“From Plato to Freud and beyond, the
structure of the ‘archive’ and thus the func-
tion of memory have been directly and
indirectly bound to shifting techniques of
reproduction. The advent of electronic

technology not only recasts ancient puzzles

about the relation between recording and =
remembering, but also poses new questions

about the ways in which prosthetic 7/'6‘ l y 6 6 v 6 7/'
devices both supplement and constitute
subjectivity. In Archive Fever, Derrida
develops a patient and rigorous reading of
the presuppositions and implications of
infomatic culture. We ignore the urgent
problems he probes in this important and

tmely book at our own perl,”
—Mark C. Taylor, Williams College

“Derrida deals with notions of grace, inh-
nite love, faith and responsibility . . . with
a sensitivity and sobricty rarely encountered
in any study of religion.”
—Benjamin Hurtchens, Times Literary
Supplement

“The Gift of Death . . . will long be regarded

as one of the most significant of [Derrida’s]

many writings . . . . [It] breaks important
new ground by exposing the irreducible

singularity, the secret, and the unspeakable

responsibility of absolute duty that underlie
and sustain the discourse on ethics, from
the book of Genesis to Kierkegaard and

Levinas.” —N. Lukacher, Choice

ac orvrida

ISBN 0-22b=-1433b-4

JVOMDATIR ok




Archive
Fever

HRELICICHN AN ICSTMOHIE R ESM A FREUIDIAM IMEPRELESSION
A Sevaer Edried by Mark €0 Tayive

JacQuEes DERRIDA

Transtateo sy Enic Prexowirz

Tue Universiry oF Ciicaco Press Chicago & London



Jacguees Denris 15 professar of jhilosophy at the Eoole dex Hautes Frudes en
Sewences Sociales and visiung professor of comparaive liverature at the University
ol Calitornia, [rvine, OF his many books, the Unwersiny of Chicago Press has
published mere than 2 dozen in English translatson. Exse Presowirs i afTilisied
with the Centre o Eaudes Féminimes an Paris VIIT University, where he is prepar -
ing a thesiz on the work of Héltne Cixous aml Jacques Derrida.

The Unive ity of Chicago PPrest, Chicage 60637

The Uiniversty of Chicago Feess, Lul., London

1995 The Jehns Hopking University Press

Translastin s Mowe © 1996 by The Universivg ol Chicago
Al wighas seserved,

Uﬂl‘ttﬂilr wf {:I‘Iil.'lpl Picis ﬂiﬂiﬂﬂ [H.IHil’-l'lﬂ.l 1%
Prented wnothe Unined States of America

05 04 05 02 D0 0 ek 8 497 s 12345

TSRM: 0 226-14536-8 (cloth)

Originally pulibshed as Mol & Archiee: une amgoession freudienne,
© Eddinens Galilée, 15, Transtanon first publishesd in Durcrmnies, Summer 1995,

Library of Congress Cataloging-in- Publication Data

Deremba, Jacques.

[Mal Farchive. English)

Archive fever 1 a Frewlan impression / Jacgues Derruls
translared Ly Er Prenowstz,

i em. — (Rehgion and pestmodernisom)

Criginally presenved as a lecure June 3, 1994, ava colloguium in London,
Englamd.

Tiscluiles Eull'l'mgruphu.l releremnees lp. .

15BN 0-226-14336-8 {cloth)

l. Memory (Philosophy) 2, Psychoanalysis. 3 Freud, Sigmund, [5G -
153 L Tule.  [L Series.
BIMALTATIE 1996
153072 —de 20t 0. | A368

CIF

{=¥The paper wied in this publication meets the minimum seqirernents of the
Amercan MNational Stamdacd for Information Sciences—Permanence of Paper
for Printed Labrary Materials, ANS] 23045 - 1934,

Contents

MNOTE VII
EXERGUE '?
PREAMELE 25
FOREWORD 33
THESES 83
POSTSCRIPT Q7
TRANSLATOR'S NOTE 103

WORKS CITED 113



= -

S e e e

Let us not begin at the beginning, nor even at the archive,

But rather at the word “archive”™—and wath the archive of so
familiar a word. Arkhé, we recall, names at once the commencement
aml the commandment. This name apparently coordinates two prin-
ciples in onc: the principle according 1o nature or history, there
wheie things commence —physical, historical, or ontological prin-
ciple—but also the principle according to the law, there where men
and gods command, there where authority, social order are exercised,
in ths place {rom which order is given—nomological principle.

There, we sand, and in this place. How are we 1o think of there?
And this teking place or this having a place of the arkhé?

We have there two orders of order: sequential and jussive, From
this poinean, a series of ¢leavages will incessantly divide every atom
of our lexicon, Already in the arkhé of the commencement, [ al.
luded 10 the commencement according 10 nature or according w
Imstory, imroducing surrepuitiously a chain of belated and problem.
ane oppositions between physir and its others, thess, relhné, nomes,
cte., which are found 10 be ar work in the other principle, the
nomological principle of the arkhe, the principle of the command-
ment. All would be simple if there were one principle or two prin-
aples. All would be simple if the physis and each one of its others
were one of twa. As we have suspected for a long time, it is nothing
of the sort, yet we are forever forgetting this. There is always more



than one — and more or Jess than two. In the order of the com-
mencement as well as in the order of the commandment.

The concept of the archive shelters in itself, of course, this
memory of the name arkhé. But it also shelters isell from this
memory which it shelters: which comes down 1o saying also that i
forgets . There s nothung acodental or surprang about ths.
Comtrary 10 the smpression one often has, such a concept 1 not casy
ton archive, One has trouble, and for essennal reasons, establishing
it and interpreting it in the document it delivers o us, here in the
word which names i, that 15 the “archive” In a way, the term in-
deed refers, as ane wonld correetly believe, to the arkhé m the
phyacad, historical, or ontelogical sense, which is 10 say 10 the ony-
nary, the first, the principial, the primiove, moshort o the conn-
mencement, But even more, and even earfier, “archive” refers 1o the
arkhé in the nomological sense, w the arkhé of the commandment,
As i the case for the Latm grebienm or arohiwe (3 word that is
used i the singuliar, as was the French arefuce, formerly cmployed
as & wasculine singular: wn archive), the meaning of “arclive,” its
only meaning, comes to it from the Greck arbhicion: inimally a
house, a domncile, an address, the residence of the superior mags.-
trates, the archons, those who commanded. The anzens who thus
held and sigmified political power were considered to possess the
right 1w make or o represent the law. On account of their publicly
recognized authority, it is at their home, in that place which is then
house (private house, fanuly house, or em ployec’s house), that offi-
cial docurments are liled. The archons are fiest of all the documents”
guardinns. They do not only ensure the physical security of what s
deposited and of the substeate. They are alse accorded the herme:
neutic nght and competence, They have the power to imterpret the
archives, Entrosted 1o such archons, these documents in effect
speak the laws: they recall the law and call on or impese the law. T
be puarded thus, in the jurisdicton of this speaking the luw, they
meeded af once a guardian and a localizauon. Even m their guard
anshap or thewr hermencutic tradition, the archives could do ne
ther wathout substrate sor without residence.

lt 1= thus, i thas domuerhafion, o thas house arrest, that archives
take place. The dwelling, this place where they dwell permanently,
marks this mstiunonal passage from the prvate to the public,

which does not always mean from the secret to the nonsecret. (1t s
what is happening, right here, when a house, the Frowds' last
house, becomes a musenm: the passage from one institution to an-
other.) With such a status, the documents, which are not always
discursive writings, are only kept and clasafied under the title of
the archive by virtue of a prvileged ropalagy. They inhabit this
uncomman place, this place of election where law and singularity
intersect in privilege. At the imersection of the topological and the
pomological, of the place and the law, of the substrate and the au-
thority, a scene of domicilianon becomes at once visible and invis-
ible. [ stress this point for reasons which will, 1 hope, appear more
clearly later, They all have to do with this sope-somolagy, with this
Lrchontic dimension of demiciliation, with this archie, o truth pa
teiarehic, funetion, without which no archive would ever come 1nto
play or appear as such, To shelier itself and, shelwered, to conceal
itself. “T'his archontic function is not solely tope-nemolagical, Tt
does not only reguire that the archive be deposited somewhere, on
4 stable substrate, amd at the diq.ltﬂ.itinn of a legitimate hermencutc
authority. The archontic power, which also gathers the funcrions
of uwmbcation, ol ili-:nnﬁcmmn, of classihication, must be [Iil'irl.‘ﬂ
with what we will call the power of consignation. By consignation,
we do not only mean, 1n the ordinary sense of the word, the act
of assigning residence or of entrusting so as to put into reserve (to
consign, to deposit], in a place and on a substrate, but here the act
of consigning through gathering together sgnms. 1t 15 not only the
craditional consgnatio, that is, the written proof, but what all con-
sgnatio begins by presupposing. Consignation aums o coordinate o
single corpus, i a systemn or 4 synchrony inowhich all the elements
articulate the umity of an ideal configuration, In an archive, there
shiould not be any alwolute dissociation, any heterogeneity of seeret
which could separate (recermere), or partition, in an absolute man-
ner, The archontic principle of the archive is also 2 principle of
consignation, that is, ol gathering together.

It goes without saying from now on that wherever one could
attempt, and i particular i Freudian psychoanalysis, to rethink
the place and the law according to which the archontic becomes
instituted, wherever one could intcrrogate or contest, directly or
indircetly, this archontic principle, its authorty, its udles, and its



gencalogy, the right that it commands, the legality or the legii-
macy that depends on it, wherever secrets and beterogeneity would
seem o menace even the possiluliny ol conugnanen, this can ooly
have grave consequences for a theory of the archive, as well as for
s institutional implementation. A science of the archive must in-
clude the theory of this institutionalization, that is to say, the theory
both of the law which begins by inseribing itself there and of the
right which authorizes it This right imposes or supposes a bundle
of limts which have a history, a deconstructable history, and to the
deconstruction of whach psychoanalysis has not been loreign, to say
the least, This deconstruction in progress concerns, as always, the

mstitution ol limits declared 1o be insurmoumable,! whether they
mvolve lamily ure state law, the relatons between the secret and the
nunscoret, of, and this s not the same thing, between the private
anel the public, whether they involve property or access rights, pub-
heation or reproduction rights, whether they involve classification
andd putting ee order: Whar comes under theary or under private

I OFf course, the question of a politics of the archive 13 onr jpermanent on
eitatua heie, even of the time of 4 lecture does not permut us to treat thn
directly anad with examples. This question will never be determaned as ane
peabitical questson smong others. It runs through the whole of the ficld and in
vruth determines politics from top 1w bottom as res publica. There s no polin-
cal power withowt comtrol of the sechive, of ot of T TETET S Fllez trve afemmas
ralizatuon can alwavs be measared by this exsential eriterion: the parucipanion
i andd the sccess to the archive, s constiution, and ms inter pretation, A con
FHidF g, ||Il‘I lllq'.l: I1n ol lemmon Elll!r' can |!r|: |11e.|.1|.|f:1| hnl.l wh;l d FECent _]n_|] LEL Sik
many ways remarkable work enutles Forbrdden Archives (Arehives smterdites
i pewrs frampdoes face d Phacotre contemporarne). Under this ttlz, which we
cite as Lhe metunying of all thay is important here, Sonia Combe does not only
gather a convderable callestion of material, o llumanate and interpren ar; slie
asks naunerous essential quesnons about the writing of history, about the %o
presson” ol the archove [$E8] shour the ™ “repressed” archive™ as “power . . . of
the stae wver the hivtonan™ [321]. Among all of these yuestions, and m refer
v the realer 1o this ek, bet us isolate here the one that s contonant, i 3
way, with the low wne of vur hypothesis, even if this fundamental mote, the
patnarclive, never vovers all the othiers, As il i passing, Sonia Combe asks in
cHren "1 hope 1 be pardoned for grannng some eredit to the Tollowing olmer
vatpon, but it does not seern o me 1o be due o pure chanee that the corporation
ol well-known histonans of contemporary France i eusentially, apart from a
lew exceptions, mascubine, o Buot | hope o be understond also .. [315)

correspondence, for example? What comes under system? under
biography or autolnography? under personal or intellectual anam-
nesis? In works saud to be theorerscal, what is worthy of this name
and what is not? Should one rely on what Freud says abourt this to
classify his works? Should one for example take him at his word
when he presents his Moses as a “hastorical novel™? In each of these
cases, the limits, the burders, and the distinctions have been shaken
by an carthguake from which no classificational concept and no
implementation of the archive can be sheltered, Order is no longer

assurecl,

I dream now of having the ume w0 submut for your discussion
mrore than one theses, three at lease. This nme will never be given
1o me. Above all, | will never have the nght to take your tme so
as 1o UNPOSE Uk you, mpid-ﬁ.rr, these three + n essays. Submit
ted to the test of your discussion, these theses thus remain, for the
rime being, hypotheses. Incapable of suppurting their demonstra-
tion, constraimed to posit them along the way ina mode which will
appear at tunes dogmatie, T will recall them in a more eritical and
furmal manner in conclusion.

The hypotheses have a common trait. They all concern the -
presaan left, in my opinion, by the Freudian signature on its own
archive, on the concept of the archive and of archivizanon, that is
o say also, inversely and as an indirect consequence, on histonog-
raphy. Not only on hastoriography in general, not only on the his-
tory of the concept of the archive, but perhaps also on the history
of the formation of a corcefil I gm:m.’. We are .'-:l‘lr"lhg foor the tume
being Freudian signattere so as not to have to decide yet between
Sigmund Freud, the proper name, on the one hand, and, on the
other, the mvention of psychoanalysis: project of koowledge, of
practice and of imstitution, communny, laimly, domiciliation, con-
signation, “howse” or “muscum,” in the present state of its archivi-
zation. What 1 in question 15 situated precisely betaween the tevo.

Having thus announced my intennons, and promised to collect
them so as to conclude in a more organized fashion, 1 ask yous
permission to take the time and the liberty to enter upon several
lengthy preliminary excursions,



Exergue

According to a proven cunvention, the exergue plays with atation,
To cite before beginning s 1o give the wone through the resonance
of a tew words, the meaning or form of which ought w set the
stage, In ather words, the exergue consists in capitalizing on an ol
hpsis. In accumulating capital in advance and 1 preparing the sur
plus value of an archive, An exergue serves to stock in anticipation
andl to prearchive a lexieon which, from there on, vught w lay
down the law and give the order, even if this means contenting itsell
with naming the problem, that 1, the subject. In this way, the ex-
erguc has at once an institutive and a conservative funenon: the
vielenee ul a power (Gesalt) which at onee posits and conservesthe
law, as the Benjamin of Zur Kritek der Gewalt would say. Whar is
at 1ssue here, starting with the exergue, 18 the violence of the ar-
chive isell, as archive, as archioud pivlence.

It 15 thus the first higure of an archive, because every archive, we
will draw some inferences from this, is at once mamwnve and con
seratiee. Revolutionary and traditional. An eco-nomic archive in
this double sense: it keeps, it puts in reserve, u saves, but in an
unnaturzl fashion. that 1 to say in making the law (pomos) or in
making people respect the law. A moment ago we called it nom
logical. It has the force of baw, of a law which is the law of the house
forkas), of the house as place, dommcile, family, lincage, or instit-
tion. Having become a musecum, Freuds house takes in all these
powers of economy.



Two cntatsons will exercise in themiselves, in their exergual form,
such a function of archival economy. But in making reference to
such an economy, an exphicit and implicit reference, they wall also
have this function as theme or as obyect, These citations concern
.:lrll.' |:]]-I“I lﬂ'lwt‘{'ﬂ th{'m:‘;rh’r!-, !'hr'r'h:lp'. H{rtt!}'. Ewwin I}]:‘l:!:i {}r -
sereprion: printeng and corenmacsion.

The first of these exergues 15 the muore fypographical. The archive
seems here to conform better to ns concepr. Because it is entrusted
tor the ontside, to an extermal substrate and not, as the sign of the
COVENANT IN CIFCUMCIsion, o an mamate mark, rnght on 1he so-called
bady proper. But where does the outside commence? Thas question
15 the Luesiion vl the archwe. There are I:I'rlimllhl.'l:i“].' oo sthers,

At the beginming of chapter 6 of Ciethzation and Its Discontents
(1929 - 30), Freud pretends o worry. Is he not investing in useless
expenditure? Is he not in the process of mobilizing a ponderous
archiving machine (press, printing, ink, paper) (o record something
which i the end does not merit such expense? 1s not what he is
proparing ti deliver 1o the j}rijllch sor Lrvinl as to be available ev-
erywhere? The Frendian lexsicon here indeed stresses a certain
“prmnng” wechnology of archwvizanon (Emdreck, Divseck, driicken),
bt only so as 1w fogn the favly econome calculanon. Freud also
entrusts 1o us the “unpression” {(Empfindung), the lecling mspared
by this excessive and vlomately gravuitous investment in a perhaps
uscloss archive:

[n mone of my previous writings have | had so strong a feehing
|Empfindung] as now that what | am describing 15 conunon
knowledge |allgemerrs Bekansmes| and that 1 am using up paper
aml wmk [Paprer und Tinte] and, m due course, the compos
fosr s amal Iumtr:'t work and matenal |[Seizerarbest nund f.?rnri:rr-
whedrse anfbseten] in order w expound things which are, in facr,
self-evident [um eigentlich selbstverstindliche [hinge su erzdhlen).
ISE 21:117)

I“ ELLEL AT tl:'lll?l % 4l ]L}t l:?!- H'I-l"i. :Il'l.[i ]J:I!'f' rrll' F'I‘I]TI'Ii]'IH, Y EI'I'[-lrl" t}l’
pographical volume, in shorr, a material substrate which is out of

all proportion, in the last analysis, to “recount” (ersihlen) stories
that everyone knows. But the movement of this rhetoric leads else-
where. Because Frewd draws another inference, in the retrospecuve
logic of a future perfect: he will have to have invented an oniginal
proposition which will make the investment profitable. In other
words, he will have to have found something new i psychoanaly-
sis: a mutation or a break within his own theoretical institution.
And he will have not only to have announced some news, but also
to have archived it 1o liave put i, as it were, fo the press:

For that reason | should be glad to scize the point if it were to
appear that the recogmiuion of a special, independent agpressive
mstinet |eines besonderen, selbstindigen Agressionstriebes] means
an alteration of the psycho-analytic theory of the instincts. [SE
21:117]

The rhetoric and the logic of this paragraph are vertginously
cunming. All the more wily because they feign disarmed natveré. In
what can alse be read as a theatricalizing of acchivization, Freud
seems at hirst Lo |J-|:rfnrrn 4 courtcous cuplanio benerolentiae, a bit
like the onc | vwe you here: in the end | have nothing new to say.
Why detain you with these worn-out stories? Why this wasted
tme? Why archive this? Why these investments in paper, i ink,
in characters? Why mobilize so much space and so much work, so
much typographiec composition? Does this merit printing? Aren’t
these stories to be had everywhere?

IF it is not withour perversity, this captato benevolentiae turns out
to be stsedf a useless expenditure, the fiction of a sort of “rhetencal
gquestion,” Immediately alterward, Freud suggests i effect that thas
archivization would not be so vain, and a pore loss, in the hypothe.
sis that 1t would cause 1o appear what in fact he aleeady knows he
will cause 1o appear, and thus this s not a h'ﬁi‘]iﬂhﬂis for hun, a
hypothesis subunitted for drscussion, but rather an irresistible thesis,
namely the possibility of a radical perversion, indeed, a diabolical
death drive, an aggression or a destruction drive: a dove, thus, of
luss, The vest of the chapter recalls everything which had already,
since Heyand the Pleasure Principle {1920), more than ten years ear-
lier, imroduced this destruction drive in the psychie economy, or



|
.I'I'.3'|

rather the psychic aneconomy, in the accursed share of this pure-
loss expenditure, Freud draws the condusion here with respect
to civilization, and indeed 10 s discontems, whale at the same
nme giving himself over to a sort of amobiographical, theoretical,
and nstitutional anamnesis, In the course of this recapnulation, he
stresses above all the resistances that this death drive incites, svery-
where, outsidde as much as inside, as it were, and w1 psychoanalytic

L'[H.'il'!'a a5 Wl.'ll d5 1N Eu'm:n]l':

| remember my own detensive atatude [memer egenen Abuwehr]
when the wlea of an instinet of destruction frst emerged
psyeho-analyte literature, and how long i ook before | became
receive toat [SE 21 120)

He had previously made two remarks, as it in passing, of which
we must not fail to take note. First of all, since overcoming this
resistance, he can no |ﬂ|1gr.r think otherwise (tch miche mehr anders
denkent kann), For Sigmund Frewd himself, the destruction drive is
o longer a debatable hypothesis. Fven if this speculation never
takes the form of a fixed thesis, cven if it is never posited, it s
another name for Anangé invincible necessity. Trois as if Freud
could no longer resist, henceforth, the irreducible and onginary
perversity of this drive which he names here somenmes death
drve, sometimes aggression dnve, sometimes destruction drive, as
i these three words were in this case synonyms. Second, this three-
named drive is mute (remem ). I is at work, but since it always
operates i silence, it never leaves any archives of it own, [t de-
stroys in advance its own archave, as of that were in truth the very
motwvation of its most proper movement, It works tw desoray the
I'-I'-l"'l'-lﬂfl'l"- L -r-‘r‘ll'I I'””ll'fiun.'r”? f}_‘frﬁn.l.ﬁ‘j; I.“.l: i.l.ib“ ]'.t-'_r,!,ll;l  ereser el lf:,l?l.l'l: H'.I"*:I
its own “proper” rraces—which consequently cannot properly be
called “proper.” It devours it even before producing it on the out-
side. This drive, from then on, seems not only to be anarchic,
anarchonuc {we must nee [hrgc[ that the death drve, onginary
thougl 1t may be, s nota prineiple, as are the pleasure and realuy
jre iI1Liirl::'§]: thie deah deve i above all anarchrere, one could sy, Or
archirpiodithic, 1o will always have been archive-destroving, by silen

ViRCation

Allowing for excepuiions. But what are exceptions in this case?

Even when it takes the form of an interior desire, the anarchy
ﬁl:]'j'!'{' Elun'.lt:i |1E|'..'|;.'IJEE”||.| Lia h{' SURC, 5avC ﬂ:{{'ﬂ}]ii.ﬂ]l: I.II-'II i:‘i-., Ff["l.“]
SAvEe, EXCCPt if it disguises iself, except 1l it unes asell, makes nsell
up or paints itsclf (gefidrds wsr) in some erotic color. This impression
of crogenous color draws a mask right on the skin. [n other words,
the archiviolithic drive is never present in person, neither in isell
nar in its effeces. It leaves no monument, it bequeaths no document
of its own. As inheritance, it leaves only its erotic simulacrum, its
pscudonym in painting, its scxual idols, its masks of seduction:
lovely impressions. These impressions are perhaps the very origin
of what is so obscurely called the beaury of the beaudiful. As memo-
ries ol death.

But, the point must be stressed, this archiviolithic force leaves
nothing of its own behind. As the death drive is also, according to
the most sinking words of Freud himself, an aggression and a de-
SLripcteg {.I'Jf.:!.ru%ﬂun}l drive, 1t not un]:.r cites [urgr:l:ﬁﬂnq's_;, ArT-
nesaa, the annilulanon of memory, as muémé or anamneéas, but also
commoands the radical effacement, in trath the eradication, of that
which can never be reduced to mnémé or to anamnéis, that is, the
archive, consignation, the documentary or monumental apparatus
as Aypomnéma, mnemotechnical supplement or representative, aux-
thary or memorandum, Because the archive, if this word or this
hgure can be stabilized so as to take on a signification, will never
be either memaory or anamnesis as spontaneous, alive and internal
experience, (o the contrary: the archive takes place at the place of
originary and structural breakdown of the said memory.

There 15 no archive wathout a place of consignation, withowt a tech
migeee of repetitton, and eithout a certam exteviority. No archive with-
et atiide,

[.et us never forget this Greek distinction between muémé or
angmnésis on the one hand, and Aypormaéma on the other, The ar-
chave 15 hypomnesic, And let us note 1n passing a deasive paradox
o which we will not have ume o retern, but which undoubtedly
conditions the whole of these remarks: if there is no archive with-
out consignation in an exfersal place which assures the possibilaty
of memorization, of repetition, of reproduction, or of reimpression,

then we must also remember that repetition iself, the logic of repe-

i



ution, indeed the repetinon compulsion, remains, according 10
Freud, indissociable from the death drive. And thus from destrue-
non. Consequence: right on that which permats and conditions
archivization, we will never hind anything other than that which
exposes o destruction, and n ur uth menaces with destruction, m-
|;||_|n|._i|_||_'|1|;:+ a pror, l'ulﬂcl,fulncu and the archwviolithe o the
ill‘...‘“'" Il[ llll" s, l““l thf 'Lh':l' l'll:':lrI" “.TI._.FE .rhl_ 111';""“r 'I‘I-
'-'-'.35"; “'1'11'!‘.'1,_ ill'lll it Pl".f.”f!.. =l in'-l iT‘H‘".

The death drive tends thus 1o destroy the hypomnesic archive,
except if it can be disguised, made up, painted, printed, represented
as the ol of s wruth ain panting, Another economy s thus at
work, the transaction between this death drive and the pleasure
principle, between Thanatos and Eros, but also between the death
drive and this apparent dual opposition of principles, of arkhai,
for example the reality principle and the plessure principle, The
death dove 15 not a principle. It even threatens every princapality,
every archontic prunacy, every archival desice. It is what we will
call, kwwer on, fe mal dfarchve, “archive fever”

Such 1s the scene, at once within and beyond all ssaging: Freud
can only justify the apparemly useless expenditure of paper, ink,
and typographic printing, in other words, the labonous n-
vestment in the archive, by purting forward the novelty of his
discovery, the very one which provokes so much resistance, anil
first of all in limsell, and precisely because s sillent vocation s 1o
burn the archive and o incite amnesia, thus refuting the economic
principle of the archive, anming to rum the archive as accumulation
and capitadization ol memory on sueme substrate and 1 an extenon
E]lH {9

W, in general, can this subistrate consist ol 7 Extetior o what
What dees “exterior™ mean? s a circumcision, for l.':l:.'lrn;ﬂr. amex
terinr mark® Is it an archive?

It seeme always 1o be possible, however, 1o compensate tor the
aneconomy of this anmbulating force allied w the diabolical death
dewve. This is a1 least an appearance. Freud, in passing, gives a strik-
g example. At the tme of Ducontens (1929 - 30), such an example
is all the more significant, in its historical and polinical import. We
do not like to be reminded, Freud notes, of the undemable exis-
tence of an evil which scems o contradict the sovereign goodness

of God. But il this Devil—another proper name for the three-
named drive — seems, then, in the eyes of Christians, for "Christian
science” (in English in the text), irreconcilable with God, we sce
now that it can also exculpate God: evil for evil's sake, diabolical
evil. the existence of the Dewil can serve as an excuse (Entschuald-
gung) for God, because extersor 1o him, anarchic angel and dissident,
inn rebellion against him, just as, and this is the polemical 1eait of
analogy, the Jew can play the analogous role of economic relief or
exoncration (die selbe dkonomisch entlastende Rolle) assigned to him
by the world of the Aryan ideal. ln other words, the radical de-
struction can again be remvested i another logic, in the inexhaust-
ible ecomemitie resource of an archuve which capitalizes everything,
even that which ruins it or radically contests its power: radical evil
can be of service, infinite destruction can be reinvested in a the-
wdicy, the devil can also serve to jusgfy—such is the desnnation of
the Jew in the Aryan wdeal. (Earlier in the same text, Freud pro-
poses an interesting ceitique of natonalisms and of anti-Sertisn
on which we HI:IEIII o meditate III.'H.!J]" but which we cannot pl.ﬂ-'!-'ll.lljl'
enter into here.)

In a preliminary fashion, and sull imiung ourselves 1o thes ar-
chivization of the Frewdian archive, we ought to pay attention also
1o a date. Let us consider the technical model of the machine wol,
intended, in Freoud's eyes, to represent on the outade memory as
intermal archivization, namely the Mystic Pad (der Wunderblock).
This model was also deseribed, analyzed, presented after Beyond
the Plewsure Prineiple, the book in which Freud admits o playing
“the devils adeocare.” The deseripnon includes several allusions to
that which in the functoming of this Mysee Pad 1s conditioned by
the earlice dru'nplmn,, 1T Hryum.l':, of the structure of the [li'fl:hh‘
apparatus. In translating and gquestiomng this strange Notiz diber den
Winderblock, | attempted long ago to analyze, as closely as possible,
the relations between the model ol archwization, technicaliy, e,
and death. 1 tried to delimat the thinking this text engendered from
within the metaphysical assurances in whach, it scems to me, it s
held. Without recalling here the questions | formulated at the time
(in particular concerning the “Freudian conceps of the hereditary
mnemic trace” [Witing and Difference 197; L'écriture 294)), 1 would



smply hike to cne one commem. It sketched, by anticipation, the
bhorizon T hope w fullow more cisely and differemtly wonight. Ti
represent the lunctioning of the psyehic apparatus in an exterior
techinacal H'Iutft-'l. Freud did nm lyave at lis i_ii'!il'llh.lliutl the TESHITOES
provided roday by archival machines of which one could hardly
have dreamed i the fiest quarter of ths century. Do these new
archival machines change anything? Do they affect the essentals
of Freud’s discourse? In 1966, T noved the fallowing (forgive me for
this long citarion, | will not allow myself any athers):

['TThe Mystic Pad, separated from psychical responsibility, a rep
resentation abandoned to wself, sull partcipates 10 Cartesian
space and mechanics: natsral wax, exterionity of the memory aid,

All that Fremd had thought about the unaty of life and death,
howeser, should have Ted him ta ask other questions here. A
to ask them explicitly. Frewd does not explicitly examine the
status of the "materalized” supplement which is necessary to the
alleged spontaneity of memory, even if that s pontaneity were dif -
lerentiated inasell, thwarted by a consorsly por repression which,
moreover, coubld not act on a perlectly spontancons tncimory. Far
Feom the machine being a pure absence of spontancity, is resem
blunee to the psychical apparatus, its existence and its necessity
bear witness to the hnitude of the mnemic spontaneity which is
thus supplemented. The machine —and, conscquently, repre-
sentation— s death and hanude wuhin the psyche. Nor does
Frend examme the possibility of this machine, which, in the
world, has at least begun o resemble memory, and icreasingly
resembles i more closely, Irs resemblance 1o meinary is closer
than thar of the innocent Mystic Pad: the larter is no doubr infi-
mitely more complex than slate or paper, less archaic than a pa-
IIHI|F!-L'1-I'. b, Lt-mlur:d tw other machines for STUE L arclh CH,
it a childs oy, [Wratrng wnd Difference 227 - 24, L'écritare
136-37)

What is ar issue here is nothing less than the furnre, if there
15 such a thang: the future of psychoanalysis in its relation to the
turure of science. As techno-science, science, in its very movernent,

can only consist i a teanslormation of the techmques of archivi-
zation, of printing, of inscription, of reproduction, of formaliza.
tion, of cipherning, and of translating marks.

-rlll.' lI‘LI['HIUII!r “l'llll !I W Arise arc l'.I-rI_I IH“ YR i'.!l'.l.h"l |

L. Those of the fust engage the theoretical exposition ol psycho-
analysis, They would concern its ofyecr, and in particular all that s
invested in the representational medels of the psychic apparatus as
an apparatus for pereeption, for printing, for recording, for topic
distribution of places of inscription, of ciphering, of repression, of
displacement. of condensation. These are our names for as many
places of reading and interpretation, needless o say—and this is
why the field of these questions 15 not propeely a ficld, It can no
longer be delimited. Independently of the reservations | had for-
mulated in “Freud and the Scene of Writing™ about the presuppos-
ions of modeling iself {reservanons | will not return w here), it is
at lcast possible 1o ask whether, concerming the essentials, and beyond
the extringe detarls, the structure of the psychic apparatus, this sys-
tem, at once moesic and hypomnesie, which Freud sought 1o de-
scribe with the “mystic pad,” resists the evolution of archival techno-
science or not. Is the psychic apparatus betrer represented or is it
affected differently by all the techmical mechanisms for archivization
and for reproduction, for prostheses of so-called live memory, for
sumulacrums of hiving tungs which already are, and will increas-
ingly be, more rehined, complicated, powerful than the “mysuc
pad”™ {microcomputing, electronizanon, computerization, etc.)?

Neither of these hypotheses can be reduced to the other. Because
if the upheavals in progress affected the very structures of the psy-
chic apparatus, for example i their spatial architecture and in their

cconomny of speed, in their processing of spacing and of temporal-
E.I'.-'Fl .Il.llh 14 '“'EI'I.III.I I:H" i 1.]'.“:“ iIJ.I'I. nee II l“uff I;I'I- !impll‘ g il'llll'.ﬂ.l.‘i-
progress in representation, in the representative value of the model,
but rather of an entirely different logie,

2. Ohler related questions, but of another order: they concern no
longer only the theorenical object of psychoanalysis in its exposa-
von, but rather the archivizauon of psychoanalysis itself, of s
“life,” il you will, of its "wers,” of its private and public procedures,



I-'l

thiose which are seeret or manifest, provisionally or llt‘ﬁniti'-'rhr ST
crypred; they concern the archivization of its institutional and clini-
cal practice, of the academic, scientific, and juridico-eduonal aspect
of the immense problems of publication or of vanslation wath
which we are acquainted. The word "acts™ can designate here a
once the content of what is 1o be archived and the archive nsell, the
archivable and the archiving of the archive: the printed and the
printing of impression. Whether it is a question of the private or
public life of Freud, of his partners or of his inhenitors, somenimes
alsiy aof his patsents, of the p-rri.un;tl or soientifue cxrh.‘ingrﬁ, i the
leviers, deliberatons, or pu shitrco-institutional decswons, of the prac.
nices and of their rules (For example, those of the so-called "analytic
situation,” the place and the length of the sessions, association
which 1s free, oral, in person, and in the presence of the analyst,
without technical recording), in what way has the whoele of this
held been deternned by a state of the technology of communica-
tion and of archivization? One can dream or speculate about the
geo-techno-logical shocks which would have made the landscape
of the psychoanalytie archive unrecogmizable for the past century
if. to Tarmat m}r:.rll" 1o these mdications, Freud, has CONICMPOrAnes,
collaborators and immediate disciples, mstead of wrnng thousands
of letters by hand, had had access 10 MCI or AT&T telephonic
credie cards, portable wape recorders, computers, printers, faxes,
televisions, teleconferences, and abave all E-mail.

I would have liked to devote my whole lecrure to this retrospec-
tve seience ficton. | would have liked o imagine with you the
scene of that other archwve alter the carthquake and afier the
"u‘rrréf-.m”'u" of its altershocks. This is indeed where we are, As |
am nen able o de this, on account of the sull archae orgaimzation
of vur colloguia, of the time and the space at our disposal, 1 will
luniit mnvsell 1o a mechanical remark: this archival earthquake

“would not have lunted its effects to the secondary recording, to the
printng and to the conservation of the history of psychoanalysss. T
woutld have translormed thas hhm-l}' from Torgh Taw bottom and in the
most imitial side of s production, o its very eoents. This s an-
ather way of saying that the archive, as pninting, writing, prosthe-
s1s, or hypomnesic techmque in general s not only the place for
stocking and lor conserving an archivable content of the past wlach

would exist i any case, such as, without the archive, one sull be
lieves it was of will have been, No, the technical structure of the
archiving archive also determines the structure of the archroable
content even in its very coming into existence and in its relationship
1o the future. The archivization produces as much as it records the
event. This is also vur politcal experience of the so-called news
media.

This mcans that, in the past, psychoanalysis would not have been
what it was {any more than so many other things} if E-mail, for
example, had existed. And i the fusure it will no longer be what
Freud and so many psychoanalysts have anucipated, from the mo
ment E-mail, for example, became possible, One could find many
clues other than E-mail. As a postal technology, the example un-
doubtedly merits sume privilege, First of all because of the major
and exceptional role (exceptional in the history of scientific proj-
ects) played at the center of the psychoanalytic archive by a hand-
written correspondence. We have yet to finish discovering and
processing this immense corpus, in part un published, in part secret,
and perhaps in part radically and irreversibly destroyed—for ex-
ample by Frend himself. Who knows? One must consider the
historscal and nonaccidental reasons which have tied such an insti-
tution, in its theorenical and pracucal dimensions, to postal com-
munication and to this particular form of mail, to its substrates, 10
its average speed: a handwritten letter takes so many days to arrive
inn another Furopean city, and nothing is ever independent of this
delay, Everything remains on its scale.

But the example of E-mail is privileged in my opimon for a
more important and obwious reason: because clectromic mail widay,
cven more than the fix, is on the way to transforming the entite
public and private space of humanity, and frst of all the ot e
rween the private, the secret (private or public), and the public or
the phenomenal. It is not only a techmque, in the ordinary and
limited sense of the term: at an unprecedented rhythm, i quasi-
instantaneous fashion, this instrumental possibility of production,
of printing, of conscrvation, and of destruction of the archive must
incvitably be accompanied by juridical and thus political transfor-
mations. These affect nothing less than property nghts, publish-
ing and reproduction nights. In regard to and in keeping with the



dimension of these transformations under way, these radical and
mternnnable torbuolences, we must take stock lr::i;l}r ol the classi
cal works which comtinue in the beehive of Frendian studics—con -
cerming the manuscripts of Freud and of his intimates, the pub-
hished aned sull-unpublished correspondence, the publications or re-
publications, the drafis and the sketches, the accessible and the
inaccessble, the notorious IHl_::ring:. of the Library of Congress, cte.
These classical and extraordinary works move away from us at
great speed, in a comtinually aceclerated fashion. They burrow into
the past ar a distance more and more comparable to thar which
separates us frorn archacological digs (thar bizaree acuvity talked
about by the awthor of Gradivs, o which we will be turning
shortly ), from nblical plilelogy, trom the translations of the Bible,
from Luther 10 Rozenweig or o Buber, or from the establishing of
the hypomnesic writings of Plato or of Anstotle by medieval copy-
sts. This 1s another way to say that it takes nothing away from the
admirable nobibity, from the indisputable necessity, and from the
incontestable leginmacy of this classical phulology which 15 s0 miuch
mtore than |rhilu|ug:.-'- Bt this should not close out eves to the un-
lomvitedd upheaval under way in archival technalogy. It should above
all remind us thar the said archival technology no longer deter-
mines, will never have determined, merely the moment of the con-
servational recording, but rather the very institution of the archiv-
able event. It condivons not only the form or the structure tha
prints, but the prnted content of the prinung: the presare of the
printing, the IIPYOsELan, before the division between the prinlrr| and
the printer, This archival technique has commanded that which
m the past even instituted and constituted whatever there was as
Al |:||.‘|[|:|:H'| lIE- 1 I'H' E-Hl_'l_tr':'.

And as waper |gageare], The archive has always been a pledpe,
aned hike every pledge [gage], a token of the future, To put it more
trivially: what 15 no longer archived in the same way 15 no longer
lved an the same way, Archivable meaning is alse and in advance
codetermined by the structure thar archives. It begins with the
|:IJ il'l.[l::l .

We shall leave these questions suspended for the moment. Let us
simply remark, and this is the same concern for the archive, a dar-

ing: this “mystic pad,” this extersor, thus archival, model of the psy-

chic recording and memorization apparatus, does not only inte-
grate the inaugural concepts of psychoanalysis, from the Shetches
up to the articles of the df.l'f.rullnq':'f?u.l'ﬂg}'. by way of the Trawumden-
trnig, i particular all those which concern for example repression,
censorship, recording (Niederschrift) in the two systems (LTes and
Pcs), the three ponts of view (topic, dynamic, and cconomic). Tak-
ing inte account the multiplicity of regions s the psycluc appara-
tus, this model also integrares the necessity, insicle the poyeke nself,
of a certain outside, of certain borders between msides and owm
sides, And with this domestic outade, that is to say also with the
hypothesis of an internal substrate, surface, or space without which
there 15 neither consignation, registration, IMPression nor SUppres-
sion, censorship, repression, it prepares the sdea of a psychic archive
chistinet from spontancous memaory, of a hypemnéas disunet from
rancné and from anamndsis: the institution, in sum, of a prosthess
af the inside. We have said “institution” (one could say "erection”) so
as to mark, night from the originary threshold of this prosthesis, a
rupture which is just as originary with nawure. The theory of psy-
choanalysis, then, becomes a theery of the archive and not only 4
1hq_‘|:1-r}' ol [TACTULEC Y. This does not prrevent the Freudian discourse
Frovm n‘.m:u'nm}_r, leu:mguncum. as | tried to show in “Freud and
the Scene of Writing ™ an antagonistic and traditional motit contin-
ues in this discourse to oppose a metaphysics to the rigorous con-
sequence of tas prosthetics, that is, of a logie of hy pomnesis,

The model of this singular “mysere pad”™ also imcorporates wehat
ErIAY SCCI, 10 the form of a destruction drive, to contradict even the
conservation drive, what we could call here the archree drive. [tas
what | called earlier, and in view of this internal contradiction,
archive fever. There would indeed be no archuve desire without the
radical finitude, without the possibily of a forgetfulness which
cdhoes not lnmae isell o repression. Above all, and this is the most
scrious, beyond or within this ssimple limar called finiteness or hini-
tude, there is no archive fever without the threat of this death drive,
this aggression and destruction drive. This threat is an-fine, 1t
sweeps away the logic of iimtude and the simple factual limits, the
transcendental acsthetics, one might say, the spatio-temporal con-
ditions of conservation. Let us rather say that it abuses them, Such
an abuse opens the cthico-political dimension of the problem,

fig



There s not one archive fever, one lit or une 11.|ﬂ-l:ring of
memaory amung others: enhising the in-finite, archive fover VCIECs

o racheal evil

1

Let us encrust a second cation e the exergue. Less typograpli-
cal than the hest, as we said, it nonctheless still mamtains a refer
ence o the graphee mark and 1o repetiion, indeed to printing of
the rypical sort, Recurrent and werable, it carries literal singulariry
into higurality, Again inscribing inseription, it commemorares in its
'-\'ﬂ‘\'p 1.'”1.'1.“‘-'!.'1}', o ::Ir:ulnfi:.i—LHI. .'"1. \'L'l'}' ilngu!ﬂ[ imoimmenit, 10 s
also the document of an archive. In a reverated manner, 1t leaves
the rrace of an incision right om the skin: more than onc skan, ar
more than one age. To the letter or by figure. The foliaceous stran-
meation, the pellicular superimposition ol these cutaneous marks
seems W dely analysis, It accumulates so many sedimented ar-
chives, some of which are written right an the epidermis of a body
proper, others on the substrate of an "extenior™ body. Each layer
here secins to gape slightly, as the lips of a wound, permitting
glimpses of the abyssal posaibility of another depth destined for
archaeological excavauon.

It has, in appearance, prmanly to do with a privare mscripeson.
Tlus as the itle of a first problem concerning the question of as
belonging to an archive: which archive? that of Sigmund Freud?
that of the psychoanalync institution or scicnce? Where does one
dreaw the limit? What 1s this new science of which the msutunonal
and theoretical archive ought by rights w comprise the most pri-
vate documents, sometimes secret? beginnug with those of as pre
sumed tounder, its arch-father, ns patciarch, Freud? Indeed, of the
.Lr1.|1-|lrl'lri.4.l|.h. -_"'-'I.R“'I'l.lﬂdl'.i- :|_.':I;]J.l.‘r, jﬂ.k”h: I.I-i“'!‘ :'Irlﬂﬂ"'- s T I}'H_'
question, which 15 always open, of what the title “Freud's house™
means, the FFrend Museum as a "House of Freud,” the arkheon of
which we are the guests, m which we speak, from which we speak.
To which we 5|H'.1|r., 1 :mlghl also say: .'II..II.I“:"I.H“H_ il. The archive uf
the singular private mscription | will speak of has been in the pub
lie domain for several years. One can have access w it in several
languages, beginmng wath s orggimal i Hebrew. Public, and
offercd for interpretauon, tas document 15 henceforth accom-

pamed, indissociably, by an extraordinary exegetical or hermencu-
tic apparatus.

Tt is an mscription in the form of a dedbcation, It was written by
the hand of Jakob, son of R. Shelomoh Freud, the arch-patniarch,
the grandfather of psychoanalysis, and addressed to his son, She-
lomoh Sigmunil Frewd, on the day of his thirey-hith birthday, i
Vienna, the sixth of MH}'. | 821 (29 Nisan 5651).

A gift carried this inscription. What rthe father gives to the son is
at once a writing and its substrate. The substrite, in a sense, was
the Bible iself, the "Book of books,” a Philippseha Bible Sigmund
had studied in hos youth. Has father restores it to ham, after having
madc a present of it to him; he restitutes it as a gif, with a new
leather binding. To bind ancw: this is an act of love. Of paternal
love. It is no less important than the text in melirzah, those biblical,
liturgical, or rabhinical fragments which compose the long dedi-
cation and carry 10 turn the thoughts of the father, On this sub-
ject he speaks of a "new skin,” as the English translation of the
Hebirew says.

Like some of you, | suppose, T discovered the treasure of this
archive, illuminated by a new translation and by an oniginal inter-
pretanon, in Yosel Hayim Yerushalmis handsome book Frends
Mases: Judaism Ternnnable and Interminable. Ihis book left a strong
unpression on me. My recent discovery of it gave me much w think
:|h::ml, more than | could sy here, and w has -‘Icl.‘m]'uninl the
preparation of this lecrure, So this lecture will naturally be dedi-
catedd, if he will allow it, to Yosef Hayim Yerushalmi® For a reason
that will perhaps become clear later, | will diare 1o dedicate it at the
samme tme 10 my sons—and even to the memory ol iy Lather, who
was also called, as s lile iself, Hayim.

Here is the archived dedication that the grandfather or the arch-
parriarch of psychoanalysis, Jakob Freud, inscribed on the Bible he
pave, but in truth returned, sous pean neuve |“under new skan”}, as
they say e French, to hus son, that s, to the [ather or the patriarch
of [_rs.!n.luulu'l'ir:u- Yerushalmi cites it with dramatic effect, as a coup

2 Yerushalm, wha rlq.ﬂlnp-ah:d in this comference, was to have been at thas
lecture. As he was sick, he could not be present, and his own contriburion was
read by someone else the next day.



de thédtre, at the end of his book, just belore the other dramatic
ctfect of an andacious hiction, the extraordinary "Monologue with
Freud,” to whach T will return at length, He sees in this dedicanion

“one crucial episade,” and he speaks of “the one canonical rexe of

Jakob Freud at our disposal” [70].

S thas 1s mot pust any archve amd Just any moment in the listony
uf the archive. Later, lr',.-um] thus cxerpue, we will see how Yeru.
shalmi presents the character, 1o his eves properly inaugural, of the
discovery, of the reading, and of the establishment of this “crucial”
archive of wlich he s an swm the fiest guardian, the frst reader,
the hiest doctor, indeed the only legiumae archon

I thie baxly of this inscoption, we must at least underline all the
waords that e, lll-'!lfl‘lL owand the wiinution and the radition
of the law (“lawmakers™), thar is 10 say, toward rhat archontic di-
mension without which one could not have archives, but also, more
dhirectly, toward the logic and the semantics of the archive, ul
memaory and of the memonal, of conservation and of inscription
which put imto reserve (“store”), accumulate, capitalize, stock a
fjukasa- infi I'Iitj" of h'lll'l'l'h of archival strata that are it once SUpPETIm
posedd, averprinted, and enveloped in cach other. To read, in this
case, requires working at geological or archaeological excavations,
on substrates or under surlaces, old or new skins, the hypermnesic
andd hypomnesic epidermises of books ur penises—and the very
first sentence recalls, at least by figure,” the circumcsion of the fa-
ther of psychoanalysis, "in the seventh in the days of the years of
your hie.” I will cite the translation grven by Yerushalmi while un.

Ul decided T shesuld pmaloe this ' pider additien {"ar leass h:,.' ﬁnurr"] aler
a foendly calk wath Yerushalni, who, several months later in New York, cor-
vectly warned mec agasns & ceadmg which would seem 1o wleanify here a leval
o doex f eelerenore 1o the dated ovent of a arcumonon. | see v as he does ol
am moge clearly aware of o today thanks wo him. This s yer another reason
for iy gratitude. As o seems nonetheless ditheult 1o contest tha ehis dedica-
won i mediezal gathees all it signs and oakes ol i figures (eginning with
thaat of the “new skin”) converge toward the moment of a covenant, in truth
of a rencwed covenant, i it unproper to sead here an anmversary recall, by
Eatlier tar & somn, oof coroun wion? That n, of the very higute of the covenant, n
s fypacsl moment, in the type of an mcisive incription, in itschsreerer, o once
maugural and recurrent, regularly tenewed

derlining a few words, and then | will abandon this exergue, 10
which 1 will return later:

son who is dear to me, Shelomoh, In the seventh in the days ol
I_||r VEdls ol :.rum' life l|1+: '.:;L:hil ufth: Lun! |'H;'g:ll:1 Loy dppove Yl
anc spoke within you: Go, read my Book that | have written and
there will burst open for you the wellsprings of understanding,
knowledge, and wisdom, Behold, i is the Book of Books, from
which sages have ercavared and lasemakers learned knowledge
and judgement. A vision of the Almighty dad you see; you heard
and strove 1o do, and you soared on the wings of the Spirir.
Sunce then the book has been stored like the fragments of the
tablets in an ark swvth me. For the day on which your ycars were
flled to five and thirey | have put upon it @ cover of new skm and
have called 1 “Spring up, O well, sing ye unto utl” And 1 have
presented it o you as a memorial and as a remender [a memorial
andd a reminder, the one and the other at once, the one in the
other, and we have, perhaps, in the cconomy of these two words
the whole of archival law: anamnésis, mnémé, hypomnéma of love
from your father, who loves you with everlasting love.
Jakob son of R, Shelomoh Fread [sic|
[ the captal ety Vienna 29 Nisan [$]651 6 May [1]891 [71]

Arch-archive, the book was “stored” with the arch-patriarch of
psychoanalysis. It was stored there in the Ark of the Covenam

[Deur. 10:0=5). Area, this tme in Laun, 15 the chest, the “ark of

acacia wood,” which contains the stone Tablets; but @rea 15 also the
cupboard, the coffin, the prisan cell, or the cistern, the reservoir,*

4. The ark stays warh the father of the father of paychoanalysn. Seay with
(1108 j.‘ll'l'lfh had sand to Moses, wind them their [Eaigis] l’i' 2 - “I. Hillﬂl
after the reminder of the Ark of the Covenant higuses the order t circumdise
the toreskin of the heare [10: 1],
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Preamble

1 undoubtedly owe you, at the begmning of this preamble, a first
explication concerning the word mmpression, which risks, in my
utle, being somewhat enigmaue. | became aware of this after-
ward: when Elisabeth Roudinesco asked me on the elephone for
a provisional title, so as indeed to send the program of this confer-
ence to press, almost a year before nseribing and printing on my
computer the first word of what | am saying to you here, the re-
sponse | then improvised ended up in effect imposing the word
lm.ﬂ'l'tﬂm.

And in an instant, it was as if three meamngs had condensed
themselves and overprinted each other from the back of my mem-
ory. Which were they?

Without waiting, [ have spoken to you ol my computer, of the
little portable Macintosh on which | have begun to write. For 1t
has not only been the first substrate wo support all of these words,
O a heautiful morming in California a few wecks ago, T asked
mysclfl a certain question, among so many others. Without being
able to find a response, while reading on the one hand Freud, on
the other Yerushalo, and whsle unkling away on my computer. |
asked mysell what 11 the moment praper 10 the arcluve, if there 15
such a thing, the instamt of archivization strictly speaking, which
is not, and | will eome back to this, so-called live or spontancous
memory (maémé or anamnésis), but rather a certain hypomnesic and
prostherie experience of the technical substrate. Was it not at this
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very instamt that, having written something or uther on the screen,
the letters remaiming as if suspended and floating yet atthe surface
ol a liquid element, T pushed a certain key 1o "save” a text undam-
aged, i a hard and lasting way, to protect marks from being
erased, so at to ensure in this way salvanon and indemmury, 1o stock,
to accumulate, and, in what 15 at once the same thing and some

thing clse, 1o make the semence avaidable i thas way for printng
andd for reprinting, for reproduction? Does it change anything that
Freud did ot know about the computer? And where should the
moment of suppression or of repression be situated in these new
models of recoeding and impression, or printing?

This condensation of three meanings ol the word “impression”
was only able to inprint itself in me 0 a single stroke, appar-
cutly in an instant of no duration, after much work, discontinu-
aus though it may have been, with Freud's texts, with certan of
his writings, but also with themes, with hgures, with conceprual
schemes that are Famihar 1o me w the pont of obsession and yet
remain no less seceet, young, and sull w come for me: writing, the
trace, inscription, on an exterior substrate or on the so-called body
prroper, as for example, and this is not just any cxample for me, that
singular and immemorial archive called arcwmasion, and which,
though never leaving you, nenetheless has come about, and 13 no
less extenior, extersor right on your body proper,

So what are these three mearngs which, in a single mstam, con-
densed themselves and overprinted each other, that is o say over-
determined each other, in the word “impression” and the phrase
“Freudian impression”™? And above all, of course, in thear relation-
ship to that re-producible, iterab
memaory, 1o that olpecuvizable storage called the arcluve?

e, and conservative production of

1. The lst impression is seriptaral or sypographic: that of anin-
seription (Nederschrift, says Freud throughout his works) which
leaves a mark at the surface or i the thickness of a substrate. And
in any case, directly or indirectly, thas concept—or rather thas fig-
ure of the substrate—marks the properly fundamental asagnaton
of vur prablem, the problem of the fundamental. Can one imagine
an archive without foundation, withour substrate, without sub-

stance, without subjecule? And il it were impossible, what of the
hastory of substrates? What of the future of the substrate in irs re-
lationship to the history of psychoanalysis? From the Sketches up w
Beyond, 1o the Mystic Pad and beyond, there is no himit to this prob-
lematic of the impresson, that is, of the nscripuion, which leaves a
mark right on the substrate. This then becomes a place of consig
maton, of “insenption” or of “recording,” as the Metapryehology
Frequently says (“Niederlussung oder Niederschrift,” “installation,”
“location or regstration”) when it recalls, for example in The Un-
conscrous, at cast three things:

a. the twopological hypothesis of several psychological systems
(“two or three™)—1thus what permits one to justify the distinction
between memaory and archive—explains why psychoanalysis was
spoken of, and in part incorrectly, as a “depth-psychology” or an
“abysal peychology™ (Tefenpsychologie) |SE 14:173);

b. this topee has nothing to do, for the moment, at this tume, “for
the present” (underlined by Freud), with an anatomical poine of
view on cerchral localizations, By stressing in italics "for the present”
{varliefip), Freud clearly wants to leave room for what the future
of science may 1each us about dhs;

¢ lastly, these hypotheses are nothing other, and nothing more
than, mtuitive representations (Veranschaulichungen), *graphic il-
bustranons” according 1o the English translanon. They “set out o
be no more than graphic illustrations™ [$F 14:175]

Thas problematic of impression is discouraging for those who
maght wish to ind wn it a privileged entrance. Because it becomes
conlused with the whole corpus of Freud's works, whether it has
o do with collectve or ndividual memory, with censorship or re-
pression, with dynamic, with wopic, or with economy, with the Ucs
ar Pes systems, with perception, with mnesc trace,

[t 15 undoubtedly becanse | had already privileged it, in many
other texts, that this typographic figure of the press, of prinung,
or ol the unpring wiposed wselt so quickly on me over the tele-
|:n|11m-: with the word "nnprcsaiun-" This word ;.'||1-i.l.|.!|.r_a.-1. o0 4
double advantage, above all in a country of English-speaking cul-
ture, In the first place, it reawakens the code of English empiricism:
the concepis of sensible “impression” and of copy play a major role
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there in the gencalogy of ideas; and is not the copy of an impres-
sion alrcady a sort of archive? In the second place, the word
“impression” reminds us that no tunnel i history will ever align
the rwo translations of Verdringung: “repression” in Enghsh, as in
Spanish, a word that belongs to the same family as “unpression’
(the Verdringung always represses an impression), and refowdement
in French, a word that is not allied o the semante famaly of the
“lmpression,” as 1s the word répression, which we reserve in French
for the translation of Unterdriickng, most often translated in En-
glish, as in Spanish and Portuguese, by “supression.™

The stakes of this conceptual difference between Verdringung
and Unterdriickung are not hmited o nominal questions of trans
lation, of rhetorne or ol semanties, :|i|h1’:||.g!1. tlw"-.' are also accumu-
Jared there. They directly concern the structures of archivization.
Because they touch on the tope differences and thus on the lowc-
tion of the substrates of traces, on the subjecule of consignanon
(Niederschrift), from one system w the other. Unlike repression
(Verdramgung), which remains unconscious i its operation and
i its result, suppression {Unierdvdickung) effects what Freud calls
a “sccond censorship”— between the conscious and the precon-
seious— or rather affects the affect, which is to say, that which can
never be repressed in the unconscious but only suppressed and dis-
placed in another affect

It is une of the pumerous Questions we will not be able o teat
here. In their epistemology, in their historiography, in their opera
tions as well as in their object, what should the classical archivises
ar historians make of this distinction between “repression” and ré-
presson, between Verdrdngung and Unterdriickang, between Mre-

ression” anel “suppression”? I this distinction has any relevance,

it will Le enough to disrupt the tranguil landscape of all historical
knowledge, of all historiography, and cven of all self-consistent
“wholarship.” Who could say that this has only begun to happen?
And even among the historians of psychoanalysis, whe veverthe-
less ought to be the first w rework their axiomatics and their
methodology, even assuming that the classical concept of histoneal
seience and of “scholarship” sull resists and rides out this mutation

it

2. This orients us toward the second valence of the word "1m-
pression.” It no doubt scems less immediately necessary and obvi-
ous. “lmpression,” “Freudian impression™: this ne doubt made
sumnething else be felt in anticipation, What?

'Wl:“. funr:'rning the archive, Frewd never m:auagﬁd to form
anything that deserves to be called a concept. Neither have we, by
the way. We have no concept, only an impression, a serics of im-
pressions assoctated with a word, To the rigor of the concepr, | am
npposing here the vagueness or the open imprecision, the relative
indetermination of such a notion. “Archive” is only a wotion, an
impression associated with a word and for which, together with
Freud, we do not have a concepr. We {Jll]].' have an Il]lt}[ELSi.th], an
Lsistenl i pression I:hrnugh the unstable i:::‘iillg of a Sjltfti.llg ﬁg-
ure, of a schema, or of an in-hnite or indehinite process. Unlike
what a classical philosopher or scholar would be tempred to do, 1
de not consider this impression, or the notion of this impression, to
be a subconcept, the (eebleness of a blurred and subjective pre-
klmwh:dgr, destined for 1 know not what sin of nomiualism, bt
tor the contrary, as 1 will C‘.‘Ii:r'.:t:in later, 1 consider it to be the [H5
sibalaty sl the very future of the conccpt, to be the very concept of
the future, if there is such a thing and if, as | beheve, the idea of
the archive depends on it. This is one of the theses: there are essen-
tal reasons for which a concept in the process of being formed
always remaing inadequate relative to what it ought to be, divided,
disjointed between two forces, And this disjointedness has a nee-
essary relationship with the structure of archivization,

It follows, certainly, that Freudan psychoanalysis proposes a
new theory of the archive; it takes into account a topue and a death
drive without which there would not in effect be any desire or any
passibulity loe the archive. Bur ar the same time, at ooce [or strategic
reasuns and because the conditions of archivization implicate all the
tensions, contradictions, or aporias we are trying to formalize here,
notably those which make it into a movement of the promise anid
of the future no less than of recording the past, the concept of the
archive must inevitably carry in nself, as does every concept, an
unknowable weight. The presupposition of this weighr also takes
on the figares of “repression” and “suppression,” even if it cannot nee-
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I::ﬂiallt}' be reduced o these. This double Presupposition leaves an
wnpnnt, It insenbes an impression in language and in discourse.
The unknowable weigle that imprints stself thus docs not weigh
omly as a negative charge. It involves the history of the concept,
inflects archive desire or fever, their opening on the future, their
dependency with respect o what will come, in shory, all that ties
knuwafdg: Ill“f 1:|“‘."||:|.|'.'I'I"I Tox 'ht‘ llf””“ﬁ{:.

3. "Freudian !I'FI|1rﬂ.'l-ilII1" also has a thard Il'l-q'ﬂning_ pnless
it i the first: the impression left by Sigmund Freud, beginning
with the impression left in him, iscnbed in him, from his birth
and s covenant, from his arcumasion, through all the mamiest
or secrel history of psychoanalyss, of the stitution and of the
works, by way of the public and private correspondence, ineclud
ing this letter from Jakob Shelomaoh Freid to Shelomoh Sigmund
Freud m memory of the signs or wkens of the covenant and 10
accosnpany the “new skin™ of a Bible. | wish w speak of the -
presion left by Frewd, by the event which carries this family name,
the nearly unforgettable and incontestable, undeniable fmprestion
(even and above all for those who deny it) that Sigmund Freud will
have made on anyone, after him, who speaks of him or speaks 1o
A, and who must then, :::cl:pl.iug it O oL, kmm-mg it or not, be
thus marked: in has or her culture and disapline, whatever iv may
be, i parvcular philosophy, medicine, psychiatry, and more pre.
ciscly here, because we are speaking of memory and of archive, the
history of texts and of discourses, political history, legal history,
the hastory of ideas or of culture, the history of religion and religion
itselt, the history of institutions and of sciences, in particular the
history ol this nsututional and saentfic project called psycho
analysis. Not to mention the hiiful'!-' of lustory, the history of s
tociography. In any gwven discipline, one can no longer, one should
ner longer be ahle to, thus one no longer has the right or the means
to claim to speak of this without having been marked in advance,
in one way or another, by thes Freudian impression. It is impossibile
amd 'I"l‘gltlrll.'&r.r: w o 5o wathout II.H'"IE in!t‘.gm’lrul, well ur 'I!:mlll_u+
i an impartant way or pot, recogmaing it or denying it what 1s
here called the Freudian impression, 1f one is under the impression

that it 15 possible not to take this into account, forgetting it, efacing
it, crossing it out, or objecting 1o it, one has already confirmed, we
could even say countersigned (thus archived), a “repression” ur a
“suppression.” Thas, then, is perhaps what [ heard without hearing,
what 1 understood without understanding, what 1 wanted ob-
seurely to overhear, allowing these words to dictate to me over the
telephune, in “Freudian impression.”
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Foreword

It is thus our impression that we can no longer ask the question of
the concept, of the history of the concept, and notably of the con-
cept of the archive. No longer, at least, in a temporal or historical
modality dominated by the present or by the past. We no longer
feel we have the night to ask questions whose form, grammar, and
lexicon nonctheless seem so legitimate, somectimes so neutral. We
no longer find assured meaning in qucstions such as these: do we
aiready have at our disposition a concept of the archive?® a concept
of the archive which deserves this name? which 1s one and whose
unity is assured? Have we ever been assured of the homaogeneity,
of the consistency, of the univocal relationship of any concept to a
term or to such a word as “archive”?

In their form and in their grammar, these questions are all
wirned wward the past: they ask if we afready have at our disposal
such a concept and il we have ever had any assurance in this re-
gard. To Thave a CUmCEpt one's lli!-pulmﬂ. 1o have assurances with
regard to i, is 1o presuppose a closed heritage and the guarantee
sealed, in some sense, by that hentage, And the word and the no-
uon of the archive scem at first, admittedly, to point toward the
past, to refer to the signs of conagned memory, to recall faithful-
ness to tradion. 1F we have attempted o underline the past in
these questions from the outset, it is also w indicate the direction
of another problematic. As much as and more than a thing of the
past, before such a thing, the archive should call fnte guestion the



coming of the future. And if we still luck a viable, unified, given
concept of the archive, it 15 undoubtedly not o purcly conceprual,
theorenical, epistemological msulliciency on the level of multple
aned specific disciplines; iv s pechaps nit for lack of sufficsent clu-
culation i certin arcumsenbed domans: archaeology, documen-
tagraphy, liblisgraphy, philology, historiography,

Let us amagine in cllect 2 project of general arcluviology, a word
that Jdises siot exise bt ehar coulil tiﬂ:igu.ﬂ: a H:nl:r.'lf amid mnterdis
ciphinary science of the archive, Such a discipline must in effect risk
bemng paralyzed in a peeliminary apona. It would have enther (1) 1o
mclude psychoanalysis, a seientific project which, as one could
casily show, aspires to be a general saence of the arcluve, of every-
thang thar can happen to the cconomy of memory and w us sub-
strates, traces, dJueatments, in ther 5|J|1|H:lr.:|]:.r in}lchicﬂ o1 bechin-
prosthetic furms (mternal or external: the mystic pads ol the past
or of the future, whar they represent and what they supplement),
ar (2} on the contrary, to place itself under the erttical authority (in
the Kanuan sense) of psychoanalysis, contnue 1o dispute t, of
course, but aler ]’lil\lll:lg mkegrated s |u'_.|;':|:, s comcops, its meta-
psychalogy, its econumy, its wpic, ete., as Freud repeas them again
w such precise Bashoon in the third part of his Mases, when he trears
at length the "difficulties,” the archwal problems of vral narrative
and public property, of mnesic traces, of archae and transgenera.
vonal heneage, and of everything that can happen to an “impres-
sion’ an these at once "topsc™ (rupech ) and "genctic”™ { genetich ) pro-
cesses, He repeats here that this topic has nnlhing to do with the
anatomy of the brain, and this 1s enough to complicate the phylo-
genenic dimension, which be judges 1o be in effect irreducible but
which he s far from simphiving in ns Lamarckian schemas the s
often accused of thas, lr].' Yermshalom alsu), or even its Darwminan
1N, 115‘: .l.n.lhrtl.’m‘.l: Lir G I.'"UI“HII'I.-J! lilﬂ."lin{" H‘r ;lrtluill:ll 1:|.'|.'|.4‘.'1|1.'-
ters—ol the liological archive, in sum—cannot be made to agree
i a sinple and immediate way wath all Freud acknowledges oth-
crwise: the memory ol the expericnce ol previous generations, the
vme of the formaton of languages and of a symbolicity thar tran.
scends given languages and discursivity as such. Freud i carelul,
He knows and recogmizes exphicitly “the presem attude of bio-
logical serence, which refuses to hear of the inheritance of acquired

characters by succeeding penerations” [Moses and Monotheism, SF
23:100].5 And if he admits thar it 1s difficult for him o do withow
a reference to hiological evolution (and whe could senously re.

proach ham for thay, in principle and absolutely? in the name of

what?), he shows humself m this regard 1o be more reseeved and
more circunpect than s wsvally acknowledged, distinguishing
notably between acquired characters (“which are hard 10 grasp”)
and “memory-traces of external events” |SE 23: 100]. These char-
acters and these traces could well follow (Freud would certamly
ot say it here in thas form) quite complicated linguistic, cultural,
apherable, and 10 general cipherad vransgenerational and teans

udividual relays, teansiting thus theough an archive, the seience of
which is not at a standstill. Thas does not necessarily bring us back
e Lamarck or to Darwin, even if 1t obliges us to articulate the
history of genctic programs and ciphiers on all the symbolic and
imdwidual archives dbfferently. Al that Freud says s that we are
receptive woan anadogy between the two types of transgenerational
momiory of archive (the memory of an ancestral experience or the
so-called biologically acquired character) and thar “we cannot
imagine |vorstellen | one without the other™ |85 24: 100], Without
the irrepressble, that s to say, only suppressible and repressible,
force and authoriry of this transgenerational memory, the prroblems
ol which we speak waould be dissolved and resolved in advance,
There would noe longer be any essennal history of culture, there
would no longer be any question of memory and of archive, of

5. Yerushalmi takes these texis o scooum, He s well aware thast Frowd
wean well wware of it the mhenitance of acquired chagaciers was contesied by
sceemer. To explain 2 nonetheless obwtinate predilection for Lamarckism, he
evokes the precious works of lise Grubesch-Semtis on this subject, then asks
Bnsed [ Lo ksm [without of course being something “Jewish™) did naor
vempt the Jew i Freud, “[evonstrueted imo Jewish terms,” does Lamarckism
ot sgnily that the Jew cannot ccase beang Jewnh “becase onc’s fate in bewng
lewish was determimed bong ago by the Fathers, and that oficn what one fecls
rvost dleeply and olmcurely is a erilling wice in the Lleod™ [31]17 A letter from
Freud 10 Zweig speaks the same language. in effect, concerning the land ol
bsrael and the heritage thar centunies of inhabitanon have pechaps left i "o
Llossd wind wverves” [l in Yerushalon 31 Yerushalod also cites Felelheit in
an note: for Freud, in effecr, "slthough human evoloution is ‘Darwimian via the
genes it s Lamarckizn via language and culiure’ ™ [31n44),
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patriarchive or of matriarchive, and one would no longer even un
derstand how an ancestor can speak within us, nor what sense
there might be in us to speak o lum or her, 1o speak i such an
unhesmlich, "uncanny” [ashion, o his or her ghose. Wah o

We have already encountered this alternative, we wall return
tev it agam: Muost one :tp[:l:r 1o what will have been prﬂichnnl
as the Freudian or psychoanalytic archive in general schemas ol
reading, of interpretation, of classhicanon wlach have been e
cewved and reflected out of this corpus whose unity is thus pre
supposed? Or rather, has one on the contrary the right e treat
the said psychoanalytico-Freudian archive according to a logic or
a micthod, a historiography or a hermeneatic independent of Freo-
dian psychoanalysis, indeed anterior even o the very name of
Freud. while presupposing i anuther manners the closure and the
wlentny of this corpus? This udependence can take numerous
Lopims, pre- or juost ru}rlihﬂﬂn-ll}'lil', with or without an E‘I]'Ilifil.' pro-
jeet: to integrate and to formalize what a minute ago we called the

Freudian impression. This is an experience familiar to a number of

those who are partcipating o this conference or who share this
concern, and not only, here and there, w the most cmincn histo
rians of paychoanalyss,

Ity an enigmatic sense, which will clarify ivself perbaps (perhaps,
because nothing should be sure here, for essential reasons), the
question of the archive is not, we repeat, a question of the past. It
is ot the queston of a concept dealing with the past thar might
wlready be at our disposal or not at our disposal, an archieable con
cept of the archrve, 1 is a question of the Turare, the question of the
futwre itsell, the question of a response, of a promise and of a re-
eponsibility for tomorrow, The archive: if we want to kaow what
thar will have meant, we will only know in ties to come. Perhaps.,
Not tormorrow but i times to come, later on or perhaps never. A
spectral messiaonieity 15 at work in the coneept of the archive and
ties it like rr]igum, like |'|if.l;f'|r1_,.',| like scrence itself, o a very S.il'lj.]'l'll]:!lf
experience of the promise. And we are never far from Freud in
saving this, Messiamwaty does not mean messiamism. Having ex-
plained mysell on this elsewhere, in Specters of Murs, and evenal
this distineton remains fragile and engmintic, allow me 1o treat it

as cr.[.-ﬂalish:'i_!, i order to save Liime.

Later, we ought, perhaps, to formulate the concept and the tor-
mal low of this messianic hypothesis, For the moment, allow e
llusteme it while evoking again one of the most stnking moments
i the scene, if 1 may say it in front of him, that Yerushalmi has
with Freud, at the end of his book, in what he calls his "'."-lnm:iugur
with Freud.” We must come to the moment st which Yerushalnu
seems o suspend everything, in particular everything he has saud
and done up to this point, from the thread of a diserete sentence.
Ome could be teanpred 1o regard this thread as the umbilical cord
of the book. Everything seems to be suspended from this umbilical
cord —by the umbilical cord of the event which such a book as this
represents. For 1o a work entirely devoted 1w memory and to the
archive, a sentence on the last page says the future, It says, in the
future tense; “Much will depend, of course, on how the very terms
Jewwesh and sciemer are to be defined™ [100], This sentence followed
an allusion to “much future work,” and it aggravated the opening
of this future, enlarging it accordingly, in which the very possibiliy
of knowledge remained suspended in the conditional,

Professor Freud, at this point [ find it futile 10 ask whether, ge-
netically or structurally, psychoanalysis is really a Jewish science;
that we shall know, f it is at afl knowalle, only when much
futiire work has been done. Much will depend, of course, on
how the very terms Jewsh and scrence are vo be deflined. [100, my
emphasis|

Diramatic turn, stroke of theater, caup de thédtre within cowp de
thédrre. In an instant which dislocares the hinear order of presents,
a second coup de thédrre illuminates the hirst 1es also the thunder-
bolt of love at hirst sight, a coup de foudre (love and transtercoce)
which, in a flash, transfixes with light the memory of the first.
With another light. One no longer knows what the fime, what the
tense of this theater will have been, the first stroke of theater, the
first stroke, the first. The first period,

The question of the archive remains the same: What comes furst?
Even better: Who comes hirst? And second?

At the end of the preceding chaprer, the first coup de rhéitre in
volving a “erucial episode” and a "canonical text”™ Yerushalmi had
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established the extraordhinary archive we mscribed in the exerguc.
He had given his readers the uiigue copy wiven, but Hirst of all
returned, by the arch-patriarch to the patnarch, by Jakob o Sig-
mumnsd, and yet, right on the substrate of its “new skin,” the figura-
teve reminder of a circumcision, the impression left on his body by
the archive of 2 dissymumertrical covenant wathout contract, of a het-
cronoic covenant o which Sigmund Shelomoh subscribed before
even ki WL hiow tis sgn— much less counicrsign bis mzmie, In
the bottomless thickness of this inscription en abyme, i the instant
of the archio-nomological event, under the new skin of a book that
consigns the new skin, wounded and blessed, of a newhorn, there
resonated already the words miended for the newborn of a G
speakang to him an o ("within you™) even before he could speak,
gving ham 1o understamd, to bear, 1n truth 1o read or to l]h-.'iphq‘['
“Cror, readd my Book that 1 have written”

Caving us this archive to read, offering it to us i the course of a
masterly deaipherment, Yerushalmi, in turn, means less 10 give
than 1o gree buck. He acts a b like Jakob, who does not give Sig-
i bis Bible but rather gives it back to him. Returns it to ham,
[ giving us this document to read, this true seholar wants also to
give back to Freud his own competence, his own capacity to receive
and thus to read the Hebrew mscrniption. [He wants above all o

make hom confess i, Because Freud, and ths 15 the declared aim of

Yerushalmi's demonsteanon, must have known, from a young age,
how to read the dedication. He ought, in consequence, w have con
fessed belonging, thus making his Hebrew culture public, or doing
so more clearly than he did. Yerushalmi recalled all Freud's denials
on thas subject, concerning his own family or himself (all emanci-
pated Aufbliarer! he clavmed, all Voltainans! and who retaned linle
of Jewish culture! ). Lake Freud's father, the scholar secks 1o call
Sigmund Shelomoh back to the covenant by establishing, thar is 1
say, by restoring, the eovenant. The scholar repeats, in a way, the
pesiure of the farher. He recalls or he repeats the circumcision, even
il the one and the other can only do i, of course, by figure.

Alter the hrst, a sccond eomp de thédere: 1t s the moment when
Prodessor Yerushalm, with the incontestable authority ol the scholar
but in an apparently more Alial position, addresses or rather pre-
tends to adidress Professor Freud, in truth Freud's ghost, directly.

That the position then s more Rlial, that it manifests the love and
the respect of o son, in ne way contradicts the repetition of the
parernal gesture. Quate possibly it confirms and relaunches i en
abyme. A scholar addressing a phantom recalls irresisubly the
apening of Hamler, At the spectral appanition of the dead father,
Marcellus implores Horatio: “Thou art a Scholler, speake w it,
Horatio.” 1 have tried to show elsewhere that though the classical
scholar dvd nor believe in phantoms and truly would not know
how w speak to them, even lorbidding himself 1o do so, 1w 1s quite

possible thar Marcellus had amuicipated the coming ol a seholar of

the future, a scholar who, i the future and so as 1w conceive of the
ﬁ-ll!tlll'1 would dare to !-ptﬂl-: to the phnnmrn. A scholar who would
dare ta admn that he knows how to speak fo the phantom, even
claiming that this not only neither contradicts nor limits his schol-
arshup but will in truth have conditoned it, at the price of some
sull-imconcewable complication that may yet prove the other one,
that is, the phantom, to be correct. And pechaps always the paternal
phantom, that is, who s in a posinion ta be correct, to be proven
correct—and to have the last word.

“Dear and most highly esteemed Professor Freud”™: so begins this
letter. An intensely filial and respectiul letter, indeed, but all the
mawe bitter, cutung, merciless in the reproach, one would say mur-
derous in the gquibbling, of the other were nut dead, and thus inh-
nitely inaccessible in his all-powerful vulnerability.

These thirty-odd pages are not only 1w be classed as fiction,
which would already be a break withs the language that has domu-
nated up to thus posnt i the book, that is, the discourse of scholar-
shap, the discourse of a historian, of a plilologist, of an expert on
the history of Judaism, of a bililical scholar, as they say, claiming to
speak in all objectivity while basing himself on ancient or new ar-
chives—and the wealth of these noveluies has to do in particular
with the fact that certain of these documents, until now hardly
visihle or inaccessible, secret or private, have been newly inter-
preted, newly wranslated, newly illuminated from historical or
philological VICW POInEs.

Mo, this fiction has another origimality, which sets the ficvionality
of the “"Munologue™ as if en abyme: the apostrophe 15 addressed o
a dead person, to the histonan’s object become spectral subject, the
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virtual addressee or mterlocutor of a sort of open letter, Another
archive effect, In its very hiction, this apostrophe enriches the cor-
pus it claims w treat but which it enlarges and of which, in fact, it
s hencelorth a part. At the end of a ughr discussion with the phan-
tom, according 1o the inersected rules of psychoanalysis and of the
Talmud, “in the sparit of le-didakh,” the signatory of the book and
of the letter ends ll_\- e Frogating the specter ol Freud,

We will come 1o this. For the moment, we say the "book™ and
the “letter” hecause if the letter is apparently a part of the book, if
the “"Monologue with Freud” resembles a last chapter of the book,
one can also note two other structural singulanites about s rela
lt':l[]hhi.j] Ll 1.l||ﬂ i.H.H.Jk Whiull, M1 |EI.I.'|t HI:.\:U]'H.H“H Lk I.I.“.' f';.li.l.':]ri.ll o=
vl of 18 lri|r|1'1|“||.1|r|:1i1; archmvization, contams it within inself,
Tnn the first place, this fictitious “Monologue™ is heterogenenus to
the book, in its status, 1n its project, in its form; ic is thus by pure
jursdical ficnon that such a hieton s, 10 cifect, bound in the same
bouk signed by the same author, and tha it is classilied vider eigln
“seiennific” rubnies (nonfictonal: ncither poctic nor novelistic nor
hirerary) in the hibliographic catalogue whose classical categornies
are all found at the beginning of the work. In the second place, this
postscript of sorts retrospectively deternunes what precedes i It
does it i a decsive fashion, marking it mdeed wath an essenual
mideasion, namely the umbilical opening of the furure, wlich
makes the words “Jew”™ aml “science”™ indeterminate at the very
least—aor in any case accedes 1o their indeterminaton. Thus one
can just as well say that the entire book is in advance contained, as
if carried away, drawn i, enguled by the abysmal element of the
“Monologue,” for which it constitutes a kind of long predace, an
exergue, a preamble, ur a foreword. The teoe title of the book, it
st appropeiate title, s trach, would indeed be Momologue wath
Frewd. Let us note thas at least on account of the archive: 1o recall
that there could be no archiving without ttles (hence withour
names anid withow the archontic principle of legitumzation, with
out Laws, without coena ol dlassilication and of leerarcluzanon,
without order anid without veder, in the double sense of the word).
In the course of this tée-d-181e discussion, but in the presence of
the reader that we are (or God knows who) as rerstis, third party or
witness, Freud s no longer treated as a third person represented by
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his written works l}:ul.llil.' and private w:i{ihgs, clinical, theorcuical,
or auit:hirng:nﬁh'al. institutional or i, i}s}':hmuzl}'tic and |.\u~1iti-
cal, sciennfic or “novelistic” —because Yerushalmi's entire book
rurns around a book by Freud that he himself wanted o present as
a fietion, Der Mann Moses, emn Autorucher Koman, while atming » a
new concept of truth, that is, under the name of "histoncal ruth,”
a truth that scholarship, historiography, and perhaps philosophy
have some difficulty thinking through). Freud is thus po longer
treated as a witness in the third person (ferstis); he inds himsell
called to ewrtness as a second person. A gesture incompatible i prin-
ciple with the norms of classical scientific discourse, in particular
with those of history or of philology, which had presided over the
same book up o this point. In addition, the signatery of this mono-
lagical lerrer all of a sudden proposes to this second person, who s
at first addressed as “you” and not “he,” to speak in terms of "we.”
And as he recogmzes that this other does not have a true nght of
reply, he responds Tor hum: “In what 1s at issue here, indeed has
:bl_'{_'“ LuN g .'.lﬂ JIII“.E. W l:ﬂlll'l 1“"! T A% If'll:"'.i.. <0 fl.'l_'lﬂ] mkf. Ti:“:" L'I:‘"f
i speaking of the Jews | shall not say “they.' | shall say "we.” The
distinction is familiar to you™ [B1]

By dehnution, because he 15 dead and thus incapable of respond-
mg, Freud can only acquiesce. He cannot refuse this communuy at
once proposcd and imposed, Fle can only say "yes”™ to this covenant
into which he must enter one more fime. Because he will have had
to enter it, already, seven or cight days after his birth, Musatis mu-
tandes, this 1s the situation of absolute dissymmetry and heteronomy
1 which a son finds himself on being circumeised after the seventh
day and on being made w enter into a covenant at a moment when
it is out of the question that he respond, sign, or countersign, Here
again, the archive marked once in his body, Frend hears himself
recalled to the indestrucuble covenant that this exiraordinary per-
formatve engages— "1 shall sy ‘we'"—when it is addressed w a
phantom or a newborn,

(Let us note at Jeast in parentheses: the violence of this corernunal
dissymmetry remains ar once extraordinary and, preciscly, most
common. It s the ongin of the common, happening cach tme we
address somecone, cach ume we call them while suppasing, that i
to say while imposng a “we,” and thus while inscribing the other



Iz

person into this sitwanon of an at once spectral and patnaschic
nurshing.)

Everything happens here as af Yerushaling had decided motarn
o circumeise Freud, as il he felt an obligation yet to come (1 shall
say ‘we” T 1o recircumnaise him by Agure while confirming the cove-
nant, as if he felt the duty, o ruth, to repeat Jakob Freud's gesture
when, in an inseription at once outside and insicle the book, righr
on the Book, in melizah, he reminded Shelomob, “In the seventh
1 the days of the years of your life the Spint of the Lord began to
mewve you and spoke within you: Go, read in my Book that have
written ...~ [71]. '

(The memory withowr memory of a mark returns everywhere,
about which we ought o debate with Freud, concermng his many
rapid statements on this subject: it is clearly the question of the
singluar archive named “arcumeision.” Although he speaks of it
here and there from Frewd’s or from Jones's point of view, Yerush-
altmi does not place this inark, at least in its hiteralness, at the center
ol hus book *—and the cmgma of circumcision, notably 1o the great
wirr between Judaism and Chnstanity, is quite often that of its
tieralness and of all that depends on this, Although 1 beheve this
;pwttinﬂ tor b 'ith!l]l_ll'.'iI:rlL'. iy i‘."r'lrl'l-!.'lllill n the Tt“r'{‘ﬂ.flil'l:.{ of Freud,
irreducible notably wo that of castration, I must put it aside here, not
without some regrel, along with that of the phylacterics, those ar-
chives of skin or parclunent covered with writing that Jewish men,
here oo, and no Jewish women, €Orry clowse wo thicir hm'}'. on ther
aren and on their forehead; vight on the body |d méme le corps |. lile
the sign of circumcision, bue with a being-right-on |érre & -méme | than
this time does not exlude the detachment and the untying of the liga-
ment, of the substrate, and of the wxt simultancously.

In thes c|t'lilu:r.'4.tr_'|j|' filial scene that Yerushalmi has wih the pa-

teiarch of psychoanalysis, the apostrophe s nched from the po

f. The theme of circumcision 15, however, taken up trom several points ol
view o Mees, From a historical pont of view, it s a “rosclucting Fosil™ (e
fassel} for investigating memory aml interpreting the [sraclites” relations with
the servitude in and the exodus from Egypt (where arcumcision was an in-
digenons practice), From a maore struceueal pomt of view, circumeision i3 the
symbaolic substitute of the castrabion of the wom by the primmitive father.

sition of the father, the father of the dead father. The other speaks.
It 1s often thus in scenes the son has with the father, Speech comes
back to the prandfather. Speech retwerns, in French la parole revient:

as act of speaking and as right to speech, Why is this monologue
clearly not a monologue or a soliloquy? Because it plays on the
irony of presenting itself as a “Monologue with ., . "? Because more
than one person speaks? Undoubtedly, but there 15 more than the
mumber. There is the erder. For if the signatory of the monologue
i5 neob alone n signing, Far Troen it he is above all I!ht'ﬁ.".ff to do so,
e speaks from the ;’mﬁiﬁnn of the ather: he carries in himself, this
mouthpiece, he bears the voice that could be that of Jakob Freud,
namely the arch-patriarch of psychoanalysis. And thus, in the
name of Jakob, the voice of all the arch-patriarchs in nstory, i
Jewish history in particular, for example those who no only in
scribe their sons in the covenant at the moment of circumcision,
and do it more than once, literally or by figure, but do not cease 10
he surprised and to remain skeptical about the possibility that a
daughter could speak in her own name.

[ have just alluded o the last reguest that the signatory of this
monologue without response addresses 1o Freud's phantom, Thas
request ts carried 1na question; we must distinguish between the
ane and the other here; the request questions on the subject of
Anna Freud: “your Antigone,” says Yerushalmi in passing, Yerush-
almi, wha, elearly thus idemilying Freud, hus specter, with Oedi-
pus, thinks pechaps—perhaps —that this will sufhice w de-oedipal
izc his own relationship with Freud, as if there were no possibility
of cver becoming Oedipuss Oedipus, In 1977, Anna Freud was
invited by the Hebrew University of Jerusalem to inaugurate an
endowed chair carcying the name of her—long dead —father. Un-
able o go-—she wo—she sends, she too, a wrtten statement. In
this other archive document, which Yerushalmi invests with pas-
sion, Anna declares, among other things, that the accusation ac-
cording to which psychoanalysis is a “Jewnsh science,” "under pres-
ent circumstances, can serve as a title of honour” | 100],

Yerushalmi asks himself whether this sentence srrteen by Anna
is indeed sgned by Anna. Asking himsell this, he asks his spectral
interlocutor (he asks himself {(of ) his specter who would frst have
asked himself this) if his daughter spoke in her own name: as if he
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doubted that a daugheer, above all the daughter of Frewd, could
speak o ber own name, alimost thiny years after the father’s death,
and above all as af e wished, still secretly {a secrer which he says
he wints 1o keep, that is 1o say, to share with Freud, 1o be alone in
sharing with Freud), that she had always spoken in the name of
her lather, in the name of the Gather:

In Fact, T wall himit myself even further and be coment if you
answer only one question: When your daughiter conveyed those
words to the congress in Jerusalem, way she speaking  your
namet

Please well me, Professorn. | pronuse | won't reveal your answer
w anyone, | 1)

These are the last words of the book. Fverything scems to be
scaled by this ulumate signature 1 the form of a promise. Secretly
but visibly, sheltered by a secrer he wants manifest, by a secret he
15 anxsous to make public, Yerushalmu wishes tha Anna- Antgone
had only been the living spokesperson, the faithlul interpreter, the
vowce bearer come to support her dead faher and to represent his
word, his name, his belonging, his thesis, and even his faith, What,
according o Yerushalmi, did she say, then? That in spite of all
Frewd’s stravegic demals [déndgations|, in spite of all the political
precautions he expressed throughout bis life concermng the um-
versal (non-Jewish) essence of psychoanalysis, it ought to honor 1
self for bang Jewash, for being a fundamentally, essennally, radi-
cally Jewsh science, Jewish in a differnt sense from the anti-Semitic
illegaton, while revealing the “historical trunh” of anti-Semitism.

It seerns 1o me that Yerushalmi's thesis advances here while with-
-.il'.lwmg isclf Bur i s a thesis wirth a vather |1..-|n:1|_-u|:u status— and
a paradoxical movement: it pasits not so much what i as what sesll
have been and m-lj.,'-’ll' o or showld be in !&:'fumr:. [:.'lmcl].' that sy
choanalysis should in the future have been a Jewsh science (1 will
return i a moment w this temporsl modality), imoa sense, adinit-
tedly, which s radically diflerent from that of the anti-Semitic
denncuation, but whsch would bring 1o light, one mose time, and
according w a very Freudian gesture in its style and readition, the
truth that could be carried by the anti-Semine unconscious,

—rr

We will return 1o this gquestion in another form momentanly.
For the tune bewng, T wall pull feom this web a single iterpretative
thread, the one that concerns the archive. What happens to the
status of the archive in this sitwanon? Well, the day when i an
absolutely exceptional, unprecedented, uniue, and inaugural fash
son, indeed one that i incompatible wath the tradition and the very
wdea of wwenee, nrﬁp.r'.-:ffmf, ol hisrorta, or of theora, indeed of |1||i-
losophy i the West, the day, and from the moment when a science
presenting itsclt as such and under this name binds itself intrims-
cally not only to the history of a proper name, of a filiation, and of
a house, here Freud's bouse, but 1o the name and 1o the law of 3
nation, of a people, or of a religion, here psychoanalysis as Jewnl
science, this would have the consequence, among others, of radi-
cally transforming the relanonship of such a science to its own ar-
chive, And in the same stroke, having kept an essential account of
the singularity of an ardheron, this would transtorm the concepn
of science and the concept of the archive. In the elassical structure
of their concept, a sacnce, a plilosophy, a theory, a theorem arc
or should be meminscally independent of the singular archive of
their history. We know well that these things (science, philosophy,
theory, etc.) have a hastory, a rich and complex history thar carrics
them and produces them in a thousand ways, We know well that
i diverse and complicated ways, proper names and signatures
count, But the structure of the thearetical, vhilosophical, scientific
statement, and even when it concerns history, does not have, should
not in panciple have, an intrinsic and cssential need for the archive,
and tor what binds the archive in all its forms to some proper
name or to some body proper, w some (Banilial or navonal) filiy
tion, to covenants, to secrets, It has oo such need, in any case, inils
relationship or in ats daim o truth—in the classical sense of the
term. Bur as soon as one speaks of a Jewish science, whatever one's
understanding of this word fand | will come back to this in an
instant), the archive becomes a founding moment for scicnce as
such: not lll1|:|.' tlie h':slul'}' aned the memaory il 5i.||Hu]u|' events, of
exemplary proper names, linguages and fliations, but the depasi-
tion in an arkheran (which can be an ark or a remple), the consig-
nation wn a place of relative exterionty, whether it has 1o do with
wnitimgs, documents, or ritnalized marks on the body proper (for
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example, phylacteries or circumeision). At issue here is niothing less
than taking seriously the question whether a science can depend
on somethang hke a arcumosion. We are debberately saying
“something bke a orcumcsion” 1 designate the place of thas prob-
lem, a place that 15 sscll problemate, between the hgure and lives -
alness. Can one be cinshed with Freod's many statements on or
cimcision, always quickly ried 1o castration or o the threm of
castration? To cxplain the genesis of ann-Semirism, namely, the
jealousy with regard 1o a people which presented self, he says, as
the lavored eldest son of God, Freud evokes in has Muoses the -
ciinise ribed solation of the Jews, the isolation that cuts them ofl
from the waorld, the solitude of their exclusion by a circumeision
which, according 1o him, always recalls dreaded castrason, Tlas
seems less interesting, in any case here, or less convincing, than the
manner in which Freud characterizes the impression which circum-
ciston leaves on those who are uncircumcised: "a disagreeable, un
canny [eenhermitch] impression™ LSE 23:91L (T have attempted else
where to show, and cannot go into it here, that each time the word
unkeimlich appears in Frend's wext—and nor only in the essay of
this title, Ihis Unhesmlich—aone can localize an uncontrollable un-
decwdability in the axiomatics, the epistemaology, the logie, the order
of the discourse and of the thenc or theoretic statements; amd the
same 15 true, i just as significant a way, of Hendegger)
Yerushalin undoubredly thinks, and bis book seems in any case
to aim at demonstrating, that psychoanalysis s a Jewash science. It
seents 1 aim for it an onginal sense. Proposing a rigorous and
“seientilic” renewal ol reading, hie bases himsell on an archuve
sornetines archine (the oldest ablical or talmudie teadition), some
times recently published, o any ease he leaves his own demuonstra-
tion suspended ar the ponmt where it might seem o be conclusive,
The fundamental question remains withour response. Without re-
sponse on Freud's part, Yerushalmi clearly wants this to come from
Frewds mowth. Freud must also say, in lns own name, that he avows
annd proclanims, ioan wreducible performative, that psychoanalysis
should Donor atsell for being a Jewish science. A performative by

7. “Ferner hat unter den Satten, durch dee sich die Juden atwonderion,
dee der Beschnedung einen unlichbsamen, unheimlichen Eindiuck gemache”

which he would as much determine science, psychoanalytic sci-
enice, 45 the essence of Jewishness, if nor Judaism.

It goes without saying, if one could put it this way, that Freud's
phantom does not respond. That is at lcast bow things appear. But
can this be trusted? In promising secrecy for a virtual response
which keeps us waiting, which wall always keep us waiting, the
signatory of this monologue lets it be understood that Freud wonld
mever say in public, for example in a book and in what is destined
1o become public archive, what he thinks in truth secretly, like the
monologuist who says “we,” namely, that, ves, psychoanalysis is in-
deed a Jewish science, s this not incidentally what he has already,
i private, so often suggested 7 1s this not what he has afready mur-
mured in remarks, entrusted to letters, consigned in a thousand
signs that Yerushalmi has inventoried, classed, put in order, inter-
preted with unprecedented vigilance and jubilation? Butat the end
of the book, the monoluguist who says “we” says he is ready w0
respect the sectet, to keep lor s personal archives the response
that the phantom, with its own mouth, could murmur in his carin
Fi."illf.

Nothing seems to me more serious than what 15 in play in this
conclusion, m the very secrct of its opeming, in the hcton of its
suspense. For a large number of reasons, Some of them seem to be
wrped wward the past, others wward the future of the archive.

A, Concerning the former, those which look toward the past,
| will say only a word, Tt will go in the direction of what, in Freud's
eyes, and in particular in The Rar Man, tes the progress of science
and of reason 1o the advent of the l.lil.lliarchah:. In a note which |
do not have the tme t read here and will commeat on elsewhere,
Froud makes three mistakes, with Lichtenberg, whuose support he
seeks. He makes a mistake in affirming thar there can be no doubt
about the identity of the mother, insofar as it depends on the wit-
ness of the senses, while the wdentity of the father always remains
doubtful since n tlrj:rmh. and 1 alone, on a rational inference, as
that “legal fiction” of which Stephen speaks in Joyee's Ulysses. How
ever, better than ever taday, if only with the possibility of surrogate
mothers, prosthetic maternities, sperm banks, and all the aruhcial
inseminations, as they are secured four us already and will be se-



curesd sull more for us in the future by bio-genctic techno-scicnee,
we know that matermty s as inferved, constructed, and interprered
as patermty. And as paternal law. In truth, it has always been thus,
fow the one and for the other. Freud makes a second mistake in
believing with Lichrenberg that paternity, and 1 alone, 15 as uncer-
tan as the gqueston of whether the moon s inhalated: we know
tonday, in all objective certaimy, that the moon s uninhabited, and,
comversely, it s easicr 1o see amd 1o touch that sarellite’s soil than
the certain wlentity of a mother. He makes a third mistake in draw-
ing from all these errors, illusions, or phantasms a phallogocentric
conclusion: because of tus presumed call to reason in the assigna-
ton of paternty, beyond the "witness of the senses,” the passage w
patriarchy marked the covilizing trivm phoof reason over sensilulity,
"r SO EnCe aver p{'rft.‘]’!l [LRI

In doubting thar Anna-Anngone had spoken, from London 1o
Jerusalem, in her own name, in visibly hoping that she had spoken
i the name of the father —of her dead father—what does the sig-
natory of the “Monologue with Freud™ aim to overprint in the
“we” of this umlateral contract and of this covenant, in this recir-
cnmeision of Freud? Well, he perhaps inscribes, perhaps (1 am in-
deed saying perbaps), as if he were signing his name, a discreet but
encegenc and ineffaceable virility: see the fathers, we the archons,
we the pillrl':in;l.'l.*n.r gu.ﬂ[dliln ul the archive and of the law. 1 say
.I"'l'J MPI. ItLJl.IH: l". :]I-f:ﬂ:' l.l“f'll |."|'I!'| rcmain as .'.I.:Lprnllni 0% ll“‘ I'-l,.l'
ture to which I now wrn.

I am iindeed saying “perhaps,” as Yerushalmi says “perhaps” at
one of the most decisive moments of his suspended conclusions
("Absurd? Possibly, But somer dokh —perhaps, atier all ... 2" [99])
What 13 ar issue here s coning to a conclusion on the subject of
Freud's secret, of his dissimulaed or unavowable thought accord-
wng 1o which psychoanalysis would be a Judaism without Gaod; or
according to which, concerming the future of Laius and of Oedipus
or the future of religion, there would be no hope, [ Y Jou may very
well be nght,” says Yerushalo, who sees in the closure of the fu-
ture, 1in hopelessness, in the nonpromise, more than in the atheisi,
whnt 15 least Jewish, most un-Jewish, in Freud; such that Jewishness
here, if not Judaism, comes down, in 1ts minimal essence, but as
science itself, to the openness of the future. “But it is on this ques-
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uon of hope or hopelessncss,” Yerushalmi wall say 1o Freud, “even
more than on God or godlessness, that your teaching may be at its
most un-Jewish™ [95].* | stress this essential modahity of the perhaps,
as | am always tempted 1o do. It seems 1o me to be irreducible.
Mictzsche claimed wo recogmze the thinkers of the future by thear
courage 1o say perdaps | emphasize "pechaps” fur yet another rea-
sun, while alluding 10 that patriarchal hliation of elders inta which
Yerushalmi seems to inscribe himself, at least by one of his gestures,
Because he also asks Professor Freud a remarkable quesnon about
the wdentity of the mother, i his oedipal schema, perhaps a non-
sensible wdentty, shiclded perhaps from the witness of the senses,
like the "legal hevon™ ol the father and even more than this because
this time the woman would be the law iself:

the Torah, the Teaching, the revelauon, the Turah which in He-
brew 1s grammancally feminine and which s midrashecally
compared to a brude. It s over possession of her that Ch restianity,
the younger son, came to challenge, not so much the Father as
Judaism, the elder son. For this struggle “sibling rivaley”™ is per-
haps oo tame a phrase, Psychologically (and alas, all wo often
even historically) we are talking about fratricule. [92]*

B, Yes, et us rather speak of the future. Just before asking his
question of the phantom of the patnarch, of the archonuic specier
of psychoanalysis, at the moment he promises to keop the secret,
above all of he confirms that psychoanalysis is indeed a Jewish sci-
ence, Yerushalon takes the nsk of making a decisive gesture. In a

8. Yerushalmi indeed dustnguishes, and we will coime back to thes Later,
between Jewnhoess and Judaism Judaivm can be “terminable™ and finite, as
religion, tradinen, or culture; Jewsshness is mot. One canmet tramslate “an s
maost un-Jewrih™ by “the furthey away from ludanm | plus dogpade d puda
fime],” as the French nwamlanon docs, without the rsk of betraying or msung
|"H: wory I!H!iil- :lrllui Ih:mh.

3. On thas questwom of the brother, bevween Judaism and Christaniny and
wn partcular in the insntunon of psychoanalysis, permit me to refer you o
Polissguies de Pamited, notably 3101 Devoting wnine firse prages todhis quesiion
of fratricide, Yerushalimt puts forth the hypothesis according 10 which the
figure of Camn ollers an explanston which s “as potent” as that of Oedipus.
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stenke, ina single paragraph, he overturns the entire epistemolog-
cal axiomatic which had scemed up to this point to be a presuppo-
sition of his discourse. To describe this gesture | wall select, once
again, only what concerns the archave. First of all, st seems that i
peavate, and [ stress dus pont, in a precute letter, Frewd had already
given, i the essentials, the very response that Yerushalun seems to
be wanting for or pretends to be waiting for, by promising to keep
it ter himself, as if he wanted to have for himself in secret, here, for
has very own sell, Josef Hayim Yerushalma, the ]1-ri‘.rlr1p|r of an
cqually private response which Freud had already given (sixty-hve
years carlice!) 10 Enrico Morselli. As of he wanted o share with
Frewd, all alone, a seeret that Freud had .1|:'r::1d:.r confided to some-
one else, before Yerushalm was even born: “In 1926, Yerushalmi
writes, “vou wrote privately to Enrico Morselli that you were not
sure that his notion that psychoanalysis 15 a direct product of the
Jewish mind s correct, but that if it 3s, you “wouldn't be ashamed"™”
[100]

After having ented this private document, Yerushalm adds a re
mark. It ﬂhp‘l.}rri in one stroke the whole l.[lk’!-li‘ﬂl‘l of the CLUAT
between Judawm and psychoanalysis. The two rerms of such an
cquation become equally unknown, indetermunare, yer to be deter-
:nl_l'lru.i1 '"'"“.'!" Rven over 1o the future. Ler us read thas i‘l'l'l.'lqllqlll"lh
an the last agc of the "MHI'Hllngi-IE":

Professar Freud, at this point 1 find it futile to ask whether, ge-
netically or structurally, psychoanalysis is really a Jewish science;
that we shall know, if 1t is at all knowable, only when much
fature work has been done. Much will depend, of course, on
how the very terms fecnh and scrence ave to be defined. Raghi
e, |F.|“l'||'|H l'h[" “I]'ﬁﬂn“l" ﬁrl.l.': fp:iﬁt(:n‘ln!nglrnl ‘1“:1'{1'1“5 il‘i';lf'p I
want only to know whether you ultimately came to believe it to
e san. | 1 (W]

Yerushalo rm.ph.:-u.r.r:. your: what s umportant 15 not s much
the content of what Freod would sy Freud, morcover, has al
ready acknowledped it in a way—as the fact that he should say i,
ke (“you”), with his mouth, and sign it hencelorth with lus name,
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and sign it as one subscribes to a beliel: “whether yor ulumately
came to believe it 1o be s0.” This 1s only what he wanis to knoaw: "1
want only to know whether you ultimately came to belicve it to be
s0.” Time and age count, Yerushalms knows, and he was the hrst
o recall it, that Freud believed thes, at least sixiy-five years earlier.
If he asks it of hun again, if be asks for more, if he seems to ask a
new conbirmation of ham, it 15 as o he wanted the last word, the
last will, the ulumate signature ("ulumately™) of a dying father
and to be even more sure, of an already dead father. He wants an
ultimate repetition, at the last minute; he asks for an eneffaceable
countersignature, of what Freud said sixty-five years earlier and on
quite a few other occasions. This last engagement ought to be ir-
reversible, by definition, Engaging a dead person, it would no
longer be subject to the strategic caleulations, to the denials of the
living Freud, and to the retractions of the founder of a psycho-
analysis exposed to all the anti-Semine violences.

Thus declaration seems to change all the signs. It s ths, this
alone, it seems to mie, that can carry and jusufy the book's subtitle,
Judavm Terminable and Interminable. It leaves open to the future,
not anly the defimition, hence the determinability as much as the
terminabality, of Judaism, b also those of psychoanalysis. Up o
this poant, in any case up 10 the opening of this hictive monologue,
Yerushalmm had measured his discourse—for the bulk of what, in
theory, was shown and demonstrated—on the classical norms of
kmmwkcigr_ af _-.:'|:'||.1!:n.hi|a, and u!—c':istmnulug!.r which dotmimaie in
cvery scientific community: here, the objectivity of the lustorian, of
the archivist, of the sociologist, of the philologist, the reference to
stalibe thermes and concepts, the relative exteriority in relation to the
object, particularly i relation w an archuve determined as already
given, i the puit or 1 any case only meomplete, determinable and
thus terminable in a future itself determunable as future present,
domination of the constative over the performarive, ete. This s how
one can interpret the remark, made “in passing.” concerming the
discovery and the uncxpected publication, in 1980, of the private
archive of Sabina Spiclrein. “Thas discovery,” Yerushalmi notes,
“should also serve to remind us of how incomplete and tentative
any conclusions must be in our reconstructions of the history of
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paychoanalysss, until the mounds of matenals sull unpublished or
deliberately restricted are made avalable™ [#4]. An incompleteness
ol the acchaive, and thus a4 cenain LFElI‘."I’L]'II.Ih'I.lIIH[}' o the {uture,
shiould be taken into consideranion by the historan in any “recon.
structions of the history of psychoanalysis.™ Now this incomplete-
ness is of an entirely different order from that of the future which
15 a0 question at the end of the "Monologue.” In the imiddle ot the
bk, whar was an question wis still an incompleteness and a fu

ture that belong to the normal time of scientific progress, Without
a donbe, ar the end of the *Monologue™ Yerushalini again alludes
o the furure of some “future work.”™ But the future of which he
then 5;:-::31-'.!-, andd above all when it concerns the concepts of science
and of Jewishness, is not of the order of such a relative iru_'um!uh-lr-
ness. 1t is no lunger only the provisional indetermination that opens
the ul1iilr;|rf held of a scientific work in progress andd ,ﬂw;}"i unhn-
ished, in parucular because new archives can soll be discovered,
come out of secrecy or the private sphere, so as to undergo new
iterpretations, 1t is no longer a question of the same time, of the
same field, and of the same relationship w the archive. Ar the mo

ment when the histortan declares 1o the patriarch that it would be
“futile ro ask whether, gencucally or structurally, psychoanalysis s
really a Jewish science,” and when he adds: "that we shall know, if
11t all Rroreable |my emphasis), ooly when much future work
has been dane. Much will depend, of course, un huw the very terms
Jewssk and soience are w be defined,” at thas moment he changes
registers amd times entirely. In a stroke, he suspends all the axio-
matic assuranees, horms, and rules which had served him unnil
now i organieaing the scientific work, notably historiographic
criticasin, and i parucular its relavonship 1o the known and un-
known archive. The very order of knowledge, at least of classical
knowledge, 15 suspended. At issue 1 another concept of the luture,
tr which we will return.

Since the questions thar dominate the whole book, up to this
"Monologue,” concern the relavons between Judaism and science,
notably that science which psychoanalysis has wanted 10 be,
Yerushalma the scholar presumed continuously the knowledge of
what “science” and "Judaism” meant. When an evaluation of the
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scientific characrer of psychoanalysis was in question, the historian
often showed himself to be very severe and withour appeal, con-
cerning what he calls, inthis book as in Zakhar: fewish History and
Jewnsh Memory, Freud's Lamarckism or "psycho-Lamarckism™
PI09] as an anuquity condemned by the state of science, of a
scicnce which s not Yerushalow's saence and of which he mvokes
the results, in sum, from the extenor, as would a histonan, who
would content hamself to record the results that are validated, ar a
particular moment, by a scientific community in which he does not
actively participate and of which he does not share the competen-
cies, Un the other hand, Yerushalim accepls, We can suppose, tliar
hie belongs to the sciennfic community of histornians or of weiolo-
gists of culture, in parvcular of Jewish cultore (he is professor of
“lewish History, Culture, and Society™). He shares actively and
beilliantly 1 1s producnons, he increases and refines us abulines.
But in what has to do with the genetics or the history of life, he
acceps the role of pewtral observer and in the end of doxographer.
e muust know that in this domain things are more tuebulent and
more open (o the future than ever, more than anywhere else, and
not withour some relation (o the future status of archivizanon. The
eprstemological status that he claims for his discourse would thus
merit a thorough study, We shall only set up the cartography of the
borders he assigns humsell, This is not so easy, given the mobility
of such limits. It seems tha in the quasiaimality of the work, and
up 1o the threshold of the “Monologue,” the author presents him

sclf as a historian who claims 1o hold himsell deliberately extenor
to his object. The histortan, the subject of tlus historical knowl-
edge, does not then presemt himself either as a Jew or as a psycho-
analyst, as such. He treaty the psychoanalytic archive as data, the
right of access 10 which, the imtelligibility, the evaluation of which
are not properly the affair either of the Jew or of the psychoanalyst.
Un many occasions, Yerushalm claims this distance as the very
conchtron for the history he inends o write. He does at, lor ex-
ample, by putting these words of Philippe Arigs in the exergue of
his last chapter, just before the “Monologue” —words that for

1 In a peiticrips of 1987 which docs not appear in the frst edition.
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iy part Laoed as s olien the case for what Anés says and does in
general) | hnd more than problematic:

One can make an atempe ar the history of behavior, that s o
say, at a psychological history, without being oncscll enther a psy-
chologist or a psychoanalyst and while keeping onescll at a dis
tance from the theones, the vocabulary and even the methods of
modern psychulogy, and nevertheless 1o engage these very psy
cholugists on their terrain, 1f one is born a historian ane becomes
a psychologist in one's own fashion. [57]

To express brelly my perplexity on this point, and why 1 do no
share Yerushalmi's confidence when he cites such a remark, finding
in it some backing no doube, | wonder what it could mean to be
“horn a historian” (*S1 on nait histonen . .
authority on ts rom an epastemuologreal pomnt of view. And above

M and 1o base one’s

all, cosreerio non dute, supposing that, i such conditions, one could
doa |n;|'-|:|m!ugu.ll history, this would not suffice to do a hastory of
psychology, even less of psychoanalysis; and above all not ar this
point where this science, this projeet for a saience a least, which s
called psychoanalysis, clamms to transform the very status of the
historian’s object, the structure of the archive, the concept of *his-
wical truth,” indeed of science in general, the methods of dea-
pherng the archive, the implication of the subject 1n the space he
claims to objectivize, and notably the ropology of all the internal/
external partitions that structure this subject and make of him a
place for archves in relation o which no objectivization 1 pure,
nosr i teath rigorously possible, which is to say, complete and ter-
minable. Fven a classical historian of science should know from
the inside the coment ol the sciences of which he does the history,
And il this content concerns in fact historiography, there 18 no good
method vr good epstemology for authonzing oneself to put i into
parentheses. Une deprives oneself in this case of the elementary
conditions, of the minimal semantic stability, and almost of the
grammar which would allow onc 1o speak about that of wlhich vne
speaks. To want to speak about psychoanalysis, 1o claim to do the
history of psychoanalysis from a purely apsychoanalytc point of
VICW, ]tu[ihrd of all psychoanalysis, w the point of believing one

could erase the traces of any Frendian impression, is bke clauming
the right to speak without knowing what one’s speaking about,
without even wanting to hear anything about it. Thas structure s
not only valid for the history of psychoanalysis, or for any discourse
on psychoanalysis, it is valid at least for all the so-called social or
human sciences, but it receves a singular mflecvon here which we
must examine a bit more closely.

In fact, Yerushalmi konows that he cannot have this exteriornity,
He knows it 100 well. To liberate his discourse of all Freudian
preimpression is not only impossible, it would be illegitimate. But
as he also doesn’t want 1o renounce this alleged constative and theo-
retical neutrality which the classical scholar or historian claims as
his norm, the position of his discourse heee, in any case in the better
part of his book and before the "Monologue,” is double, equivecal,
unstable, T would even say exquisitely tormented. Doomed to de-
nial, sometimes avowed in its very denial. At once persecuted and
translated by the symptoms that call irresisubly for a postscript,
namcly, this "Monologue with Freud,” which resebles—or pre-
tends 1o resemble —the beginning of an analysis and the declared
confession of a transfer. Whether it resembles or pretends to re-
semble, this postscript undoubredly carries, in truth, wn s very fic-
ton, the wuth of the book. This is marked in parucular in the
trembling of a gesture and the instability of a status: the historian
refuses to be a psychoanalyst but also relrains from mor being a
psychoanalyst.

We shall take only two examples, precisely where they affect a
double relanonship to the archive,

The first, the areh-cxample, shows us the desire of an adlmirable
historian who wiamts in sum to be the first archivist, the first 1o
discover the archive, the archacologist and perhaps the archon of
the archive. The lirst archivist institutes the archive as it should be,
that 15 to say, not only in exhibiting the document but m establushing
it. He reads i, interprets i, classes it. In this case, what is in play 15
all the more serious, as the document turns out to keep this inscrip-
ton in the form of a dedication that accompanies a reiterated gifft,
the second present, the restitution of the Philippsohn Bible by the
arch-patriarch to the patriarch of psychoanalysis, the present which
Jakob son of R. Shelomeh Freid gwes to Shelomoh Sigmund

| 55



50 |

Freud, tharty-five years alier a circumcision, which it begins by re-
calling to hirn in naming the Ark of the Covenant and the Tablets
of the Law. Yerushalmi announces in sum that he will be the first
(after Freud), indeed the only person (affer Freud ) wo open, if not 1o
hold, the archive of what he calls "one crucial episode.” He would
like, as we will see, to be the first here: the trrst after Freud, the first
sccomd, an eldest son, the hirst second and thus for 2 moment alone
with Freud, alone in sharing a secret. (He s certanly not the only
one or the first to want ta be the first after Frewd el thus: e
with Freud; we have several others in France, in that French line-
age trom which Yerushalmi seems to want to shicld himself— but
why? —as from the plague.)

This being the case, for what reason docs he sill hesitate? Why
is he so embarrassed about the question as o whether he procecds
w the manner of those whom he will later call “ordinary listori-
ans” |86}, or alrcady in the manner of a psychoanalyst histarian, in
uther words, in some sense, in the manner of an inheritor in the
lineage of the patniarchs or arch-patriarchs whose archive he deci-
phers for the first time, and “propedly™ He says “properly™ twicc,
And he claims to be neither an analyst nor ¢ non-analyst, denying
the two h}'P{J[hf&cs at once, rthus not dcn],riug either one, succes-
sively or simultancously, The passage is as follows:

There is one crucial episode involving Jakob and Sigmund
Freud which has not yet been properiy assessed [my emphasis), not
least because it involves a Hebrew text which has niever been
properly transeribed [agan my emphasis] (the handwriting is ad-
mittedly dithcult), ler wlone adequately glowsed ' [my emphasis].
Bur it is, in clfect, the one canonical text of Jakob Freud at our
disposal. In what follows I neither presume 1o dignify my recon-
struction as " psychoanalyoc™ (though it s no less so than others
that pretend to be) [this will be 4 magnificent and liminous
reading| nor, given the limstations of a single text, do 1 claim
more than a parual msighe [70) Y

L T recommend note 45 [133 - ] to those who may be further interested
w Yerushalmi's concern to mark ar once the priociy and the cxclusve pro-

Here now is the following example, the example also of rhar
which folloees, a second example of primo-secondariness, the ex-
ample of this eldest sun, of this second eldest son of Jakob Freud,
of this double status of a historian who refuses without wanung to
refuse to be without being a psychoanalyst, Yerushalmi says to us
in the conditonal tense what he would say, and thus what he says,
if he were to permit himself what he thus permits himself, namely,
“the luxury of a technical psychoanalyuc term — an example of “de-
ferred obedience’™: “should 1 finally allow myself the luxury of a
technical psychoanalytic term—an example of ‘deferred obedi-
ence’™ [771. At issue here is the deferred obedicnce of Freud o his
father, of the patriarch to the arch-patriarch, (One has a hard time
halting the sequence and the scene: in a lew minutes, we will per-
haps speak of Yerushalmi's “deferred vbedience” cach of these
figures —and draw from this some conclusions.)

A precions documentary question, once again, of archacolog
cal exeavarion and of the detection of the archive. It concerns a
single sentence n a sort of ntellecual amobiography.'? Freud
added this sentence, as an expression of remorse, only in 1935, one
year after the first sketch of Maser. [t is important to know that this
sCcmicnce was nmi":‘d, ":c:t:lrnrally." the Standard Fdirion 5AYS, 1N
the Gesammclte Werke of 1948; and it is also abscot, and for good
reason, from the French translation of Maric Bonaparte, which
dates from 1928, But this omission was maintained in later editions,
at least until 1950, One could add this small phalological remark
the file Freud himself investigates in chapter 6 of the second essay
of his Mases [SE 23:41 fT), in the course of those rich pages on
archivization, the oral tradition and the written tradition, biblical
exegesis, historiography, and all the Entitellungen, all the defor-
mations of a text which he compares to murders, | now ate the
sentence added by Freud in 1935, as it cited by Yerushalma:

praety of thas reading, what i approprac about it and what remas propes
10 it. ‘This note comcerns the competition of two other transcriptions, teansla

ticks, aned :In!.l',l"l-l'!-

12, The text, Selbsederssellungen, first published in Dye Medizin der Gegen-

swrt (1925), appearcd in Engluh o A» Ausobrographecal Study |SE 20:7 70}



My deep engrossinent i the Bilile story (almest as soon as | had
learned the art of reading) had, as | recognized much ler, an
enduring effect upon the direction of my interest. [SE 20 8; qtd
in Yerushalmi 77]

Yerushalon ill.l';.'l'[.i'll:l:'i the document which this addition consti-

tites, ton vears after the first edition:

Signtheantly, the last sentence did nor appear in the first edi-
uen. [ was added only in 1935, the year after the completion of
the manuscript draft of Moses, Only now, in retrospect, did
Freud realize the full unpact of the study of the Bible on his lifc,
and only now did he fully acknowledge i, In this sense Moses
and Monothetm represents, at last, a fulfilment of Jakob Freud's
mandate or—should I finally allow mysell the luxury of a
technical psychoanalytic term—an example of “delerred obe-
dience.” [77)

What should we think of this “deferred obedience™? (1 will note
first in parentheses that the littde sentence on the “deep engross-
ment in the Bible™ was immediately followed by another, which
Yerushalimi does not cite. Judging it to be leginmately beyond the
domain of his remarks, he cuts just before i From the first edition
an, this sentence declared the adminng and fascinated hope which
Freud had very early for what "Darwin's theorics” —he does not
name Lamarck herc—were able to promise at the time for the
future of saence,)

[n this concept of "deferred obedience,” one can be wempted w
recogmze one of the keys or, if you prefer, one of the seals of this
arfheron, 1 mean of this book by Yerushalmi, at least as an archival
book on the archive. In fact, the key or the seal, what signs and
offers 1o be read is less a concept, the Freudian concept of “deferred
obedience,” than its implementation by Yerushalma, This imple-
mentation takes the concept wathout taking i, uses it withourt using
iz it Minentions” rather than “uses” it, as a speech aers theorist would
say; it makes a concept {Begrrff) out of it which in turn grasps with-
out grasping, comprehends without taking. And this double ges-

Lure thl sOlrLcoe 'I."ul'l'l‘l.:l i.l!lﬂll('::r A Gnce Lo assumne HI“.! Tl Lok assiapne
||11.' lhfl:jl'l'.'t i.l,_'"'SC[E'I'IEI'I'-H' rC'."i-i'H.ll'I.S-.II.'H.l.'i[}" n[ ."i||'H.'II b 'i.'i]]'l'i.'f].'lt.‘ |h i.ﬁ- 1% I'"E-
cisely the scene of "luxury™ which the conditional coquetry de-
seribes: “should 1 Anally allow myselt the luxury of a technical psy-
choanalyuc term—an cxample of ‘deferred obedience.” The play
of this luxury 15 at the joint between truth and heuon, leassures the
unity ol the bouk, it seems w me, insofar as 1t aruculates wgether
fvur chapters of "scholarship™ which sce themselves as conforming
to the traditional norms of scientificity, and a last chapter of fictive
monologue—with a specter who, at least apparently, no longer re-
sponds. But the last chapter, the most fActive, 15 certainly not the
least true, [noits own way, even if it does not say the truth, i makes
the truth, in the sense 1n which Augustine could say thas of conles-
ston, It inspires seanething else mn us abowut the 1rach of the truth:
about the history of the truth, as about the truth of the enigmaric
difference Freud wanted o mark between “"material truth”™ and
“historical truth” 1 cannot wnagine a better introduction to the
question of the archive, today, than the very stakes of this verugi-
nous difference,

How docs the “luxury” of this “deferred obedience™ join, ac-
cording to me, the two penods of this book? The lnstory of this
concept {nachtrdgliche Gehorsam, “docihity after the fact™), as Yeru-
shalm retraces it in a few lines, goes back to Toten and Taboeo, !
Freud notes there that "The dead father became stronger than the
living one, . .. in accordance with the psychological procedure so
familiar to us in psyche-analyses under the name of “deferred obe-
dience’™ | 3£ 13:143].

From this very convincing staging, Yerushalmi draws all the
conscquences, Connng {roun Toatens and Taboo, the “techmieal” con-
cept of “deferred obedience™ 15 borrowed and transterred, here too
with the required delay, onto Freud himself, Freud the author of
Mases, The deferred docility here becomes thar of Sigmund w0

Jakaob, his father:

13, It isa passape that | atternpeed w interpret previously, imoes relationship
tor the origin of the liw and with reference o Kafka's Vor dem Gegers, CF
“Préjuges: Devant la lon”
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I wiiting Mases and Monotheum he belatedly obeys the father
and Tullills his mandae by returnmg w the intensive siady of the
Bible, but at the same time he maintains his independence Trom
his father through his interpretation. He rejects the “matenal
truth™ of the biblical narcative but rejoices in his discovery of s
“histoncal wuth.” [75)

“Wherc does this leave us?” Yeoushalmi asks belore prasing Lou
Andreas-Salomé, who says she read a new Form of the "return of
the repressed”™ in Moses, this time not in the form of “phantots out
of the past” but rather in the form of what one could call a “in.
umph of lile.” The aftedhife lsreance| no longer means death and
the revien of the specter, but the surviving of an excess ol life which
resisis anmbalaton Cithe survival of the st I::ill:n]:luul vital ele-
ments of the past”™) [78].

Two pages later, at the begmming of the “Monologue with
Freud,” Yerushalnd dares 1o address himsel wo Freeud., Thus he
himsell speaks 10 one of these “phamoms out of the past.” This
new “schiolar” seems to have come strarght from Hamiler: " Thou are
a F-rh:ﬂlcl; 'jpc;ﬂl.r fon it. Hm.ﬂm." Hr: ;||HH.1'.r-::ii1|||:.r.l::s. thie puh:rlla]
specter ol Protessor Feeud, This is an uncommon and perhaps un-
precedented scene in the history of psychoanalysis, Though |
would like to, [ cannot do justice either to the veilled nichness or o
the bottomless irony ol this exvaordinary “Monologue,” duning
which a historian has dared w eross a limir before which "ordinary
histonans” [86] have always been intimadated. 1 shall hold mysell,
once again, (o the instance of the archive. And 1 shall undeoulwedly
teach nothung w the author of thes great “Monologue with Freud™
as | venture a tew remarks which, obedient in turn, 1 will groop
under the utle ol “deferred obodience,”

Which one? No longer (1) the obedience “after the fact” Fremd
spcaks of in Totemr and Taboo, no longer (2) the one Yerushalom
speaks of (thar of Sigmund to Jakob, his father), but indeed (3) the
delerred ducility of Yerushalmi with respect to Freud.

Let us desenibe this time of repetinon with the words Yerush-
J.II'I'" FCCIVEY r‘;ﬂ F1 l.'u1|:

. Yerushalmi in tuen addresses himsell at last and "belatediy”
o Freud's phantom wath filial respect.

e m— | — i

2 He returns i nien wo the “mtensive study of the Hible.”

3. He “maintains his independence,” Mimicking a doubly fic
titious parnicide, he argues bitterly with a master whose psycho-
analytic rules and premises he accepts. He aleo interiorszes the
discourse of the patnarch, at least i respecting the "according
to you” of the le-didakh, talmudie terminus technieus. All these
signs remind us that Yerushalmi also “belatedly obeys the father,”
whether he wants to or not, He identifies with him while interior-
izing him like a phantom who speaks in him before him. He offers
him hospitality and goes su far as to confess to him not without
fervor: “you are real and, for me, cunously [.'lﬂ:ﬂ:lllh {81).

Now Tet us not forget, this is also the phantom of an expert n
phantoms. The expert had even siressed that what 15 most interest-
g in repression is what one does not manage To repress. The
phantom thus makes the law—even, and more than ever, when
otie contests him, Like the futher of Hamlet belund his visor, and
by virtue of a pior effect, the specter sees without being seen. He
thus reestablishes the heteronomy. He finds himsell confirmed and
repeated in the very protest one claims 10 oppose to him. He dic-
tates even the words of the person who addresses him, for example
the strange word “engrossment™ after having used it 1o translate
Freud's belated contession about hus impregnation by biblical cul-
ture, Yerushalm applics it now 1o himself, delibecately or non, 1o
describe his own investment in this archive of Freud which has
become a sort of RBible for him, a specural Bible. He speaks of s
“enyrossinent'; by or in Freud's corpus. With a gesture in which it
i impossible to discern between love and hate, bur also between
their simulaceal doubles, Yerushalmi painfully, laboriously justifies
himsell 1o Frewd, one would almost say in askiog for his forgive:
ness. He even recalls, if one must believe him, that, unlike other
inheritors and wayward sons, he has not looked for the secrers or
the weaknesses of the master, of the one who remains, like Goethe,
through the “autobiographical records, a careful concealer™

[ have not rummaged through your life in scarch of flaws. Those
uncovered by others in recent years have not affected my en
grossment in your uncommon achievement, which continues to
pursue me “like an unlad ghost.” [82]

| &1



LR

Maturally, by all appearances, we believe we know that the prhan
tam does ot respond. FHe will never again respond, Yerushalo
knows it, On the strength of more than one reason, Freud will
never agaun speak.

1. He will never again respond in the future because he had
already responded, and cven with what Yerushalmi wants o hear
from his lips —to Morselli for example, more than half a century
carlicr. ‘

2. He will never again respond because he will have been in a
position to have, already, always responded,

3. He will never agan respond because it is a phantom, thus a
dead person.

4. He will never again respond because it is the phantom, of
an analyst; and perhaps because the analyst should withdraw to this
spectral position, the place of the dead person, from which, leaving
one o speak, he makes one speak, never responeling except to si
lence hmself, only being silent w let the paticnt speak, lung enough
to transfer, to il1[l."|pr-:'t, to work,

So here is what we belteve e kneee an beast, here is the appcar-
ance: the other will never again respond. Now in spite of these
necessities, these obwious facts and these substantiated certitudes, in
spite of all the reassuring assurances which such a knowing or such
a believing-to-know despenses w us, through thew, the phantom
continues to speak, Perhops he does not respond, but e speaks. A
phantom speaks. What does this mean? In the first place or in a
preliminary way, this means that without responding it disposes of
a response, a bit like the answering machine whose voice outlives
s mement of recording: vou call, the other persan s dead, now,
whethier you know it or net, and the voice responeds 1o you, 10 a
very precise fashion, sometimes cheerfully, it instruces YOl 10 can
even give you instructions, make declarations o you, address your
[Cquests, prayers, promises, ijunctions. Supposing, concesso non
dato, thata living being ever responds in an absolutely living and
infinmtely well-adjusted manner, withour the least automalism,
without ever having an archival wechniquc overflow the singularity
of an event, we know in any case that a spectral response (thus
informed by a teechné and inseribed 1nan archive}is always possible,
There would be newher history nor tradition nor culture without

e N  eree . ITeres

that possibility, It is this that we are speaking of here. It is this, in
“'l.l.l.h, tlldt We FILsl answer |:-1:-r.
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and answers set in motion 10 such a “"Monologue” on the subject of
the very conzent of Moses. This entire talmudico-psychoanalytic dis-
cussion 1s Bascinanng and passionate, But can one not then say that
i PJ'PI!'J‘J"II iI 5h LA I:I‘::ml Lir IE rightl’ '.-.:ﬂl'l O JVEek l:1.1i|“ TI‘].'"' ﬂ L "ul'f"f}l'
struciure “!- 1.]'Ii.."|- accne, [hl." I—I:'I'rﬂ“ll. |l.-IIE'if ﬂI'-Tl_I{' .ﬂrﬂ'llr.l'lf‘ﬂtﬁ-. 111[" [
pology and the strategy of the interlocutors {ving or spectral)
show Freud ro e right, even and, perhaps, above all where he 1s
wrong, from the point of view of “material rruth™? Even where the
dead person may be put to death again, Freud hike so many others,
from Laius 1o Moses? Even where he is accused of so many short-
comings by the onc who proceeds while repeating "1 repeat: T do
not blame you™ [98)7

“To do justice.” Yet again, | would like w but cannot do justice
o the unense and nch discussion staged by this hinal "Moenologue.”
1 should Fal o deo, which seems to me unlortunately inevitable,
it 15 not duc only to some limit or another (personal, factual, alas
real), it 15 not due even o the lack of time, This fatal “injustice” i3
due to the necessity of shouwnng, a priori, the person occupying the
pasition of Freud here ro be right. This 1s the strange violence |
would like to speak of (also out of concern for justice, because |
:';ll-.L" (FLB] t[”“h[ l‘C '.||'|]H!l-[ ot Uf COnoCrn I.-UT jllﬁ[.“:‘l:::l '“"I'l.:iif l]].']k:il'lg
mysclf in tirn guilty of it a prior.

Ssimultaneously hetive and effective, taut, dramatic, as generous
as i 1s implacable, this “Monologue” does not deprive the other of
bis right to speak. Not without injustice can one say that Freud has
no chance to speak, He is the Arst to speak, in a certain sense, and
the last word s offered to him, The right to speak is left, given or
lemt 10 ham, | would need hours to justify any one of these three
words. What nuerests me here, o the fiest place, 15 the nearly for-
sad Latality of a performatve effect.

ll ‘-I'Iﬂ“ |'|-i|'|l'[' 1o ti!'l]ll ['II_'_L'EIE"I[ kir [E'I.'i!l E-I'.'Ifrl'l-ill'lt}". CCMOENCIng 1'1{'
detailed discussion of the content of the analyses. But before re-
turning to this structural faeahey, T would like to give an ex-
ample, at least in parentheses and only as an indicanon, of whar



this discussion could be, At the beginning ol the "Monologue with
Freud,” asing himself on certain citations of the Midrash, Yeru.
shalmi proposes a first conclusion o “Professor Freud™

If Maoses had actually been killed by our {orefathers, not only
would the murder not have been repressed but—on the con-
trary—it would have been remembered and recorded [ie, ar
chived], cagerly and implacably, in the most vivid detail, the
quintessential and ulumate exemplum ol the sin of lsrael’s diso-
bedhience. |83]

This, in my opinion, is the sinews of the argument in thos book,
New 1o affirm this, Yerushalmi must again suppose that the contra-
diction between the act of memory or of archivization on the one
hand and repression on the other remains irreduable. As if one
could not, preaisely, recall and archuve the very thing one represses,
archive i wlile rellr:nﬁ.ing it (bhecause n:prc:i&jujl is an archiviza-
tion), that 15 1o say, to arc hive aphermse, 1o e press the archive while
archiving the repression; otheraee, of course, and that is the whaole
problem, than according to the current, conscious, patent modes of
archivization; ethernse, that 1s 10 say, according to the paths which
have called 1o psychoanalyne deciphening, in truth to psychoanaly-
wus itself. How can Yerushalmi be sure thar the murder in queston
has not been abundantly recalled and archived (*remembered and
recorded™ in the memory of lsrael? How can he claim to proce an
ahsence of archive? How docs one prove in gencral an absence ol
archive, if not in relying on classical norms (presence absence of
litgral and explicit reference to this or to that, toa this or to a tha
which one supposes to be idemtical w themselves, and simply ab
sent, actually absent, if they are not simply present, actmally present;
how can one not, and why not, take into account wnconscrons, and
more generally eiriad archives)? Now Yerushalm knows very well
that Freud's intention is o analyze, across the apparent absence of
memory and of archive, all kinds of symptoms, signs, hgures, e
taphurs, and metonymies that attest, at least virtually, an archival
dacumentation where the “ordinary historian” identhes none,
Whether one goes along with him or not in his demonstration,
Freud claimed that the murder of Moses effecticely left archives,

—

i - S N

ducuments, symptoms in the Jewish memory and even in the
memory of humanity. Only the texis of this archive are not read-
able according 1o the paths of “ordinary history” and this is the very
relevance of psychoanalysis, if it has one,

Let us go further, keeping close to the example chosen by
Yerushalmi, who has the courage and the merit, the temerity even,
to cite not only the Bible but “rabbis in the Midrash™ who are sull
more “explicit” than the Bible in testifying ar least about an ar-
remipried murder:

And the entire community threatened to stome them with stomes
(Numbers 14: 1), And who were they? Moses and Aaron. |Bus
the verse continues] when the glory of the Lord appeared [in the
tent of mieeting unto all the children of Ismael|. This teaches us that
they [the Israclites] were throwing stones and the Cloud [of the
Lord's Glory] would intercept them. [85]

Yerushalmi seems to conclude —and to want to convince Profes-
sor Freud —that if in fact they wanted to kill Moses {and Aaron),
and if this intention has indeed remained in the memory and in
the archive, what counts is that the Israclites did not “actually”™ kill
him. This conclusion appears o be doubly fragile. And cven from
the Midrash point of view in question. First, without needing to
convoke psychoanalysis yet, one should recognize that if the mur-
der didd not take place, if it remained virtual, if it only almost took
place, the intention to kill was effective, actual, and i truth aocom-
plished, There was acting out, the stones were thrown in facr, they
continued 1o be thrown while only divine intervention intercepted
them. The crime was not interrupted at any moment by Israclites
themiselves, going no further than their susprmh:d INLEN IO, OF 1C-
nouncing in the face of the sin, There was thus not only rmseston
but attempt 10 murder, effective, actwal avempr, which only an ex-
terior cause {a jurist would say an accident) diverted. Second, and
this ume taking 010 account a psychoanalytic logic, what differ-
ence 15 there between a murder and an intention to murder (above
all if it is acted out, but even if it is not murder, even if the intention
does not become attempt to murder)? Murder begins with the in
tention to kill. The unconscivus does not know the difference here
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between the virtual and the acual, the intention and the acton (2
certatn Judaism also, by the way), or at least does not model iself
on the manner in which the conscious {as well as the law or the
morals accorded 1 i) distnibutes the relations of the virtual, of the
winentonal, and of the actual. We will never have hinished, we have
met i teuth begun, drawing all the cthico-jundical consequences
from thes. In any case, the unconscious may have kept the memory
amel the archive of the intention to kill, of the acting out of this
desire to kill (as 11 15 sttested by the texts Yerushalm himselt cies,
in particular thos singular Mrdrash }—evenaf there has been repres-
sty because a repression also archives that of whach it dissimulates
or encrypis the archives, What is more, we see well that the repres-
sion weas fot all that efficient: the will to kill, the acting out and the
attermpt te murder are avowed, they are literally ansenibed i the
archive. If Moses was not killed, it is only thanks w God. Lelt o
themselves, the Israchies, who wanted o kill Moses, would have
killed hamn: they did everything to kill him.

Earlier, Yerushalom declared: “The wital question remains
whether, if Moses had been murdered in the wilderness, the
would have been lorgotten or concealed™ [84). And everything in
his text responds mo. Now mstead of sigmiving, as he beleves he
can clim, that of the murder dd not leave any archaves it is becausc
it did not take place, it suthces 1o read the texts he hamsell ciies w
conclude the contrary: the intention to kill was eflective, the acung
out also, this left an archive, and even if there had not been acting
out of the desire, the unconscious would have been able to keep the
archive of the pure cnminal intention, of its suspension or of its
repression, We can say this, it would seem, without having w ke
sides (which T am not doingl, but on the logical reading of the
whole of this argumentation alone, And to extend the problemaric
ficld of an archive of the vrrtwal, in its greatese generality, through-
out and beyond psychuanalysis. The wpology and the nomology
we have analyzed up to now were able w necessitate, as an abso-
lutely indispensable condition, the fell and effective actuality ol the
taking-place, the reality, as they say, of the archived event. What
will become of this when we will indeed have 1o remove the con-
cept of virtuality from the couple that opposes it to actuality, w
eflectivaty, or to realuy? Will we be obliged to contunue thinking
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that there 15 no thnkable archave for the virtual? For what happens
i virtual space and time? Iis hardly probable, this mutation s in
progress, but it will be necessary, 1o keep a rigorous account of this
other virtuality, to abandon or restructure from top to bottom our
inhented concept of the archive, The moment has come to accept
a great stirning in our conceptual archive, and in it 1o cross a "logic
of the unconscious” with a way of thinking of the virtual which s
no longer limited by the rraditional philosophical opposition be-
tween act and power.)

Let us return now o what we called a moment ago the fatal and
Soread constramt of o perfonmative ellect, This effect is due o whan
the signatory of the “Monologue” does, in the scene he thinks he
can organize, while playing or assuming a certain role in it, This
effect seems to show the phantom to be right, in the very place
where he could, perhaps, be wrong and lose in the conflicr of ar-
guments. Because the scene effectvely repeats, and w could not be
more obvious, everything Freud says both about the return of
phantoms and, t use the words of Yerushalmi, about the “tense
agon of Father and son™ [95]. One could show this in detail. Such a
repetition attests that “hustonical truth™ which no breach of “mate-
nal truth” wall ever weaken. What conlirms or demonstrates a cer-
tain truth of Freud's Moses 13 not Frewd's book, or the arguments
deployed there with more or less pertinence. It is not the contents
of this “historical novel™; it is rather the scene of reading it pro

vokes and in which the reader 15 inscribed in advance, For example
in a fictive monologue which, 10 reading, contesting, or in calling
to Freud, repeats i an exemplary fashion the logic of the evem
whuose specter was deseribed and whose structure was “performed”
by the historical novel, The Freud of this Frewds Maoses is indeed
Yerushalmia's Moses, The strange result of this performative repe-
utivn, the irrepressible ellectuation of this enacrarens, I any case
what it unavuidably demuonstrates, s that the interpretaton of the
archuve (here, for example, Yerushalmi's book) can only illuminate,

read, interpre, establish its object, namely a given inhernitance, by
inscribing itself into it, that is to say by opening it and by enriching
it enough to have a rghtful place wn w. There 1s no meta-archive.
Yerushalmi's book, including s hictive monologue, henceforth be-
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longs 1o the corpus of Freud (and ol Moses, crc.), whose name 1t
alsu carmes. The (ace that thas corpus amd this name also remain
spectral is perhaps a general structure of every archive. By incor-
porating the knowledge deployed i reference to it the arclhive
augments wsell, engrosses wself, it gains i auctorsgas. But in the
saine stroke it loses the absolute and mera-texual authorty it g
clatm 1o have. One will never be able 1o objectivize it wath no re-
mainder. The archivist produces more archive, and that 1s why the
archive is never closed. v opens out of the future,

How can we think abour thas Fatal repettion, about repennion
general s relanonship to memory and the archaver? It is easy wo
perceve, il not to nterpret, the necessity of such a relatonship, at
beast if one assocates the archive, as naturally one s always tempied
to do, with repetition, and repetinion with the past. But n s the
future that 15 a1 1ssue here, and the archive as an irreducible expe-
nence of the future.

Andd of there 15 a single tran about which Yerushalon remains
intractable, if there s an affirmation shiclded [rom all discussion
(psychoanalytic or talmudic), an uncondinonal affurmation, it 1 the
affirmation of the future o come [I'd-venrr| {in French, [ prefer say-
g this with the to-come of the avemr rather than the furwr so as
to puint woward the coming of an event rather than wward some
future prescit),

The affirmation of the future fo come: this 1s not a positive thesis.
It is nothing vther than the affirmanon iself, the “ves,” insolar as

it 1s the condmion of all promises or of all hope, of all awaming, of

all performativity, ol all epening toward the future, whatever it
may be, for science or lor religion, Lam prepared to subscribe widh-
ot peserve to this reallinmation made by Yerushalmi. Wath aspeck
of anxicty, in the back of my mind, a single speck of anxiety about
a solitary pomnt, which is not just any pomt. [ will speaify it with
more precision in 3 moment. This unijue point can be reduced,
indeed, 1o the Unigue, 10 the unity of the One and of the Unique.

Thic same aflirmation of the future w come s repeated several
tnes. It comes back at least aceording to three modalities, which
also establish three places of opening. Let us give them the name
of doors.
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The three doors of the future 10 come resemble each other wo the
point of confusion, ndeed, but they differ between themselves: at
least i that they regulacly turn on their hinges to open, one onto
the other. Their topo-lagic thus remains properly disarienting, One
continually has the feeling of getting lost while retracing one’s steps
len revenami sur ses pas]. What 15 a door doing when it opens onto i
dour? And above all onto a door one has already passed through,
in the passage of what comes 1o pass, in the pasiage 10 come?

In naming these doors, Trhink or rather T dream of Walter Ben-
jamin, I his Theser on the Philasophy of Histary, he designates the
“narrow door” for the passage of the Messah, "at each second.”
And he recalls also that “for the Jews the future to come nonethe-
less does not become a homogencous and empry tme™ [1:2.702],
What could he have meant? O, at least for the tme being, whm
can we understand in this remark or make it say, this remark
about the door of a future o come whose time would not be
homogeneous?

Allow me thus to localize and identify what [ call the three doors
of the future o come, as | believe | can count them in the “Mono-
logrue wath Frewd.”

The last door opens, of course, at the last sentence of the book. A
remarkable and necessary location, decisive precisely where noth-
ing 15 decided. 1t 1s not by chance that thas last door takes the form
of a promise, the promise of a secret kept secret. What happens
when a historian promises to keep secret on the subject of an ar-
chive which is yer 1o be established? Who does thas? Is he sull a
historian? To whom does he promise? Before whom? Before what
law ? Before what specter andd before what witness does Yerushalomn
pretend to comumit himself for the future to keep Freud's response
secret when he declares to lim i the last words of the book:
“Please tell me, Professor. [ promise | won't reveal your answer 10
anyone,”

How could the person who promuases a sccret to a specter still
dare to say he is a historan? We would oot believe him, even if he
pretended o address the Prolessor as a colleague or a master. The
historian speaks only of the past, Yerushalmi says this himsell at
the end of the first of his texts that 1 read, a text about the Mar-
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ranos, with whom [ have always secrctly identihed (bt don't ell
anyone) and whose crypto-Judaie histary greatly resembles that of
psychoanalysis afier all. Regarding the “last Marranos,” Yerushalmni
wriles:

But are they really lthe last]? History, as we have recently seen,
is not always rational, 1t is rarcly foresecable. The furure, in ipite
of the appearances, always remaini open. The hutornan's task, luck-
tly, 15 10 try 1o underitand the past. It is ume for the listorian to

step aside to let the unages speak. [Brenner and Yerushalmi 44,
iy cmphasis|

At the date of this 1ext on the Marranos (and Yerushalms always
dites twice ot the moment of signing or arcluving his works, ac-
cording to two calendars, the Jewish onc and the vither onc), wha
15 at issue for him is letting the images speak in a book of photo-
graphs, thar 15, another species of archive, But each time a historian
as such decides o “step aside and let . . | speak,” for example to let
a photographic specter or Freud’s phantom in the monologue
speak, it 15 the sign of a respect belure the future to come of the
future 1o come. Thus he is no bonger a historian. Good sense tells
us there 15 no history or archive of the future to came, A historan
as such never looks ro the furure, which in the end does not concern
bum. But meaning something else aliogether, is there a historian of
the promise, a lustonan of the first door?

The second door leaves a double defintion open o the future:
both that of Jewishness and that of scienee, Definition open to g
tuture radically /o conre, which is w say indeterminate, determined
only by this opening of the future to come, Indetermination force-
tully and doubly potenualized, indetermination ex ilryrme.

In t'm!l'l, o the ane .-'.uu‘m':"1 it indetermnes one indelerimination
by the uther (Jewishness by science and science by Jewishness), |
cite this essential passage a second tme:

Professor Frewd, at this point 1 find it futile 10 ask whether, ge-
netically or structurally, psychoanalysis is really a Jewish science:
that we shall know, of & 15 at all knowable [my emphasis), only
when much future work has been done. Much will depend,

of course, on how the very wenns Jrawnh and science are 10 he
defined,

This remark followed an allusion 1o “much future work™ and it
upened o infimity the gaping of the future in which the very pos-
sibuliy of knowledge remained condinonal (Yif it 15 ar all know-
able™). In other words, the definition of the twe terms depends on
the future. Tn this equation with two unknowns, only the future of
science, in parucular that of psychoanalysis, will say whether this
science 15 Jewish, because it will tell us what science 1s and what
Jewishness 1s. But only the future of Judaism (or rather of inter-
minable Jewishness) will be able 10 guide and precede a science of
Judaism {or rather of Jewishness), indeed a Jewish science. Now
since the future of science can thus be correlative 1o Jewishness,
there 1s every nisk, or every chance, that in this logical aporia, the
question is destned 1o remain without response; without response
iy any case in the form of theoreucal knowledge or of epistéme,

Hence, om the other hand, a second force of indetermination. It is
readable in the several suspensive words that leave a possibility
open: thar thas double question which binds Jewishness and science
does ot come wnthm the province of knowledge and is heterogeneous
to all theorencal statement: "that we shall know, if w & at ali Anow.
able.” Having arrived at these Last lines of the book, we stll canno
say anything pertinent abour what binds science and Jewashness,
about what stabilizes and guarantees these coneeps (and thus those
ol the arcluves which are dependent on them), Nothing that seems
scientihically relevant, | will say in passing that this is what neutral-
1zes or perhaps mvalidates all thar Yerushalm had wanted o dem-
onstrate up to this point This is wlat threatens o least in des
theoretic value if not in its dramatic effect or s performative
richness.

But there is something more serious and perhaps better: in the
future, 1018 very possible that the soluton o this equation with twa
th!.lf.] WIS W!I I] Il Cogne “'HIHH thf’ Li[”“.‘ti“ l'_l.[ lhru[fhrﬂ.] k.”ll_l“"l
edge, that 1s to say, of a declarative theorem, This is whar is sug
gested by “if at 15 at all knowable,” This epochal suspense gathers
n an act all the energy of thought, an encrgy of virtuality, for once
lenergesa of a dynamui). The intensity of this suspension is verugi-



nous—and it gives vertige while giving the only condition on
which the future to eome remains what at s it 18 to come, The
condition on which the future remains to come is not only that i
not be known, but that it not be Enowable as such. Its determmnation
should no longer come under the order of knowledge or of a ho-
rizon ol preknowledge but rather a coming or an event which one
alloees or tcrtes 1o come {(without seerag anything come) in an ex

perience which is heterogencous to all taking note, as to any hon-
zon of waiting as such: that is to say, tw all stabilizable theorems as
such, 1t is a question of this performative to come whose arclive na
longzer hias any relation 1o the record of what is, to the record of the
presence ol what is or will have been acrwally present, | call thas the
pmessiarie, and 1 distinguish e radically from all messiansin,

The therd door is also the first, and we have already passed
through it. A few pages earlier, Yerushalo had deployed the ques-
tion of the future or the inunortality of Oedipus. And what he had
held in opposition to Freud, finally, is an experience of the future
oe of hopefulness which seems 10 him to be ar once irreducible
1o nedipal repettion and irreducibly, wnsguely, exclusively Jewnsh,
proper 10 “Jewsshness” f not 1o “Judaism.” The subutle of lus
lwrk Lays “ludasin Termumable and Intermunable.” But Yerush-
almi clearly marks that if Judaism is rerminable, Jewishness is -
terminable [90], It can survive Judaism. Tt ean survive it as a hen-
tage, which is 1o say, in a sense, nor without archive, even il s
archive shuuld remain without subsrrate and without actuality. For
Yerushaling, there is indeed a determining and irreducible essence
of Jewishness; it is aleeady given and does not await the Tuture, Aol
this essence of Jewishness should not be mistaken us merging with
Judaism, or with rcligion, or even with the belief in God. Now the
Jewishness that does not await the future 15 precisely the wainng
for the future, the opening of a relanon w the future, the expert-
ence of the future. This is what would be proper to the “Jew” and
1o him alune: not only hope, not only a “hope for the future,” bul
“the anticipation of a specific hope for the future™ [95].

And this 15 where, in the name of the opening to the future, the
discussion with Freud seems to be closed, even while i the last
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lines of the boak ot is the word “Jewish™ (which can be the adjective
for Jewishness as well as for Judaism) that Yerushalmi says remains
to be defined in the future. Here is one of the passages that are
most important to us on this subjecr. | shall emphasize certain

phrases:

Indeed, the charm of it all 1s that Oedipus 15 far from alien to
the Bible uself, where the emire relationship between God and
Man and especially between God and Israel is always the tensc
agon of Father and son, The dramane difference les not 1 the
perception of past and presemt, but in the anticipation of a specific
hope for the fiture, There iv a remarkable verse in the lust of the
praphets (Madachs 30 24} |this 15 my emphasis, and here is one of
the archives which attest to that “anticipation of a specific hope
tor the future”—an archive, according to the archivist, which
would be "unigue” —the word 1s very serious] which expresses
a wmigue viron [my emphasis] that 1s not to be found —ar feas
not explicitly || also emphasize this concession which opens onto
the abyss which it denics]—in the messianic prophecics of any
of his predecessors. All the others, we mighet say, posit an ulu
mate resolution of the Ocdipal conflict between Isracl and God;
Hﬂhl.'l'“. lkﬂ:‘i ol ﬂlw LE I.I Ic If.'"l:l. f.lt- [!ll: Ilufd}' |!I1u|:l:ln_' '1::"&1:*]‘-'
fer avor al bawim pe -fev bamim al svotam”™ (He shall reconcile the
heart of fathers with sons and the heart of sons with their fa-
thers). [%5]

More conhdent than 1 would be about the meaning here in all

. = qm . T P T 0 ¥ .

rigor of "uwmgue,” "explicitly,” and "purely human,” Yerushalim
continues— and this is the point of rupture;

Le-didabh. Let wt be aceording to you that celigion, the grear
ilusion, has no future, But whart s the future of Laws and Ok
dipus? We read 1w the end ol your Mases, and you do not say
[thus, once again, Yerushalmi records a silence of Freud, whe he
will nonetheless make speak, virtually, not explicitly, in the con-
ditional, in the very next sentence|. Bur should you tell me tha,

indeed, they have no hope, | shall smply reply—you may very well
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be right, But it 1 on th quesiion of hope or hopeleisness, even more
than on God or godlesiness, thar your teaching may be ar we most
siree Jesenih. [95, iy emphasis|

What would be the least Jewish, the most "un-Jewash,” the most
heterogeneous to Jewshness, would not be a lack of Judarsn, adis
tancing. as the French translation says, swith respect to Judaiim (reli-
gron, beliel in God, Isracl’s elecuon), but the nonbelief in the fu-
ture——that s w0 say, in what constitutes Jewishness beyond all
Jrecdarsen.

Beyond the precautions and the conditions, we have hicre an af-
firmation whnch s excluded trom all discussion to come, an uncon-
ditional athrmation: the hnk between Jewishness, of not Judaism,
andd hope i the future. Tlas affinnation 1s uncondmonal, hirse of
all, tn ues forme: it s itractable amnd exclules isell, for what vies o
1o Jewsshness, from all discussion. But ot s again unconditional in
s content, as should be every afficrmation of thas by e, It is i eflect
nuthing other than the athrmarion of affirmarion, the “yes™ to the
orginary “yes,” the iaugural engagement of a pronuse or of an
antiapation which wagers, o preors, the very tuture. The necessity
of allirming athomanon, the allirmation ol affirmation, must be at
nmnce lmltf'q"“'ifﬂl qﬂ'lll hl'lrr{ﬂ“ﬂiﬂ]l. ‘lrl'!'“?illll'[]'lll IS lfﬂllr 1y "'Iilk.f
concessions on everything, including on the existence of God and
on the future of religion, on everything except on the trait tha
links Jewishness and the opemng toward the tutere. And, sull
more radically, on the absolute unsguencess of this are. "1The vnique-
ness of the trait i fiest of all the sieffiaccable hyphien, ot o semon,
berween Jewishness and future [ vemer]. The being-Jewish and the
being-open-toward the-tuture would be the same thing, the same
unipue thing, the same thing as vnigueness—and they would not
b ehissonabile the nne from the other, To be open toward the future
wiorild be 1o be Jewish, And vice versa. And in exemplary faslnon.
1:' Wi H.]h_l h{' g l“ll'r ) I'I:“'E ol :t-I.:II:I.I.rr. {4 I.'-._ I.J[J.'lllll‘ uf;l:lli{ilulli wi,
etc., a shared aptitude whose universality conld appear to be mdis:
putible, but to be i relation to the future @ sech, and 1o hold one’s
wlentuty, reflect o, declare n, announce ot to oneself, only on of
what comes from the future to come, Thus would be the traw, the
exemplary Uniquencss of the trase d urion.

Without riskimng mysclf i the logical abyss of this athrmanon
and i the ,qpurj;u il -.-xrlupl.lri;l.y'. which 1 have tnied to describe
clsewhere, and indeed on the subject of Jewish exemplarny, [ must
ance ugain contemt myscll with pointing to the archive. Preciscly
where we sec one door open or close upon another, Because in the
last analysss, this unconditional affirmation, which presents irself. 1
saidd, as mcffuccable, bases ns authority, n the first place, on the
precedence of an archive— for example, as we just saw, a verse of
the last of the prophets, as it is imterpreted by the archivist, But the
authority of the same unconditional atfirmation s above all based
on “‘hﬂ-illllltl resemble another unique trant of Jewishness accord-
ing to Yerushalm, and which undoubtedly repeats the first as of 1t
came down o the same thing, This tme it has to do not only with
apening toward the future, but with hcoriciry and with the obli
gation of memury, or better, with the obligation of the archive. | am
referning now w another of Yerushalmi's books, as fine and as
nightly celebrated, Zakhor: Jewnsh Hiitory and Jeswuh Memory. I, n
the passage of Frewds Moses we were just reading, Yerushalmi
sanied the dramg of a "dramatie difference”™ on the subject of the
fusture as something Jewish, here he speaks again of drama. of “dra-
matie evidence” (dramatic proof, mark, clue, dramatic testimony,
in the broad sense of the word “testimony,” one could even say
archive) on the subject of the pasr as something Jewish and
unrgtiely, exclunvely, only Jewish.

No more dramatic evidence is needed for the dominant place
of history in ancient Israel than the overnding fact that even
God is known only insofar as he reveals himself “historically.” [2|

And after several eitations meant to support this affirmation in
LUULCS, W find ourselves before this extracrdimary attribanon: the
injunction of memary falls to lsrael, and to Tsrael alone. MNow a
minute ago, already. we had the same arrnbunion, the same assig
nation withuut any shanng. It was a question then of “the antic-
pation of a specilic hope for the future” Two exclusvities, indeed
twir exclusions, Two solitudes and 1wo responsibilities, two assig-
nations in the absolute privilege of election. As if Yerushalmi were
ready to renounce everything in Judaism (terminable) that was not
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Jewishness (imerminable), everything, the belief in the existence ol
Giod, the religion, the culture, etc., except that archived wait of
Jewishness whicly 1s something that at least recembles election even
iF it is nor 1o be confused with it: the absolute privilege, the absolute
unigquencss in the experience of the promise {the future) and the
mjuncton of memory (the past). But the two are not added or
|'|.III;3I:IL,]5-'|:H.L 1|:IL‘ LR = i:‘i- iUl_lil{It"Ll LIS llll;: ';,I'l.l:'l‘l.,‘.r- ]t 15 |._'|'|.'.'.I,,:|i|.|.]_‘|';" 1_1“:]'!_‘ h_:,i:i
1.:|E'L'JI 01 -'Il‘LIlI".'L'l! E\'\'.'I]L, |.:H:L'.1'|.|:‘:l'_' []IL' l]l.'u]“.'[““l L 1.]“.' |i.|.'ﬁ'.' |:Iil!|- -'I.J-
resicly presented and ereerrbed sell o lustonenl memory as an
injunction of memory, with or withour substrate, thar the two
absolute privileges are bound the one ro the other. As if God had
nscribed only one thing 1nto the memory of one sigle people and
ol an entrre peaple: in the Tuture, remember 10 remember the fu-
furc. .|"|I.|'|l:[ al% JII- 1|'|‘L' 'l-"-'ﬂll(]. “i:ll:“ll:llf.,” Ik lhlﬁ- sCitlenoc, l;."l:lll..llj LJII]}' tH:'
coneeived of cut of the unprecedented unwgueness of thes archive
iunction. Here s whan | eall the extraordinary annbuanoen, on the
subject of which 1 will keep a large number of grave questions in
reserve, Some ol them would have an ethical or polincal dimen-
!li.l'_"'l, I..II.I[ ll.!f}' di'c rest 1.|.:H'.' Ulll.'_'r' ] L ]l.“ ‘:]Jitﬂ L'l.l:- l]“.'l-l' Ll.l.:l"l'l.LlL'lb L

;;,:{'ru'],r. I "-".'l::l'l.]ll'.l I'h]"-l'f Ei]{.fl.[ bii EFJ'C']'IlI I'I.UI.]IE., i.r: !rutl] A0 thrl'lll}'.l

meditating while trembling before this sentence:

CUnly in Israel and nowhere else 1s the injuncuion w remember
tele as a religious imperative to an entire people. |49]

Heow can one not tremble before this sentence?

I wonder if it is just, Who could ever be assured, by what ar.
chive, that it is just. this sentence? Just with the justice that Yerush-
alimi supgests so proloundly elsewhere could indeed be the opposie
‘l..lJ.JlH gﬂllll!g!} [ [ﬂl'l |I'|'_||":'|-I:|.I-||:]‘ h'L" L :.'lu&i:: Lia "u'r'l:]i!'l h.l: !u']:r'!l- l!“.'ll. ill.
ttllﬁ ".Ei]":"l.'”'ﬁ“l, -'I.J“! JI'I.".'I':I.EI'I.“'I”}I', In l]'h': {(Jfl]l ':I'E- 1] 'i.:ll.]{'."i-“"ll..“ .'t-t lJ“.—

el of the prestsc ey af fu#.ﬁnr, the =nime :pu-stiun in elTeer reso-

14. 1 ||:|1.'1.', fier Ty e, :|1-:|I.a|r]:, i Foree ae e sl .':-:p-n fers -:lll"'.‘.frlr:, i1l te
situate justice, the justice which exceeds but alse requires the law, in the diree-
pon of the act of memory, of resistance to forgetiing, whether this be of the

enjunclion in genccal or cal frn ]:l|.:||.|: |rru11i|..;r|.'|1||r|1: ather ||r.'la-|.r1-'.'. Iiwing o deacd.
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nates, “Is it possible that the antonym of "forgetting” is not “remem-
|J:'nnE', hurr,r'fufr.:'.:':-’" [117].

Thinking about thas justice, 1 wonder, trembling, il they are just,
the sentences which reserve for Tsrael foth the future and the past
ag such, doth hope (Mthe anncipation of a specific hope for the fu-
ture") aad the duty of memory ("the injuction to remember”), as-
sj._;;[:l.-i.“.]‘.iul '“r'l.'l.l'i.-h 'l-"l"."'.ll.d I'Jf .[L‘JL ll.'l_'||' Iil'il‘l;.'l.d.lrﬂﬂ-f_, [:;il.'-'“fl k] ﬂpfﬂpﬁ" :l.]_lli'_!
Tsracl 1o oats .!fJIfH'HJ.' [_HU['II}' it Lseael and nowhere else™ “as a ru]lgiuus
tmperative tooan entire peoaple™),

Unless, in the logic of this election, one were to call by the umigue
namc of lsracl all the places and all the peoples who would be
ready o recognize themselves in this anticiparion and 1o this in-
junction—and then this would no longer only be a vertiginous
problem of semantics or of rhetoric. Like the question of the
proper name, the question of exem plarity, which T put aside earlier,
here situates the place of all violences, Because if it is just to remem-
ber the future and the injuncoon to remember, namely the archon-
ne mpuncton to guard and w gather the archive, 1t1s no less just w
remember the others, the other others and the others in oneself,
andl that the other peoples could say the same thing —in another
way. And thar rost auere est toat aurre, a5 we can say in French:
every other 1s every other other, is alrogether other.

Formalizing too quickly so as 1o gain nme, let us go straaght to
LI'“.' roasiH E:IJF 1r'||"]'lll.th CHC CAN lH: [Il]rﬂ]_?ﬁllll'll:h_'.ﬂ,'l WI[I"I i,i[t'.ill',,l I}ft.l_]rl,‘_"
LIH.' \'jrtilul illlu.ﬁ-!“."l.' CHALC J'ihk.ﬁ 1Ll|::li|'|.:||Ijt"l::l*__'| :il'l thl:: ISR EThE I.:IF illﬁ‘if!"
iselll Lot us formcilate the arpurmnent :|ril:.' mn a made which ina
certain sense crosses psychoanalysis with deconstrucuon, a certain
"psychoanalysis”™ and a cenain “deconstruction.” When [ say that /
tremble, | mean that one trembles, the "one™ or the “on™ rembles,
whoever it is trembles: because the injustice of this justice can con
centrate s violence in the very constitution of the One and of the
Unsgeee. Right where it can affect everyone, everyone and anvone,
whoever, In the sentences | just cired, the words thar make (me)
tremble are only those that say the One, the difference of the Cine
in the form of uniquencss (“dramatc ditference,” “unigue vision,”
“specthe hope,” "Only in Israel and nowhere else™) and the One in
the hgure of wializing assemblage ("to an entire people™). The
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gathering into itsell of the One 1s never without violence, nor i the
sell-atfirmation of the Unique, the law of the archontic, the law of
comsigmanon which orders the archive. Consignation 15 never with

out that excessive pressure (iImpression. repression, suppression) of
whach repression I_I-'.rrdrm.rguug 0r Lihrrﬂniugu@] anil SUpPression
(Unterdriickung) are at least figures.

For it may not be necessary 1o pive psychoanalytic names to thas
violence. Neither necessary nor assurcd. Nor primordial. Ts it not
sullicrent to recognize this violence at work in the archontic consti-
tutien of the One and of the Unique tor Freud to ind an automatic
o structural ustihcation for hus “historical novel™? Does the neces-
sity of this archontic violenee not give meaning o s Mases, and
even an undendable truth, a “historical truth™ if not a “marerial
truth™ To ks “Moses,” 1o Jakob his father, in short to Freud,
whaose Moses was also the Moses of Yerushalmi? To the son as
grandfather (o whomever, w any “one,” w somesne who says "1
to mysell, lor example, Jakob or Ele, T who have nut only a Laher
pamed Hayim, but also, as il by chance, a grandiather named
Muoses, Aml another, Abraham)?

As soon as there s the One, there s murder. wounding, trau
matisiin. L "Un se garde de I' autre. The One guards against/keeps
some of the vther. [t protects sself from the other, but, in the move
ment of this jealous violence, nt comprises i wself, thus guarding
it, the sell otherness or sell-difference (the difference from withan
ancsell) which makes it One. The “One differing, deferring from
itself.” “I'he One as the Other, At once, at the same time, but in a
same tune that 15 sut of joint, the One forgets to remember itsell to
we archave ol thas injustice that 1t 15, OH

eseld, 1t ]-H':'ll-'j anid erases

this vielenee thatat does, £.' U se fase vrolence. The One makes wsell

vindence. It violates anid does violence w asell bur i also institmes
wsell as violence. I becomes what it s, the very violence —that wt
does o wsell, Self-determination as violence, L'Un ge gande de
I awtve pour ¢ faire violence (becanse 1t makes isell violence and o
as ts make iself violence). Only in French can this be sand and thus

Al |'| |'|.'ﬂ] i 'n.lh."l- AN OV l'ﬂII I:1!|Ii-¢l’il. Vs

15, At the end of this becture, not without irony, | unagine, with o s h
depth as astomshment but, as always, with an wtractable lucidiry, Geoltrey

A . B L o
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Now it is necessary that thas repeat uself. It s Necessity itsell,
Ananké. The One, as sell-repetition, can only repeat and recall this
mstituting, violence. It can only affirm itself and engage itself in
this repetion. This 1 even what ties in depth the injunction of
memory wath the anbapanon of the future to come. The mjunc-
tion, even when it summons memory or the safeguard of the ar-
chive, trns incomestably toward the future w come, It orders w
[-"m'mim'q Tnast 11 eopaders rquliiiun, amd first of all :-::lr-tt]tliliun. well-
comfiemation in a yei, vei. If repetition is thus inscribed at the heart
of the future to come, one must also import there, in the same stroke,
the death drive, the violence of forgetuing, superrepression (suppres-
sion and repression), the anarchive, i short, the possibnliny of pur-
ting ter death the very thing, whatever its name, which carries the
Laser in ats tradition: the archon of the archive, the table, sdhar carries
the table and who carries the table, the subjectile, the substrate, and
the subject of the law,

This 15 why Freud might not have accepred in thus form the
alternative between the future and the past of Ocdipus, or between
“hope” and “hopclessness,” the Jew and the non-Jew, the future
and repetition. The one, alas, or happily, 15 the condition of the
other. And the Other 13 the condition for the One. To be able 10
say that the deaisive and for the moment undecidable question s

Benningron remarked w me that by underlining, and first by bringing into
play, such an untranslatabslity, | raked repeating the gesture 1 seeined Lo put
into question in the hands of the other, namely, the allicmaion of the wigue
o af the whiom.

T clanly here the response | gave b then, 1 will bricty say three things

I 1 ddidd not alk of absaluie untranslatability or idiomaticity, but ol a greater
econamy (It was a question of my saying in very few French words, in this case,
s they neenrrence, what con by all means be rranslated i any language, il only
one wies more); which slfices te change the politigal sense of this gesture

2. 1 believe that the athrmation of a certain wiomaticity, of a certain
unsquencss, as of a certawn differing, defernng, thar o to say. smpure. umily 1
rrreducible and nex CuAal Y and | wanied thus 0 demonateate it ]'"ll'tll!J“j'
What one does next, both with this affirmacion, and with this impanity, i»
precoely where all of polines comes in.

3. Lot us say at last that | wamed 10 excecise, in another political gesture,
revy evens ragght tes sromny anl, exposang myself o i thus in my language, 1o give
an cxample of this fatal necessaty and of s nsks.
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kovowang, o at beast it 18 a manter of knowledge (it is at all know-
alile™), what the words “lJewish™ and “science”™ mean, and that this
remains open toward the future, one must give onesell at least a
preunderstanding of what “to come™ means. Now it is in the struc-
ture of the future 1 come that it can only posit itsclf while welcom

g repetition, as much in the sespect for fanhfulness— 1o others
anid 1o oneself—as in the violent re-positoning of the One, The
answer to the question (“what 15 the future?”) scems thus 1o be
presupposed by Yerushalmi. It is prior to the affirmation according
w which the future will say how o define “science” and “Jewish”
and "Jewish science”

With respect 1o thas presupposition or this prewnderstanding, we
find ourselves here before an aporia. | have attempted o strugple
with this elsewhere, and | shall say only a word about it, from the
point of view of the archive: does one base one's thinking of the
future on an archived evenmt—wuh or wathowr substrate, with or
without actuality —for example on a divine injunction or on 2 mes-
stane covenant? Or else, on the contrary, can an expersence, anex-
sstence, n general, only recewe and record, only archive such an
event to the extent that the structure of this existence and of its
temporahization makes this archivization possible? In other words,
docs one need a hiest archive i order 1o conceve of OFIZIATY ar-
cluvability? Or vice versa? This 13 the whole question of the rela-
tion between the event of the religious revelation (Cfendurung)
and a revealabiliny (Offenbarkert), a possibality of manifestation,
the prior thought of whar opens toward the arrival or toward the
coming of such an event. Is it not teue tha the logic of the after-
the-face (Nacherdglichkedr), which is non only an the heart of psyehio-
Hllul}'ﬁi!-. brut YL, |i.l|:rnﬂj.r,, the sinews of all “deflerred” ﬂﬂu:'.."ﬂrﬂ'g-
feh) vbedhience, turns out to discupt, chisturh, emtangle forever the
reassuring distinction between the two terms of tus alternative, s
between the past and the future, that 5 to say, between the three
actual prescnts, whach would be the past present, the present pres-
cnt, and the future present?

In any case, there would be no future without repetition. And
thus, as Freud might say (this would be his thesis), there s no fu
ture without the specter of the oedipal violence that inseribes the
superrepression into the archonne institution of the archive, in the
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position, the ;Itlll.:--"llnilintl ur the ’r:rtrruvlnn:irinn of the One and of
the Unique, in the nomological arkhé, And the death drive, With-
out this evil, whach s also archive fever, the desire and the disorder
of the archive, there would be pesther assignation nor consignation.
For assignation 15 a consignation. And when onc says nomological
arkhé, one says nomos, one says the law, but also thess or themus. The
law of mstitutvon {momras, theses, or thenrs) s the thess, Theas and
thenns are sometimes, not always, in tension with the originary
physis, wath whar one translates ecommonly as “nature.”

It is thus that, with the thesis, the supplement of theses thar were
o follow the Evergue, Preamble, and Foreword has insinuated wseld
afready and i adesnce, That is, not o resist the desire of a post
script, a prosthesis on Freud's theses,' Which is advanced at the
pace of other ghosts,

16. Freud does ot hesitate 1o apeak of a prodbesr of repression, Certain
“advant and sebattutive wechnologies™ prove that “the fulfllment of re-
].ilrnh.l.ﬂ ill ils |l|.'H'LlLI| I:llll: LM |.||||| lﬁniu\l diﬂ'inﬂ!ir\_‘ Hul l!:i\. wgn el
falare also pezmits w bewer “illuminaie,” rmght on the prosihesis, the “end™
and the “technijue™ ol repression. All of thys conceros the evem uself, the
coming of what arrves—or not. There 18 nothing fortuitous i that one of
thewe prosthescs serves the wagescbehenmacben, the “nuakimg 1 oot have bap
pemed,” even though it has happensd. It is thus to “treat an event as “not
happeaal™™ (in Freach i the teat: "non arnvé™) |see “Inbubiirons, Sympioms
amd Anxiety,” 20:77]
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Theses

Vienna, 6 December 1896
o oo have now adormed my room werh plagter castr af Florentine
statrees, [t war @ conrce af extravrdimary revigoration for me. { am
thrnking of getting vich, m order to be able to repeat these trps. A
congress onf lalwn snl!
(Naples, Pompen)
Must cordal greeting:
b0 you all,
Yorrer
Sigm. 7

A youny ilfhll'ﬂ;ﬁ!'l;ﬂ. Nordert Hamold, had disvcovered 1 a mini-
scwernt of antrgueties 1 Romee a relief whch had 5o mmmensely
attrae ted hie that he was grealy pleased wr obraiming an excellent
plaster vant of it which he could hang e his sewdy. . . 1°

I huwe lung prown wied to .Elﬂ'nlg' drad 1¥

17, Lener to Willieln Fliess (6 December | 896) | Compdete Letters 214], These
words conclede 2 bong letter in which Freud defines the relatiom of topo
graphic, archacological, or archival “stratification” among several types of "re.
conding” ("theee and prolably more,” he thinks then). This lener prehigures
the “MNaote on the “Mystic Writing-Pad,”™ st tmnes in the detahs [SE 19: 127 - 32

18, Freud, Dielusions and Dreams i fensent “Gradroa™ (1906—07) [SE % 10].
We will quate this translation hencelorth, occasionally modifying n.

19. "Ich habe mich schon lange daran gewiohny, wt 2u sein” Jensen, Gra

drest, ewted by Freud.
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Let us pretend 1o recapiulate —wheee a recapualasion seetns un-
possible, when nothing any longer can revnite stself night in close
tor the head, 1w the principle, to the arkhe, or to the archive, Let us
thus recall the whomatic formulas which we claimed could only
print themselves so economically in the French hngu:gu:-. [I',n £X-
press arcluve tever. L'Un se gurde de Fawire, we said, And FUn se
St veodence. L'Un se gurde de Uautre pour se fare prolence (the One

keeps (from) the other for making itsell violence): bevanse it makes
itself violence and mw ar fo make nself violence,

In another language altogether, 15 this not what Freud would
perhaps have replied? 1s this not, 1o substance, what Freud's specter
tor which no one here wants to be substituted would perhaps have
declared o Yerushalma? So the father of lﬁﬂ}'r]]trllll;ll}'ti!{ andd of
Anna—did not take into consideration the question concerning
what has daughter in elfect wrote, in his name or in her name (the
content of the response to such a question was already archived, at
lcast in the letter to Earnico Morselli, as early as 1926). But he did
perhaps respond in that way, in the form of an ellipsis, to the gues.
ton of the furwre of an illusion, 10 sum. The question of the future
of the specter or the speeier of the future, of the future as specrer.

Whao wants to substitute bim- or hersell for Freud's |||u|'||-r|||'|_"
How can one not want 1o, as well? The moment has perhaps come
o risk, in a few telegrams, a thesis on the subject of Freud's theses.
The thesis would first say this: all the Freudian theses are cleft,
divided, comtradictory, as are the concepts, beginning with that of
the archive. Thus it is for every concepr: always dislocating itself
because it 15 never one with atsellfl It 1s the same with the thesis
wlich posits and arranges the concepts;, the history ol concepts,
thewr lormuation as much as their archivization,

Why stress spectrality hered Because Yerushalmi dared 1o ad.
dress Freud's phantam? Because he had the andacity to ask him for
a conhdential response whase archive he would never unveil? Un-
doultnedly, but in the first place because the structure of the archive
s spectral. It s spectral @ priorr: neither present nor absent “in the
flesh,” nesther vasible nor imvesble, a trace :lu’:rr. :rl'n"ng 1o an-
other whose eyes can never be met, no more than those of Hamlet's
fther, thanks 1o the possibility of a visor. Also, the spectral monif
stages this dissenminatng fission from which the archontic prin-

'__l

ciple, and the concept of the arcluve, and the concept in general
ﬂlﬂ-'l‘l'. ﬁ’l LI ] l}".' ]'Ifl..“l"il llr oy,

It is known that Freud did everything possible 1o not neglect the
expenicnce of haunting, spectrality, phantoms, ghosts. He tried to
account {or them. L:-IJII.II-.IHI."IJ'II!I!L in as sgientthe, cnincal, and st -
tve a fashion as possible. But by doing that, he also tned 1w conjure
them. Like Marx, His scientific positivism was put to the service of
his declared hauntedness and of his unavowed fear, Let us take
only one example. | shall choose it from up close to archive desire,
from up close to an impossible archacology of this nostalgia, of
thus pamful desire tor a retum o the authentic and singular origin,
anel for o return concerned to account for the desire o return; lof
iself, This example calls me back close w Naples and to Pumpeii,
in the landscape of Gradiva, where T wrote these pages some 1en
days ago.

In lus reading ol Jensen’s Gradiva, Freud avows being himself

haunted. He denes ot without denying i, he defends himseld
without defending humsell. He fends hamsell, if vou will, st the
mument he wants to account for the bast evolution of Hanold's in-
samity (Hahn ), the haunted insanity of someone else—and of some-
ome clse as a character in fiction. The latier thinks that he speaks
tor 2 whole hour with Gradiva, with his "mud-day ghost” (Mg -
geipenst ), though she has been bunied since the catastrophe of 79,
Hle monologues with Gradiva's ghost for an hour, then the latter
regains her tomb, and Hanold, the archacologist, remains alone,
Bur he also remains duped by the hallucinanon.

What will Frewd do? He had first clearly posed the classical
problem of the phantom. And of the phantom in literaure, The
“character” is not the HJI[]." e o bre dll at ease or to suller Trom .
“tension” (Spamnung ). Faced with the "apparition of Geadiva,” we
ask ourselves in the fiest place, we the readers, sho it is, for we have
first seen her in the form ol a stone statue, and then of a fantastical
unage (Phantasiebudd). The hesuation does not vsaillate simply be-
tween the phantom and reality, etlective realiy (sewrdieche). Putting
u o quotation marks, Freud speaks of a ““real” ghost™ (e "k
liches” Gespensz): "Is she a hallucinaton of our hero, led astray by
his delusions? Is she a ‘real’ ghost? or a living person [leibhafiipe
Perion]?™ [17]. To ask oneself these questions, Freud notes, one does
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not need o “helieve in ghosts” The question and the “rension” it
engenders are only more inevitable in that Jensen, the author of
what he hunsell calls a “lantastc hoton” (Phantasicstiick ), has not
yet expluned w us whether be wanied 1o leave us i vur prosaic
madde or if he wanted 10 "transport us into another and nnaginary
world, in which sparis and ghoses [Geersrer und Ceipeniter Jare given
realtty | Wirklichkert|” |17, my emphasis]. We are prepared to “fol-
low™ the author of ficion as in “the examples of Hamler and
Macheth,”

[t s pever Iurgr.:t at! il Ilnr_ida"_\', atl thic “hour of Ehuuln" [ reri
teesttanade), Goadiva, the "mad-day ghost,” appears for us in an
cxperience of reading, bt also, for the hero of the novel, in an
experience the fngrage ol which, indeed the muleplicity of lan-
guages, cannot be abstracied away tw leave naked pure perception
0ar oyen W I.“.Il[['l'!' pcrl..'c'pti'u'l: }:alluLlllati.l:H:l. I"IJI'II.I]'IJ ill."i“ ||d'|..|[ﬂ."|“ﬁ
hemiselF oo Gieadivia i Gireek to see of the spcclr.ll existence (Sohem -
dasein) has retsined the power wo speak (Sprachvermigen ) Withint
response, he then addresses ber in Lann. She smiles and asks him
to speak i s own proper whom, German: “If you want to speak
o me, you must do s Genman.” A phantom can thus be sensiive
tor o, Welcomming to thas one, allergic o that one, Une docs not
address it i qust any language. Tt is a law of cconomy, once agan,
a law of the otkos, of the transaction of signs and values, but also of
some famihal domestioty: havnting implics places, a habitaton,
and always a havmed house.

T'hus cconomy s no longer separated Trom questons of “ellecu-
vity,” thus i quotations: 15 a phamom “real” {wrrklich) or not? But
also of “reuth.” What about the truth for Freud, faced with these
specters? What, in his eyes, 15 the share, the allowanee, the part of
truth? Because he believes i something hke a pare of the truth,
He tells us that under analysis, under psychoanalvtic examination,
this deluston’s lack of versimlitude (die Unwabrschenluchben diciei
Wahrner) seems o qllﬂilulr lschernt _ . . zm EI’EI".II.IFFI'], at least 10 0
Large extent: “the greater part |zeerm grasieren Terde|™ |71

S0 here is a lack of vensimilitude which seems to dissipate with
explication, #f leass m large pare! What 1s this part? What is st duc
Lo, thas peece which resists explanavon? Why this msistence on the
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part, the parting, the partition, the prece? And what does tis par
tition have to do with the truth?

We know the Freudian explanation. Announced by this strange
protocol, it mobilizes the whole enological machinery of psycho-
analysis, l"-'l-'r'"'""ﬂ- "]“'“”‘;.'l"- with the mechanisms of tcplcuir-n.
But we should not forget that if the psychoanalytic explanation of
delusion, of hauntedness, of hallucination, of the psychoanalync
theory of specters, 1n sum, leaves a pant, a share of nonvenisimili-
wde unexplamed or rather versimular, carrying truth, this 15 be-
cause, and Freud recognizes it hunsell a bu further on, there 15 a
rrach of delunon, a truth of wsanity or of hauntedness. Analogous
to that “historical teuth™ which Freud distingguishes, notably in Mo
ses, from the “material truth,” this truth is repressed or suppressed.
But it resists and returns, as such, as the specrral teuth of delusion
or of hauntedness, 1t rerrns, it belongs, it comes down to spectral
truth. Delusion or insamity, hauntedness is not only haunted by thes
or that ghost, Gravida for example, but by the specter ol the truth
which has been thus repressed. The truth 1s spectral, and ths 15 ns
part of truth which is irreducible by explanation.

A bt further on, Freud attempts again w allow for, 1o account
for this part in the hallucmatory hauntng of the archacologst:

If a patient believes in his delusion so hrmly, this 1s not because
[so geschicht das michr] his faculty of judgement has been over-
turned and does nor arise Trom whar 1s false |arrag wt| 1n the de-
lusion. On the contrary, there is a grain of truth concealed in
every delusion |Sondern in jedem Wahkn stecke auch ein Kdrnchen
Wahrheit), there s something i it that really deserves beliel |es
15t etevas an thm, was wirklich den Glawben verdient|, and this i
the source [die Quelle| of the patient’s conviction, which is there-
fore to that extent justibied [der also so weit berechtigten Ubersen-
gung des Kranken]. "Tlas true element |dreses Wahre, this truth,
the truth's seed of truth|, however, has long been repressed [rowr
lange Zewt verdringe]. If eventually st 15 able to penctrate into con
sciousness, this time in a distorted form [in enestelleter Form |, the
sense of conviction attaching to it is over-intensified as though
by way of compensation and is now attached to the distonied
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substitute of the repressed truth leme Entsiellungsersatz des ver-
dringren Wahren]. |80)

To decipher the archive of this score, 1o tead its truth right on
the monument of this portion, one must take into account a prus-
thesis, this "distoried substitute.” But a part of truth remains, a
prece or a gram of truth breathes ar the heart of the delusion, of
the illusion, of the hallucination, of the hauntedness. This is 2 hg-
wre we find again literally in Moses, precisely when Freud distin-
pnshes “histarical” truth from “material™ truth. For example: if
Maoses was the first Messiah, and Christ was his prostheric subreituse
{.lf_rutzuunul, his representative and his successor, in this casc,
saint Paul was in a certnn sense justified to address the nations as
he did (konmte guch Puasdus mst einer gewissen historischen Bevechts -
Rung den Vilkern zurufen) 1o el them that the Messiah had i ef-
tect come (warklach gekommen) and that he was put to death “before
your cyes” (eor Euren Augen), “Then, wo,” Freud says, “there is
an element of historieal truth in Christ's resurrection |literally, a
prece of lastoncal truth: eom Swiick hutorsscher Wakrhest], lur be was
the resurrected Moses and behind iy the returned prunal father
[Urvater] of the primitive horde, transfigured and, as the son, puat
in the place of the father™ [90].

Having thus accounted for the pare of truth, taken care 1w isolae
the seed of truth i the hallucination of the archaeologist whao s
prey to the “mid-day ghost,” Freud means to confirm this tuth of
revisitation. He wants to demonstrate while illustrating. With the

ant of manipularing its suspense, like a narrator or like the author
ulla hetion, he tells us, in tarn, a story, But as if it were the histary
ul someane else, a case. Not the case of a paticnt, but the case of a
doctor. “1 know of a doctos,” he says |SE 9:71). The doctor had
wwen a ghost. He had witnessed the spectral return of a dead person
and he could, in sum, bear witness 1o i, Freud had just noted that
the belief in spirits, in specters, and in returning souls (der Glasbe
un Geister und Gespenster und wiederkehrende Seelen) should not be
I-llkm as a survival, a simple residue of religion and of childhood.
The experience in which we meet specters or let them come visit
us remains indestructible and undeniable. The most culuvated, the
most reasonable, the most nonbelieving people easily reconcile a

certain spiritualism with reason. We know about the Freudian i

trigue on the subject of welepathy. 1 tried to discuss this elsewhere,
in a more or less fictional fashion, and [ will not go back into it.
What s at issue lere 15 an analogous problemanic. Freud wants 1o
teach with the aul of an example: “Ich seiss von cinem Avz” "
know a doctor ... And he tells us, as if it had to do with somecone
else, the misadventure of a colleague. The lauver reproached him-
self for a professional imprudence: i may have led to the death of
one of his patients. Many years later, he sees a young gul enter has
olice, He recogrizes the dead person. He tells himself then that it
is “true [uakr] that the dead can come back |dass tee Toten wveder

kormmen konmen|” 711 His hallucination had been favared, it was
lucky, il you will: the specter presented itself as the sister of the
deceased women and also sullered from Graves' discase,

Here is the coup de thédre, the dramatie twast. Freud pretended
1o speak of sumeone else, of a colleague. (If | were to be immodest
ror such a poing, doubly immodest, T would say that he did what 1
am doing in speaking of a colleague, Yerushalmi, while 1 am speak-
ing of myself.) Freud presents himself, he says, i sum “here am™
“Dler Avzt aber, dem sich dies eveignet, war ich selbi . . . " “The doctor
tes whom this securred was, however, none other than myself . . "
1721 And he does not fail 10 draw a conclusion: he is in a g
position not to refuse Hanold the archacologist the climcal posaibil
ity of a bricf delusion, bur also the right 1o a furtive hallucinanon,
As 500N @5 @ semi-specter appears, it is also the right of manifesta-
ton of a certann truth (which is a bit spectral, i pars spectral) in
the person of a sort of specres of “real phantom.” The species, the
aspect, the specter, this is what remains to be scen with the truth,
what is needed 10 speculate with the true of that truth,

In the end, Yerushalm s right. He has managed to allow for
truth’s part. Freud had bis ghosts, he conlesses it on occasion. Lie
lets us partake in his truth. He had s, and he obeyed them (Jakob
Shelomoh, Moses, and a few others), as does Yerushalma (Jakob
Shelomoh, Sigmund Shelomoh, his Moses, and a few others), and
I myself (Jakob, Hayim, my grandfathers Moses and Abraham,
and a few others).

Freud's discourse on the archive, and here is the thesis of the
theses, seems thus 1o be divided. As does his concept of the archive
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It takos two contradsctory forms, That 15 why we say, and thas dec-
laration can always transdate an avowal, archere ferer. One should
bie able o find teaces of this contradiction in all Freud's works. Thas
contradiction is not negative, it modulates and condmions the very
formaton of the concept of the archive and of the concept in gen-
eral—rnght where they bear the contradicuon,

If Freud suffered from mal d'archive, il his case stemns from a
trouble de archive, be s not withowt his place, simultancously, in
the archive fever or disorder we are experiencing 1oday, concerning
s higheest symproms or the grear holocausuc rragedies of our mod-
ern listory and historiography: concerming all the detestable revi-
stonisims, as well as the most legitimate, necessary, and courageous
eewritings ol hiswory, Belore gathernmg and formalizing the double
Freudian postulation about the archive, T would like wo justfy the
French expressions 1 yust used: the rrouble de Farchive and the mal
d archive.,

Nothing 15 less rehable, nothung 1s less dear wday than the word
“archive.” And oot unlj-' becaiise of the vwo veders ol the ufﬁi:#f W
distinguished at the beginning, Nothing is more troubled and more
troubling, The trouble with whar is troubling here is undoubuedly
what troubles and muddles our vision (as they say in French), what
mhibats sight and knowledge, but also the trouble of troubled and
troubling atfairs (as they also say in French), the trouble of secrets,
of plots, of cdandestineness, of hali-private, hall- publlic conjura-
tions, always at the unstable limit between public and prvate, be
tween the family, the suciety, and the State, between the family and
an inumacy even more private than the family, berween oneself
and oneself. 1 thus name the frowdle, or what 1 called in Enghish
the "trouble,” of these visions and ol these allairs in a French sdiom
that is agam untranslatable, to recall at Teast that the archive always
holds a problem for translation. With the irreplaceable singulanity
of a document 10 interpret, to repeat, o repeoduce, but each time
m its original umqueness, an archive ought to be wiomanc, and
thus at once offered and unavilable for tanslavon, open w and
shuelded Trom wehnical iteranon and reproducton.

Mothing is thus more troubled and more troubling today than
the concept archived in thas word “archive,” What is more prob-
able, on the other hand, and more clear, 15 that psychoanalysis is

il

not without responsibthty i this trouble, It wants wo analyze it, but
it also heightens o, In naming psychoanalysis hicre, one refers al-
lcud}'. 10 any case, to the archive whiach i classified, at least provi
sionally, under the name of “psychoanalysis,” of "Freud,” and of a
few others. In other words, if we no longer know very well what
we are saying when we say "archive,” "Freud” is undoubtedly not
without responsibility. But the name ol Freud, the name of the
Freuds, as we have seen, wself becomes plural, thus problemauc.
The trouble de Farchive stems from a mal Farchive. We are en
mal d'archive: 1n need of archives. Listening 1o the French awdioan,
and in it the attribute en mal de, to be en mal darchive can mean
somcthing clse than to suffer from a sickness, from a trouble or
from what the noun mal maght name, 1Cis o burn with a passion,
It is never to rest, mterminably, from searching for the archuve
right where it slips away. Itis to run after the archive, even if there's
oo much of it, right where something in n anarchives itsclf. It is
i have a compulsive, repeutive, and nostalgic desire for the ar-
chive, an irrepressible desire to return to the origin, a homesick-
ness, a nostalgia for the return to the most archaic place of absolute
commencement. Mo desire, no passion, no drive, no compulsion,
indeed no repetition compulsion, no “mal-de™ can arise for a person
whao 15 not already, 1n one way or another, en mal d'archiee. Now
the principle of the internal division of the Freudian gesture, and
thus of the Freudian concept of the archuve, 1s that at the moment
when psychoanalysis lormalizes the condinons of archive fever and
of the archive itsell, it repeats the very thing it resists or which it
makes its abject. It raises the stakes, Such is the casc with the three
plus one theses (or prostheses), Three of them have o do with the
concept of the archive, one other with the concept of concept.

1. First thests and first surenchére (higher nd)

(O the one hand, in effect, with 1he single but deaisive conception
of a topic of the psychic apparatus (and thus of repression or of
suppression, according to the places of inscription, both inside and
putside), Freud made |.h_1=.-:.j|:.rl:: the wlei of an archive |lﬂ511ﬂ|}'
speaking, of a hypomnesic or technical archive, of the substrate or
the subjectile (material or virtual) which, in what s already a psy-
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chuc spaerng, cannot be teduced to memory: neither o memory as
CONSCIONE FOSCIVE, NOT [0 INcInury as rememaoration, as act ol recall-
Ing. The j].‘ij":'l.lll: archive cowies neither uivler minémé nor under
ARSI,

Bur on the other hand, as | tried to show in “Freud and the Scene
ol Writing,” this does not stop Freud, as classical metaphysician,
trom holdiog the techucal prosthess 10 be a secondary and acces-
SLHY fﬂr{'l’lﬂ'l'“}', |r|. .'i-l.'“tt' H!- I ﬂ!ll'."'lll.lg LCr Wlm I.IE' h[]lll:_lﬁ 1] L'I A Inl}dl:l
ol J.l.l::li.|'.1r1_|,r representation, he III.".-'JH.:I]!I!}' MAlams a prnacy of
Iive imemeory and of anamncsis m their ongimary emporalization.
From which we have the archacological owmbidding by which psy-
choanalysis, in its archive tever, always attempts o return to the
live ongin of that which the archive loses while keeping it i a
multiphicity of places. As we have noted all along, there is an inces-
sanit tenston here between the archive and sechaeology. They wall
always be close the one 1o the other, resembling each other, hardly
cdhiscermble in theie co-unplication, and yer radically sncomparible,
herevogencous, that 1 10 say, different wieh regard to the origin, in d
varce sath regurd to the arkhé. Now Freud was incessantly tempred
o redivect the original interest he had for the psychic archive -
ward archacology (the word “archie,” by the way, appears already
in the Studres on Hyiterra (1895) |5FE 217" The scenc of excavation,
the theater of archacological digs are the preferred places of this
brother to Hanold, Each e he wants to teach the wopology of
archives, thar 1s ro say, of what ought o exclude or torbed the return
[l II'I-[' uri“in. |I'Ill.'i- fl:wr:r H‘r SEane :E.H“lll“:"l- |:ln:l|lim J"l:il:.lf"l{#':ll.ll
parables. The most remarkahble and the most precocions of them s
well known, in the study of hysteria of 1896 We must once agan
underline a few words in this work to mark whar is to iny eyes the
oisl ICUic msicnt f‘l. rsiee nt i'.l.I'I'L’ st a I.:" [0 Ihl'l iﬂFlJm lifﬁ
net belong to the Liborious deciphering of the archive. [t is the
nearly costane instant Freud dreams of, when the very success ol
the dig must sign the effacement of the archivisi: the orggmn then
speaks by wself. The arkhé appears in the nude, without arehive, h

H1As | was remunded after the lecture by Dany Nobus, whom | thank,
the wame word also apyears i Zom prvckischen Mochampmies des Vergesrfach-
bt (1RER)

- —

presents itsell and comments on wsell by iself. “Swones alk!” In
the present. Amaenéses wathout Aypomnéss! The archacologist has
succecded i making the archive no longer serve any function. It
comies to ¢fface ttelf, it becomes transparent o unessential so as to
let the wrigan present itself i person. Live, without mediation and
without delay. Without even the memory of a tanslanon, once the
intense work of translition has succeeded. And this would be the
“advance™ of an “anamncsis.” The time Freud consecrates to this
long vovage i a field of excavations also says something of a gosuss.
wnge. He would like it to be intermnable, he prolongs n under the
pretext of pedagogy or rhetonc

But in order to explain the relationship between the method
which we have to emnploy for this purpose and the older method
of anamnestic enguiry, | should like 10 bring before you an anal
ogy taken from an advance that has in fact been made in another
ficld of work.

Imagine that an employer arrives in a litle-known regron
where his interest is aroused by an expanse of ruins, with re
mains of walls, fragments of columns, and rablets with half-
effaced and unreadable inscriptions, He may content himsell
with inspecting what lies exposed to view, with questioning the
inhabitants —perhaps sem-barbaric people—who live in the vis
cinty, about what tradinen tells them of the lustory and mean-
ing of these archaeological remains, and with noting down wihat
they tell him——and he may then proceed on his journcy. But he
may act differently, He may have brought picks, shovels and
spades with him, and he may set the inhabitants 10 waorlk with
these implements. Together with them he may start upon the
piins, clear away the rubbish, and, beginning from the visible
remains, uncover what is buried. If her sork u crocned with s
cess, the discoveries are self-explanatory: the ruined walls are part
ol the ramparts of a palace or a treasure-house; the fragments af
columins can be filled out into a emple; the numerous mscrip-
tions, which, by good luck, may be bilingual, reveal an alphabet
and a language, and, when they have been deciphered and rans
lated, yield undreamed-of information about the events of the
remote past, to commemorate which the monuments were built.
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Sava loguuntur! | The Actology of Hysteria™ (1596), SE 3:192,
iy emphases|?!

o Second thesis and second surenchére (higher bud)

U the one hand, the archive 1s made possible by the death, aggres-
o, andd destruction drive, that s to say alse by onginary hnitude
and expropraation, But beyvond tiniade as Llima, there iy, as we saud
abowve, this properly i findte movement of radical destruction with-
out whach no archive desire or Fever would happen. All the 1exts
in the fanuly and of the period of Heyord the Pleasure Principic
explam o the end why there s archivization and why anarchnwing
destrucuon belongs 1o the process of archivizavon and produces
the very thang it reduces, on occasion to ashes, and beyond,

Bt an the other hand, in the same moment, as classical meraphy-
sician and as positivist dsfkliver, as entical scientist of a past epoch,
as a “scholar” who does not want to speak with phantoms, Freud
claims not 1o believe in death and above all in the virtual existence
ol the spectral space which be nonetheless takes uno account. He
takes 1t mnto account so as to account for i, and he imends v ac-
count for it or prove it right only while reducing it to soincthing
other than himself, that is to say, to something other than the other,
Hle wants to explan and reduce the belief in the phantom, He
wants to think through the grain of truth of this belief, but he
behieves that one cannot not believe in them and that one ought not
10 believe in them. Belief, the radical phenmnenon of lmlirving, the
only relanonship possible to the other as other, does not in the end
have any possible place, any irreducible status in Freadian psyeho-
analysis. Which i nonetheless makes possible. From which we
have the archacological outbidding of a return to the reality, here
1o the vnginary effecuvity of a base of immcdiate pesception. A
more profound and safer base than that of Hanold the archaeulo-
gist. Even more archacological. The paradox takes on o striking,
properly hallucinatory, form at the moment Freud sees himsell
obliged to let the phantoms speak for the duration of the archaco-

2., Further on, the lul.lllll.‘ lcxwtnes a “pomnparisann -, with the excavanen

of a stranifved ruimed sine™ [1: 198],

logical digs but finishes by exorcising them in the momemt he ar
last says, the work having been terminated (or supposed w have
been), “Stones talk!” He believes he has exorcised them in the in-
stant he lews them walk, provided that these specters 1alk, he be-
licwes, in the ﬁuurmii'{r- Like stones, ||u-t]iiilg bt that . . .

3. Third thesis and third surenchire (higher bud)

(Chn the one hand, no one has illuminated bewer thun Freud what
we have called the archontic principle of the archive, which i at-
sclf presupposes not the originary arkhZ but the nomological arkhé
of the law, of institution, of domiciliation, of hliation. No one has
amalyzed, that is also w say, deconstructed, the authonity of the
archontic principle beuer than he. No one has shown how this ar-
chontie, that s, paternal and patriarchic, principle only posited it
self to repent itsel§ and returned to re-posit itsell only in parricide,
It amounts to repressed or suppressed parncide, in the name of the
father as dead father. The archontic is at best the takeover of the
archive by the brothers. The equality and the Liberty of brothers. A
certain, still vivacious idea of demuocracy.

But on the ather hand, in lile as in his works, in his theoretical
theses as in the compulsion of his institutionalizing strategy, Freud
repeated the patriarchal logic. He declared, noably in The Rat
Man, that the patriarchal nighn (Vaterrechr) marked the cvilizing
progress of reason. He even added w it in a patriarchic lngher bnd,
evenn where all hus inheritors, the psychoanalysts of all countries,
have united themselves as a single man to follow him and to rase
the stakes, To the poine that certmin people can wonder iof, decades
alter his death, his sons, so many brothers, can yet speak n their
own name. Or if his daughter ever came to life (256), was ever
anytung other than a phantasm or a specter, a Gradwva redreavw, a
Gradwa- Zoe-Bengang passing through ar Berggasse 19,
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Postscripl

By chance, | wrote these last words on the rim ol Vesuvius, right
near Pompeii, less than cight days ago. For more than twenty years,
cach tune I've returned 1o Naples, I've thought of her.

Whuo better than Gradiva, [ said o myself this tune, the Gradiea
of Jensen and of Freud, could llustrate this outbwdding in the mad
darchive? llustrate st where at 15 no longer proper to Freud and ro
this concept of the archive, where it marks in s very structure (and
this 15 a lase supplementary thess) the formation of every concep,
the very history of conception?

When he wants to explain the haunting of the archaeclogist wirh
a logic uf repression, at the very moment in which he specifies that
he wanis to recognize in it a germ or a parcel of truth, Freud claims
again to bring 1o hight a more onginary ongin than that of the
specter, In the outhidding, he wants to be an archivist whao is more
of an archacologist than the archaeologst. And, of course, closer to
the ulumate canse, a better enologist than his novelist. He wants to
exhume a more archaic smpresson, he wants to exhibit a more ar-
chai¢ impring than the one the other archacologists of all kinds
buastle around, thase of hiterature and those of classical olyective
science, an impeint that is singular each ume, an impression tha
is almost no longer an archive but alinost confuses itsell with the
pressure of the footstep that leaves its sull-living mark on a sub-
strate, a surface, a place of ongin. When the step 1s sull one wath
the subjectile. In the instunt when the printed archive 15 yet 1o
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e detached from the primary impression i s singular, irrepro-
ducible, and archaic ongin. lo the mstant when the impiog is yet
toy be Telt, abandoned h:r the pressure of the impression, Lo the in-
stant of the pure auo-affection, in the indistincoon of the active
and the passive, of a touching and the rouched. An arclive which

would in sum confuse wself with the arkhé, wih the ongin of

whach it s only the rype, the fypas, the nerable letter or characer.
An archive withowut archive, where, suddenly indiscermble from
the i|:||t[{'-i.5irm of it illl;ﬂ'il'll. Gradwa’s foosiep speaks by iselt!
Now this 1s exactly what Hanold dreamed of in has disenchanted
archacolugist’s desire, in the moment when he awaited the coming
ol the “pud —dal-,r g,]unl."

Flanold sullers from archive fever. He has exhausted the soence
ol archacology. He had, the novel says, become a master in the an
of deciphering the most indecipherable, the most enigmatic grafh
(in der Entzafferung schwver entritselbarer graffin). But he had had
enough of his science and of los abilities, Hhis smpatent desire re-
belled againse thewr positvity as f belore death. This saience nselt
was of the past. What o taughe, he said w hamself, 15 a lileless ar-
chaeological intuition (eine leblave archiolognche Anichaunng). And
in the moment when Pompeii comes back w life, when the dead
awake ldre Toten wachten auf, und Pompeyi fing an, wieder zu leben),
Hanold understands evervtlung. He understands why be bad wrav-
cled through Rome and Naples. He begins te gnow (enssen) what
he dul not then know, namely his “inumate deve”™ or "impulse.”
And this knowledge, thas comprehension, this deaiphening of the
miterior desire to decipher which drove him on o Pompen, all of
this comes back w lum n an act of memory (Enmnerung). He re-

calls that he came to see i he could hnd ber traces, the vraces ol

Giradiva's footsieps (b o baer Spuren von dhr auffinden Fimne).
MNow here 15 4 point which is never taken inte aceount, neithe
in Jensen's reading nor i Freud's, and this point confounds more
than st disunguishes: 1 anold has come to search tor these traces in
the literal sense (im wiirtlichen Siane). He dreamns of brninging back
w life. He dreams cather of sehiving. But of relvang the other. ()
reliving the singular pressure or impression which Gradiva’s step
lpas]. the step nself, the step of Gradwa herself, that very day, m

'

that tnne, on that date, in whar was indmtable about i, must have
left in the ashes. He dreams this irreplaceable place, the very ash,
where the singular imprin, like a signature, barely distinguishes
usell from the impression. And this s the condivion of singularity,
the whiom, the secret, testunony. 1t s the condition for the unigue-
ness of the printer-printed, of the impression and the imprny, of
the pressure amd its rrace in the wnique mant where they are not
vet distinguished the one from the other, forming in an msant 3
single body of Gradiva's step, of her gait, of her pace (Gangart ), and
ol the ground which carries them. The trace no longer distn-
guishes wsell from ns substrate. No longer distingusshung betaeen
themyelves, this pressure and this imprint differ heneeforth from ail
ather impressions, from all other imprints, amd from all other ar-
chives, At least that imprint (A&druck), distinct from all the others,
must be rediscovered —but this presupposes both inciory and the
archwve, the one and the other as the same, right on the same subjec
tile in the held of excavations. It must be resuscitated nght where,
in an absolutely safe location, i an irreplaceable place, it sull holds,
right on the ash, not yvet having detached itsell, the pressure of
Gradiva’s so singular step.

This s what Hanold the archaeologist means in a hiteral sense
by the literal sence. “In the literal sense™ (im adrtlichen Ninnc), the
SEOTY SAYS:

Something “came into lus consciousness for the first time [eum
eviten mral|: without being aware himselt of the impulse within
him, he had come 10 Italy and had raveled on to Pompen, with-
sl _-m:rppiug i Rome or N.I}!lt!'i-. i order 1o see whether he
could find any traces of her. And “traces” in the literal sense i
ahirtlchen Stnncl; for with her peculiar gait she must have left
behind on imprint |Abdrack] of her toes in the ashes distiner
trom all the rest.” |SE 9:63, trans. modified |

3% whrthichen Sinwe, denn ber threr beswnaleren Crangart musate
stz i der Ashe cmen von sllen @bngen sich unterschesdenden Abdruck der
Lehen lterlassen haben,™
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Tlis umqueness docs not resist. Iis poce is inhnite, But infinite
in the pnmense, commensuralde cxtent o which o remains un-
hindable, The possihility of the archiving trace, this simple peisidil-
aty. can only dvide the unnuenes. Separating the impeession from
the imprint, Because this umigueness is not cven a past present. I
would have been possible, one can drcam of it after the fact, only
isolar as s erabidiy, tha s w say, ws manent divisibiliny, the
possibility of s fision, haunted it from the ongin. The fanhiul
memoty of such a singulariy canonly be given over to the specter.

Is hiction ourdone here? Does it lack knowledge? Did Jensen
know less abour this than Freud? ' And Hanold?

One can always dream or speculste around this secrer account.
Spoculavon begins there—and beliel. Bur of the secrer nself, there
cann be no arcluve, by dehinitiom. The secret s the very ash of the
archive, the place where 1t no longer even makes sense 1o say “the
very ash [fa cendre méme]" or “right on the ash |J méne la cendre].”
There 13 no sense in searching for the secret of what anyone may
have known. A fortors a chasacter, Hanold the archaeologist.

That s whar thes heerature anests. So here 13 a singular 1esu.
mony, literature itsell, an inhentor escaped—or emancipated —
from the Scriptures. Here is what it gives us to think: the inviolable

23 Ir » known that Freud dul aor farl s ke up this question. With a
strategy af times disconcerang, he does pustice oot inits gencral form on more
than one oceasi, bt sha with this example bere in s text on Jensen's G-
driet, Pevause Jenwen, 51 bie nodes, projpeses an etiology and a grnra-hrm al
Hanolds “delusion.” L2 they hold up in the (e of soience? After having
prrogumeil, s provocstive aml delibeiastely surprisaag lashson, 1o reverse the
terms (0 m scienee thit does not haodd up o the Tace of ficten), Fieud compli
cates things. He proposrs 1o ally himsell, as the scholar of 2 new wience, and
inuch bectier arened, with the povclst, The latier will not be alone of =1 may
cont iy own works av part ol sesence,” Frewd says, amd of he can leave his
provissonal solation. A note from 1912 remarks that vhiv sadstion i coming
v am oot ™ the “paycho-analyie movement” started by me bas beeome
widely extended, ol i oos constantly growang™ [5E 9:55]. The same queston
18 set onit from anesther poing of view in chapter 4, which enids ot the edge ol
am obwious fact forgotten along the way: “But we must stop here, or we may
eeally forger thar Hanold aml Gradiva are only crestures of ther author’s
mnad ™ [5E 993 Elsewhere, from ancother jresind of view, we wall take L licse
tests and these questions of metaimerpretative onthidding.

e

il i pm—— ——— 1

e

secretl ol Gradive, of Hanold, of Jensen, amd then of Frewd —and
of a few others. Beyond every possible and necessary inquiry, we
will always wonder what Freud (for example), what every “careful
concealer™ may have wanted to keep seeret. We will wonder what
he may have kept off his uncondivonal night o secrecy, while ar the
same time burning with the desire to know, 10 make known, and
tar archive the very thing he concealed furever. What was con-
ccaled? What did he conceal even beyvond the intention to conceal,
ter lie, o (o perjure?

We will always wonder what, in this mal darchive, he may have
burned. We will always wonder, sharing with compassion i this
archive fever, what may have burncd of his secret passions, of his
correspondence, or of his “life.” Burned without hin, without re
mains and without knowledge. With no possible responsc, be
spectral or not, short of or beyond a suppression, on the other edge
of tepression, originary or secondary, without a name, without the
least symptom, and without even an ash.

Maples, 22-28 May 19M
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Right on
la méme|

I faus tradure et ol funt ne pai rradiire,

Customs officer, judge and executor, mounichank medium, im-
passive impostor, forger of authority, illiberal host and ungracious
guest, the translator should never really be there.

Here's another way of saying the same thing: a translator’s task
15 giving up. Rendering, and very often rending, each time wrench-
ing, Caught in an intractable double bind, immermaorial and inh
mitely iterated, one must decide or rule, il faut trancher, right where
the whomatc snarl won't be untied. It means giving up the dream
of an effortless and silemt living rransfusion, immediate and un-
mitigated, unmediated. Giving up giving, i other words, because
in the first place the thing does not belong to you and in the second
it will not in any case have been handed over intact.

But giving, nonctheless. Getting and begeming. Forgiving, per-
haps forgiven, Giving forgetting too.

And yet trumslation 5 so eminently plausible; what's more
happens all the wme. A mechancal game of correspondences, in
surm, an mexorable machine, Because nothing escapes, there's not a

. LYun ron apocalyprsgue adopid nagsére en phuosophee | Paris: Caalilée, 1983),
p- I
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singgle word that can't be taken, by ruse ar by force, Which dues not
mean that all translations are equally taithful or captivaung, There
arc inevitably trade-offs along the way and never an end in sighe.
Set i motion, the mutational process stops for no one, So while its
transgressive lure may be lormally irresisiible, there 15 no defimnve
translaton, by defuntion, At some peint one sumply has w give up,
Pegienl.

Thangs are hardly berer for the reader, of course,

Willy-nilly, and muetatic mutandis, a rranslation’s readers are in-
scribed into @ posinon of “absolute dhssymmetry and hereronomy™
{p. A1) as Derrda says of a boy beng circumcised, of Freud's

phanmtom o whom Yerushalom Pru-.'l.auus. “I shall say ‘we, *and ol

anyone addiessed by anyone else: you read something you cannot
readd, inany case something you will aot have read once you're
dope reading. Like an infant who can neither comprehend nor
respond. And while an author may be a reader’s ghost, in transla-
tion the text ssell 1 presented without being present: it is here and
yet there. A translation s seresponsible, unrchable, deceptive. Yet
impuosing. Authoritaran il not authoritative, Iineviiably indlicts an
irresistible covenam. Whereas a fureign text in the orggmal leaves
the reader free, because the reader 15 not a reader, the text being
foreign and thus legibly illegible lor those who have not domesi-
catedd the vther mother wngue. It does not suppose and unpose a
twe, becanse 1w begin with it says "we™ differently, thae is, it liger-
ally does mn say “we™ Rather, and precisely because translation
alwavs remaims possible, it inscrbes the limits, the singularity or
the extra-ocdinary common to any we. And so a tramslation docs
vielence at once 1o the text to which w oflers an ambiguous hosp-
tality, both becking and balking, and to the reader: it takes some-
thing forcign and makes womething Gannluar, readable at Jeast, and
thereby imposes the indubitable community of a homoliguistic, a
homonolingustic we.

Vere, these vrolences can perhaps be excused, lor we must read
Diernda, and well, However, they tend 1o conceal another one that
15 moee permcions while not wholly unperopitious: whatever it may
change, a translation maantains above all its oaew fictron, 1t mantans
the true hetion that translation s possible. It e thas fiction, botls
hopeful and frightening, promising communication where none by

definition should be possible, and simultancously eliminating the
possible communication of difference itself so 1o speak, regarding
dillerence, or of its incommunicability—iand so elfacng a vital,
inellable utherness I,'l'H.I'ﬂ:—L'IIHI by the other whiom.

Even s, things are more complicated. For translavion s very
much at work within Derrida’s "French®™ texts; the question, the
problem or the concept hut also the act of translation with its 1ex.
tual effects and delects. For instance, at a certain point {p. 73), Der-
rida discusses a passage in Yerushalmi where the expression “dra-
matic evidence™ figures o the English onginal, Tn s French ext
{jr. 1200, Derrida uses the translation “éerdence dramatique” in qua
tatwon marks. Thangh evidence and évidence are cognates, the teans.
lation 15 problematic because the French word signifies primarily
“something obvious,” such that the French phrase alone would
tend to translate more like “dramatic obviousness” than “dramatic
evidence.” 5o in the French, Derrida follows this teanslation with
the English wn parcntheses, and then a chain of aliernate transla
tions or translation maodifiers: proof, mark, clue, tesnmony L ar
chive. ‘These words serve to correct the translation, reonienting the
sense of évadence wo bewer approximate the meaning of evidence, so
sy linguistic exhibits displayed 1o incriminate the felierty of such
a unitary accounting for this uncountable noun.

How to rranslate this sequence from Mid darchive into English?
“I'he correct solution would no doubt have been to restore in a word
the “dramatic evidence” of Yerushalmi's text, rendenng five lines
ol French in two English words. And yet this approach o would
have been guilty of ccommnic inhdclity, because in the momen-
tum of its verbose rendition, the Freneh translation s not simply a
translation. It displaces, replaces as a translation must, and in the
commotion it says more, it does more, it goes further m translation,
while at no point veasing o translate. And of course a translation
is a powng-further, going beyond the idwmanc himmatons that are
the very condition of linguistic expression, of signification, of any
thing called culture; strictly speaking it 1s quite impossible since
it must ar once follow behind and forge ahead. So 1 brough
“dramatie evidence” out of the parentheses, dropped “éuidence
dramatigue,” and put a translation of the sequence modifying, chal-
lenging, reinforcing the translation of evidence as feadence i pa-
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rentheses. While this has the advamage of maintaining the mulii-
phieity and some of the hermencutic effect of Derrida’s translation
in pentimenio, n falsihes the role and motivabon thus also the
meaning of what 1s here a parenthetcal correction or suggestion,
But which is devord ol any reference o translation and 1o the fertile
discrepancy between evidence and éerdence: it is oul ol place ar the
very least, if inoffensive, evidently misconstrued,

The obvious counterexample arises in the several places where
French phrases have been kept in French in this English transla-
ton, Where dhey have been translated into Enghsh @i French or
French m English. Untranslated in the translation, rranslated as
wntranslatable yet rranslated all the same. Page 78: “L°Us se fast
tiolence. The One makes wself violence,” In a strange though cn
tirely workaday heterolingual mise en abyme, these two sentences
translate the first one of themselves. They may not succeed very
well, but nesther one, alone, would have sufficed. In fact, the second
sweintenee, which 5 a sort of word-Tor-word transposiion of the
first, serves rather as an aid for reading the French in light of what
tollows, Because the true translation of this seatence already fol.
lowed it in the French edition: *It violates and does violence to
itselt but it also insttutes wself as violence ., " as | have tanslated
it here. One might prefer to call it an ntralingual exphcation, wlach
would not be false, but this s also a translation, crossng the inter-
nal boundaries of the language, lening its forcignnesses make
themselves a1 home, the text opening 10 its "domestic outside”
(p- 19), as Derrda says in reference to the “psyche.” So even the
documented onginaliy of an archive cannot cleanse it of such cor-
ruption; an archive may always be 1o the process ol translating 1o
iselland from isell, by iself,

Hence one reason why “the archive always holds a problem for
translation,” why it is "at once offered amd unavailable for tansla.
ton” (p. M. However, there is another brand of translation, one
that is more ongiary, some would say more metaphoneal, and
which bears in it the very pussibulity of any hupe for the transfigur-
ative folly that goes by this name. An edifying artifice, the remains

2. But a metaphor is also a translatoen, Only the guestion of economy car
ries a dhiflerent weaghe. The vne's loss may well be the other's gain.
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of a singular event—which should naturally leave nothing of wself
Ichind —an archive is there Tor those who cannot communate
with sl a0 Hllip’i‘i'ﬂil,‘ solitude 10 the prescnce and the [esent of
its untimely happeming. For while an archive may not be an end, nt
1s only a begmmng. It is not the begining, and it never contains ies
own beginming. It can only be a translation of s concepuon. This
s what 1 recounted by the Preamble, what 15 put ino pracuce
Ihl_'l'f. 'I'hr arc]li'l'r.' ﬂ{ ‘lUI.'.h ARl l““"lll.'-ihlf OCCUrrcnee, Ilt‘- I'FIHE U{
{nnniﬂlmﬁm in the form of a briel imerlude between FJ‘l"rgm:' ancd
Foreword, the Prearnble 15 in fact the lengthy inscription of the rer-
rospective contents of “an instant of no durauon”™ (p. 26). Its pages
unfuld o unitary and dmeless event with an “explication” in three
wordy “meanmngs.” On the telephone, duning a conversation (but
was it in French or in English?) about the title of a lecture that was
yet to be written, the word impresson imposed irself as by its own
volition, automancally.

This 15 indeed the paradigm of translation’s umversal short-
commings, that s, its spanal and wemporal dhriftlessness, its liueral
disproportion. Because, while there may be correlation between an
cvent and s textual relation, there is unfashingly strict incommen-
suration, Translation always operates ar an economic loss.” In other
words, the only thing that 15 properly untranslatable is whomatic
coonemy wself.

Yer Derrida also warns against holding the “techmcal prosthesis
1o be a secondary and accessory extenommy” (p. 91), against bl
confidence in the possibility of a simple archacology of the archive,
through which the archive might disappear inta thin air “so as to
let the orygan present wsell in person, Live, without mediation and
without delay. Without even the memory of a translation, once the
intense work of translanon has succeeded”™ (p. 93).Y Because when
the stones begin ralking to set things straight in Freud's excava-

i. See note 15, pp. 7879, Here ton, an exicmporancous il not instanie-
Ancous " respanse is clagibied in theee discrete remarks.

4. It seems impertinent to ask whether this “memory™ which we may thus
expect o be implicared i anything like an encounter with ah!,l'l:l'lln_ﬂ; like an
origin coies under mndmé, under anamndis or under hypormndma. this must
be a memaory Trom before the division ino dilferent types of memones, an
impure memaory of the impurity of an ongin.
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bonal reverie, it is as if the archaeologist had succeeded in putting
the archivist out of work, And the translator o, of course. Yet
these stoanes are i-1ll.'|:'i".rt:.~.1 aiel S T knows that arclives de Bl
speak. Not even answering machines, Only the living answer. And
what s more, in Freud's scenario, these archives turn our o be
lilingual, they are themselves already translations of themselves,
they speak o dead language and a living one, Greek and German
for example, a bit like Hanold in his encounter with Gradwa, or
it lease a dead-and-forgotien dead Language and a less dead one
which will perimt them in wurn to be “deciphered and translared”
(. Y31 So these stones, archives yielding "undreamed-of informa-
tiun about the events of the remote past,” can hardly be taken for
pure arché ol the archacological discoveries are “sell-explanatory,”
it s only insofar as they already reflect a prodigious amount of
archival 1ail, and not at all because the events they record could
“lalk” without archvization. [cis certainly not without significance
that they should be hybrid, dead/living, ghostly. That stones, which
vught to be dead, should 1alk, which only the Ivang ought to do;
nor that this event should be reenacted, performed in a particular
way here, where the “Stones talk in italics, with an exclamation
point, and abuve all in Latin, the dead language living in Freud's
vwn hyvbnd text.

For of Archive Fever can be wrnitten down 10 an instant, it 1s the
st or the mstamtancous event as overdetermination, ln other
words, “impure,” cxceeding wsell, uncontaned, .;ullmg for its ag-
chivization because already containing the seeds of its own archive.
Dwvaded in, and of nsclf, Calling but not necessarily answering for
s archive. Because one can scarcely believe that whien called upon
as 1f 1o bear witniess Lo its singularity or its oniginality, o the origi-
nal singularity that it &s, an event any more than a living bang
“ever respondy in an absolutely living amd imfinnely well-adjusted
mannct, without the least antomatism, without ever having an ar
chwal technigue overflow the singularity of an event . " (p. 62),
Without sume answering machine effect, some spectrality in the
response and thus dead i the Iving. Which 15 to say that the im.
presavm, the uniqur mstient of arcluvization, "I_ln_h_!u.rr'n. as imuch
av it records the event™ (p. 17), while nonetheless being the condi-
ton of its potential repetition; it never neurrally consigns a pre
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existent archivable content in a ssmple manner. Conversely, insofar
as it s archovable, an event 15 always archreing: an event 1s an ar-
chiving act even if there may not be a “proper” archive and even if
Il'i{ HI'I;.'II-HE' “I'- AN ovenl, as s |||.|l:l|:|-n:l'.:lllnn, st alWil'_l!- l'f..“.l-l“
open And 1his 15 where the (Juestion of archival It:chnulug:.' 1% B
significant, for it “condinions . . . the smpressian, before the division
between printed and printer™ (p. 18). What is the printed here? Iy
it the archuve, or the printed content, re. what is archived? And s
the printer the event that leaves ws imprn, that 1s archived, or the
“structure that prims”™? Yes, beforchand we do not know,

There is the feol and there 15 the ash. But as Gradiva's sole, or
Hanaold's for that matter, or so many others’, touches the ground,
the foot, the leg, the ash and the canth below serve wogether as a
sort of machme, a momentary printing press that will leave the
archive even as it disappears forever, And this 15 the truth of the
event of course, the true event of the event, neither material nor
historical: “before the division,” as the living and the dead may
mungle their steps, and we'll never know for sure who's who or
what's what.

Right on the ash, Derrida says, even af it makes no sense. And:

{a cendre méme.
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