, and one 
blocks w hat assures reproduction  in principle. ‘B ad’ infinity comes 
from  this looting, w hich returns no thing o f  w hat it takes, w hich can 
lead only to the exhaustion o f  the reproductive body. C onsum ptive 
hoarding creating betw een one part and the other o f  this ‘bod y ’ a 
m ore and m ore overpow ering  inequality o f  wealth: creating 
between one piece and the o ther o f  the libidinal patchw ork a m ore

22H Libidinal Economy



229
and m ore  hateful jea lousy  w ith  regard  to intensities. I f  A risto tle’s 
infinity is deadly for him , it is due to the fact that this body exploited 
by m ercantilism  is finite, and that a process ofincreasing disparity 
betw een the parts o f  the body  m ust make this latter explode: the 
k o in o n ia  cannot support a heavy difference o f  potential betw een  its 
organs.

Take the crisis o f  1929, one sees the m ercantilist machine there on 
a large scale. Should the pow erfu l im pulsions o f  looting be at w ork  
from  one end to  the o ther, should  the excess o f  what is w ith o u t a 
counterpart com e to  light, there is the event, there its affirm ativity. 
T he sam e goes for speculation on the currency markets, a very 
sim ilar event, w hich today troubles the w orkings o f  global capital- 
ism. For this latter, the givcns are not established. The crisis o f  ’29 
by contrast is today a k ind o f  huge m icroscope to cast an eye on 
capital’s libido. H ere the pulsional duplicity o f  the use o f  currency is 
easily b ro u g h t out: investm en t, speculation; and o f  time: iterative, 
singular; and o f  currency itself: means, treasure; and so o f  intensity: 
accum ulation  by postponem ent, dissipation. T he tw o incandes- 
cences are co-present, indiscernible except by means o f  their 
effects, each counting in different regions, the sam e capital 
currency in tw o  heterogeneous and undecidable space-times, set side 
by side, but in the sam e place: n e b e n . It is not because  the functioning 
o f  reproductive capital has becom e im possible or diffıcult that its 
speculative functioning is set to  w ork: w hat is such an im p o s s ib i l i t y ? 
W hen is the reproduction  o f  a system  not possible? To say this is to 
attem pt to  tu rn  tragic on the cheap, and to  inscribe in a dialectical 
destiny w hat was and is a singular episode, an event: if  this proves 
anything, it is th e  d u p l ic i ty  o f  e c o n o m ic  s ig n s , even the m ost abstract, 
and, it seems, the m ost innocent in the econom ist’s eyes. T he crisis 
o f ’29 attests that the alleged social ‘b o d y ’ — in fact, millions o f  rags 
o f  the pa tchw ork  unified in principle under the capitalist, paranoiac 
law o f  rep roduction  — can fall apart, be taken to  pieces, and go to 
pulp for a long tim e (right up until 1950-5, that is a quarter cen tury  
counted  on the clock o f  W e ltg e s c h ic h te ) ,  and atrociously (m illions and 
m illions o f  deaths, m illions o f  ruins), w ithout any o ther ‘reason’ 
than the frenzied, jealous im pulsions which, since the First W orld 
W ar, never cease to  cultivate the use o f  capital in the sense o f  
A risto tle’s feared chrem atistic.

A fter 1914, the so-called w orld  m arket, that is the ‘b o d y ’ that 
capitalism  is continually try ing  to  give itself, was far from  its
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organic ideal. The im balance o f  trade bctween Europc and the 
U nited States is deep: $ ll,()OO m illion tradc surplus for the U nited  
States in 1922. H ere crcdit m oney com es to operate in principle in its 
reproductive function: loans and credits are accordcd by America, 
during the war, to the allied States, to protect the foreign value o f  
their currency: thcse dollars perm it them  to redeem their ow n 
devalued currency, the sale o f  which is everyw here negotiated by 
the M arkets, against dollars or gold; and after the war, to the States 
stem m ing from  the central Em pircs, to sustain national currencies 
hit by inflation: the destruction o f  C entral E urope’s means o f  
reproduction leads these states to m ultiply m onetary signs in order 
to face up to their paym ents and to initiate recovery. For their part, 
the European enterprises utilize the credit facilities offered them by 
American industrial or com m ercial societies in order to make their 
purchases in the U nited  States.

W hat happens then in 19217 A sort o f  crisis which anticipates in 
certain aspects that o f  ’29. A m erican lenders begin to ofter their 
European clients’ bills o f  exchange at a d iscount which the Federal 
Reserve System [FRS], the issuing institu tion , then buys; it m ust 
therefore cede paper m oney in exchange for the discounted bills. 
Hence from  June 1918 to D ecem ber 1920 the value o f  the 
commercial portfolio o f  the Federal Reserve System  rises from  
$435 to $1578 million. In parallel, the percentage o f  gold reserves 
falls; at the start o f  192 1, it is at 42.4 per cent, w hen the legal 
m inim um  is then 40 per cent.21 There is a risk o f  European inflation 
spreading to the U nited  States. T he FRS falls back to 659 in 
Decem ber 1921, and 294 in Ju n e  1922. H ence a simple m easure o f  
the slabilization o f  the dollar.

But it suffıces to th row  the d istribu tion  o f  forces on the ‘bo d y ’ o f  
capital o ff balance once m ore, and seriously. The restriction o f  
trade credit brings w ith  it (look, causes and effects!) a fall in the 
volum e o f  A m erican exports and ultim ately o f  w orld  prices, which 
in turn  discourages ali m edium - or long-term  investm ent. inflation 
will take the familiar tu rn  in Europe: the gold m ark counts for 17 
paper m arks in D ecem ber 1920, 46 in D ecem ber 1921, 1778 in 
Decem ber 1922, 45,000 in Ju n e  1923, 1 m illion in A ugust 1923.

Is there som ething in this w e need to explain? This is not the 
libidinal econom ist’s business. L et’s highlight tw o im portan t things: 
the first is that the U nited  States finds itself in the position o f  having 
exhausted the w ealth o f  a part o f  Europe (centre and east), w hich
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s p e e d s  to  its o r g a n ic  d e a th  f o r  w a n t  o f  b e in g  a b le  to  in s ta n t ia t e  its  
e x c h a n g e s  o n  a s ta b le  u n i t  o f  re f e re n c e ,  g o ld  o r  th e  d o lla r  ( w h ic h  in  
th is  p e r io d  w a s  i t s e l f  in d e x e d  o n  g o ld ) .  K e y n e s  d e s c r ib e d , l ik e  a t r u e  

l ib id in a l i s t ,  w h a t  e c o n o m is t s  w o u l d  h y p o c r i t i c a l l y  call ‘v e lo c i ty  o f  
c i r c u la t io n ’: ‘In  M o s c o w  th e  u n w i l l in g n e s s  to  h o ld  m o n e y  e x c e p t  
f o r  th e  s h o r t e s t  p o s s ib le  t i m e  r e a c h e d  a t  o n e  p e r io d  a f a n ta s t i c  
in te n s i ty .  I f  a g r o c e r  s o ld  a p o u n d  o f  c h e e s e ,  h e  r a n  o f f  w i t h  th e  
r o u b le s  as fa s t  as h is  le g s  c o u ld  c a r r y  h im  to  th e  C e n t r a l  M a r k e t  to  
r e p le n is h  h is  s to c k s  b y  c h a n g in g  th e m  in to  c h e e se  a g a in , les t th e y  
lo s t  th e i r  v a lu e  b e f o r e  h e  g o t  th e r e  . . . ’22 S c h a c h t  m a k e s  th e  p o in t  
in  th is  r e g a r d  th a t  th e  G e r m a n  w o r d  f o r  m o n e t a r y  v a lu e , th a t  is , th e  
t i t l e  o r  g ra d e  o f  a c u r r e n c y  as a s t a n d a r d  ( fo r  e x a m p le ,  in  g o ld ) , is 
W iih r u n g , w iih r e n  s ig n i f y in g  ‘to  l a s t ’. A n d  J. N e r e  o b s e r v e s :  ‘T h e  
d is a p p e a r a n c e  o f  d u r a t i o n  u p s e t s  m e n ’s b r a in s  a n d  n e rv e s . ’23

T o  te l i  th e  t r u t h ,  t h e  M u s c o v i t e  g r o c e r  is , in  h is  d i s tu r b e d  s ta te ,  in  
s e a r c h  o f  a p e r m a n e n t  ru le ,  w h ic h  is  c h e e se : th e  p e r i s h a b i l i ty  o f  th is  
is le s s  g re a t  t h a n  th a t  o f  p a p e r  m o n e y .  W h a t  is f a s c in a t in g  in  th i s  
1921 * c r i s is  is  t h a t  o n e  th e n  e n te r s  a n o th e r ,  v e r t ig in o u s  t im e ,  m a d e  
o f  a s  m a n y  t im e s  a s  th e re  are  e x c h a n g e s , h e n c e  j u s t  l ik e  th e  t i m e  o f  o u r  
l a b y r in th .  I t  is  a t i m e  o f  f l ig h t  w h e r e ,  a t  th e  t im e  o f  ea c h  t r a n s a c t io n ,  
th e  e x c h a n g is t s ,  w h o s e  p a p e r  m o n e y  e x p ir e s ,  ru n  to  get r id  o f  it, n o t  
so  as to  b e  a b le  to  ta c k le  a s u b s e q u e n t  t r a n s a c t io n  in  th e  s a m e , 
i m p r o v e d  p o s i t i o n ,  t h a t  o f  th e  s e l le r ,  w h o  is o n  th e  c o n t r a r y  c u r s e d ,  
b u t  in  th e  h o p e  o f  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a s to c k  ( o f  ch e e se s )  a n d  o f  
r e e s ta b l i s h in g  a u n i t  o f  r e f e r e n c e  in d e p e n d e n t  o f  c u r r e n c y  w h ic h  
w o u ld  b e  v a l id  as a g o o d  c u r r e n c y .  E v e r y  e n c o u n te r  o f  th e  
c h e e s e m o n g e r  w i t h  r o u b le s  m u s t  b e  im a g in e d  as a n  u n b e a r a b le  e v e n t  
w h ic h  h e  f le e s , to  im a g in e  t h a t  h is  f l ig h t  n e v e r  fa ils  to  b r in g  h im  in to  
c o n ta c t  w i t h  s t i l l  m o r e  n o te s  a lo n g  th e  w a y ,  m o r e  a n d  m o r e  n o te s .  
A n d  f r o m  o n e  f l ig h t  to  a n o th e r ,  th e r e  is  n o  c o n t in u i ty .  F r o m  o n e  
h e a p  o f  n o te s  to  th e  o th e r ,  th e r e  is  n o  id e n t i ty ,  n o t  e v e n  s im p le  
q u a n t i t a t iv e  d if f e re n c e .  E v e r y  ‘e x c h a n g e ’ b e c o m e s  an  e v e n t ,  o p e n s  
u p  a ty p e  o f  a d v e n tu r e ,  w h e r e  d e a th  is  th e  s ta k e .

I t  is  n o t  o n ly  th e  p o w e r  o f  c r e d i t  t h a t ,  in  p r in c ip le ,  is p o s s e s s e d  b y  
th e  s e l f - a b o l i s h in g  c u r r e n c y  in  th e s e  l a b y r in th s ,  i t  is a ls o  i t s  p o w e r  
o f  d is c h a r g e .  F o r  th e  f l ig h t  in  th e  fa c e  o f  m o n e y  r e m in d s  u s , b y  th e  
f r ig h te n i n g  r e s t r i c t i o n  o f  t i m e  l im i ts ,  t h a t  t h e  la t te r  p o w e r  is i t s e l f  a

C a p i t a l

'T he  date Lyotard gives here is 1929. However, the Moscow grocer is an example 
used by Keynes in his 1923 Treatise on M oney , in the context of a discııssion o f recent 
economic crises. I have accordingly amended the text to read ‘1921’. -  tn



case  o f  th e  f o r m e r :  th c  p a y in g  b u y c r  a c ts  o n ly  to  g iv c  th c  b e n e f ı d a r y  
a c re d it  v a lid  o v e r  g e n e ra l  w e a l th ,  th a t  is , o v c r  a th i r d  p a r ty .  T h e  
in c re a se  in  th e  d i s c o u n t  ra te  in  W a s h in g to n  p r o d u c e s  th is  v e r t ig o  in  
M o s c o w , th e  re v e r s a l  o f M - C - M  in to  C - M - C ,  a g r o c e r  w h o  w a n ts  
o n ly  c h e e se  a n d  n o t  m o n e y ,  a n d  w h o  th e r e f o r e  n o  lo n g e r  in v e s ts  th e  
c re d i t  a n d  c r e d i t  t im e  in v o lv e d  in  p a p e r  m o n e y .  M o r ta l  s ta s is  o n  a 
p a r t ia l  o r g a n  o f  th e  t r a d in g  b o d y .

O n e  a n  im a g in e  th e  e q u iv a l e n t  o f  th is  d i s o r d e r  in  th e  f ıe ld  o f  
la n g u a g e :  th e  a m n e s ia  o f  a m ic r o le x is , w i t h o u t  g o in g  a n y  f u r th e r ;  
th is  is a s e m a n t ic  n e t w o r k  g u a r a n t c e in g  a m e a n in g  s t a n d a r d  
t h o u g h o u t  a m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  s t a te m e n ts .  F o r  e x a m p le ,  th e  le x is  o f  
th e  n a m e s  o f  c o lo u r s ;  G e lb  a n d  G o ld s t e in  d e s c r ib e  it as th e  a m n e s ia  
th a t  C a s s i r e r  a n d  M e r l e a u - P o n t y  c o m m e n t  o n . 24 T h e  la t te r  w r i te s :  
‘W e  can  o b ta in  a n  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  th is  t y p e  [a m n e s ia c ]  b y  h a v in g  
b e fo r e  u s  a h e a p  o f  s a m p le s  in  a p a s s iv e  a t t i t u d e  o f  p e r c e p t io n :  th e  
id e n t ic a l c o lo u r s  a s s e m b le  th e m s e lv e s  u n d e r  o u r  g a z e , b u t  m e r e ly  
s im ila r  c o lo u r s  f o r m  o n ly  u n c e r ta in  r e la t io n s  a m o n g s t  t h e m s e l v e s . ’ 
A n d  G e lb  a n d  G o ld s te in :  ‘T h e  h e a p  a p p e a r s  u n s ta b le ,  it  m o v e s ,  w e  
n o tic c  in c e s s a n t  c h a n g c , a s o r t  o f  s t r u g g le  b e tw c e n  s e v e ra l p o s s ib le  
g r o u p in g s  o f  c o lo u r s  a c c o r d in g  to  d i f f e rc n t  p o in t s  o f  v i e w . ’ 
C a s s i r e r  c o m m e n ts :  th e r e  is  n o  lo n g e r ,  f o r  th e  a m ııe s ia c , o n e  s in g le  
la n g u a g e  o f  c o lo u r s ,  b u t  s e v e r a l  la n g u a g e s ,  as m a n y  as th e r e  a re  
c h r o m a t ic  e x p e r ie n c e s ,  ‘e a c h  s e n s ib le  im p r e s s io n  is a f f e c te d  b y  a 
“ v e c to r  o f  m e a n i n g ” , b u t  th e s e  v e c to r s  n o  lo n g e r  h a v e  a c o m m u n a l  
d i r e c t io n ,  th e y  a re  n o  l o n g e r  o r i e n ta t e d  t o w a r d s  p r in c ip a l  d e t e r m i -  
n a te  c e n tr e s ,  th e y  a re  m u c h  m o r e  d iv e r g e n t  th a n  is  th e  ca se  in  th e  
n o r m a l  p e r s o n ’. N o  lo n g e r  a c ir c le , the c o lo u r - w h e e l ;  b u t  m a n y  
s m a ll  c irc le s , n o n e  o f  w h ic h  c o m m u n ic a t e s  w i th  th e  o th e r .

T h e  s e c o n d  th in g  to  n o te :  th e r e  is p e r h a p s  th e  p a in  o f  a n  
in c o m p le te  a m n e s ia  th e r e ,  r e t a in i n g  th e  t r a c e  o f  a u n i t a r y  e x ig e n c y ,  
j u s t  lik e  th a t  o f  th e  R u s s ia n  c h e e s e m o n g e r .  O n e  m i g h t  th i n k  th a t  o n e  
w a s  r e a d in g ,  in  th e s e  p r o t o c o l s  o f  e x p e r ie n c e ,  th e  e f fe c ts  o f  
C o l b e r t ’s p o li t ic s  o n  h is  ‘c l i e n ts ’. F o r  th is  s a m e  v e r t ig o ,  u n d e r  th e  
n a m e  o f  in f la t io n , n e c e s s a r i ly  a f f e c ts  p a r t s  o f  th e  ‘b o d y ’ o f  w e a l th  
w h ic h  h a d  b e e n  d e p r iv e d  o f  g o ld ,  e v e n  i f  v e r y  in d i r e c t ly  ( in  1 9 2 1 , 
t h r o u g h  th e  in t e r m e d ia r y  o f  th e  d o l la r ) .  G o ld  a m n e s ia .  I t  is  b e c a u s e  
th e  d o lla r  d e f e n d s  i ts e lf ,  th a t  is  to  s a y  t r e a ts  i t s e l f  as w e a l th ,  th a t  it  
c o n d e m n s  C e n t r a l  E u r o p e  to  th e  d e s e r t  o f  l a b y r in th s .

T h e  F R S  o f  c o u r s e ,  is  n o t  L o u is  X I V ,  th e  g o ld  s u p p ly  o f  F o r t  
K n o x  is n o t  p r in c ip a l ly  i n t e n d e d  to  f in a n c e  c o u r t  fe a s ts , a n d  th e
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m easure o f  the increase o f  discount rates is not an open act o f  
belligerence, bu t also a general safeguard: in short, we are well 
w ith in  capitalism , no t in state m ercantilist practice. N evertheless, 
w e can see this in it, the hypothesis o f  all m ercantilism: that the 
w ealth  w hich is displaced tow ards the Am erican banks was w ith - 
d raw n from  E uropean capital, that the quantity o f  currency 
circulating in the W est is a finite quantity, and therefore that the 
accum ulation o f  signs o f  credit (European bills o f  exchange) on one 
pole o f  the capitalist ‘b o d y ’ plunges all that belongs to the other pole 
into the im m odera tion  so feared by Aristotle: economic amnesia, 
a -m e tr y  [a m e tr ie ], anom ie. A nd this position  o f  im m oderation, 
w hich we find experienced by C entral Europe o f  1921, w hich w ill 
be affirm ed by A m erican capital in the years from  1925 to 1929; 
adm it that it has, form ally, a direct sim iliarity w ith the passage o f  
influxes on the pieces o f  the libidinal patchw ork, that it m anifests all 
the characteristics o f  the pulsional ‘disorder’ affecting the body o f  
reproduction: the run n in g  M uscovite cheesem onger is an effect o f  
partial pulsional m otion.

T h e  S p e c u la t iv e  U s e  o f  C r e d i t  M o  n e y :  1 9 2 9

If  you now  w ant to see it positively, look at the N ew  Y ork  Stock 
Exchange, no t only on 24 and 29 O ctober 1929, but from  1924, 
w hen stabilization follow s the crisis o f  1921 throughout the West. 
T here rem ains in the U nited  States an im portan t mass o f  ho t m oney; 
a flurry o f  real-estate speculation on Florida land turns ou t to be a 
fiasco in 1925—6; the signs o f  wealth will follow tw o principal 
routes: they will serve as substitutes for the economies and w ork ing  
capital o f  A ustrian, G erm an, and even English com panies,25 being 
lent on the s h o r t  te r m ; they w ill serve to sustain speculation on the 
transferable values on W all Street, there again in the form  o f  sho rt- 
term  loans, even call lo a n s . A t the start o f  1925, the discount rate, as 
offered by the (Berlin) Reichsbank, for example, is at 10 per cent, 
that o f  the Federal Bank o f  N ew  Y ork at 3 per cent: the investm ents, 
m ade in E urope at these rates, especially w hen they are short-term , 
can be said to be ‘speculative’, although they may also be reproduc- 
tive. As for those w hich, on W all Street, come to fınance purchases 
o f  A m erican values at be low -par rating since the war, for instance, 
the railways or the public services (in full recession), their destina- 
tion dem onstrates to W all Street alone that they aim at rapid gains in
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fiduciary capital, and not at an interest proportionate to thc industrial 
profit that one could cxpect from  these ‘unhealthy’ cnterprises.

The second trait o f  these investm ents, then: at first they bear not 
on the (re)productive value o f  actions or obligations, but only on the 
possibilities o f  net profit that they offer on the Stock M arket; the 
securities involved arc rwt taken as signs (o f the means o f  produc- 
tion), but as thirıgs that will be granted a plns- or m inus-value only by 
the m ovem ents o f  exchange to w hich they are subm itted. T here is a 
givcn quantity o f  negotiable securities in the Stock M arket; a rush o f  
buying on a sccurity is enough to enhance its value insofar as the 
purchasers are perceived as a profit-making minority which cannot but 
inspire jealousy; jealousy ends as soon as the tendency is reversed, it 
gives way to reserve, then to liquidation. W hat they call the 
‘psychological factors’ o f  the play o f  the m arket consists in this 
strangc ‘perversion’ (but dare we em ploy this word?) o f  the relation 
to capital: securities become like gold, to gain gold by the jealous 
game alone. And when we say jealousy, we don’t only mean that 
between subjects, proprietary jealousy; but am ongst all libido, this 
jealousy that parts o f  the great film dem onstrate for those invested 
with intensity, direct pulsional jealousy, w ithou t the m ediation o f  a 
proprietary limit, m aking the masses o f  capital floating on the body 
o f  market values incapable o f  equitable d istribution, in parity; rather 
they are ceaselessly displaced on it, p roducing  the greatest disparities 
in potential. This is indeed m ercantilism  and the kaptdikon once 
again, the excess inevitably associated w ith  the .finite quantity  (the 
sum  o f negotiable securities).

And the second characteristic: purchases o f  real-estate values on 
WaH Street from  1925 to 1929 take place, to a great extent, ‘in the 
m argins’, w ith m oney bo rrow ed  on sight (call loans); for the lender 
then, it is a m atter o f  a highly flexible investm ent, repayable on 
demand. The interest rate for these call loam in N ew  Y ork climbs 
from  3.32 in January 1925 up to 9.41 in Ju ly  1929; one can only 
com pare it w ith  the rates charged in Europe ‘to a ttract’ A m erican 
capital. But here the period o f  the im m obilization o f  loaned capital 
is still less. I imagine that a broker has been given a ‘tip ’, and so 
happens to make a dem and for a call loan from  som e representative 
o f  a bank (we will see that it is no t even that), w ho will hand him  a 
prom issory note there and then, after receiving the prom ise that, if  
the operation planned by the broker is profıtable, its fruits will be 
shared out betw een them  in a certain proportion . C redit m oney
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circulates here according to  a time w hich is not that o f productive 
capital: there is no longer a natural cycle, no r anything com parable. 
There is no longer any cycle at all, only upw ard  and dow nw ard  
trends and their reversals, w hich, in a turbulent period, are 
unpredictable.

This call-loan credit focusing on very short-term  purchases 
implies m axim al displaceability. This is no longer the cheesem onger 
chasing cheese by m eans o f  roubles, bu t the lender chasing m oney 
by means o f  securities. This displaceability is once again a charac- 
teristic o f  the kapelikon: im agine that the tradesm an makes n o t one, 
but tw o or ten M -C -M  operations during his day. This adds no th ing  
to the productive capacity o f  his city, certainly; it is a loo ting  o f  
time, or rather it is a tim e o f  looting, w here the rapidity  o f  
displacem ent is indispensable because it guarantees that one will be 
the first in on the deal, on lands w hen one is a nom ad o f the steppes, 
on gold  w hen one is the G reat K ing, on securities when one is a great 
broker. T he same tem poral vertigo, the same labyrinths, as those 
into w hich galloping inflation plunges C entral E urope in 1921. It is a 
passionate tim e, a tim e o f  dissipations.

For, even if  the securities traders do not hold sum ptuous feasts, 
they are necessarily affected by this strange situation, w hich is that 
o f  the nom ad looter: that the sim ple conquest o f  a mass o f  actions 
necessarily provokes its devaluation on completion, ju s t as the 
conquest o f  a te rrito ry  by the cavaliers immediately implies that 
they will have to abandon it, and thus delay its exhaustion. T hings 
conquered in this w ay, looted, are already dead, and m ust be rejected 
as quickly as possible. It is in this sense that every conquest is a flight 
forw ard, tow ards o ther things not yet devalued and nevertheless 
already devalued since they are about to be seized. It is in this jealous 
w ay that the tim es o f  the labyrin th  are oblivious o f  one another; and 
each to its ow n  in m atters o f  fire and ashes.

B ut this is no t all. A nother, apparently ‘technical’ characteristic o f  
transferable speculation on Wall Street in this period clearly show s 
the dissim ulated, undecidable character o f  a suddenly intensely 
jealous use o f  capital m oney. T he loans gran ted  the brokers are no t 
m ainly m ade by the banks, they com e principally from  no n - 
banking origins. For exam ple, on 31 D ecem ber 1924, o f  the $2230 
m illion lent to  brokers, only $550 m illion did no t come from  the 
banks. B ut on 31 D ecem ber 1927, the num bers are respectively 4430 
and 1830; 31 D ecem ber 1928, 6440 and 3885 (m ore than half); and,
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011 4 O ctober 1929, 8525 and 6440 (that is, about thrce-quarters non- 
bank loans^). A sJ. NCrC show s, funds no t com ing from  the banks 
comefrom tize working capital o f industrial and commercial societies. This 
means that the capital ‘no rm ally ’ invested in its ow n reproduction 
through the interm ediary o f  com m odities, ‘plays’ here at being lent 
at the highest price in order to be exchanged against securities, even 
though this may involve their liquidation at any m om ent, at the 
highest interest rate. So it is n o t enough to say that there arc evil 
speculators, there is a com pulsion to speculate which can affect even 
the capital earm arked for reproduction; they arc the same mcn, 
company heads, presidents o f  industrial and com m ercial societies 
who love the postponed and the deferred and w ho may prefer them  
to the pleasures gained from  this m ercantilism  in the second or third 
degree.

There, as Nere says brilliantly, is the question posed by the crisis 
o f  1929: not to ascertain why therc had been speculation on the Stock 
Market; there has always been speculation, the econom ist will 
answer; we w ould add: it is a libidinal instantiation, no m ore docs it 
accept a ‘because’ than industrial capitalism itself (which is no less 
m ysterious, isn’t this true?). ‘The real difficulty comes from  the 
extent o f  speculation on credit — w hich is no t therefore directly 
supplied by surplus revenues. T he question is o f  know ing  how  it 
happens that this speculation on the Stock M arket, em inently risky, 
involved such a degree o f  w ork ing  capital from  businesses, and 
com prom ised the norm al m echanism s o f  short term  credit and 
paym ents.’ And J. N ere concludes: ‘There is a lack o f  basic 
inform ation to answ er this. ’27

There is in fact 110 response to  the questıon o f  a libidinal 
displacement o f  inscription. T ha t intensity, that force is then 
instantiated in the securities trade and considered as exchangeable 
things, rather than in the production  o f  consum able com m odities, is 
no m ore explicable than the fact that the libido lodged in the genital 
zone moves tow ards the anus or the ear. Call it regression if it  makes 
you any happier. The eroticization (in this banal sense) o f  the Stock 
M arket is not to be explained, bu t taken note of. T he proportions 
that it attains in 1929 perm it only affirm ation: this is one manner in 
which force (puissance) m ay com e to be intensified in capitalism and 
on the part o f capitalists — although this dispositif could function only 
in the margins, and even at the price, in the so-called ‘norm al’ 
m odality, o f  reproduction  and postponem ent. This exam ple is
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enough for us to th ink that we have not begun to describe the libidinal 
econom y o f  capital. These few pages w ere only a m inuscule 
contribution  to this description.

Here again you m igh t say: these pages show an ambivalence in the 
use o f  credit m oney, there is a credit w hich inspires confidence and a 
credit w hich does not inspire confidence, a credit w hich acts 
according to the tim e o f  advances and a ‘credit’ w hich acts outside 
the cycle, in the b low  by b low  o f  speculative labyrinths. D o n ’t think 
this. W hat is im portan t is n o t this ambivalence, i.e. one and the sam e 
investm ent som ehow  bo th  reproductive and speculative; the im por­
tant thing is that tw o  indiscernible instantiations are exposed to 
intensities, and that voluptuousness m ay vascillate unpredictably 
betw een them . D o n ’t replace the optim istic dialectic o f  the one and 
the pessim istic dialectic o f  the o ther (Little Girl M arx, M attick) w ith  
the open secret o f  am bivalence. A m bivalence is the co-presence o f  
vectors o f  opposed m eanings in one and the sam e space-tim e. But 
the duplicity o fth is  capitalist credit is the co-presence (but present to 
w hat, to w hom ?) o f  tensors in signs and signs in tensors. But signs 
and tensors do not belong to the same space-time: signs arise by 
definition from  the system  in w hich they are transform able 
(com m utable, translatable, exchangeable); each tensor opens up its 
ephem eral tim e and its labyrin th ine evanescent space.

It m ust be clearly understood  that thejealous hypothesis o f  afinite 
quantity o f  w ealth, m ade by every m ercantilism  (all speculation), is 
constitutive o f  the same labyrinths o f  which we speak. Every 
in tensity  is a flight to death, that is to say to exhaustion, in w hich 
energy is spent at the height o f  its force, hence exploiting every 
reserve, destroying every organized body: the nom ads o f  great 
invasions, Louis X IV , the brokers o f  1929. Should the signs be 
exchanged betw een the form er and the latter, should land be 
exchanged for transferable stocks, nothing w ould change as regards 
the phantasy o f  such a ‘fin itude’, and the reality o f its cruelty. Signs 
are n o t taken here as substitutes follow ing truly sedentary habits o f  
though t (structuralist), they are displaceable masses o f  energy. The 
nom ad’s horse is only the earth m ade m ore mobile. W hen they 
m oved from  the earth to the horse -  w hich is neither an instrum ent 
no r a weapon, but a more im portan t thing: the vehicle -  w hen they 
m oved from  the horse to the bill o f  exchange, and from  this to the 
call loan, they m oved closer all the tim e tow ards the greatest possible 
displaceability. T ow ards a tim e and a space less and less ‘global’,
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cosmic, m ore and m ore libidinal, labyrinthine, cphem cral. Is there a 
space-time of speculation w hich could be plo tted  out? A geography 
and a history o f  the Stock M arket? O n the contrary, in putting  these 
things into circulation, there is always som ething savage w hich puts 
the space-time o f  reproduction , i.e. reproducible space-tim e, in 
jeopardy.

Another, recent, example. Saudi Arabia, K uw ait, Abu Dhabi, 
Q atar and Libya have a total population o f  9.5 m illion inhabitants. 
A fter the rise in petro l prices w hich they im posed on their European 
buyers in 1973, they pocketed in total around $45 million in 1974. 
N ow  all o f  Europe, the France o f  the Great K ing included, assumes 
the character o f  a needy client and a victim . For, as the mercantilists 
so clearly understood, there is indeed very little that they can sell in 
return to their petrol masters, seeing that these latter have no need o f 
whatever it is: even all the Arab petrol-selling countries put together 
(and not only the five we have m entioned) w ould be unable to 
absorb more than $20 m illion w orth  o f  annual im ports. Let us add 
that their surplus exports are payable in dollars, ju s t as C olbert 
dem anded precious metals. It is clear that as a result European 
capitalism cannot but collapse soon. (We know  that it is not so 
simple . . . )

N eed we say that it is im possible to describe all this com m otion in 
term s o f the exploitation of labour-force? B ut while we face the 
facts, Sraffa’s straightforw ardly  structural phantasy is also inessen- 
tial. For the only way to avoid this collapse, as G. Bosquet 
rem arks,28 w ould be o f  course to determ ine a new  com plex 
com m odity standard, including bo th  the tonne o f  petrol and the 
autom obile unit, for exam ple, follow ing Sraffa’s views exactly. 
B ut the episode o f  ’7 3 -’74 show s precisely tha t th is com m odity  does 
not exist, and that in one sense it must not exist. If it existed, where 
would these disturbances come from ? H ow  could they take place in 
a reproduction w hich has itself as its only end? If  investm ent were 
regulated to make allowances for the reproduction  o f the system , so 
m any fits and starts w ou ld  be excluded from  it.

Such is the  religion included in political econom y: it postulates, 
like the Little Girl M arx’s critique, the organic unity  of the body o f 
capital, and believes in it. A nd doubtless the English, French and 
Italian ‘left’ believes this m uch m ore than does the ‘rig h t’, w hich is 
prevented from  belief by the danger, w hich provides it w ith  its 
privileges over the handling o f capital, o f  giving way to dissipatory 
passions. Political econom y is the ‘left’s’ illusion par excellence.
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T he influence that the ‘feudal’ Arabs directly wield over the fate 
o f  the oh-so-serious European entrepreneurs, and indirectly (by 
speculation on go ld , fo r against w hat w ould you  have them  
exchange their petrodollars, these poor wretches at the lim its o f  
dissipation?) over the fate o f  oh-so-productive Europe, is not at all 
paradoxical. T here is only a paradox if  we believe in the law  o f  
value, even in the form  given it by Sraffa, w hose com plex 
com m odity  standard, a lthough free from  the hypothesis o f  an 
origin o f  value, is none the less nourished  by the belief in equilibrium 
and the return. This equilibrium  is far from  being w hat is essential. 
T here is in the m ost ‘m o d ern ’ capitalism, under the nam e o f  
m ercantilism , speculation, im perialism , unequal exchange, a force 
[puissance] no t o f  order, bu t o f  zeal: ‘jealousy’ comes from  ‘zeal’.

A nother fact to exam ine from  this perspective o f the kapelikon: 
the lack o f  constraint on the do llar’s convertibility, the unlinking o f  
exchange rates, the generalization o f  the principle o f hot m oney -  all 
that applies in the sense o f  a greater displaceability, m ore productive 
in principle, bu t also m ore enervated, and far from  im peding 
m anoeuvres o f  a speculative o r m ercantilist (in our sense o f  the 
w ord) nature, m erely displaces their possibility (even if it  does m ean 
a return , for w ant o f  another wealth, to ancient gold, as the em irs 
do). In view  o f  this displaceability, the investm ent, that is to say the 
sedentarization, often in the long term , o f  energies in the m eans o f  
(re)production  still seems to be a th ing  o f  nature, cyclical, regular in 
principle, tu rn ing  the productive body into a kind ofearth : the earth 
o f  the neolithic revolution . But speculation or m ercantilism  have no 
natural m odel; even the sinister second law  o f  therm odynam ics 
gives no account o f  their errancy; instead we require som ething like 
the enigm atic hypothesis o f  an ti-m atter, very similar to m atter, a 
totally positive energy dissim ilated from  the energy fixed in m atter 
only by its effects: w hen it collides w ith  this latter, they are 
annihilated.

By investing in com m odities (including the means o f  p roduc- 
tion), you subm it to  the regulation  o f  m etam orphoses: for p roduc- 
tion  is a consum ption  and products m ust in their turn be consum ed. 
It is in this sense that so-called ‘use-value’, as Aristotle already 
suggests concerning a chrem atistic w hich uses paym ent m oney 
betw een natural units o f  needs (families), is an indispensable 
m odality  o f  the system  o f  reproduction . There is a slow , cosm ic 
tim e there, that o f  the seed [semence] and its fruit, o f the chicken and
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the egg, of gestation, and of dripping honey. W ith m onetary 
‘signs', we get away from  this tim e and its space. We go crazy in 
signs: they allow several tim es, m any times, they are accelerators or 
brakcs, just because they are no t constrained to (re)production, that 
is to say to consum ption, to nihilism . T heir m ultiplication issues not 
from  their fertility, from  the translation  o f  their face-value into 
productive com m odities, that is, from  their investm ent; this is only 
a concentration o f  w ealth on one pole o f  circulation, stolen from  
the other pole; these are only sw eeping m ovem ents w hich exhaust 
the surfaces. These m ovem ents arc free o f  the constraints o f  all 
productive consum ption; they make possible the dissipation o f  the 
surfaces they cross.

What, then, did the C hinam an do w ith his sperm -w ealth? Was it a 
putting into reserve and a capitalization w ith a view to gaining the 
metaphysical C entre or Tao, or maybe even the zenith ofbureaucra- 
tic hierarchy? W asn’t his reserve in coitus also the intensification o f  
energies and their loo ting  to attain  the ir dissipation? Isn’t w hat he 
arouses on the w om an’s body, and on his ow n, the same enervation 
aroused by the dollar on M oscow ’s Central M arket and on Wall 
Street? Why doesn’t this reserve give rise to a long-term , invested, 
reproductive credit? Isn’t it also a call loan, a speculation w ithout 
intention, an incandescence o f  the surfaces sw ept away w ith no 
concern either to reproduce them  or to augm ent them , ajealous zeal 
and not a conquest o f  pow er? Certainly. The u tterly  im m ortal 
duplicity and dissim ulation o f  all capitalization?
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VI
Economy O J This Writing

Economy o f the Figurative and the Abstract

What is this discourse? H o w  is it legitimated? W here is it situated? 
W ho authorizes you to  speak in this way? Are you the m anager 
[tenancier] o f  the great skin? B ut how  could you be, w hen  it is 
ephem eral and offers no th ing  to hold on to  or secure? A ren ’t you 
concerned w ith  pure im agination  and rhetoric? A re you  looking for 
tru th , do you  claim  to speak it, to have spoken it? H aven’t you 
produced ju s t another new  philosophy, yet another system ? Yet 
m ore w ords? H ave these w ords the pretension to change the w orld , 
at least? I f  no t, what? T o  in terpret it, wretch! In tru th  it is pure 
im aginary fabrication on your part, the realization o f  desire on  the 
‘skin o flan g u ag e ’, as you w ould  pu t it, aestheticism, elitism.

Reply w ith  questions, tell them : and y o u r theoretical discourse, 
w hat is it? All your questions have the underlying reference to this 
discourse, this true speech. We w ill no t let ourselves be in tim idated  
by this reference, you  k n o w  noth ing  o f  this tru th , and will never 
k now  anyth ing  o f  it, w e k n o w  that it is the w eapon o f  paranoia and 
pow er, the grip o f  un ity -to ta lity  in the space o f  words, the retu rn  
and the terror. So let’s struggle against the w hite  terror o f  tru th , by 
m eans o f  and for the red  cruelty  o f  singularities. A nd w e will 
answ er you  carefully, no t because o f  som e concern to understand  
yo u r questions, bu t because that w ill allow us to place this w hite  
te rro r (especially w hen  it presents itself as ‘o f  the left’, the m ost 
repugnant thing) on o u r ephem eral skin, and  at the sam e time, to 
displace, to  spread our o w n  force on this monoface band.

O h w om en, oh young m en, oh ageing friends basking in the full 
b loom  o f  you th , the unk ind , the vehem ent, the barbarous, the 
superb, oh hom os, oh  dependants, oh Arabs, oh blood, help us no w  
to endure this last, constant assault com ing from  detestable tru th  
and intelligence, m ake us m ore  in telligent than it, give us the 
stupidity  that it has no t and spare us that which it has, take us by the
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arm s, undo your flies, get ercct, carry us o ff to  m cct the M cdusa, we 
will laugh in her face, spread out the red, the blue, lct’s öpen out the 
blue-bistre stalk o f  the neck springing from  the snow -w hite blouse, 
spread out the crim son velvet vaginal cavity, opera satin little hard 
lips, cerise taffeta large crum pled lips, violet blue glans, raw  linen 
concertina foreskin, im penetrable stretches o f  silver, gold, chalk, 
hold all o f this under the M edusa’s nose, that is how  she will be 
answered.

Medusa im m obilizes, and this isjou issan ce. T heory  is the jouissancc 
o f im m obilization. In this w ay the disjunctive bar is invested in its 
proper function o f  disjunction, since to disjoin is to im m obilize this 
into this and that into that: identities. W hen disjunction intensifies 
w ithin theory, this bar is im m obilized at the same time in order to 
separate the this and the that on either side ofitself, and is driven by 
a gyratory m otion at such speed that the attribution o f  the spaces it 
generates to one thing or another is im possible. Further: it is insofar 
as it immobilizes that the bar turns, insofar as it distinguishes that it 
sweeps indistinctly. W hat gives you a hard-on, theoreticians, and 
throw s you onto our band, 1 is the chill o f  the clear and distinct; in 
fact, o f the distinct alone, that is, the opposahle, for the clear is only a 
suspect residue of the distinct, translated into a philosophy of the 
subject. Stop the bar, you say: get out o f this pathos -  this is your 
pathos. Beautiful and paralysing, m edusifying in fact, the severe 
disjunction that suspends.

The disjunctive function is also and at the same tim e the synthetic 
function. Y ou say: it is this, it is no t th a t : for inasm uch as it is this, it 
is not that. An old principle resting on a synthesis, since in order to 
dissociate one side from  another, we m ust be on  both  sides at once. 
As soon as you disjoin, you unify. E verything that the phonolo- 
gists, for instance, have elaborated under the nam e of opposition 
presupposes this synthesis. A very  elem entary synthesis, but 
indispensable to the construction  o f  a consistent discourse. This 
discourse requires continuous use: every statem ent increases in 
pathos in order to separate the this from  the not-th is, it therefore 
moves forw ard armed with a cutter, a double-edge, and it cuts. The 
consistency it thus secures rests on a previously arbitrarily defined 
acceptability. Y ou are aware o f  the form al properties o f  a strict, that 
is to  say an axiom atized, theoretical discourse: the m ost elem entary 
o f the rules w hich allow the establishm ent o f  these properties is 
binary exclusion: either a statem ent is acceptable, or it is no t (in a
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m ulti-value calculus o f  statem ents, this m eta-operator o f  exclusion 
continues to operate no  less).

Ideally, a theoretical text is an immobilized organic body: satisfying 
the form al properties o f  consistency, saturation, independence o f  
axiom s and com pleteness as regards the dom ain o f  reference, if  
there is one. A n organic body  is an assemblage (synthesis) o f  distinct 
elem ents (disjunction) called organs; tha t these organs m ight be 
statem ents, and this b o d y  a text, can only trouble asinine m aterial- 
ists, and only proves that everything is m aterial to the libido.

In a narrative discourse, there m ay also be an organic body, b u t it 
is located at the reference pole o f  this discourse: the narrative will 
produce a body-effect, it w ill create the im agination o f  a sim ple or 
com plex subject from  the story told by the narrative, and will then 
pin the events w hich it unfolds on to  a support whose attributes they 
will becom e. In theoretical discourse, how ever, the outline o f  this 
body is situated on the text itself: it is no t the dom ain o f  reference 
w hich  finds itself unified and totalized by this discourse, it is the 
discourse itself that becom es a unity  and a totality. (Even its 
referential properties are form al properties.) The form alism  o f  this 
discourse is, on  the skin o f  w ords, som ething analogous to that o f  a 
so-called abstract painting. By contrast, the pictorial counterpart o f  
narrative is fıguration.

The disjunctive bar is at w ork  in bo th  cases, the place o f  its w ork  
o f  cu tting-up  and the place in w hich it turns are the same: the body 
o f  the text; in narration, in the activity o f  organizing the narrative, 
the elem entary syntheses are carried out on the text, w h ileJouissance 
is instantiated on the referential story, in the beyond o f  the text, in 
w hat it shows.

C an  we, as libidinal econom ists, understand these tw o  instantia- 
tions? Yes, we can. T his is w hat we say: there is in every figurative- 
narrative organization a pole o f immobilization, and we m aintain that 
the intensities that can be procured from  a tableau vivant, posering,2 
postures from  Sadean or erotic narratives in general, realist por- 
nography, figurative painting, certain underground films, and per- 
haps all n a rra tion  and figuration , ft.ash like electric arcs stretched 
betw een this pole o f  the v ictim ’s im m obilization (the represented 
body) and a pole o f  agitation w hich  plunges the body o f  w h at we 
w ill call the client, for obvious reasons, into the m o st extrem e 
disorder.

N ote  in passing, w ith in  figuration-narration  thus polarized, that 
the suggestion o f  a link im m obiliz ing  the things shown over there is
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paid for by the occultation o f  the processes on the text, on the film, 
thc canvas, etc., by means o f  which this suggestion may be 
obtained. The skin o f  the m edium  and its marks is effaced 
(pictorially or cinem atographically, for cxample, it is treated as if it 
w erc a transparent pane o f  glass looking out on to  an elsewhere 
situated at some distance), it is the skin o f  the figurative objects that 
captures the client’s em otion. T he referential or denotative func- 
tion, to speak in Jakobso ıı’s term s, outw eighs all the others. But 
theıı, if we rightly take em otion, that is to say pulsional m ovem ents, 
as thc main reference, w hat will w e say? Im agine a client fond o f  
poscring, a reader o f  narratives, a spectator o f  westerns, a devotee o f  
pictures; he faces the thing presented to him  as im m obile or 
im m obilizing, as if  he were in front o f  prcy . Prey is an organic body 
prevented from  m ovcm ent: the envelope o f  live flesh turns silent 
and num b. The client’s jonissat/fc o f  this requires both its organicity 
and its death. Extrem e m ovem ent or em otion is instantiated on the 
client body as frenzied im patience, astonishm ent, emission o f  
saliva, tears, semen, creeping flesh, hallucinations, stam m erings, 
pricklings, affects place and displace them selves ceaselessly over the 
fragm ents o f  the great skin that constitute ‘his b o d y ’. These 
m ovem ents, far from  sealing this latter in a total volum e w ith both 
its centre and its unity  in itself, split it into heterogeneous, 
independent zones, prone to au tonom ous incandescences: they are 
nothing other than the so-called partial pulsions. Here, then, is the 
dispositif: an organic body, unified and condem ned to death th rough 
im m obilization (the victim ), onto  w hich is connected, under the 
nam e o f  the client, and th rough  the in term ediary o f  an effaced, 
unrecognızed m edium , the B row m an m otıon  o f  the partial 
pulsions.

In an abstract painting, an im portan t displacem ent takes place: the 
picture represents nothing, it does no t refer to a pole o f  im m obiliza­
tion situated in the dom ain o f  reference. T he pole o f  im m obiliza­
tion is placed on the client body: this sort o f  picture dem ands the 
ligature o f  the partial pulsions that w ere in m otion in figuration, the 
concentration o f  attention or equally the extrem e pacification o f  the 
faculties, a putting into a state o f  dependency. It is on the contrary 
the chrom atically m arked support-sk in  (the canvas, the m edium , the 
pigm ents) that is set in m otion: no t only because it no longer effaces 
itself ‘beh ind’ w hat it represents (while in fact it represents 
nothing), but also because the apparent im m obility , insignificant for
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the eye that doesn’t enjoy it, o f the assemblages o f points, lines, 
planes and colours is precisely w hat m otivates desire. H ere we are 
closest to w hat w e are looking for, the instantiation o f  intensity  in 
the theoretical text, im m obile m obility. Klee, Delaunay, N ew m an , 
R othko, Guiffrey, deceitful im m obilizers, create m ovem ent by 
very  small disparities o f  colour, lines, etc. Disparities, no t opposi- 
tions. Learning to be set in m o tion  by this, by a blue adjoining a blue, 
by tw o brilliances o f  the sam e w hite being dissimulated according to 
the angle o f  vision, beyond all loquacity and all didactic chrom atics.

Because a vulgar abstract operates by system  alone, it is theoreti­
cal, it w orks in the o ther way, tow ards the paralysis o fthe  chrom atic 
body; bu t the noble ones tend tow ards its mobilization. T he client 
becomes the victim  o f the im age (of the text), and this latter is w hat 
moves: em otion  from  colours, from  plastic elements. Fascination 
w ith  the abstract is an instance o f  jouissance proper, M edusa 
paralyses the client, bu t M edusa can move. She moves by disparities, 
the client-victim  believes her frozen, petrified in oppositions, he 
does n o t see the system , the disjunctive function o f  this bar, cutting 
and synthesizing, he is blind to  the m ain issue: this same bar that slips 
itself betw een the b lue and the blue, the w hite and the  w hite, 
apparently to disjoin them  and produce the reign of the concept’s 
d istinction, turns indistinctly  around in an oscillation w hich is in no 
w ay an illusion or a perceptual hesitation, but a dissim ulation o f  
energy, its frenzied leap from  and onto  this place. The skin o f this 
im age does no t act as a unified totality, ju s t here and there, in 
corners, in its im possible contacts betw een colour fields, always 
segm entedly or partially, like an ephem eral puzzle o f fragm ents o f 
the pulsional skin. T he client body collects itself, unifies itself, 
dependent upon  this puzzle. Is this activity or passivity? This 
unification even provokes an effect o f  identity, o f subjectivity and 
therefore o f  active atten tion  on the part o f  the client; but w e say ju st 
as m uch th a t th is latter is dependent up o n  the  image, and  that, like 
the hunter, he is being w atched while he believes he is on the 
lookout. H e is the prey, the victim  body, constituted into a collected 
to tality  and thus setting  up perverse m otions on the part o f  the 
chrom atic assemblage: the im age body is a sadist to the client body  
by means o f  the fascination it exerts. Therefore the disposi t fh e re  is 
totally different from  the one w hich  operates in the figurative: the 
em otion, the tu rn ing  around o f  the bar o f  exclusion sweep the 
image, the po lym orphous surface to w hich is connected, by  the trap 
o f  unification, the v ictim  body o f  the client.
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T h e  T h e o re tic a l  as L ib id in a l

Let us now  return  to the th eo re tic a l g e n r e ,  w hich boasts the 
aforem entioned form al properties. Let’s recall its pulsional p roper- 
ties: like narrative-figurative discourse, it allows o f  an organic 
totality; but this is not situated on a reference, it is situated on the 
text itself; like abstraction, it requires the im m obilization o f  its 
client; but it also requires his disaffection. These differences m ust 
be described.

The abstract does not act through a sim ulacrum -effect, but by 
means o f  the organization o f  its m aterial alone. N o w  this is 
precisely the m erit claimed by theory , that it advances no illusion or 
ideology. This claim was obeyed by, for exam ple, the strategy o f  
‘material decom position’, w hich the group  ‘Support-Surface’, in  its 
time, applied to pictorial sim ulacra: exhibiting frames, canvases, 
uniform  coloured stam ps, reels o f  lightw eight w ood or tarlatan 
tw isted into the shape o f  a M oebian band and left lying on the 
ground, creating in sensible space the exact equivalent o f  a set o f  
axioms for paintings in  the space o f  language; these w ere supposed 
to be nothing other than acceptable statem ents, as defined by this 
axiomatic, w ithin its lexis and syntax. And, in fact, Dezeuze and 
Cane, under the title ‘For a Pictorial Theoretical P rogram m e’, 3 
form ulated the theoretical discourse corresponding to those 
exhibits.

O ne cannot, o f course, say the same for all abstract painters, o f  
w hom  the ‘Support-Surface’ g roup  was in any  case no  less critical 
than  they were o ffigu ra tive  art. N evertheless, the libidinal d is p o s i t i f  

is noticeable in every abstraction, and ın particular o f the theoretical 
kind, in that it thw arts the  client’s transference onto  a sim ulated 
object, onto a reference. Transference can only bear on the material 
and its arrangem ent; is this correct? is it authorized? is this statem ent 
acceptable? These become the ‘r ig h t’ questions, the same ones you 
ask us, theoreticians, and w hich w e question in turn. Q uestions full 
o f  the  concern fo r truth, full o f  justice  and  guilt. W hat does the 
theoretical text offer its fascinated client? A n im p re g n a b le  body, like 
a thief, a liar, an im poster w ho can never be caught. Everything 
stated in this text is in principle capable o f being derived from  its set 
o f  axioms. A text w hich is u tterly  consistent w ithin its ow n  term s 
and can be derived from  itself by  explicit procedures, a w ide-open 
organic body, w hich the client is supposed to  be able to  go th rough
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w ithou t the solution o f continuity, repeating it or replying to  it w ithou t 
error; a body  w hich tolerates no erring, w hich defines the appara- 
tuses o f  exclusion and channels o f  im plication. Every statem ent 
form ed w ith in  it has right on its side: the client may in principle 
derive it from  the others. N ice tautological body  o f  the theoretical 
text, w ith o u t any external reference, w ithou t a risky interior region 
w here roads and tracks m ay be lost, a m odel sealed up in its blank 
identity, exposing itself to repetition.

The theoretical text is a m odel, som ething to imitate, w hich has 
itself its ow n  m odel to  im itate, its set o f  axioms; and this set has its 
ow n, properly  form alist, m odel. A nd rather than seeking to show  
that the closure o f  m odels is im possible (Gödel’s theorem ), and that 
there is always a prim ary opacity o f  the symbol, o f  ord inary  
language, one w ou ld  do better to identify this return to the same as a 
dispositif o f  the passions, no  m ore nor less so than the return to the 
origin w ith  w h ich  herm eneutics w ould  like to  contrast it. In bo th  
cases it is semiotic; the operation bears only on the relations betw een 
signs. L et’s rather com prehend  this m odel accordİng to its force. 
This force is revealed in its expansion th rough m imesis. The 
m annequin (mannekijn, little man) presents collection m odels. It 
transports the jub ila tion  o f  the repetition  o f  the same, jouissance 
th rough  serial reproduction .

The closed body o f  the theoretical text gives rise, as a m odel, to 
this sam e jouissance. Its tau to logous perfection gives rise to  the 
enthusiasm  o f  fidelity in replication. Ideally at least, it goes well 
beyond biological reproduction , w here effects o f  sim ilarity due to 
the m ixing o f  genetic codes are no t only no t excluded, but are 
inevitable. T he organ ic  theoretical b o d y  fulfils its m im etic function 
th rough  parthogenesis. There is an affinity betw een the theoretical 
and the virginal. T he  psychoanalysts will say: the theoretical implies 
the denial o f  sexual difference. B ut in our eyes, this difference is 
suspiciously sem iotic. W e say: it implies the denial o f disparities, o f  
the heterogeneities o f  stases and distances w hich energy  travels 
through; it im plies the denial o f  po lym orphism . It needs a form , a 
good and p roper form . Such a form  has its basis and its origin in a 
stable synthetic disjunction.

This disjunction w orks so hard inside the theoretical body  that, 
ideally, it leads to its im m obilization. T he paralysispole w e find in the 
figurative is found here too, displaced from  the reference on to  the 
m aterial itself. It is n o t w hat is spoken o f  that becomes im m obilized
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by discourse, as in narrative; it is discourse itself, a system  o f  
acceptable statem ents w ithin the ‘chosen’ set o f  axioms, which 
strives to com e to rest. Q uite  different from  the intensive instance in 
the w ork o f  the great abstract painters: in their paintings the still, 
painted things arc set in m otion  ‘on the sp o t’, at the threshold o f  
perception, ceaselessly: they arc in m otion tow ards m otion. But 
theoretical bodies, as such, arc in m otion tow ards rest, like the 
works o fb ad  abstract painters. They have a goal. M edaw ar says that 
a scientific hypothesis relieves an anxiety. Theoretical discourses arc 
instrum ents for fixing and dispersing intensities, anxiety being the 
generic name given to all the turns o f  the disjunctive bar, the 
com ıııon nam e o f  the em otions. A nd he also says that the only 
difference between the invention (here, how ever, we are not talking 
about that at all) o f  a scientific hypothesis and that o f  a plastic or 
musical object, for instance, is that in the latter, affective intensities 
are conveyed, whereas it is the rule o f  the form er that their 
transmission is in principle disaffected, and that its reception should 
involve no em otion. 4

So, the im m obilization of the bar into stable disjunctions on the 
body o f  theory (concepts) corresponds to a sim ilar im m obilization 
in the zoııe o f  contact betw een the text body and the client body. 
T he theoretical tex t m akes con tac t w ith  the client only on condition 
that he is disaffected, neutralized, supposed to be incapable o f  
mobilization, unfeeling, im partial, that is to say having no part in 
the em otions dissim ulated in the text, nor in any others.

This chill is the heat p roper to the theoretical. It is not a parody, its 
libidinal character rather appears in the anonym ity  w hich it claims. 
T he  famous u n i v e n a i i t y  o f  know ledge, generally understood as the 
a p r io r i  o f  theoretical discourse in its com m unicability , is, seen from  
the pulsional point o f  view , an act o f  destruction o f  personal 
identities. O nly  anonym ous fragm ents o f  the pulsional band are 
plugged into theoretical discourse, fragm ents capable o f  repeating it 
w ithout transform ation. O ne need no longer m arvel, after Freud, 
that repetition m ay provide jo u is s a n c e ;  it rem ains to point out here 
that a f a i t h f u l  repetition, such as theoretical discourse entails, 
proceeds as m uch from  Eros, inasm uch as it affirms a consistent 
body, as from  the death drives, since this repetition passes th rough 
the destruction o f  particular libidinal d isp o s it ifs  already form ed on 
the client body, and their dialysis in to  anonym ity . T he s e lf- fo rg e ttin g  

entailed by theory is already the am nesia proper to the Id.
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The paradox, then, of the disjunctive bar, at once m otionless and 
in rapid ro tation , becom es less opaque: as disjunctive, it suspends all 
passage o f energy from  the client body to the text body and vice 
versa; in m otion , it opens the passage in its same disjunctive 
function, in the disconnection o f  the client dispositif in relation to  the 
discourse, it makes a connection out ofjouissance in non-copulation 
and anonym ous repetition. T he libidinal band emerges at exactly the 
point w here it is m eant to be excluded. N o w  this disconnection at 
the very point o f p lugging-in  is equivalent to the internal hom oge- 
nization required  by theoretical discourse in order to form  itself as a 
body. Just as hom ogenization  can be invested w ith  intensity, so the 
neutralization o f the p lugged-in  bodies can be accom panied by their 
extrem e excitation. Was this w hat we had to learn: that the 
m ovem ent tow ards coldness and death is burning hot? that inten- 
sities are not tied to ‘life’, but may be m obile or fixed on no m atter 
w hat them e or piece o f the great patchw ork, including those which, 
like theoretical discourse, dem and extrem e coldness and dead 
replication? W e are not saying that this is an error, a perversion, an 
illusion, an ideology. If m im esis gives you a hard-on [vous fa it 
bander], gentlem en, w ho are w e to object?

This is rather w hat interests us. Capital is also mimetic, com - 
m odities producing  com m odities, that is to say, being exchanged 
for com m odities, the same com m uted into the same according to an 
im m anent standard, Sraffa’s, for example. If ‘know ledge’ can 
become a force o f  p roduction , as M arx said, it is because it always 
has been, and is, insofar as it is the construction o f identities and 
systems for their reproduction . Capitalist production is this con­
struction o f the conditions o f  repetition-capacity rpouvoir] : to 
produce in order to produce, to sell in order to sell, series, chains, 
standards, etc. T he retu rn  obtained through  repetition (valid for 500 
km and 3 m onths, the cost-price of your half-price card will be 
covered after tw o  re tu rn  journeys) is, after transcription in to  term s 
o f  political econom y, this same m ovem ent tow ards paralysis o f  
discourse that w e find in theoretical texts. T he m odel makes the 
series possible, and hence the saving o f  energetic expenditure.

This saving is no t necessarily deadly: redem ption implies the 
lifting o f  a debt that burdens the displaceability of capital into 
energy, therefore its enfranchisem ent, it is free again, it runs to 
place itself elsewhere. O ne can thus understand redem ption as 
regeneration: energy fixed in machines and personnel, situated
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[disposee], and in this sense very bound (in the body o f invested 
capital), a part escapes from  this dispositif and will be situated 
differently. The com pulsion to stop, in theoretical discourse, has 
also this function: the circum scription o f  a field o f reference, the 
production o f  a m odel capable o ftre a tin g  it in a predictable fashion, 
that is to say, according to identity; and the liberation o f  poten- 
tialities [puissances]. In the m anufacture o f  theory, as in that o f  
productive machines, the robo t is necessarily implied, and doubly: it 
guarantees the replication o f  the model, and guarantees the saving 
o f  energy. It gives rise to ventures and conjunctions.

We do not mean that theory  comes from  capital, nor the reverse. 
N oth ing  com es from  anything, no th ing  is the effect o f a cause. B ut 
the relationship is close, capital is as old as theory, as old as the W est 
in matters o f  the determ ination  o f  identities. Some objections, 
how ever: capital does not stop, w hereas theoretical discourse tends 
tow ards its im m obilization; capital is also an elusive, perverse body, 
theoretical discourse closes itself up in to  a beautiful organic body: 
d o n ’t these propositions highlight disparities, m aking the analogy 
impossible?

O n the contrary, they refine it, and w e are capable o f  a certain 
ingenuity ourselves. M imesis closes the theoretical text up as a 
pow er of statem ents [pouvoir d'enonces]. T he m odel is w hat makes 
and remakes, makes in conform ity  to the made: that is pow er. T he 
robot has pow er, the robot-m aker, pow er to the second pow er, and 
the maker o f  the robot-m aker, pow er to the th ird  pow er. W hat has 
no pow er is the statem ent itself, in principle, since it is nothing m ore 
than an effect. T his is w hy w e fight the though t o f  causes: o f 
pr\wcrs .

In this regard, the theoretical is a m ajor procedure ofinvag ination  
and the closure o f  the great skin upon itself; it proceeds by 
repetitions; it transform s unprecedented statem ents into simple 
innovations, the great pain o f  saying som ething we know  nothing 
about into the little w orry  over m odifying the theoretical edifice by 
the addition o f  some axiom  or o ther, or by the derivation, in 
conform ity w ith  the laws o f  form ation, o f  som e expression which, 
despite being new, m ust be no less well formed. Theory  dream s o f 
w hat an ill-form ed expression w ould  be only to dispel the danger. 
Innovation is allowed only insofar as it will give rise to the repetition 
o f the theoretical m odel as a self-im m obilizing organism . Qust as 
capital takes new  quantities or qualities o f energy into account only 
insofar as it can repeat its ax iom atic o f  equal exchanges on them .)
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N oth ing  enters the system  that w asn’t there aiready, tha t doesn’t 
have its double, that is to  say its m odel. This m im etic relation 
encourages dream s o f  the A ugustinian similitudo. They differ only 
as m etaphor differs from  m etonym y, as dependence upon a 
prim ary m odel, received, revealed, transcendent, deviates from  the 
condition o f  possibility (axiomatic) that the theoretician gives himself 
as the transcendental au thority  judg ing  every new  statem ent. In 
similitudo, au thority  does n o t belong to the theoretician, bu t to  those 
he addresses: the W ord alone speaks, the true Locutor is absent; the 
locu to r’s w o rd  is really only the m etaphor for the other; Capitals for 
absence, low er case for presence; but w ith  mimesis, the theoretician 
conquers m eta-language, that is, n o t only the statem ent, but the 
statem ent o f  the conditions o f  enunciation. T hat is w hy every 
statem ent has its double, from  the hasic set to the system, ‘before’ it 
has been offered as an a priori possibility. Leibniz has said all this 
before, even if  it is in the language o f  an ancient metaphysics: that 
Alea iacta est* is a statem ent already included in Caesar’s notion that 
God is self-creating, and that the fate thus experienced in Caesar’s 
w andering is included in the axiom atic o f  the divine om ni- 
discourse. Ju st replace Leibniz’s God with the com m ittee o f  the 
directors o f  the w o rld ’s ten biggest banks, and yo u  will com e to see 
that what you are doing, what you can do, will be able to enter the 
‘reality’ o f  capital only insofar as it is recurrent. To think som ething 
is to have been able to th ink  it, to produce it and reproduce it. There 
is no first tim e, repetition  is prim ary since it is included in the very 
constitution o f  the elem ent: concept, com m odity. If  it is n o t 
repeatable, equally exchangeable, it is not an elem ent o f  the system.

This is the democratic power in theoretical discourse. It is a pow er 
binding intensive forces in to  repetitive potentialities [puissances]; it is 
dem ocratic since the conditions o f  form ation o f  these potentialities 
are universally accessible in principle. Equality is the political figure 
o f  theoretical parity . It exerts its constraint over every discourse and 
all production . T he theoretician, the scientist, will com plain about a 
particular discourse (ours?) because he cannot repeat it, at least no t 
quickly. Useless; inexchangeable. D em ocratic pow er is the pow er 
o f  facile identical propagation . We have nothing against it, save its 
terrorism : for w hoever can enjoy other than by repetition is 
excluded from  it, in spendthrift duplication and m ultiplication. As 
lax as we m igh t be, it is necessary to acknow ledge that the exercise
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o f  this pow er o f  exclusion o f  every intense m odality o ther than that 
instantiated on the disjunctive function is no t som ething added to, 
taken on m oreover by dem ocratic  thcorctical discourse, this w ould  
alm ost be a bad interprctation, p rovid ing  the hope o f  m ore open 
acceptations in the future. N o, its te rrorism  is consubstantial w ith it, 
it is the act o f  the use o f  the bar and the constraint o f  parity.

But le t’s not be intim idated by deadly theory , le t’s leave it to the 
other death, to capital’s revolutionary  function o f  agitation, and to 
arrogant science, which sprang from  theory  itself

In the death through repetition w hich the accountable signs o f  
capital convey, an alm ost idcntical and at the same tim e hetero- 
geneous function operates silently and inextricably: the tw o dcaths 
are indiscernible, they are in conflict. B ut consider for a m om ent 
what is called the ‘h isto ry ’ o f  the sciences, for example, that o f  
mathematics: a continual dissolution o f  the definitions o f  m athe- 
matical objects through new  im aginations w hich not only extend the 
totality constituted by these objects to new beings, but com pletely 
m odify the nature o f  m athem atics: one need only com pare Euclid’s 
Elements w ith H ilbert’s Principles o f Geometry. How do we under- 
stand these displacem ents from  the energetic point o f  view? 
Duplicitously. If they form  a history, it is in the same way that there 
is a history o f  a nation, or o f  Europe, or o f  the West: it is a Bildung, it 
is the m ovem ent o f  conquest, the accum ulative jou rney  o f  the self, 
the voyage of initiation w hich is also the phenom enology of m ind. 
The irreversibility, quite secondary, of the tim e o f this history, its 
‘progress’, is, as Cavailles said o fm athem atics in particular, the very 
essence o f th e  body o f  science: it is nothing but the m ark, in its ow n 
space-time, o f  the capitalization processes on utterable statem ents, 
and o f the  conquest o f  statem ents h itherto  m athem atically barba- 
rous. This progress is in tim e w hat, in the space ofim perialism , the 
extension o f  frontiers is to the empire: displacem ent o f  a border (of 
an anteriority), beyond which, it is agreed, there is nothing to hear. 
The limes* are hardly fixed than a freelancer, a black hunter, a 
solitary traveller, returns and says: som ething can be heard, here’s 
how . This m om ent can be described as C aesarism  and the exploita- 
tion o f barbarous frontiersm en; this w ould be to  forget the m om ent 
o f  madness, w hen  Lobatchew sky says, ‘I do geom etry  w ithou t 
recourse to the Euclidian postu late o f  the parallel’, w hen C antor 
says, ‘I include infinity am ongst the operational num bers’. These

* L i m e s  (L.): ‘thresholds’, ‘borders’. — tn
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m om ents are not ones o f  perm anence, bu t o f  discontinuity, not 
ones o f  inhib ition , bu t o f  delirium  assum ed and carried to its end. 
T hey  do n o t reduce the unknow n  to the know n, they  make 
everything one th o u g h t one knew  unstable in proportion  to w hat 
one used to k now , for a m om ent one m eans to speak like a barbarian 
on the agora; these m om ents are to science w hat B eethoven’s late 
quartets are to  harm ony .

A t each m om ent, death  passes over the established corpus o f  
theory a deathly tension, w here the  survival o f  the  whole system  is 
at stake. H ere science is fiction.5 It is not content to repeat itself, to 
appeal to its reserves in order to reproduce som ething already 
know n, it forges new  surfaces o f  inscription, it adds to the body o f 
know ledge, to the corpus, new  segm ents w here the libido circulates 
and invests, creating an im balance in this corpus, rendering its life 
precarious, it is obliged by the very abundance o f  its discoveries to 
doubt its vocation  to the true, it opens its eyes, it no longer believes 
in anything, space and tim e becom e infinitely suspect to it, the 
concepts it received as a priori becom e obsolete. After Heisenberg 
and Bachelard, it has becom e useless to insist on this theme.

B ut we need not let ourselves be taken in by the expression which 
Bachelard called the secret thought o fth is  science: the philosophy o f 
the no. T o  m aintain this negativism  w ould be to reduce the range o f  
the ‘d iso rder’ o f  science to a critical function, to the function o f  
criticizing the corpus o f  possible statem ents. But this is not so 
im portant, it is rather th a t this science is positively productive or 
creative, orfictive, as is art. It is less and less interesting as theoretical 
critique (w hich explains the thousands of confused researchers), 
and m ore and m ore as operational delirium . This delirium  requires 
the death o f  the know ing  subject. l"Who knows, in today’s scientific 
knowledge? A bsurd  question, posed from  an environm ent w here 
know ledge is in principle supposed to be assignable to a subject w ho 
could possess it. T he delirious sweeping o f  the theoretical field by 
m odern  science not only  eliminates the supposedly know ing 
subject, it disqualifies the supposed subject. Every topology [topique] 
seems like an ou tdated  ideology com pared to the m obility o f  
libidinal economy at play in invention. T h e  m odern scientist no 
longer exists as a know er, th a t is to say as a subject, b u t as a small 
transitory  region in a process o f  energetic m etam orphosis, incredi- 
bly refined; he exists only as a ‘researcher’, w hich means on the one 
hand, o f  course, as part o f  a bureaucratic apparatus o f  scientific
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pow cr, but on thc o ther hand, indissociably, as an cxperim enter, 
indefatigable and not enslaved, w ith  new  junctures and com bina- 
tions o f  energy; the statcm ents hc proposes count only in term s o f 
their novelty.

A nd in this sense, in his anonym ity  and errancy, he is no less the 
man o f capital subordinating his labours to the com m ands o f  
power. Capital is also positive delirium , pu tting  authorities and 
traditional institutions to death, active decrepitude o f  beliefs and 
securities, Frankensteinian surgeon o f  the cities, o f  im aginations, o f  
bodics. There too  topology [topiqne] has becom e derisory, because 
the category o fth e  topos points back to an A ristotelian space-tim e o f 
the event, allegedly stable and ‘n a tu ra l’, w hereas in this sweeping, 
intensities have no precise perm anence th a t w ould  perm it the fixing 
o f  m om ents and places to them  by recourse to a com m on 
referentiality: this is not only because all classes or social g roups do 
not live in the same time and in the same historical environm ent, nor 
because som e may be backw ard or far ahead in relation w ith  the 
others, it is because in the m ost highly developcd ‘sphcrc’, in the 
most (provisionally) highly invested o f these regions, i. e. branches 
o f  industry, research areas, m arkets, urbanization zones, all the 
pieces o f  the supposed social body, the professions, begin to 
sim m er w ith  excitem ent because they border on this ‘sphere’; so even 
there, there is no common topos, inventions even here, conflicts are no t 
resolvable in an institution, recognized or not, in an instance to be 
found in one locality. A lthough it deals w ith  only this aspect o f 
capital, almost nothing need be changed o f w hat we have around us 
in the w orld, in society or in life, in o rder to give it its science- 
fIctıonesque significance: it no m ore has a body  than Science has a 
theory. W hat has to be changed? Very little w ould  m ake all the 
difference: the conduction ofin tensities should be able to take place 
on all the pieces o f th e  social ‘b o d y ’, w ithou t exception.

Bodies, Texts: Conductors

At the core of the theoretical, there is a gam e to play, a tight game, 
which w ould play out a ‘d iscourse’ o f  dissim ulation: this gam e 
w ould not seek to paralyse a client o f  equal rank, capable o f  
repeating new  statem ents identical to those proposed to him ; it 
w ould  not prejudge in any w ay w hat the client can receive from  the 
statem ents he hears or reads, no r the m anner in which he will
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c o n d u c t  t h e m ;  i t  w o u l d  s e e k  p o w e r le s s n e s s  [ im p o u v o ir ]; i t  w o u l d  le t  
th e  p lu g g i n g - i n  o f  i t s  u n c e r t a in  b o r d e r  w i t h  th a t  o f  i ts  c l i e n t  b o d y  
ta k e  p la c e  in  a n  a le a to r y  f a s h io n ,  w i t h o u t  b o th e r in g  to  t r y  a n d  
c o n t r o l  it .  I t  w o u l d  b e  t h e  b o t t l e  t h r o w n  in to  th e  sea, b u t  w i t h o u t  
d e s p e r a t io n ,  w i t h o u t  u l t im a  v e r b a , w i t h o u t  its la u n c h  b e in g  a la s t  
a t t e m p t  to  s ig n a l  a n d  c o m m u n ic a t e  a m e s s a g e  e n t r u s te d  t o  it .  T h e r e  
w o u ld  b e  n o  m e s s a g e  in  o u r  b o t t le ;  o n ly  a f e w  e n e rg ie s ,  w h o s e  
t r a n s m is s io n  a n d  t r a n s f o r m a t io n  w a s  le f t  a n d  w a s  d e s i r e d  to  b e  
u n p r e d ic ta b l e .  B e c a u s e  w e  b e l ie v e  i n  fo r c e s ,  w e  d o  n o t  fo r c e  o u r  
c l ie n t  to  p a i r  u p  w i t h  o u r  d i s c u r s iv e  m o d e l .  D o  w e  e v e n  h a v e  a 

m o d e l?
W e  w o u ld  lo v e  m u l t i p l i c i t ie s  o f  p r in c ip le s  o f  e n u n c ia t io n ,  to  b e  

j u d g e d  b y  t h e i r  e f f e c ts ,  l ik e  e v e r y t h in g  e lse ; b u t  in  th e  k n o w le d g e  
th a t  o u r  d is c o u r s e  is  n o t  t h e i r  c a u se , w h a te v e r  th e y  m i g h t  b e . 
T h e r e f o r e ,  t h i s  w o u l d b e  n e i t h e r  a T r e a t is e ,  as in  t h e  dge c la ssiq u e , n o r  
e v e n  a n  E s s a y  o r  a n  E n q u i r y ,  s u c h  as M o n t a ig n e  o r  H u m e  w r o te :  n o t  
o n ly  w o u ld  th i s  ‘d i s c o u r s e ’ n o t  d e a l  w i t h  a d e f in i te  o b je c t ,  i t  w o u ld  
n o t  e v e n  s e a r c h  f o r  th i s  o b je c t ,  n o r  w o u ld  i t  s e e k  a s t a te m e n t  s u i ta b le  
to  i ts  p u r p o s e .  -  A r e  y o u  n o t  s e e k in g  s o m e th in g ,  in  a ll th is ?  y o u  w i l l  
a s k  u s. — Y e s , y e s . B u t  r e s e a r c h  in  th e o r e t i c a l  d is c o u r s e  is  l ik e  th e  
s u s p e n s io n  a n d  p o s t p o n e m e n t  o f i t s  c lo s u re ;  j u s t  as f r o n t ie r s  f o r  th e  
g r e a t  C a e s a r s  w e r e  o n ly  e v e r  t e m p o r a r y  n o te s  in  th e  a c c o u n t  o f  a 
c o n q u e s t ,  to  b e  s w e p t  a w a y  w h e n  a f r e s h  w in d  b lo w s  th e  l im e s  

b e y o n d  th e  lim es :  m o r e  a n d  m o r e  to ta l i ty  . . . ! A n d  th e r e f o r e  m o r e  
a n d  m o r e  b u r e a u c r a t i c  u n i ty  to  b e  c o n s t r u c te d  o n  to p  o f  th e m . A  
d is c o u r s e  o f  d i s s im u la t io n  w o u l d  s e e k  s o m e th in g  e lse  a l to g e th e r :  
n o t  e v e n  th e  d is s im i l a t i o n  o f  th e  a s s im i la b le  a n d  th e  in e x -  
c h a n g e a b i l i t y  o f  th e  e x c h a n g e a b le ;  b u t  s in g u la r i t ie s .  N o t  ‘in n o v a -  
t i o n s ’ ( d e d u c ib le  f r o m  a b o d y  o f  a x io m s ) ,  b u t  u n p r e c e d e n te d  
th in g s .  T h i s  d is c o u r s e  w o u ld  s e e k  its  m a d n e s s  in  th e  w is d o m  o f  
re s e a rc h ;  a b e w i ld e r e d  C a e s a r  w i th i n  th e  c o n q u e r o r .  A n d  n o  n e e d  o f  
t h e  f r e n z ie d  p a r o d ie s  o f  a H e l io g a b a lu s .

T h is  d i s s im u la t o r y  d is c o u r s e  w o u l d  n o  lo n g e r  b e  a b le  to  d e l ig h t  in  
th e  b i t t e r  ‘m o d e r n ’ s a t i s f a c t io n  w i th  th e  a b s e n c e  o f  th e  o b je c t  a n d  
w o r k le s s n e s s  [d e so e u v re m e n tJ :  t h e r e  a re  a lr e a d y  s e v e ra l r e f le x iv e  
p a g e s  o n  th e  q u e s t io n  o f  t h e  p o s i t i o n  o f  th is  d is c o u rs e ,  th e y  a p p e a r  
to  u s  to  b e  q u i t e  p r o l ix  e n o u g h ,  n o t  to  s a y  s u p e r f lu o u s ,  a n d  w e  g a in  
n o  p le a s u re ,  o n ly  b o r e d o m  (a n d  w e  h o p e  th i s  m a k e s  i t s e l f  fe lt) , 
f r o m  w r i t i n g  o n  o u r  w r i t i n g .  W e  d o  n o t  d e s i r e  to  p r is e  f r o m  o u r  
c l i e n t  s o m e  g l o o m y  r u m i n a t i o n  o n  th e  N o t h i n g  w h ic h  f o r m s  th e
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wda to thc vcry classical structuralist sym phonies. Thc prcscnt 
w riting w ould not be a book; for thcrc is no book that is not thc ideal 
o f  the im m obilized organic body. Thcsc would be only diverse 
pieces, each piece o f  variable form at and belonging to its ow n time 
with which it bcgins and ends -  picces which m ight or m ight not find 
thcir place hcre and thcrc, o r rathcr: subjcct hcre and there to thc 
incandesccnce o f  thc ro tating bar. If a certain clicnt body is therc, 
th a t’s finc. If not, th a t’s finc too. N ot a book, only libidinal 
instalm ents (this providcs all kinds o f  w atchdogs w ith the oppor- 
tunity  to trcat the ‘au th o r’ as a fascist, w hen he is fascinatcd).

‘Wc m ust opcratc penises, vaginas, arscs and skins so tha t love 
becomes thc condition o f  o rg asm .’ T hat is w hat the lovcr, the 
mistress, dream s about, so as to escapc the terrifying duplicity o f 
surfaces pervaded w ith pulsions. But this opcration w ould bc 
appropriation or propriation, as D errida says, and ultim ately a 
semiotics in w hich crcctions and dischargcs w ould infallibly pin- 
point the pulsional m otions. But if is necessary that there be no such 
infallibility, this is our grcat and ultim ate resort against the terror o f  
the true and pow er. Fucking ought not to be guaranteed, in cither 
sense, ncither as p ro o f o f  love nor as the security o f  indifferent 
exchangeability; lovc, that is to say intensity, should slip in in an 
aleatory fashion, and conversely intensities m ay w ithdraw  from  the 
skins o f  bodies (you d idn ’t come?), and pass onto the skins o f  
w ords, sounds, colours, culinary tastes, animal smells and per- 
fumes, this is the dissim ulation we will not escape, this is anxiety 
and this is w hat we m ust will. B ut this ‘w ill’ is itself beyond all 
subjective liberty, we can only experience this dissim ulation from the 
side, neben, like fugitive blind people, since ıt ıs unbearabie and since 
there is no question o f  rendering it pleasant.

In the theoretical, there is the desire to put an end to dissim ulation: 
the solid and reassuring positiv ity  o f  the so-called labour o f  the 
concept makes an appearance. But it is the same thing w ith  fucking; 
there is no assurance tha t these labours procure intensities, nor that 
intensities happen to occupy their w ork. T h eo ry ’s pretension is 
similar to lovers’ dem ands: there ought to  be clear signs; they  m ay be 
equivocal, the dem and is that they be legible, even if  this requires a 
double reading. A nd it is clear that this legibility required by the 
erotic or the theoretical implies replication: signs are clear w hen, 
through repetition, they perm it the inference of a syntax and a lexis, 
when they perm it prediction and anticipation. The theoretical
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p r e t e n s io n  is  a p r e t e n s io n  to  p o w e r  [ p o u v o ir ], l ik e  e v e r y  s ig n - b a s e d  
d e m a n d  f o r  lo v e .

B u t  o u r  d e m a n d  a d d r e s s e d  to  s k in s ,  to  w o r d s ,  c a n n o t  b e  m a d e  
t r a n s p a r e n t ,  o u r  l ib id in a l  t i m e  c a n n o t  b e c o m e  p r o v i s io n a l .  O u r  
d is c o u r s e  c a n n o t  s a t is fy  t h e o r y ’s r e q u i r e m e n t ,  th e r e  is  n o  a s s u ra n c e  
g iv e n  o n e  w a y  o r  th e  o th e r :  n e i t h e r  th e o r e t i c a l  c o n s t r u c t io n  n o r  
d e co n s tru c tio n  w i l l  e n s u r e  th e  p o s s e s s io n  o f  in te n s i t ie s .  T h e o r y  
d e m a n d s  th e  s a m e  th i n g  as th e  a m o r o u s  m is t r e s s  a n d  t h e  u n k in d  o n e : 
o n ly  lo v e  s h o u ld  e r e c t  t h e  p e n is ,  o n ly  t r u t h  s h o u ld  e r e c t  th e  w o r d !  
S u c h  w a s  P l a t o ’s d e m a n d ,  a n d  so  i t  r e m a in s ,  e v e n  in  a p p a r e n t ly  
c y n ic a l,  b u t  in  fa c t  v e r y  r e l ig io u s ,  m o d e r n  d is c o u rs e .

W e  c a n n o t  b e l ie v e  t h a t  d e c o n s t r u c t io n  is a b e t t e r  g u a r a n te e  o f  
in te n s i t ie s  t h a n  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  I t  is  o n ly  th e  n e g a t io n  o f  th e  n e g a t io n ,  
i t  r e m a in s  in  th e  s a m e  s p h e r e ,  i t  n o u r i s h e s  th e  s a m e  t e r r o r i s t  
p r e t e n s io n  to  t r u t h ,  t h a t  is  t o  sa y  th e  a s s o c ia t io n  o f  th e  s ig n  -  h e r e  in  
i ts  d e c l in e ,  t h a t ’s th e  o n ly  d if f e r e n c e  -  w i t h  in te n s i ty ,  i t  r e q u i r e s  th e  
s a m e  s u r g ic a l  t a m p e r i n g  w i t h  w o r d s ,  t h e  s a m e  sp lit a n d  th e  s a m e  
e x c lu s io n s  t h a t  t h e  l o v e r s ’ d e m a n d s  e x a c t  o n  sk in s .

E v e r y  f i x a t io n  o f  a s t a n d a r d  a n s w e r s  to  th e  d e m a n d  f o r  a p p r o p r i -  
a t io n ,  i t  in v e s t s  th e  d is ju n c t iv e  b a r  w i th  its  fu n c t io n  o f  e x c lu s io n ,  
a n d  g iv e s  r i s e  to  th e  c o n f u s io n  o f  in te n s i t ie s  a n d  id e n t i t ie s .  P o l i t ic a l  
e c o n o m y  o r  c a p ita l  is  p r e c i s e ly  th is .  T h e r e  is n o  la w  o f  v a lu e  in  
M a r x ’s se n se , b u t  i f  t h e r e  is  a la w  c a p a b le  o f  f ix in g  th e  c o m p o s i t e  o f  
th e  s ig n  a n d  th e  t e n s o r ,  t h e n  v a lu e s ,  b y  th e  s a m e  to k e n ,  a ls o  e x is t:  
th e s e  a re  o n ly  i n t e l l ig e n t  s ig n s  t a k e n  a c c o r d in g  to  th e i r  r e p u t e d ly  
in te n s iv e  f u n c t io n .

W e  c o u ld  say : t h e n  i t  is th e  o p p o s i te ,  th e n  l e t ’s lo o k  f o r  in te n s i t i e s  
in  th e  a b s e n c e s  o f r e g u l a r i t y ,  in  v e r t ig o ,  in  e lu s iv e  te n s io n s ,  a n d  l e t ’s 
m a k e  t h e o r y  a n t i - t h e o r y ,  l e t ’s c r e a te  a d is c o u r s e  in  w h ic h  w o r d s  
w o u ld  n o t  a n d  c o u ld  n o t  h a v e  th e i r  e x p e c te d  charge  g u a r a n te e d .  B u t  
w e  a re  n o t  s a y in g  t h a t  e i th e r .  I f  t h e r e  is  a p r o f o u n d  f a i lu re ,  a n  
im p o s s ib i l i t y ,  o f  p o e t r y  to d a y ,  i t  is  n o t  b e c a u s e  w e  liv e  in  t r o u b le d  
t im e s  a n d  t h a t  B e in g  h a s  w i t h d r a w n  f r o m  u s . T h is  d is c o u r s e  o f  
p r o f o u n d  r e a s o n s ,  c o n f o r m in g  to  r e l ig io s i ty ,  b o r e s  th e  h e l l  o u t  o f  
u s . N o t h i n g  h a s  w i t h d r a w n ,  w e  h a v e  n o t  ‘f o r g o t t e n ’ a n y th i n g ;  th e  
a n c ie n t  G r e e k s ,  H e r a c l i tu s  t h e  in - b e tw e e n  o f  f a i th  a n d  k n o w le d g e ,  
a re  n o  m o r e  o r i g in a r y  t h a n  J a n i s  J o p l in .  T h e  fa i lu re  o f  p o e t r y  is 
s im p ly  th e  im p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a n t i - t h e o r y ;  th e  f ig u r e  is  n o t  to  b e  
o p p o s e d  to  d is c o u r s e ,  as th e  s i te  o f  in te n s i t ie s  m a y  b e  to  th e  r e a lm  o f  
id e n t i t ie s .  T h e r e  is n o  s i te  f o r  in te n s i t ie s ,  no  in te n se  g e n r e ; a n d  i f  it
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m u s t  b e  s a id  all o v e r  a g a in , le t  u s  r e p e a t  th a t  th e  s t r ic te s t  th e o r e t i c a l  
a r t ic u la t io n  m a y  g iv e  r is e  to  v e r t ig i n o u s  p a s s a g e s ,  a n d  C ap ita l in  its  
v e ry  r ig id i ty  m a y  g iv e  r is e  to  jo u is s a n c e .

T h e  d e m a n d  f o r  c la r ity  m u s t  b e  s t r o n g ly  d e n o u n c e d ;  i t  r e q u i r e s  
th e  p o w e r  o f  h e  w h o  lo v e s ,  o r  w h o  s p e a k s ,  o v e r  h is  in te n s i t ie s .  It 
d e m a n d s :  h a v e  p o w e r ,  d e f in e  th e  in te n s e .  N o ,  w e  m u s t  r e c e iv e  th is  
d e m a n d  in  t e r r o r ;  flee  f r o m  it, t h a t ’s all w e  c a n  d o ; it  is th e  f i r s t  
im p r in t  o f  p o w e r  o n  th e  l ib id in a l  b a n d .  W e  sa y  w e  a re  in c a p a b le  o f  
g u a r a n te e in g  th e  l in k  b e tw e e n  o u r  w o r d s ,  o u r  d e e d s , o u r  lo o k s ,  a n d  
p u ls io n a l  s w e e p s .  H e n c e  n o  c la r i ty :  s o m e t i m e s  i t  w o r k s ,  s o m e t im e s  
n o t. W h a t y o u  d e m a n d  o f  u s , th e o r e t i c ia n s ,  is th a t  w e  c o n s t i t u te  
o u r s e lv e s  as id e n t i t ie s ,  a n d  r e s p o n s ib l e  o n e s  a t  th a t!  B u t  i f  w e  a re  
s u r e  o f  a n y th in g ,  it  is th a t  th is  o p e r a t i o n  ( o f  e x c lu s io n )  is a s h a m , 
th a t  n o - o n e  p r o d u c e s  in c a n d e s c e n c e s  a n d  th a t  th e y  b e lo n g  t o  n o -  
o ııe , th a t  th e y  h a v e  e f fe c ts  b u t  n o t  c a u se s .

A n o n y m i ty ,  fo r c e  (p u issa n c c ]:  th e r e  a rc  s o m e  w o r d s  to  s a t is fy  
y o u r  d e m a n d  f o r  k n o w le d g e .  L it t le  m a t te r ,  b u t  a t le a s t  see  w h a t  
e ffe c ts , n o t ca u ses , m e a n s .  Y o u  a s s o c ia te  th e m  b o th  as th e  p o le s  o f  a 
s in g le  r e la t io n ,  c a u s a l i ty .  B u t ,  a f te r  H u m e ,  th e r e  is n o  n e e d  to  in s is t  
o n  th e  s h a m  o f  th is  l i t t l e  a r r a n g e m e n t .  T h e r e f o r e ,  w h e n  w e  s a y  
‘e f f e c ts ’, i t  is n o t  a m a t t e r  o f  t h e  e f f e c ts  o f  c a u se s . I t  is n o t  a 
q u e s t io n  o f  r e f e r r in g  th e  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  f o r  th e  e f fe c t to  th e  c a u se , 
o f  s a y in g :  i f  th is  d is c o u r s e ,  i f  th i s  fa c e , th i s  m u s ic ,  p r o d u c e  th e s e  
e f fe c ts , i t  is b e c a u s e  . . . I t  is p r e c is e ly  n o t  a m a t t e r  o f  a n a - ly s in g  ( n o t  
e v e n  ‘s c h iz o - a n a ly s is ’), in  a d is c o u r s e  th a t  w il l  n e c e s s a r i ly  b e  o n e  o f  
k n o w le d g e ,  b u t  r a th e r  o f  s u f f ic ie n t ly  r e f in in g  o u r s e lv e s ,  o f  b e c o m -  
in g  s u f f ic ie n tly  a n o n y m o u s  c o n d u c t i n g  b o d ie s ,  n o t  in  o r d e r  to  s to p  
th e  e ffe c ts , b u t  to  c o n d u c t  th e m  in t o  n e w  m e t a m o r p h o s e s ,  in  o r u c r  
to  e x h a u s t  th e i r  m e t a m o r p h ic  p o te n t i a l  (p u is sa n c e ], t h e  f o r c e  [p u is - 

sance] o f  e f fe c ts  th a t  t r a v e ls  t h r o u g h  u s .
S o  y o u  s e e  h o w  th e r e  is  a n o n y m i ty :  w e  c a n  o n ly  a t t a in  th is  

c o n d u c t io n  b y  d is in v e s t in g  th e  c h a n n e l l in g  a n d  e x c lu s iv e  d isp o s it ifs  

c a lle d  th e  e g o , p r o p e r ty ,  th e  e lo s e d  v o lu m in o u s  b o d y ,  S o  y o u  se e  
h o w  th e r e  is p a s s iv i ty :  w e  h a v e  n e i t h e r  to  j u d g e  c a u s e s  n o r  is o la te  
e f fe c ts , e n e rg ie s  p a ss  t h r o u g h  u s  a n d  w e  h a v e  to  s u f fe r  th e m ,  w e  
p r o d u c e  a p h i l o s o p h y  o f  s o d o m is t s  a n d  w o m e n ,  c o m e  w h a t  m a y  
p r o v i d e d  y o u  d o  w h a t  y o u  m u s t ,  K e a ts  s a id  th a t  th e  p o e t  is a 
c h a m e le o n ,  a n d  H o f m a n n s th a l  t h a t  h e  h a d  n o  e g o , b u t  th is  is n o t  
e n o u g h ,  i t  is n o t  j u s t  th e  p o e ts  w h o  s h o u l d  h a v e  th i s  r o m a n t i c  
p r iv i le g e ,  a l r e a d y  a t t r i b u t e d  to  t h e m  a n d  to  th e  g o d s  b y  P la to ;  le t
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e v e r y t h in g  g o ,  b e c o m e  c o n d u c to r s  o f  h o t  a n d  co ld , o f  s w e e t  a n d  
so u r , th e  d u l l  a n d  th e  sh r ill , th e o r e m s  a n d  s c re a m s , le t  i t  m a k e  its  
w a y  o v e r  y o u , w i th o u t  e v e r  k n o w in g  w h e th e r  i t  w i l l  w o r k  o r  n o t ,  
w h e th e r  i t  w i l l  r e s u l t  in  a n  u n h e a r d - o f ,  u n s e e n , u n ta s te d ,  
u n t h o u g h t ,  u n e x p e r i e n c e d ,  e f f e c t,  o r  n o t .  A n d  i f  th is  p a s s a g e  d o e s  
n o t  in  fa c t e n ta i l  t h e  a d d i t i o n  o f  a n e w  f r a g m e n t  to  th e  b e a u t i f u l  a n d  
e lu s iv e  l ib id in a l  p a t c h w o r k ,  w h y  n o t  w e e p , a n d  y o u r  c r y in g  w o u ld  
b e  th a t  f r a g m e n t ,  s in c e  n o th i n g  is lo s t ,  a n d  e v e n  th e  h a r s h e s t  
d e c e p t io n  c a n  in  t u r n  g iv e  r is e  to  s e v e r a l  e ffe c ts .

So y o u  se e  h o w  w e  h a v e  a th ea tric s  o f  m a s k s  w i th o u t  J a c e s : e v e r y  
e f f e c t is  a m a s k ,  a n d  j u s t  a s  th e r e  is n o  ca u se , th e r e  is n o  face . T h e s e  

m a s k s  m a s k  n o  lo s t  o r i g in  (a s c a r c e ly  m o r e  r e f in e d  n o t i o n  o f  th e  
c a u se ) , th e y  b e c o m e  c o n d u c to r s  o f  o n e  a n o th e r ,  w i th o u t  it  b e in g  
p o s s ib le  to  a s s ig n  t h e m  a n  o r d e r  o f  a p p e a ra n c e ,  w i th o u t  a la w  o f  
c o n c a t e n a t io n ,  a n d  t h e r e f o r e  a c c o r d in g  to  a n o n y m o u s  s in g u la r i t ie s .  
So y o u  se e  h o w  th e r e  is no a n a ly s is :  n o t  e v e n  F r e u d ’s, w h ic h  is , 
h o w e v e r ,  t h e  c lo s e s t  to  th e  d is c o u r s e  w e  s e e k . V e r y  c lo se  b e c a u s e  i t  is 
effec ts  t h a t  t h e  s o - c a l le d  a n a ly t ic  r e l a t i o n  in t e n d s  to  m a k e  h a p p e n ,  i t  is 
a f fe c ts  to  w h ic h  i t  i n t e n d s  t o  g iv e  r ise , a n d  it  is as a g o o d  c o n d u c t in g  
b o d y  th a t  th e  a n a ly s t  e x p o s e s  h im s e l f  to  p u ls io n a l  c o n n e c t io n s ;  a n d  
it  is  ju s t  as m u c h  to  th e  f o r c e  [pu issance]  o f  an  a n o n y m o u s  
c o n d u c t i n g  b o d y ,  a v a i la b le  to  in te n s i t ie s ,  th a t  p s y c h o a n a ly s is  a im s  
to  le a d  th e  i s o la t e d  e g o  a n d  th e  s u p e r e g o ic  r e s is to r  b o d y  o f  th e  
p a t i e n t .  W e  w o u l d  l ik e  t h e  a n a ly t ic  r e la t io n  to  b e  th is  f e m in in e  
r e la t io n ,  th i s  r e la t io n  o f  d u c t i l i ty  a n d  p o ly m o r p h i s m .  B u t  it  is  n o t  
so , i t  is a lso  t h e  s e a rc h  f o r  c a u se s , r e s p o n s ib i l i t ie s ,  th e  s e a r c h  f o r  
id e n t i t y ,  th e  lo c a l iz a t io n  o f d e s i r e ,  b e c o m in g  c o n s c io u s ,  m a s c u l in iz -  
a tio n , p o w e r ,  k n o w le d g e :  th a t  is, a n a ly s is . W e  d e s ire  t h e  e f f e c ts  o f  
c o n d u c t i o n  a n d  th e  c o n d u c t i o n  o f  e f fe c ts . L y s is , th e s is .

N o  b a d  c o n s c ie n c e ,  n e e d  it b e  sa id , in  o u r  s e a r c h  fo r  th e s e  e f fe c ts  
a n d  th e s e  c o n d u c t io n s  in  la n g u a g e ,  as l in g u is ts .  F o r  o th e r s ,  it  is 
t h r o u g h  p a in t in g ,  f o r  o th e r s ,  d a n c e ,  c a re s s in g , m o n e y  . . . L a n ­
g u a g e  is  n o t  o v e r  a n d  a b o v e ,  as a s u b s t i t u t i o n ,  a n d  n o  m o r e  is i t  th e  
to t a l i t y  o f  t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n s  o f  fo rc e . T h e r e f o r e ,  n o  b a d  c o n s ­
c ie n c e , n o r  th e  f e e l in g  o f  a c r u s h in g  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty ,  tw o  r e la t io n s  to  
th e  t e x t  t h a t  c i r c u m s c r ib e  a n d  d e f in e  th e  r e la t io n  to  th e  p o l i t ic s  
p r o p e r  to  th e  W h i t e  m a n  o f  th e  le f t .  W e  d e l iv e r  n o  m e s s a g e , w e  b e a r  
n o  t r u th ,  b r i n g  n o  r e v e la t io n ,  a n d  w e  d o  n o t  s p e a k  fo r  th o s e  w h o  
r e m a in  s i le n t .  N o - o n e  is  s i le n t ,  th e r e  is  n o - o n e  th e r e ,  s i le n c e  p la y s  a 
r o le  in  l ib id in a l  m u s ic .
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It’s a beautiful th ing  to produce this book; ju st finished, it falls 
from  our hands, we are its effect, pushed aside, and to do this, there 
arc a fcw m om ents, a dozen m om ents, perhaps spread over five 
years, or over three days, in fact all co-present, each is a tensor sign, 
an idea on fire, an image, the smell o f  a tear-gas grenade or an 
intolerable denial o fjustice , a face, a book, a tensor sign we had to 
act on, conducting it and letting it course th rough a few quick pages, 
rapidly arranging w ords into sentences and paragraphs, so that this 
heat and this chill, this force, may pass th rough. T he book, then, is 
no t a selection, a recollection, a testim ony or a statem cnt. N o n ced  to 
becom e prophetic, no need even to parody prophecy, as N ietzsche 
docs. We love only its speed. A race against death, against the 
freıızicd night which will strike us down? N ot at all, it is not w orth  
the trouble o f  dram atizing in this dull, still W estcrn way; for which 
one m ust flee, if  it is disorder that is to be feared? -  the ego, the 
agent. The speed o f which we speak is not for protection, it is not 
narcissistic flight; rather speed beforc the advance of the awful je ts o f  
energy that will steer the course o f  the pen, the onset o f  thoughts, 
insight; to run  tow ards that, to catch the pulsions in flight, to steal 
the words they require, to bccom e a m ultiplc conducting body, a 
m ulti-directional polym orphous area. T he book w ould be these 
fragm ents obtained by the effects o f  intensities.

We lay no claim to madness. Acting the madman is the m ost 
despicable thing: acting the pliant native to the colonial authorities. 
Acted in this way, the m adm an is always the king’s fool; despots need 
their fools: their justification, the co u rt’s representative o f  w hat it 
excludes. Just like doctors and the ir patients, politicians and their 
w orkers. N o  pretence at m adness, ju s t a search for it. But İet’s be 
careful here; we do not pursue it as som ething like our good, o f 
which we had been deprived by som e evil event, like som e being 
which ought properly to belong to us and w hich w ould be in flight: 
so the poor parents search for their fleeing children, and w hen they 
think they have them , they forget to look after them . M adness is 
not a good, and we detest those w ho cry: Long live madness! 
Madness is n o t the conquest o f  the individual singularity. It is w hat 
is intolerable in intensity. T o  pursue m adness w ould be to become, 
to make o f  one’s body, to m ake o f  language, a good conductor o f 
the intolerable. This w ould be a discourse being displaced tow ards 
excitation and being refined for it; ilse Barande rightly says that it is 
this m ovem ent, w hich  is nevertheless adm irable, tha t one tries to
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cover up and depreciate under the nam e o f perversion. 6 A perver- 
sion, but one w hich w ould escape nosography; one w hich is not a 
dispositif, b u t a labyrin th . The discursive conduction of affects on 
the skin  o f  w ords w ould  not be continuous/discontinuous, like a 
logical deduction, an articulation; it w ould be one, another, and 
another labyrin th ine unravelling from  w hich the force o f these 
effects w ould, every tim e, uniquely, shoot out. D isorder, 
deconstruction, the figure, offer no guarantee o f good conduction.

Stop confusing serv itude w ith  dependence. We w ould like a book  
o f com plete dependence: these pieces o f  the ephemeral patchw ork  
w ould  be com posed and added to the body, the fingertips, all over 
the sheets; and these form ations w ould, for a m om ent, make us 
dependent on  them . If  there is no cause, there is no author. O nce the 
libidinal band is open, the sheets o f  desire extend themselves by the 
intussusception o f  one fragm ent by the other, like a substance into 
cells, we have only to set up our paper screen, in order that, by 
printing these m ovem ents, they  im m ediately become pieces o f  the 
band. So for the last tim e, stop confusing pow er [pouvoir] w ith  
force [puissance]. If  there is labour involved in adding these few 
intensive instants to the band, it is an elusive, powerless labour, 
w hich opens up to force. P ow er is an ego’s, it belongs to an instance, 
force belongs to  no-one. T hat force w orks tow ards the eradication 
o fa ll subjectivity is precisely its violence. This is its condition. W ith 
the result that, w hen  w e say ‘Let each go his ow n w ay’ [laissez tous 
passer tout], it is not a prayer for non-violence, it is violence itself. 
Stop confusing violence and the w hite terror. W hite terror is 
instantiated, it destroys here to construct som ew here else, over 
there, it crushes several pieces o f  the great film, but does so in order 
to construct a centre. Violence is no t constructive, it consists entirely 
in non-construction , non-edification (uselessness), in sweeping 
away defences, in opening up routes, m eanings, m inds. This 
sw eeping-aw ay leaves fresh scars, just like a bulldozer. Violence or 
red cruelty destroy instantiated appropriations, powers. Is it never 
pure?

A nd this ‘b o o k ’, is it always this H arlequin’s costum e oflib id inal 
fragm ents, no sooner assim ilated than it collapses into rags? Will it 
neither run  its course nor pursue its quarry  in the political economics 
o f  publishing, literature and thought? Will its red violence not be 
dissim ulated by the white terror? Isn’t it possible that it will be taken 
as a testim ony, as a statem ent o f  truth? A nd how  in fact could this
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tension com m it itself to the outside of rationality; ductility 
sheltered from  regularity? All speech is endow ed w ith a truth-value, 
w hatever this expression means. Even for we libidinal econom ists, 
and n o tju s t for you, theoreticians, w hat is said here counts as true. For 
as soon as there is an ego, a we, the instance is ready, awaiting its 
truth, like an old beast aw aiting  its pasture. Therefore, no surprise, 
extrem e sercnity as regards this question. Nietzsche could even be 
shown to be a Platonist. Insofar as one w ants to show  som ething, 
one organizes the object o f  w hich  one speaks according to the field 
o f  the truc and the false, and shows one’s ‘tru e ’ and ‘false’. Instead, 
it is a m atter o f  not show ing  in this sense, a question o f not m aking 
signs in the spirit o f  the true and the false. Is the darıce true? O ne will 
always be able to say so. But th a t’s no t w here its force [puissance] lies.

We need not leave the place w here we are, we need not be ashamed 
to speak in a ‘state-funded’ university, w rite, get published, go 
com m ercial, love a w om an, a m an, and live together w ith  them ; 
there is no good place, the ‘p rivate’ universities arc like the others, 
savage publications like civilized ones, and no love can prevail over 
jealousy. M ust our fear o f  sign-system s, and therefore, our 
investm ent in them , be still so im m ense tha t we search for these pure 
positions (from  the heights o f  w hich we w ould not fail to give 
everyone everyw here lessons, and it will be a sinister paranoiacs’ 
revolution, once again)! W hat w ould  be interesting w ould  be to stay 
put, but quietly seize every  chance to function as good intensity- 
conducting bodies. N o  need for declarations, manifestos, organiza- 
tions, provocations, no need for exemplary actions. Set dissim ulation 
to w ork  on behalf o f  intensities. Invulnerable conspiracy, headless, 
homeless, w ith  neither program m e n o r project, deploying a thou- 
sand cancerous tensors in the bodies o f signs. We invent nothing, 
tha t’s it, yes, yes, yes, yes.
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