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peace of the response in which two affirmations espouse each other, but is called
up in the night by the excavating work of interrogation. Writing is the moment of
this original Valley of the other within Being. The moment of depth as decay

Incidence and insistence of inscription. '

‘‘Behold, here is a new table; but where are my brethren who will carry it with
me to the valley and into hearts of flesh?’”57

The Instant of Decision is
Madness (Kierkegaard}

In any event this beok was
terribly daring. A transparent
sheet separates it from mad-
ness, (Joyce, speaking of
Ulysses)
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These reflections have as their point of departure, as
the title of this lecture’ clearly indicates, Michel

_Foucault’s book Folie et déraison: Histoirve de la folie

a I'dge classigue.®

This book, admirable in so many respects, power-
ful in its breadth and style, is even more intimidating
for me in that, having formerly had the good fortune
to study under Michel Foucault, T retain the con-
sciousness of an admiring and grateful disciple, Now,
the disciple’s consciousness, when he starts, I would
not say to dispute, but to engage in dialogue with the
master or, better, to articulate the interminable and
silent dialogue which made him into a disciple—this
disciple’s consciousness is an unhappy conscious-
ness. Starting te enter into dialogue in the werld, that
is, starting to answer back, he always feels *‘caught in
the act,” like the “‘infant”” who, by definition and as
his name indicates, cannot speak and above all must
not answer back. And when, as is the case here, the
dialogue is in danger of being taken—incorrectly—as
a challenge, the disciple knows that he alone finds
himself already challenged by the master’s voice
within him that precedes his own. He feels himself
indefinitely challenged, or rejected or accused; as a
disciple, he is challenged by the master who speaks
within him and before him, to reproach him for mak-
ing this challenge and to reject it in advance, having
elaborated it before him; and having interiorized the
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master,.he Is alse challenged by the disciple that he himself is. This interminable
unhappmes-s of the disciple perhaps stems from the fact that he does not yet
know—or is still concealing from himsclf—that the master, like real life myae
alwaysf be absent. The disciple must break the glass, or bét‘fer the mirr ’ hy
reflection, his infinite speculation on the master, And start to speak o e
ffk-s the route that these considerations will follow is nejther .direct
unilinear—far from it—1 will sacrifice any further preamble and go straight ¢ nl?r
most general questions that will serve as the focal points of these regt:ct?t y
Generat questions that will have to be determined and specified along th way,
many of which, most, will remain open, B e
M.Iviy Ip;mt of departure might appear slight and artificial. Tn this 673-page book
fiche oucault devotes three pages—and, moreover, in a kind of proloen t’
hlSl second chapter—to a certain passage from the first of Descarﬁ:q’s %Jea"o
tations. .In Fhis passage madness, folly, dementia, insanity seem, I e;m h. e
seert, dls_rmssed, excluded, and ostracized from the circle of phiIc;so hié’alacsl%Za
mty,- den]t?d entry to the philosopher’s city, denied the right to hﬁoso hilgi
]c)onmderatlon,l ordered away from the bench as soon as summoied topit (;;;
: ;iiz;l;fas——thls last tribunal of a Copito that, by its essence, could rot possibly
In alle’ging—.correct[y or incorrectly, as will be determined—that the sense of
Folucaul_t § entire project can be pinpointed in these few allusive and somewhot
enigmatic pages, and that the reading of Descartes and the Cartesian Co 't:3
proposed to us engages in its problematic the totality of this History of Madngl .
as regards both its intention and its feasibility, I shall therefore be askin it
in two series of questions, the following: e myselt
1. First, and in some ways this is a prejudicial ion: i 1 i
Dgsca{tcs’s inte'ntion that is proposedpto Jus justi1;1;331220\?}1:;:11];:;fgfﬁim o
tation is a certain passage, a certain semantic relationship propesed b Fou?r?;
be.twcen, on the one hand, what Descartes said—or what he is beIiede to hew1
satd or meant—and on the other hand, let us say, with intentional vagueness ?}e
tl'.le moment, a certain “*historical structure,” as it is called a certain meani fOr
i];iiorlcﬂdtotality, a total historical project through which’ we think we;;? r;)ge;u
©$ sald—or what he is believed to have said or meant j .
demonstratec?. In asking if the interpretation is justifiable I—zacnin tﬁ;:;zl;iaf{('bc
about two things, putting two preliminary questions into sone' (a) Have Sf ]ﬁg
understood the sign itself, in itself? In other words, has What.Descartes :W'ed . ():ll
meant bee_n clearly perceived? This comprehension of the sign in and of itﬂs1 lfm:'l
its mnneldm.te materiality as a sign, if I may so cafl it, is only the first mom et i)m
also the m.dlspensable condition of all hermeneutics and of any claim to tr, eition
from tl'}e sign to the signified. When one attempts, in a general way, to aaszsfl'tmn
an ob.vmus to a latent language, one must first be rigorously sure o’f thg obvir s
meaning.? The analyst, for example, must first speak the same language as (t)}l::
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patient. {b) Second implication of the first question: once understood as a sign,
does Descartes’s stated intention have with the total historical structure to which
it is to be rclated the relationship assigned to it? Does it have the historical
meaning assigned to it?*‘Does it have the historical meaning assigned to it?”
That is, again, two questions in one: Does it have the historical meaning assigned
to it? does it have this meaning, a given meaning Foucault assigns to it? Or,
second, does it have the historical meaning assigned to it? Is this meaning
exhausted by its historicity? In other words, is it fully, in each and every one of
its aspects, historical, in the classical sense of the word?

2. Second series of questions (and here we shall go somewhat beyond the case
of Descartes, beyond the case of the Cartesian Cogito, which will be examired
no longer in and of itself but as the index of a more general problematic): in the
light of the rerzading of the Cartesian Cogito that we shall be led to propose (or
rather to recali, for, let it be said at the outset, this will in some ways be the most
classical, banal reading, even if not the easiest one), will it not be possible fo
interrogate certain philosophical and methedological presuppositions of this his-
tory of madness? Certain ones only, for Foucault’s enterprise is too rich,
branches cut in too many directions to be preceded by a method or even by a
philosophy, in the traditional sense of the word. And if it is true, as Foucault
says, as he admits by citing Pascal, that one cannot speak of madness except in
relation to that ‘“other form of madness’’ that allows men “‘not to be mad,” that
is, except in relation to reason,* it will perhaps be possible not to add anything
whatsoever to what Foucault has said, but perhaps only to repeat once more, on
the site of this division between reason and madness of which Foucault speaks so
well, the meaning, a meaning of the Cogito or {phurat} Cogitos (for the Cogito of
the Cartesian variety is neither the first nor the fast form of Cogito); and also to
determine that what is in question here is an experience which, at its furthest
reaches, 18 perhaps no less adventurous, perilous, nocturnal, and pathetic than

the experience of madness, and is, I believe, much less adverse to and accusa;bry
of madness, that is, accusative and objectifying of it, than Foucault seers ‘to
think. '

As a first stage, we will attempt a commentary, and will accompany or follow
as faithfully as possible Foucault’s intentions in reinscribing an interpretation of
the Cartesian Cogito within the total framework of the History of Madness. What
should then become apparent in the course of this first stage is the meaning of the
Cartesian Cogito as read by Foucault. To this end, it is necessary to recall the
general plan of the book and to open several marginal questions, destined to
remain open and marginal.

In writing a histery of madness, Foucault has attempted—and this is the
greatest merit, but also the very infeasibility of his book—to write a history of
madness itself. Iiself. Of madness itself. That is, by letting madness speak for
itself. Foucault wanted madness to be the subject of his book in every sense of
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the W(?rd: its theme and its first-person narrator, its author madness speakin
abour‘ltself. Foucault wanted to write a history of madness z't;elf that is madnesf
s]?eakmg on the basis of its own experience and under its own aut,horit and not
h!StOIj‘/' of madness described from within the language of reason, the ljza,ngua & 0:1:
pfsychlatry on madness—the agonistic and rhetorical dimension; of the pregosi-
tion on overlapping here—on madness already crushed beneath ps chizt
doTnmated, beaten to the ground, interned, that is to say, madness madZ into rg’
object and exiled as the other of a fanguage and a historical meaning which havz
E?Jen confused w%th logos itself, ‘A history not of psychiatry,” Foucault says
o gl;t ?,f madness itself, in its most vibrant state, before being captured by knowl-
Tt Isa ques?ign, therefore, of escaping the trap or objectivist naiveté that would
consist in writing a history of untamed madness, of madness as it carries itself
and bregth;s before being eaught and paralyzed in the nets of classical reason
from within the very language of classical reason itself, utilizing the conce ts!,
that were the historical instruments of the capture of madness—the restrained apd
festraining langnage of reason. Foucault’s determination to avoid this tra nis
Fonstant. It is the most audacious and seductive aspect of his venture rodufin
1t§ adm.irable tension, But it is alsa, with all seriousness, the mada'e.;tpas ect oi
his project. And it is remarkable that this obstinate determination to avopid thy
trap-—that is, the trap set by classical reason to catch madness and which can no .
F:atch Foucault as he attempts to write a history of madness itself without re ea‘ty
ing thz .agégression of rationalism—this determination to bypass reason isf) ex:
pressed in two ways difficult i ich i iti
e oo )}’1 to reconcile at first glance, Which is to say that it is
Sometimes Foucault globally rejects the language of reason, which itself is the
lan.guggt.: of order (that is to say, simultaneously the Ianguag,e of the system of
DbjeCtIV.'lty, of the universal rationality of which psychiatry wishes tg be the
expression, and the language of the body politic—the right to citizenshi in th
phlllosophf:r’s city overlapping here with the right to citizenship anywhepre the
philosophical realm funcrioning, within the unity of a certain structure a; the
metaphor or the metaphysics of the political realm). At these moments hf,b writ s
sentences of this type (he has just evoked the broken dialogue between reaqss
and madness at the end of the eighteenth century, a break that was ﬁnalizedub
the ar}ne).(aticn of the totality of language—and of the right to langua cﬁby
psychlatrlc-reason as the delegate of societal and governmental reason; mgadnes};
has been stifled): *“The language of psychiatry, which is a mono[ogue,of reason
on madnes:?, could be established only on the basis of such a silence. T have not
tr‘[cd to write the history of that language but, rather, the archaeol.ogy of that
silence.””® And throughout the book runs the themne linking madness to silem::el
to ““words without language™ ar *““‘withour the voice of a subject,” “obstina?é
murmur of a language that speaks by itself, without speaker or inter’Iocuter, piled
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up upon itself, strangulated, collapsing before reaching the stage of formulation,
quietly returning to the silence from which it never departed. The calcinated root
of meaning.”” The history of madness itself is therefore the archaeology of a
silence.

But, first of all, is there a history of silence? Further, is not an archaeology,
even of silence, a logic, that is, an organized language, a project, an order, a
sentence, a syntax, a work?® Would not the archacology of silence be the most
efficacious and subtle restoration, the repetition, in the most irreducibly ambigu-
ous meaning of the word, of the act perpetrated against madness—and be so at
the very moment when this act is denounced? Withont faking into account that all
the signs which allegedly serve as indices of the origin of this silence and of this
stifled speech, and as indices of everything that has made madness an interrupted
and forbidden, that is, arrested, discourse—all these signs and documents are
borrowed, without exception, from the juridical province of interdiction,

Hence, one can inquire—as Foucault does also, at mements other than those
when he contrives to speak of silence (although in too lateral and implicit a
fashion from my point of view)—about the source and the status of the language
of this archacology, of this language which is to be understood by a reason that is
not classical reason. What is the historical responsibility of this Iogic of ar-
chaeology? Where should it be situated? Does it suffice to stack the tools of
psychiatry neatly, inside a tightly shut workshop, in order to return to innocence
and to end all complicity with the rational or political order which keeps madness
captive? The psychiatrist is but the delegate of this order, one delegate among
others, Perhaps it does not suffice to imprison or to exile the delegate, or to stifle
him; and perhaps it does not suffice to deny oneself the conceptual material of
psychiatry in order to exculpate one’s own language. All our European lan-

guages, the language of everything that has participated, from near or far, in the
adventure of Western reason—all this is the immense delegation of the project
defined by Foucauit under the rubric of the capture or objectification of madness.
Nothing within this language, and no ene among those who speak it, can escape
the historical guilt—-if there is one, and if it is historical in a classical sense—
which Foucaunit apparently wishes to put on trial. But such a trial may be im-
possible, for by the simple fact of their articulation the proceedings and the
verdict unceasingly reiterate the crime, If the Order of which we are speaking is
so powerful, if its power is unique of its kind, this is so precisely by virtue of the
universal, struetural, universal, and infinite complicity in which it compromises
all those who understand it in its own language, even when this language pro-
vides them with the form of their own denunciation. Order is then denounced
within order.

Total disengagement from the fofality of the historical language responsible
for the exile of madness, liberation from this language in order to write the
archaeology of silence, would be possible in only two ways.
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Either do not mention a certain silence (a certain silence which, again, can be

determined only within a language and an order that will preserve this silence
from contamination by any given muteness), or follow the madman down the
road of his exile. The misfortune of the mad, the interminable misfortune of their
sifence, is that their best spokesmen are those who betray them best; which is to
say that when one attempts tg convey their silence itself, one has already passed
over to the side of the enemy, the side of order, even if ane fights against order
from within it, putting its origin into guestion. There is no Trojan horse uncon-
querable by Reason (in general). The unsurpassable, unique, and imperial gran-
deur of the order of reason, that which makes it not just another actual order or
structure (a determined historical structure, one structure among other possible
ones), is that one cannot speak out against it except by being for it, that one can
protest it only from within it; and within its domain, Reason leaves us only the
fecourse to strategems and strategies. The revolution against reason, in the histor-
ical form of classical reason (but the latter is only a determined example of
Reason in general, And because of this oneness of Reason the expression ‘‘his-
fory of reason’” is difficult to conceptualize, as is also, consequently, a ““history
of madness’), the revolution against reason cap be made only within it, in
accordance with a Hegelian law to which I myself was very sensitive in
Foucault’s book, despite the absence of any precise reference to Hegel. Since the
revelution against reason, from the moment it is articulated, can operate only
within reason, it always has the limited scope of what is called, precisely in the
language of a department of interngl affairs, a disturbance. A history, that is, an
archaeology against reason doubtless cannot be written, for, despite all appear-
ances to the contrary, the concept of history has always been a rational one, It is
the meaning of “history™” or archia that should have been questioned first,
pethaps. A writing that exceeds, by questioning them, the values “‘origin,”’
“reason,”” and “*history”’ could not be contained within the metaphysical closure
of an archaeology.

As Foucault is the first to he conscious—and acutely so—of this daring, of the
necessity of speaking and of drawing his language from the wellspring of a
reason more profound than the reason which issued forth during the classical age,
and as he experiences a necessity of speaking which must escape the objectivist
project of classical reason—a necessity of speaking even at the price of a war
declared by the language of reason against itself, a war in which lan guage would

should even say contradicted by a discourse in Foucault’s book that is net only
the admission of a difficulty, but the formulation of another project, a project that
is not an expediency, but a different and more ambitious one, a Project more
effectively ambitious than the first ong
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The admission of the difficulty can be found in s‘entences such as these, t‘:lmo::ng,t
others, which I simply cite, in order not to d.epnve you of their dcr.tse . esa: gd
“The perception that secks to grasp them [in ques_tlon are the m;se;:d mnd
murmurings of madness] in their wild state, necessarily belongs to :(1! W e e
has already captured them. The liberty of rlnadness can be understood on gsesses
high in the fortress that holds madness prisoner. And there m_adness fpoersecu_
onty the morose sum of its prison experic?nc‘:es, its mute experieélcf oA 3 pect
tion, and we——we possess only its desct_‘lptmn as a man wanted. dr} ,and 0%
Foucault speaks of a madness ‘‘whose wild st'eite !c!an never be restored in
i * f an ‘“inaccessible primitive purity. N
ltsgicaigg t(;xisagifﬁculty, or this impossibility, must reverbe'rate within ie lari:
guage used to describe this history of madness, IFo'ucauEt, in f:fﬁe:ct,“acl r:?vv;'t
edges the necessity of maintaining his discourse within what he calls al relaf Thi
without recourse,’” that is, without suppert from an absolute reason or ogo:;l. b
simultaneous necessity and impossibility of what Foucault. t?lsewlherelca‘ sle if;
language without support,”” that is to say, a language declining, in Iprmrci;;:: e !
not in fact, to articulate itself along the lines of the syntax of reason. In pTh ;;Ct
if not in fact, but here the fact cannot easily !)e put between' parentheses.th. et fre
of language is probably the only fact q[tlmately to resist all paﬁr:an ;;?dder;
*There, in the simple problem of artilng]atlont,” Fguc?}llt says later, “‘wa

he major difficulty of the enterprise. . ‘

an%s:itjigdp;rhaps Jsay that thttay resofution of th‘is difficulty is pracfzcedtratll};r
than formulated. By necessity. I mean that t.he. sﬂ.ence of madness.ls l1110 Saadé
cannot be said in the logos of this book, !:_nut is indirectly, metaphorl(;al yl, maise
present by its pathos—taking this word in its best sense. A new ar’ld ra 1c? %rnce
of folly whose intentions cannot be admitted because_ thelpra:f'e [ef?ge] o s];{(iw“
always takes place within logos, 7 the langoage of obJecluﬁcatmn. To _sp‘:,}:;\ el

of madness™ would be to annex it once more, especlflﬂly when, as is the "
here, ‘‘speaking well of”’ is also the wisdom an happiness of' eloq.uent tspietct(.’
Now, to state the difficulty, to state the d1ff'icult_y of §tat1ng, is nothy f
surmount it—quite the contrary. First, it is not t.o say in which 1anguagle, roWEo
the agency of what speech, the difficulty is stated. Who 'per;ewe&';id e
enunciates the difficulty? These efforts can be made nclthelr in t .f; w1t o an
inaccessible silence of madness, nor simply in t.he language of thef jailer, afm:
in the language of classical reason, but enly in the }anguagc 0 sornf:om'asun_
whom is meaningful and before whom appears the dialogue or war or gl:-n -
derstanding or confrontation or double monologue thalt S)pposeshl.rcasqn fl; mad-
ness during the classical age. And thereby we can envision the historic it e] ration
of a logos in which the two monologues, or the bre‘ken dialogue, or es;;ecm ): he
breaking point of the dialogue between a defermined reason and a, ftgrr?srzl :

madness, could be produced and can today be un?derstood anc’i enunc:}:j ed. { p

posing that they can be; but here we are assuming Foucault’s hypothesis.
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Therefore, if Foucault’s book, despite all the acknowledged impossibilities
and difficuities, was capable of being written, we have the right to ask what, in
the last resom, supports this language without recourse or support: who
enunciates the possibility of nonrecourse? Who wrote and who is to understand,
tn what langnage and from what historical sitnation of logos, who wrote and who
is to understand this history of madness? For it is not by chance that such a
project could take shape today. Without forgetting, guite to the conirary, the

audacity of Foucault’s act in the History of Madness, we must assume that a.

certain liberation of madness has gotten underway, that psychiatry has opened
itself up, however minimally, and that the concept of madness as unreasen, if it
ever had a unity, has been dislocated. And that a project such as Foucault’s can
find its historical origin and passageway in the opening produced by this disloca-
tion.

If Foucault, more than anyone else, is attentive and sensitive to these kinds of
questions, it nevertheless appears that he does not acknowledge their quality of
being prerequisite methodological or philosephical considerations. And it is true
that once the question and the privileged difficulty are understood, to devote a
preliminary work to them would have entailed the sterilization or paralysis of all
fusther inquiry. Inquiry can prove through its very act that the movement of a
discourse on madness is possible. But is not the foundation of this possibility still
too classical?

Foucault’s hook is not one of those that abandons itself to the prospective
lightheartedness of inquiry. Thar is why, behind the admission of the difficulty
concerning the archaeology of silence, a different project must be discerned, one
which perhaps contradicts the projected archaeology of silence.

Because the silence whose archaeology is to be undertaken is not an original
muteness or nendiscourse, but a subsequent silence, a discourse arrested by
command, the issuc is therefore to reach the origin of the protectionism imposed
by areason that insists upon being sheltered, and that also insists upon providing
itself with protective barriers against madness, thereby making itself into a bar-
rier against madness; and to reach this origin from within a logos of free trade,
that is, from within a logos that preceded the split of reason and madness, a logos
which within itself permitted dialogue between what were later called reason and
madness (unreason), permitted their free circulation and exchange, just as the

medieval city permitted the free circulation of the mad within itself. The issue is
therefore fo reach the point at which the dialogue was broken off, dividing itself
into two soliloquies—what Foucault calls, using a very strong word, the Deci-
sion. The Decision, through a single act, links and separates reason and madness,
and it must be understood at once both as the original act of an order, a fiat, a
decree, and as a schism, a caesura, a separation, a dissection, 1 would prefer
dissension, to underline that in question is a self-dividing action, a cleavage and
torment interior to meaning i general, interior to logos in general, a divison
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within the very act of sentire. As always, the disse‘n:'sion 1:5 internal. 'Iil;le extgrtltc:r
(is) the interior, is the fission that preduces and divides it along the lines of the
i welung. .
He:l%illliz i):;ls that&;he project of convoking the first qissension of llogos i%alnsi
itsell is quite another project than the archasology of silence, an'd I"E:HSedel ef-zen
questions. This time it would be necessary to exhume. the virgin an dum ary
gronnd upon which the decisive act linking and separating madness an reasg?1
obscurely took root. The reason and madness of th.e cla§s1cal age hac.l a comm "
root. But this common root, which is a logos, this um'tary foundaticn is muc]
more ancient than the medieval period, brilliantly but brleﬂy cvokcd by Fo;lcag t
in his very fine opening chapter. There must be & foundn}g unity that al ;eihy
carries within it the *‘free trade’” of the Middle ASES’ Bfnd this unity is a_lr;aa g : e
unity of a logos, that is, of a reason; an alread_y historical reason certain yt,l uta
reason much less determined than it will be in its so—gal[ed c[aiswal .form_,th.avigg
not yet received the determinations of the “f:lasswal age. ‘It is “ﬁ 11'.1 et
element of this archaic reason that the dissection, t‘he dlSSBl:lSlOl‘l, w11 Prcsgnt
itself as a modification or; if you will, as an overturning, that ‘15, a r‘evlo uﬁon 1{;
an internal revolution, a revelution affecting the self, occurring within tde sfea].1
For this logos which is in the beginning, is not only the common groun oh. b
dissension, but also—and no less importantly—?hc very atmosphere in c\;v ic
Foucault’s language moves, the atmosphere in 'whmh a hlStOI‘yl of mr:ulinelsrst (lllr;ng
the classical age not only appears in fact but is a[solby all rights stlpuhd ed an
specified in terms of its limits, In order to account_ s%multaneously f.ogF e or; glltr;
(or the possibility) of the decision and for the origin ((?I‘ the. pos?lpl ;lt)}r) 0 o
narration, it might have been necessary to start b;y reflecting th}s origin ?glo
which the violence of the classical era played 1tself out. ThlS.hISEOI“y o ggos
before the Middle Ages and before the classical age is not, if this need jbe ;ﬂl zltt
all, a nocturnal and mute prehistory. Whateve; the m_omentary brea}s, ]flt ere is
one, of the Middle Ages with the Greek tradition, this break and this a terauor;
are late and secondary developments as concerns the fundamental permanence o
ico-philosophical heritage.
th%feﬁl:;epclggzgging of the dicision in its true historical grounds has b.cen left
in the shadows by Foucault is bothersome, and for at least two reasons: .
1. Tt is bothersome because at the outset Foucault make.zs a somewha't ef'l‘l gmda ic
allosion to the Greek logos, saying that, unlike cla§51cal reason, it ha’hno
contrary.”” To cite Foucault: ‘“The Greeks had a relation to .sonjleﬂnng_mat t e);
calied hybris. This relation was not merely one of .Condemn‘ﬂtlon,.thc ex]stenci:n DS
Thrasymacus or of Callicles suffices to prove 1t,. even if their language ﬂil
reached us already enveloped in the reassuring dialectic of Socrates. But the
ad no contrary.”’® .
Gr{e((;];eL\zizlsdhhave o assumg , then, that the Greck logos hafl n_o contrary, which
is ko say, briefly, that the Greeks were in the greatest proximity to the elemen-
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tary, primordial, and undivided Logos with respect to which contradiction in
general, all wars or polemics, could only be ulterior developments. This
hypothesis forces ns to admit, as Foucault above all does not, that the history and
lineage of the “reassuring dialectic of Socrates’ in their rotality had already
fallen outside and been exiled from this Greek logos that had ne contrary. For if
the Socratic dialectic is reassuring, in the sense understood by Foucault, it is so
only in that it has already expulsed, excluded, objectified or (curiously amount-
ing to the same thing) assimilated and mastered as onc of its moments,
“‘enveloped”” the contrary of reason; and also only in that it has tranquilized and
reassured itself into a pre-Cartesian certainty, a sophrosyne, a wisdom, a reason-
able good sense and prudence,
Consequently, it must be either (2) that the Socratic moment and its entire
posterity immediately partake in the Greek leges that has no contrary; and that
consequently, the Secratic dialectic could not be reassuring (we may soon have
occasion to show that it is no mote reassuring than the Cartesian eogito). Tn this
case, in this hypothesis, the fascination with the pre-Sceratics to which we have
been provoked by Nietzsche, then by Heidegger and several others, would carry
with it a share of mystification whose historico-philosophical motivations femain
to be examined. Gr (b) that the Socratic moment and the victory over the Cal-
liclesian hybris already are the marks of a deportation and an exile of logos from
itself, the wounds left in it by a decision, a difference; and then the structure of
exclusion which Foucault wishes to describe in his book could not have been
bomn with classical reason. Tt would have to have been consummated and reas-
sured and smoothed over throughout 2l the centuries of philosophy. Tt would be
essential to the entirety of the history of philosophy and of reason. In this regard,
the classical age could have neither specificity nor privilege. And all the signs
assembled by Foucault under the chapter heading Stultifera navis would play
themselves out only on the surface of a chronic dissension. The free circulation
of the mad, besides the fact that it i8 not as simply free as all that, would only be a
socioecenomic epiphenomenon on the surface of a reason divided against itseif
since the dawn of its Greek origin. What seems to me sure in any case, regardless
of the hypothesis one chooses concerning what is doubtless only a false problem
and a false alternative, is that Foucanlt cannot simulianeously save the affirma-
tion of a reassuring dialectic of Soctates and his postulation of a specificity of the
classical age whose reason would reassure itsclf by excluding its contrary, that is,
by constituting its comtrary as an object in order to be protected from it and be rid
of it. In order to lock it up.

The attempt to write the history of the decision, division, difference runs the
risk of construing the division as an event or a structure subsequent to the unity of
an original presence, thereby confirming metaphysics in its fundamental opera-
tion.

Trathfully, for one or the other of these hypotheses to be true and for there tobe
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a real choice between them, it must be assumed in general Fhat reason ¢an ha\;eoi
contrary, that there can be an other of re:ason3 that reafson itself c.an CO;!;IHIC o
discover, and that the opposition of reason to its other is Qmmetr;cal . This is
heart of the matter. Permit me to hold off on this question. \
However one interprets the situation of c[assic-fﬂ reason, nota'bly as relgards t‘ e
Greek logos {and whether or not this latter cxpencnced dlssenm?on) in all c%se:ha
doctrine of tradition, of the tradition of logos (is there any other?) secm.s to ha‘a ?f
prerequisite implied by Foucault’s enterprise, No m.atter what_ the relatmn}si ip 0I
the Greeks to Aybris, a relationship that was c.ertamly not 51Tplil = ( e're[;]e
wish to open a parenthesis and a questlonf in the name of what .m:arflezhis
meaning of ‘‘madness’’ does Foucault associate, whatever. the meaning oh' .
association, Madness and Hybris? A problem of tranf;latlon,‘ a phliosopd ic
problem of translation is posed-—and it is serious—even if Hybris is notMIg ness
for Foucault. The determination of their difference supposes a hazardous | éngui:-
tic transition. The frequent imprudence of tran.slators‘m this respef:t shou1 rr{;abe
us very wary. I am thinking in particular, and in passing, of what is trans a'te y
madness and fury in the Philebus (43e).? Fl.lrthcr, if madnesls }?as an 1r1‘~tf1:?n]-—l
able meaning, what is the relation of this meaning to thea posteriori evr;ntg w 12) )
govern Foucault’s analysis? For, despite every_thmg, even if his .rnet .c;‘ is 1; !
empiricist, Foucault proceeds by inquiry and mquesF. ‘Whlat he 1ls)1wr1 g]iclter_
history, and the recourse to events, in the last resort, is indispensable an eter
mining, at least in principle. Now, is not the concept of mad.nf:ss—nev;r aul t
ted to a thematic scrutiny by Foucault—today a false and disintegrate: 'Cor;,Cep1 (i
outside current and popular language which always lags 1onge.r thal_] stls G:Xh
behind its subversion by science and philosophy? Fouc'ault, in rejecdtmg‘ dc;,
psychiatric or philosophical material that has al\fvays emprhlsoned thedma : \:;;:en
up employing—inevitably—a popular and equxvgcal r?otlon of ma n;s;, o
from an unverifiable source, This would not be serious if Foucault useht Z l\;v?n
only in quotation marks, as if it were thlc lar{guage of others, of those wth(-); ;ang—
the period under study, used it as a historical mstrument..But cverything et
spires as if Foucault knew what “‘madness’ means. TEverythmg transplrt:as as if, "
a continuous and underlying way, an assured :1.nd ngorolu's precompre erS]l{m od
the concept of madness, or at least of its nominal definition, were possi dc.f.nif
acquired. In fact, however, it could be demopstrated .that as Foucault 1n;en sd 1_4, S
not as intended by the historical current he is Studym:g, the conc§plt o ga nes
overlaps everything that can be put under the rubric of nega.tmtyi; 1:;: ;z:n
imagine the kind of problems posed by such a usage of the not}on of mathntl, at
The same kind of questions could be posed concerning 'the notion of tru tlh
runs throughout the book. .. I close this long parentheS§S..) Thus, wl'fat‘ev'er e
relation of the Greeks to ybris, and of Socrates to the original %ogos, it is zln any
event certain that classical reason, and medieval reason before it, bqrc a r(ci ‘attlc;n
to Greek reason, and that it is within the milieu of this more or less immediately
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perceived heritage, which itself is more or less crossed with other traditional
lines, that the adventure or misadventure of classical reason developed. If dissen-
sion dates from Socrates, then the situation of the madman in the Socratic and
post-Socratic worlds—assurming that there is, then, something that can be called
mad—perhaps deserves to be examined first, Without this examination, and as
Foucault does not proceed in a simply aprioristic fashion, his historical descrip-
tion poses the banal but inevitable problems of periodization and of geo graphical,
political, ethnological limitation, etc. If, on the contrary, the unopposed and
uexcluding unity of logos were maintatned until the classical **crisis,”” then this
latter is, if T may say so, secondary and derivative. It does not engage the entirety
of reason. And in this case, even if stated in passing, Socratic discourse would be
nothing less than reassuring. It can be proposed that the classical crisis developed
from and within the elementary tradition of a logos that has no opposite but
carries within itself and says all determined contradictions. This doctrine of the
tradition of meaning and of reason would be even further necessitated by the fact
that it alone can give meaning and rationality in general to Foucault's discourse
and to any discourse on the war between reason and unreason, For these dis-
courses intend above all to be understood. ]

2.1 stated above that leaving the history of the preclassical logos in the
shadows is bothersome for swe reasons. The second reason, which I will adduce
briefly before going on to Descartes, has to do with the profound link established
by Foucault between the division, the dissension, and the possibility of history
itself. *“The necessity of madness, throughout the history of the West, is finked to
the deciding gesture which detaches from the background noise, and from its
continuous monotony, a meaningful language that is transmitted and consum-
mated in time; briefly, it is linked to the possibility of history.”

Consequently, if the decision through which reason constitutes itself by
excluding and objectifying the free subjectivity of madness is indeed the origin of
history, if it is historicity itself, the condition of meaning and of language, the
condition of the tradition of meaning, the condition of the work in general, if the
structure of exclusion is the fundamental structure of historicity, then the
“classical”” moment of this exclusion described by Foucauvlt has neither absolute
privilege nor archetypal exemplarity. It is an example as sample and not as
model. In any event, in order to evoke the singularity of the classical moment,
which is profound, perhaps it would be necessary to underline, not the aspects in
which it is a structure of exclusion, but those aspects in which, and especially for
what end, its own structure of exclusion is historically distinguished from the
others, from all others, And to pose the problem of its exemplarity: are we
concerned with an example among others or with a good example,’” an example
that is revelatory by privilege? Formidable and infinitely difficult problems that
haunt Foucault’s book, more present in his intentions than his words,

Finally, a last question: if this great division is the possibility of histary itself,
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the historicity of history, what does it mean, here, “‘to wri.te the history ‘.Df. thig
division’’? To write the history of historicity? To write-the hlstory.of the ori gn} ’of
history? The kysteron proteron would not here be. a Sl]’l’lplff “logical 'fal.lacy, a
fallacy within fogic, within an established rationality. And its dcm?nmation is not
an act of ratiocination. If there is a historicity proper tvo reason in general, the
history of reason cannot be the history of s origin {which, for a §tart, demz_mds
the historicity of reasen in general), but must be that of one of its determine
figures, ' ' )

This second project, which would devote all its effgrts to dllsc.overmg t}}e
common root of meaning and nonmeaning and to unearthing the o‘ngma] logos in
which @ language and @ silence are divided from one ancther is not at al‘l‘ an
expediency as concerns everything that cou:ld come under the hcgdmg ar-
chaeology of silence,”” the archaeology which sm.;u!taneous]y claims to saj’/
madness itself and renounces this claim. The expression “.to say 'l'na(']n‘ess_ltseif
is self-contradictory. To say madness without expelling it into (I)bj ECtl‘\:’lty is to let
it say itself. But madness is what by essence cannot be said: it is the ““absence of
the work,”” as Foucault profoundly says. N )

Thus, not an expediency, but a different and more ambitious design, one thaF
should lead to a praise of reason (there is no praise [éloge], by essence, except of
reason),'? but this time of a reason more profound than t.hat which opposes and
determines itself in a historically determined conﬂnl:tl. Hegel again, al-
ways . .. Not an expediency, but a more ambitious mb1t1on, even if .l?ougauit
writes this: ‘‘Lacking this inaccessible primitive purltyl [of madness iltselﬂ, a
structural study must go back foward the decision that simuitaneously links and
separates reason and madness; it must aim to uncover th.e perpetua.ﬂ exchange, .the
ebscure common root, the original confrontation that gives meaning to the unity,
as well as to the opposition, of sense and non-sense’™ [my 1‘ta11cs]. _

Before describing the moment when the reason of the classical age will reduce
madness to silence by what he calls a “*strange act of force,”” Foucault shf)ws
how the exclusion and internment of madness found a sort of sjtructural niche
prepared for it by the history of another exclus‘im.'l: the exclusion of leprosy.
Unfortunately, we cannot be detained by the brilliant passages of the chapter
entitled Stultifera navis. They would also pose numerous qucstlons.l .

We thus come to the ““act of foree,”” e the great internment Whl(‘:h, with the
creation of the houses of internment for the mad and others in the mllddle of the
seventeenth century, marks the advent and first stage of a cl'assmal process
described by Foucault throughout his book. Withqut cstabhsh.mg, moreover,
whether an event such as the creation of a house of mternmept is a sign among
others, whether it is a fundamental symptom or a cause. 'ljhls kind of questllon
could appear exterior to a method that presents itsell prf:c1sely. as, si;ructurahst,
that is, a method for which everything within the structural totality is 1n?erdepen-

dent and circular in such a way that the classical problems of causality them-
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selves would appear to stem from gz misunderstanding. Perhaps. But I wonder
whether, when one is concerned with history (and Foucault wants to write a
history}, a strict structuralism is possible, and, especially, whether, if only for
the sake of order and within the order of its own descriptions, such a study can
avoid-all etiological questions, all questions bearing, shall we say, on the center
of gravity of the stricture. The legitimate renunciation of a certain style of
cansality perhaps does not give one the right to renounce al] etiological demands.

The passage devoted to Descartes opens the crucial chapter on “‘the great

internment.”* Tt thus opens the book itself, and its location at the beginning of
the chapter is fairly urexpected. More than anywhere else, the question I have
just asked seems to me unavoidable here. We are not told whether or not this
passage of the first Meditation, interpreted by Foucault as a philosophical in-
ternment of madness, is destined, as a prelude to the historical and sociopolitical
drama, to set the tore for the entire drama to be played. Is this ““act of force,”’
described in the dimension of theoretical knowledge and metaphysics, a symp-
tom, a cavse, a language? Whar must be assumed or elucidated so that the
meaning of this question or dissociation can be neutralized? And if this act of
force has a structural affinity with the totality of the drama, what is the status of
this affinity? Finally, whatever the place reserved for philosophy in this total
historical structure may be, why the sole choice of the Cartesian example? Whar
is the exemplarity of Descartes, while so many other philosophers of the same era
were interested or—no less significantly—not interested in madness in varfous
ways?

Foucault does not respond directly to any of these more than methodological
questions, summarily, but inevitably, invoked. A single sentence, in his preface,
settles the question. To cite Foucault: “*To write the history of madness thus will
mean the execution of a structural study of an historical ensemible—notions,
institutions, juridical and police measures, scientific concepts—which holds cap-
tive 2 madness whose wild state can never in ifself be restored.”” How are these
elements organized in the *‘historical ensemble’’? What is a “*notion”? Do
philosophical notions have a privilege? How are they related to scientific con-
cepts? A quantity of questions that besiege this enterprise.

T do net knew to what extent Foucault would agree that the prerequisite for a
Tesponse to such questions is first of all the internal and autonomous analysis of
the philosophical content of philosophical discourse. Only when the totality of
this content will have become manifest in its meaning for me (but this is impossi-
bie) will T rigorously be able to situate itin its total historical form. It is anj v then
that its reinsertion will not de it violence, that there will be a legitimate reinser-
tion of this philosophical meaning izself. As to Descartes in Pparticular, no histori-
cal question about him——about the latent historical meaning of his discourse,
about its place in a total structure—can be answered before g rigorous and
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exhaustive internal analysis of his manifest intentions, of the manifest meaning
is phi i i de.

of his philosophical discourse has been ma . . I

We \Pévill now turn to this manifest meaning, this properly philosophical m(;n.an

tion that is not legible in the immediacy of a first encounter, But first by reading

over Foucault’s shoulder.

There had to be folly so t‘hat
wisdom might overcome it.

(Herder)

Descartes, then, is alleged to have executed ti:le zjlct of force in the ﬁlrst 0’2 Ege
Meditations, and it would very summarii%/ consist in a summary expulsion of the
ibili adness from thought itself. .

PO;S;E;;I%:;{ :;te the decisive passage from Descartes,‘the one cited by Fouc[:‘at;lt.
Then we shall follow Foucanlt's reading of the text, Finally, we shall establish a
i n Descartes and Foucault, '
dlall)c::igzr]t):stwv':;tes the following {(at the moment when he undertakes:ll ‘;o rid
himself of al{ the opinions in which he had hitht?rto be]]eved,. anq to start over
again from the foundations: a primis fundamentis. To dlo 50, !..f. w1l! S}lfﬁcc tg ruix;
the ancient foundations without being obligeq to submit all hlslopml.ons too ou ‘
one by one, for the ruin of the foundations brings down the entire edllﬁce. 1:;2
these fragile foundations of knowledge, the most natura.lly apparent, is sensa ; I
The senses deceive me sometimes; they can thus deCC.IV.C n.ac‘all the U.mc’_ eitflA[l
will therefore submit to doubt all knowledge whose origin is in §ensat10n1). :
that up to the present time I have accepted as mo_st_true and' certain | have ear;jhe :
either from the senses or through the senses; but it is sometlr}ws proved to 1?16 ba
these senses are deceptive, and it is wiser not to trust entirely to any thing by

which we have once been deceived.””

Descartes starts a new paragraph, ‘
“But ... (sedforte ... linsist upon theforte which the Duc de Luynes left

untranslated, an omission that Descartes did not deem necessary to cgrrect wheg
he went over the translation. It is better, as Baillet says, to compare the 1;rr~:nch
with the Latin’’ when reading the Meditations_. It is onl.y in the _secondl rf(:jng

edition by Clerselier that the sed forte is give1.1 its .fuil V\'f61ght and is trans atf:t dy)
“‘but yet pethaps ... " The importance of this point will scon be deplons;ra ‘.:“;e
Pursuing my citation: *‘But it may be that a]thgugh the senses sometuﬁes ecel e
us concerning things which are hardly perceptible, or very far away, 1 e}:'e are y

many others to be met with as to which we cannot reasonably fave any
doubt. . .”" [my italics]. There would be, there would perhaps be data ohselzliory
origin which cannot reasonably be doubted. “*‘And how could I deny that lfese
hands and this body are mine, were it not perhaps that I compare mysed ;0
certain persons, devoid of sense, w_hose cercbella are so troubled and clouded by
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the v1olen_t vapours of black bile, that they constantly assure us that they think
they are kings when they are really quite poor, or that they are clothed iny urpl
when they are really without covering, or who imagine that they have anp ?;he
enware head or are nothing hut pumpkins or are made of glass ” o
And now the most significant sentence in Foucault’s eyes: “But. r:h.e are mad
sed amentes sunt isti, and T should not be any the less insane ) e
follow examples so extravagant,’’ 12 .
Imterru.pt my citation not at the end of this paragraph, but on the first words of
the fo]lowmg.paragraph, which reinscribe the lines T have Just read in a rhetoric(;]
and _pedagogmal movement with highly compressed articulations These first
v‘vorns are Praeclare sane ... Also translated as toutefois [but .at the sa
F]mei_trans.]. And this is the beginning of a paragraph in which Dcscarfrne
imagines that he can always dream, and that the world might be no more real th.::
h‘]‘SN dreams. And he generalizes by hyperbole the hypothesis of sleep and dream
“()V . ow Iet.us assume tha't we are asleep . . .'); this hypothesis and this hyperbole
il serve in the elaboration of doubt founded on natural reasons (for there is al
a hyperbolical moment of this doubt), beyond whose reach will be onl the t tlslo
of nonsensory origin, mathematical truths notably, which are true “wl)lietherrlums

awake or asleep’” and which will canitulate 1 ifici i
cxsaat of s oot D only fo the artificial and metaphysical

How does Foucault read this text?

Ac.cording to Foucault, Descartes, encountering madness alongside (th
pression alongside is Foucault's) dreams and all forms of sensory error, & 1? s
to accord them all the same treatment, so to speak. ““In the economy of ,d . ];15(3-’,3
says Foucault, “‘there is a fundamental imbalance between madrzesg on tig (;;1
hand, and error, on the other...” (I note in passing that e!sewhe,re Fou, Ie
often denounces the classical teduction of madness to error ) He pursues: “([35111 t
cartes dc?es not avoid the peril of madness in the same wa- h reumoonts the
eventuality of dream and error.” Y e cleumenss the

Ifoucault estab]ishe_s a parallelism between the following twe procedures:
dec(;.The one by whlcl} Deiﬁjcaftes wis!lues to demonstrate that the senses can

]Vf us only regarding ‘‘things which are hardly perceptible, or very f:
away., T!1ese would be the limits of the error of sensory origin, And ;’Y tl?r
passage I just read, Descartes did say: “‘But it may be that althouéh the s::] N
somefimes deceive us concerning things which are hardly perceptible, or ve nsfes
away, there are yet many others to be met with as to which we cannot’ reasor?;bfr
ha‘ve.any doubt. . .”” Unless one is mad, a hypothesis seemingly excluded n
principle by Descartes in the same passage. Yot

2. The procedure by which Descartes shows that imagination and dr
cannot themselves create the simple and universal elements which enter intoetim's
creations, as, for example, **corporeal nature in general, and its extens t:I
figure of extended things, their quanfity or magnimde &;ld number,’’ 12 S%ﬁi,t 1'se

(demens) were 1 to
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everything which precisely is not of sensory origin, thereby constituting the
objects of mathematics and geometry, which themselves are invulperable to
patural doubt. Tt is thus tempting to believe, along with Foucault, that Descartes
wishes to find in the analysis (taking this word in its strict sense) of dreams and
sensation a nucleus, an element of proximity and simplicity irreducible to doubt.
Tt is in dreams and in sensory perception that I sunmount or, as Foucault says, that
I “‘circumvent’” doubt and reconquer a basis of certainty.

Foucault writes thus: ‘“Descartes does not avoid the peril of madness in the
same way he circumvents the eventnality of dreams or of error. ... Neither
image-peopled sleep, nor the clear consciousness that the senses can be decieved
is able to take doubt to the extreme point of its universality; Iet us admit that our
eyes deceive us, ‘Iet us assume that we are asleep’—truth will not entirely slip
out into the night. For madness, it is otherwise.”’ Later: “In the economy of
doubt, there is an imbalance between madness, on the one hand, and dream and
error, on the other, Their situation in relation to the truth and to him who seeks it
is different; dreams or illusions are surmounted within the structure of truth; but
madness is inadmissible for the doubting subject.”

It indeed appears, then, that Descartes does not delve into the experience of
madness as he delves into the experience of dreams, that is, to the point of
reaching an irreducible nucleus which nonetheless would be interior to madness
itself. Descartes is not inferested in madness, he does not welcome it as a
hypothesis, he does not consider it. He excludes it by decree. I would be insane if
I thoughe that I had a body made of glass. But this is excloded, since T am
thinking. Anticipating the moment of the Cogito, which will have to await the
completion of numerous stages, highly rigorous in their succession, Foucault
writes: “‘impossibility of being mad that is essential not o the object of thought,
but to the thinking subject.”” Madness is expelled, rejected, denounced in its very
impossibility from the very interiority of thought itself.

Foucault is the first, to my knowledge, to have isolated delirium and madness
from sensation and dreams in this first Meditation. The first to have isolated them
in their philosophical sense and their methodological function. Such is the origi-
nality of his reading. But if the classical interpreters did not deem this dissocia-
tion auspicious, is it because of their inattentiveness? Before answering this
question, or rather before continuing to ask it, let us recall along with Foucault
that this decree of inadmissibility which is a forerunner of the political decree of
the great internment, or corresponds to it, translates it, or accompanies it, or in

any case is in solidarity with it—this decree would have been impossible for a
Montaigne, who was, as we know, haunted by the possibility of being mad, or of
becoming completely mad in the very action of thought itself. The Cartesian
decree therefore marks, says Foucauit, *‘the advent of aratio.”” But as the advent
of aratio is not ‘exhausted’’ by “‘the progress of rationalism,’’ Foucault leaves
Descartes there, to go on to the historical {politico-social) structure of which the
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Cartesian act is only a sign. For “‘more than one sign,” Foucault says, ‘‘betrays
the classical event.’’

We have attempted to read Foucanlt, Let us now natvely attempt to reread
Descartes and, before repeating the question of the relationship between the
“‘sign’” and the “‘structure,’’ let ug attempt to see, as I had earlier mentioned,
what the sense of the sign itself may be. (Since the sign here already has the
autonomy of a philosophical discourse, i already a relationship of signifier to
signified.)

In rereading Descartes, T notice two things:

L. That in the passage to which we have referred and which corresponds to the
phase of doubr founded on natural reasons, Descartes does nor circumvent the
eventuality of sensory errer or of dreams, and does not “*sirmount’ them
“within the structure of truth;>* and all this for the simple reason that he appar-
ently does not ever, nor in any way, surmount them or circumvent them, and
does not ever set aside the possibility of total error for all knowled ge gained from
the senses or from imaginary constructions. It must be understood that the
hypothesis of dreams is the radicalization of, if you will, the hyperbolical exag-
geration of the hypothesis accordin £ to which the senses could sometimes deceive
me. In dreams, the totality of sensory images is illusory. Tt follows that a
certainty invulnerable to dreams would he a fortiori invulnerabie to perceptual
iltusions of the sensery kind. It therefore suffices to examine the case of dreams
in order to deal with, on the level which is ours for the moment, the case of

- natural doubt, of sensory error in general. Now, which are the certainties and

truths that escape perception, and therefore also escape sensory etror or imagina-
tive and oneiric composition? They are certainties and truths of a nonsensory and
nonimaginative origin, They are simple and intelligible things.

In effect, if I am asleep, everything [ perceive while dreaming may be, as
Descartes says, ““false and illusory,™ particularly the existence of my hands and
my body and the actions of opening my eyes, moving my head, etc. In other

words, what was previously excluded, according to Foucault, as insanity, is

admissible within dreams. And we will see why in a moment, But, says Des-
cartes, let us suppose that all my oneirical representations are illusory. Even in
this case, there must be some representations of things as naturally certain as the
body, hands, etc., however iltusory this representation may be, and however
false its refation to that which it represents. Now, within these fepresentations,
these fmages, these ideas in the Cartesian sense, everything may be fictitious and
false, as in the representations of those painters whose imaginations, as Descartes
expressly says, are “‘extravagant’’ enough to invent something so new that its
like has never been seen beforc. Bur in the case of painting, at least, there is a
final element which cannot be analyzed as illusion, an element that painters
cannot counterfeit: color. This is only an analogy, for Descartes does not posit
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the necessary existence of color in gene.ralz .Color ':sl an object of the :c,ense:i‘z::‘lzzi
others. But, just as there always remains in a painting, howcver{ mvel}milaﬂ
imaginative it may be, an irreducibly simple andlrea_l elemfentmco or—s it 2‘;{1
there is in dreams an element of noncounterfeit su.npilc:ty ;')re"suppasedt és !
fantastical compositions and irreducible to all analysis. But this umi_—aﬁz s 1;;
why the example of the painter and of co]olr] .wfll;;lonly an analogy—this e
i imaginative: it is intelligible, .

ﬂﬂl};zzz:fjﬁsgz};: cr’;)t corglcem himself with this point. Let me cite the passage

from Descartes that concerns us here:

For, as a matter of fact, painters, even when they study with th:‘z:1 gria;f;srtdi_
ski]i to represent sirens and satyrs by forms Lhe Emost str}f}xgtg:r:n E:r]cl ;}:nrake !

i hich are entirely new, ca
nary, cannot give them natures w : : o, o e e

i fferent animals; or if their imag
certain medley of the members of di eir Imaginatio
i ing so novel that nothing similar ha

extravagant encugh to invent somethmgls 8
ever be?ore been seen, and that then their work represents a thn-lglpur.elyf
fictitious and absolutely false, it is certama]allAthze1 ?amg1 tha: nzl::ergzsilrlll sa?

i is i ily real. And for the s , al-
which this is composed are necessari e T,

ings it, a body, eyes, a head, hands,

though these general things, to wit, ' DS, o ot
i i i d at the same time to confess tha
like, may be imaginary, we are boun t . ]
are at 1eZst some other objects yet more simple and more umverslal, wllnch
are real and true; and of these just in the same way as with certain rcfil1 e
colours, all these images of things which dwell in our thoughts, whether tr

Iorf i d.
and real or false and fantastic, are forme; ] .

Ta such a class of things pertains corporcgl nature in generall, agd 1tsd
extension, the figure of extended things, their quantity or magnitude alt‘lh "
number, as also the place in which they are, the time which measures the

3
duration, and so on. o ]

That is possibly why our reasoning is not unjust whel_l we conc'lude}:] fmmS
this that Physics, Astronomy, Medicine and alf other sciences which have a:
their end the consideration of composite things, are very dubmt}_s gnd ;]-Ilier-
tain; bot that Arithmetic, Geometry and other sciences of thfn; kin avi:; hic
only’ treat of things that are very simple and very gcne.ral, without t 1ri§in
great trouble to ascertain whether they are actl;la].ly gxtl)sltergi or I;K;t!\,vclﬁgrtlhcr .
s § i t of the indubitable. Fo
some measure of certainty and an elemen
am awake or asleep, two and three together always form five, a}nd tgf fquare
can never have more than four sides, and it does not seem plogsszble al
truths so clear and apparent can be suspected of any falsity.

And I remark that the following paragraph also starts'with a “nevertheless
i 1 : ht to our attention,
rumiamen) which will soon be broug It o o
(veThus the certainty of this simplicity of intelligible genera%lzatlon—whlch 1}i
soon afier submitted to metaphysical, artificial, z!.nd hyperbohc?l doubt lglror..lg
the fiction of the evil genius—is in no way obtained by a continuous reduction
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which finally lays bare the resistance of a nucleus of sensory or imaginative
certainty. There is discontinuity and a transition to another order of reasoning.
The nucleus is purely intelligible, and the still natural and provisional certainty
which has been attained supposes a radical break with the senses. At this moment
of the analysis, no imaginative or sensory signification, as such, has been saved,
no invulnerability of the senses to doubt has been experienced. Al significations
or “ideas’ of sensory origin are excluded from the realm of truth, for the same
reason as madress ts excluded from it. And there is nothing astonishing about
this: madness is only a particular case, and, moreaver, not the most serious one,
of the sensory illusion which interests Descartes at this point. It can thus be stated
that:

2. The hypothesis of insanity—at this moment of the Cartesian order—seems
neither to receive any privileged treatment nor to be submitted to any particular
exclusion. Let us reread, in effect, the passage cited by Foucault in which
insanity appears. Let us resituate it, Descartes has just remarked that since the
Senses sometimes deceive us, *“it is wiser not to trust entirely to any thing by which
we have once been deceived.””1* He then starts a new paragraph with the sed
Jorte which I brought to your attention a few moments ago. Now, the entire
paragraph which follows does not express Descartes’s final, definitive conclu-
sions, but rather the astonishment and objections of the nonphilosopher, of the
novice in philosophy who is frightened by this doubt and protests, saying: I am
willing to let you doubt certain sensory perceptions concerning *‘things which are
hardly perceptible, or very far away,”” but the others! that you are in this place,
sitting by the fire, speaking thus, this paper in your hands and other seeming
certainties! Descartes then assumes the astonishment of this reader or nafve
interlocutor, pretends to take him into account when he writes: **And how could T
deny that these hands and this body are mine, were it not perhaps that T compare

myself to certain persons, devoid of sense, whose . . | and 1 shouid not be any
the less insane were I to follow examples 50 extravagant.’’

The pedagogical and thetorical sense of the sed forte which governs this
paragraph is clear. Tt is the “*but perhaps’” of the feigned objection. Descartes has
just said that all knowledge of sensory origin could deceive him. He pretends to
put to himself the astonished objection of an imaginary nonphilosopher who is
frightened by such andacity and says: no, not gl sensory knowledge, for then
you would be mad and it would be unreasonable to follow the example of
madmen, to put forth the ideas of madmen, Descartes echoes this objection: since
I am here, writing, and you uaderstand me, ¥ am not mad, nor are you, and we
are all sane. The example of madness is therefore not indicative of the fragility of
the sensory idea. So be it. Descartes acquiesces to this natura) point of view, or
rather he feigns to rest in this natural comfort in order better, more radically and
mote definitively, to unsettle himself from it and to discomfort his interlocutor, So
be it, he says, you think that T would be mad to doubt that [ am sitting near the

Cogifo and the
i History of Madness

fire, etc., that I would be insane to f‘ollow the example of ma;h:len‘.)ul ‘ing
therefore propose a hypothesis which will seem ml;::mn;irearﬁufgo r;) zni‘;ersa]
isorient you, because it concerns a more < ,
Ziltaei;:::: I:hayn that of madness: the exp?rience of sfeep and drea.ms. Dfe;lclzl;tvclsf
then elaborates the hypothesis that will rinall the sensory foundatmns‘ot o
edge and will lay bare only the intellecrual IfoPllldatxons (')f ce}*tam ¥. This
hypothesis above all will not run fromththe po(simb;luy of an insanity—an ep
ical one—-much more serious than madness. _ .
ten'}(l)xlé)grlg;;rence to dreams is therefore not put off to one mde—-cilu(lited t!k]le
contrary—in relation to a madness potentially rcspt?cted (?r even exchu 1;: eg
Descartes. It constitutes, in the methodical order which h.ele is oursf,ft tedyc;’)nl
bolical exasperation of the hypothesis of rf]adness. Thls 1attefi a ec‘e1 " y
certain areas of sensory perception, and in a contmge.nt- an A partia VZ zf
Moreover, Descartes i3 concerned here not .w1th debterrm‘nmg i e c%{lcelp .
madness but with utilizing the popular nptxon of :.nszflmty for jurd 1cal eglle
methodological ends, in order to ask questlar.ls of prmmp]e.rega{dmg. Of] 3: e
truth of ideas.'®> What must be grasped here is that from this pomthoj ;zenmcr
sleeper, or the dreamer, is madder than the madrr.lan._ Or, at least, the 1:;8 g;
insofar as concerns the problem of knowledge W.hl(.:h interests Def,scartes " OE s
further from true perception than the madman, I.t is in the case of slefzp, aE jat oLin
that of insanity, that the absolute rotality of 1dea§ of sensor_y (ﬁgu; e;zcsas
suspect, is stripped of ‘‘objective value’’ as M. Guéroult puts xti. e g{[i:u hesis
of insanity is therefore not a good example, a revelatory example, ahgo g st
ment of doubt—and for at least two reasons. (:d) It does not cover t eb rota :;y !
the ficld of sensory perception. The madman is not atways wrong abou ef ;r(};r
thing; he is not wrong often enough, is never mad enough. (b.) Itis notfa E;S: ut or
happy example pedagogically, because_lt meets the resnsltlance }:) o o
philosopher who does not have the audacity to follow the phi ost;lp 611'1 wq o
latter agrees that he might indeed be mad at the very mom!:nt w en1f 61:] pc m;
Let us turn to Foucault once more. Confronted with the situation o th e t‘a .
sian text whose principles I have just indicateq, Foucaullt couldfalnd this 111:‘
am only extending the logic of his book without basing what s;a_y on Ulg
particular text—Foucault could recall two truths that on a second 1:;,? u;g wothe
justify his interpretations, which would then only apparently differ from
i ion I have just proposed. .
mtf?l?il??ears, on ﬂiis scI?:ond reading, that, for .Descartes, madnessl [15 th(:;gsff
of only as a single case—and not the most serious onle—am%ngfa c;tsd .o
sensory error. (Foucault would then assume the perspective Pf .t e 'actlua ™
mination of the concept of madness by Descartes, and r{ot his _]urld.lca utslageth
it.) Madness is only a sensory and corporeal fault, a bit more sc‘ru?us t arfth.e
fault which threatens all waking but normal men, fmd much less scru')us:j wi 1Sn
the epistemological order, than the fault to which we succumb in dreams.
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Foucault would then doubtless ask whether this reduction of madness to an
example, to a case of sensory error, does not constitute an exclusion, an intern-
ment of madness, and whether it is not above all a sheltering of the Cogito and
everything relative to the intellect and reason from madness. If madness is only a
perversion of the senses—or of the imaginatiow—it is corporeal, in alliance with
the body. The real distinction of substances expels madness to the outer shadows
of the Cogito. Madness, to use an expression proposed elsewhere by Foucaalt, is
confined to the interior of the exterior and to the exterior of the interior. It is the
other of the Cogito. I cannot be mad when I think and when I have clear and
distinct ideas.

2. Or, while assuming our hypothesis, Foucault could aiso recall the follow-
ing: Descartes, by inscribing his reference to madness within the problematic of
knowledge, by making madness not only a thing of the body but an error of the
body, by concerning himself with madness only as the modification of ideas, or
the faculfies of representation or judgment, intends to neutralize the originality of
madness. He would even, i the long run, be condemned to construe it, like all
errors, not only as an epistemological deficiency but also as a moral failure linked
to a precipitation of the will; for will alene can consecrate the intellectual finitude
of perception as error, It is only one step from here to making madness a sin, a
step that was socn after cheerfully taken, as Foucault convinein gly demonstrates
in other chapters.

Foucault would be perfectly correct in recalling these two truths to us if we
were to remain at the naive, natural, and premetaphysical stage of Descartes’s
itinerary, the stage marked by natural doubt as it intervenes in the passage that
Foucault cites. However, it scems that these two truths become vulnerable in
turn, as soon as we come to the properly philosephical, metaphysical, and critical
phase of douht, 16

Let us first notice how, in the rhetoric of the first Meditation, the first toutefois
[at the same time] which announced the *‘natural’’ hyperbole of dreams (just
after Descartes says, “‘But they are mad, and 1 should not be any the less
insane,’ etc.) is succeeded by a second foutefois [nevertheless] at the beginning
of the next paragraph.!” To “‘at the same time,”” marking the hyperbolical

moment within natural doubt, will correspond a ‘‘nevertheless,’’ marking the
absolutely hyperbolical moment which gets us out of natural doubt and leads to
the hypothesis of the evil genius. Descartes has Just admitted that arithmetic,
geometry, and simple notions escape the first doubt, and he writes, ““Neverthe-
less T have long had fixed in my mind the belief that an all-powerful God existed
by whom I have been created such as T am.’’'® This is the onset of the well-
known movement leading to the fiction of the evil genius.

Now, the recourse to the fiction of the evil genius will evoke, conjure up, the

possibility of a toral madness, a total derangement over which I could have no

contro! because it is inflicted upon me—hypothetically—leaving me no responsi-
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bility for it. Total derangement is the possibi]it)f ofa ma.dness that is ne lon%ce:;‘ a
disorder of the body, of the object, the body-o?:]ect (?utslde the !Jo!.lndarlles of the
res cogitans, outside the boundaries of the po.hccdlmty, secure in its exzst;lnce ;st
thinking subjectivity, but is a madness that will brm.g subversion Fo 'pure'd ougm
and to its purely intelligibile objects, to the field of its clear and distinct ideas,
the realm of the mathematical truths which escape natm:al doubt._ 1
This time madness, insanity, will spare notmng, .nclther bOC!l[){ n({r purely
intellectual perceptions. And Descartes sucml—:smve_ly judges a.dmlsS}b}ic.h w
(a) That which he pretended not to admit whlle“conversmg with t etnlo:S
philosopher. To cite Descartes (he has just evoked “‘some evil genius noi e
powerful than deceitful’"): ** shall consider that the heavens, the egrth,lco oursc,l
figures, sound, and all other external things are I:lOnght but the illusions an
dreams of which this genius has availed himself in order 1o lay traps fs; n:iy
credulity; I shall consider myself as having no hands, no eyes, no ﬁ.eSh’,?ﬁ, TEO ,
nor any senses, yet falsely believing myself to possess all these thmg§ : ese
ideas will be taken up again in the second Medifiation. We are thus quite far from
18T insanity made above. .
the(t?;?;::‘f ﬁhc;f:h escapﬁs natural doubt: “‘But bow' do I know that Hell Fl.e., the
deceiving God, before the recourse to the evil genius) has not brought 1tht0 ;?gss
that ... I am not deceived every time that I add two and three, or count the sides
h 01120 ‘
OfTahilqslﬁ];;i;; -of neither sensory nor intellectual origin will be sl}e]terec.i fl‘OIl'l thfs
new phase of doubt, and everything that was prew?éls;ly se}:ltt aside as insamity is
into the most essential interiority of thought.
“0}:’] ‘;ics?irgzdismz:ophilosophical and juridical operation (but the first phas.c o.f
doubt was already such} which no longer names madness and r.cveals alldl?rlnm-
pled possibilities. In principle nothing is oppt?sed to L-he subversion name fmse;g;
ity, although in fzer and from a natural p(?1nt of view, fo-r Descartes, or
reader, and for us, no natural anxiety is possible regarding this actual subverEon.t
(Truthfully speaking, to go to the heart of the n_‘latter, one would have tf) cox} ?}1]1
directly, in and of itself, the question of what is al‘e facto and what de jure Elfh'e
relations of the Cogito and madness.) Beneath this natural cc?rlnfort, beneat t'li
apparently prephilosophical confidence is hidde{] the re_cogmtton of an t?sse? t}::t
and principled truth: to wit, if discourse‘ and ph:lgsophlcai- commun.lfca;:mn h
is, language itself) are to have an intellig1blfa meaning, that is to say, they alre .
conform to their essence and vocation as discourse, they must sn.mu]t?ne.outsh y in
fact and in principle escape madness, They must carry normality within them-
selves. And this is not a specifically Cartesian wea_kness (although Desclartes
never confronts the question of his own language),®* is not a Fiefect or my.Stlﬁca(;
tion linked to a determined historical structure, but rather is lan essenfial a;nl
universal necessity from which no discourse can escape, for it be;ongs to the
meaning of meaning. It is an essential necessity from which no discourse can
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escape, even the discourse which denounces a mystification or an act of farce.
And, paradoxically, what T am saying here is strictly Foucavldian, For we can
now appreciate the profundity of the following affirmation of Foucault’s that
curiously also saves Descartes from the accusations made against him: ‘“Madness
is the absence of a work.”” Thisis a fundamental motif of Foucanlt’s book. Now,
the work starts with the most elementary discourse, with the first articulation of a
meaning, with the first syniactical usage of an “‘as such,”?* for to make a
sentence is to manifest a possible meaning. By its essence, the sentence is
normal. It carries normality within it, that is, sense, in every sense of the
word—Descartes’s in particular. It carries nermality and sense within it, and
does so whatever the state, whatever the health or madness of him who pro-
pounds it, or whom it passes through, on whom, in whom it is articulated. In its
most impoverished syntax, logos is reason and, indeed, a historical reason. And
if madness in general, beyond any factitious and determined historical structure,
is the absence of a work, then madness is indeed, essentially and generally,
stlence, stifled speech, within 2 caesura and a wound that open up life as historic-
ly in general. Not a determined silence, imposed at one given moment rather
than at any other, but a silence essentially linked to an act of force and a
prohibition which open history and speech. In general. Within the dimension of
historicity in general, which is to be confused neither with some ahistorical
etemity, nor with an empirically defermined moment of the history of facts,
sifence plays the irreducible role of that which bears and haunts language, outside
and against which alone language can emerge—" ‘against’ here simultaneously
designating the content from which form takes off by force, and the adversary
against whom I assure and reassure myself by force, Although the silence of
madness is the absence of a work, this silence is not simply the work’s epigraph,
nor is it, as concerns language and meaning, outside the work. Like nonmeaning,
silence is the work’s limit and profound resource. Of course, in essentializing
madness this way one runs the risk of disintegrating the factual findings of
psychiatric efforts. This is a petmanent danger, but it should not discourage the
demanding and patient psychiatrist.

So that, to come back to Descartes, any philosopher or speaking subject (and
the philosopher is but the speaking subject par excellence) who must evoke
madness from the interior of thought (and not only from within the body or some
other extrinsic agency), can do so only in the realm of the possible and in the
language of fiction or the fiction of language. Thereby, through his own
language, he reassures himself against any actual madness—which may some-
times appear quite talkative, another problem—and can keep his distance, the
distance indispensable for continuing 1o speak and to live. But this is not a
weakness or a search for security proper to a given historical language (for
example, the search for certainty in the Cartesian style), but is rather inherent in
the essence and very project of all language in general; and even in the language
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of thase who are apparently the maddest; and even and abO.VlE all i_n t[}e language
of those who, by their praise of madness, by their Fomphcﬂy with if, measure
their own strength against the greatest possible proximity to madpess. Languzﬁz:l
being the break with madness, it adheres more.@oropghly to 1ts'es:encz o
vocation, makes a cleaner break with madness, if it pits 1t§elf agains (rin? 1:“ s
more freely and gets closer and closer to it: to the point of be}ngbsel?ara;;e f(:;c; n
only by the ‘‘transparent sheet”” of which Joyce spea]l{s, that Is, -13‘,' itse Iﬂemm_
diaphaneity is nothing other than the lanlguage, meaning, pols§1b1 ity, arln Aemen
tary discretien of a nothing that nentralizes everything. In this ‘sen_se, 1-:; uid be
ternpted to consider Foucault’s book a powc.rful gesture of protection a d intemn.
ment. A Cartesian gesture for the twenfieth Cfantury. A relapproprt;tog of
negativity. To all appearances, it is reason that be interns, bu‘t,‘h.ke Dfesc ? , e
chooses the reason of yesterday as his target and not the possibility of meaning
gel;f.ﬂfilé for the second truth Foucault could have countered with, it too sea?mst;
valid only during the natural phase of doubt. Pescartes not (?nly cleas.cs to rgglcc
madness during the phase of radical doubt, he n'ot o_nly_ installs its pcl)st
menace at the very heart of the intelligibie, he also in principle refuses to ;: dany
determined knowledge escape from madness. _A menace Fo al} knofwlf( e gei:
insanity—the hypothesis of insanity—is not an internal modl_ﬁcatlon ?1 Snsowt -
edge. At no point will knowledge alone be able to dommat_e ma nel, :
master it in order to objectify it—at least for as long as doubt remains unreso w: .
For the end of doubt poses a problem to Wth}l] we shali return in a rnornenﬂ.l
The act of the Cogito and the certainty of existing mdt?Gd escape rna[iness e
first time; but aside from the fact that for the t?ust time, it is n(l)' onl%erba
question of objective, representative knowledge, it can 1o lo'nger bltera gthz
said that the Cogito would escape madness becaus?‘ it keeps %tself YO o
grasp of madness, or because, as Foucault says, 7 .who think, I canno df;
mad’’; the Cogito escapes madness only because at ‘1ts own moment, unde:
its own authority, it is valid even if I am n.md, even i my though;s ar.ctcom-
pletely mad. There is a value and a meaning of the Cogito, as o e(;us CI:CTE.I,
which escape the alternative of a determined m-adnes.s or a det-ermme ria&o. .
Confronted with the critical experience of the Coglto: 1nsan1ty,l as stah e ;]r;
the Discourse on Method, is irremediably on a plape with ‘SCE;)E‘ICIISHI. Thoug ;
no longer fears madness: ‘... remarking that this truth 7 think; theref?re
am’ was so certain and so assured that all the most eftra}!a:g:z;gt suppols‘:tl'on:s
brought forward by the sceptics were incapable of sh.akmg it, The -;e aixtn i)gr
thus attained need not be sheltered from an em'pnso'ned matiiness, ord S
attained and ascertained within madness its.elf. It. is valid even .zf Iam m}clx iat
supreme self-confidence that seems to require neither the exr;lus;on r;lor the c;o .
cumventing of madness. Descartes never interns madness, IlE.Ithi?I‘ at the st;a,g:, !
natural doubt nor at the stage of metaphysical doubt. He only claims to exclude |
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iz:;r:‘zlt;:z lﬁ;st Phase of the first stage, during the nonkyperbolical moment of
The hyperbolical andacity of the Cartesian Cogito, its mad avdacity, which w
perhaps no longer perceive as such because, unlike Descartes’s ccnt:em O ;
we are too. well assured of ourselves and too well accustomed to the frani)ewaglé
of thf: C'oglto, rather than to the critical experience of it—its mad audacity would
consmtl in the return to an original point which no longer belongs to either a
derern?xlned teason or a determined unreason, no longer belongs to them a
opp()smon. or alternative. Whether I am mad or not, Cogito, sum. Madness iz
the.:refore, I every sense of the word, only one case of thougt;t (wir}zin thought)
It is the'rcifore a question of drawing back toward a point at which all determgin d
contradictions, in the form of given, factval historical structures, can appear ar?d
appear as relative to this zero point at which defermined meanir;g and nponm!ean-
Ing come together in their commoen origin. From the point of view which here is
ODL::(; a?:;: ;t;u(]j((i) ‘;c:(r)l?aps say the following about this zero point, determined by
Invg[nerable to all determined opposition between reason and unreason, it is
tﬁe pcnrllt starting from which the history of the determined forms of this 0) : 08i-
tion, this opened or broken-off dialogue, can appear as such and be stated IF Fs th
impenetrable point of certainty in which the possibility of Foucault's ne'lrrati ’
as well as of the narration of the totality, or rather of all the determined fon'nso(l)]%
tbe'exchanges between teason and madness are embedded. It is the point®* at
.Whlc‘h the pr.oject of thinking this totality by escaping it is embedded g esca a—
ing {t: that is ta say, by exceeding the totality, which—within ex.ist;]ce—fi’q
possible c:nly in the direction of infinity or nothingness; for even if the totalit f
what 1 think is imbued with falsehood or madness, even if the totalit ofytl?
world does not exist, even if nonmeaning has invaded the totality of ch worlde
up to and including the very contents of my thought, T still think, T am while i
think. Et'fen if I do not in fact grasp the totality, if T neither ll;'ldCI'StaDd n
f:mbrace it, I still formulate the project of doing so, and this Project is meanin f?llip
in sulch a way that it can be defined only in relation to a precomprehension of%h
mﬁnllte and undetermined fotality. This is why, by virtue of this margin of th‘3
possible, the principled, and the meaningful, which exceeds all thagt is rea[E
Fgctual, and existent, this project is mad, and acknowledges madness a 't!
liberty and its very possibility. This is why it is not human in the se . 1:‘
anthropological factuality, but is rather metaphysical and demo!nic‘ it ﬁrst!;Se E
ens to ltsc?lf in its war with the demon, the evil genius of nonmeani.ng b i\:;ia .
rFself against the strength of the evil genius, and by resisting him thro,u ﬁ 11?edurlg
tion of ttlle natural man within itself, In this sense, nothing is less reassu%in th "
the coglto at its proper and inaugural moment. The project of excceding tl:m
totahty‘ of the world, as the totality of what I can think in general, is no gm :
reassuring than the diatectic of Socrates when it, too, overflows tl';e totalityog;i
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beings, planting us in the light of a hidden sun which is epekeina tes ousias. And
Glaucon was not mistaken when he cried out: ““Lord! what demonic hyperbole?
daimonias hyperboles,” which is perhaps banally translated as “*marvelous tran-
scendence.’’2® This demonic hyperbole goes further than the passion of hybris,
at least if this latter is seen only as the pathological modification of the being
called man. Such a hybris keeps itself within the world. Assuming that it is
deranged and excessive, it implies the fundamental derangement and excessive-
ness of the hyperbole which opens and founds the world as such by exceeding it.
Hybris is excessive and exceeds only within the space opened by the demenic
hyperbole.

The extent to which doubt and the Cartesian Cogito are punctiated by this
project of a singular and unprecedented excess—an excess in the direction of the
nondetermined, Nothingness or Infinity, an excess which overflows the totality
of that which can be thought, the totality of beings and determined meanings, the
totality of factual history——is also the extent to which any effort to reduce this
project, to enclose it within a determined historical structure, however com-
prehensive, risks missing the essential, risks dulling the point itself. Such an
effort risks doing vielence to this project in turn (for there is alsa a violence
applicable to rationalists and to sense, to good sense; and this, perhaps, is what
Foucault’s book definitely demonstrates, for the victims of whom he speaks are
always the bearers of sense, the frue bearers of the frue and good sense hidden
and oppressed by the determined “*good sense’” of the **division’—the “‘good
sense’’ that never divides itself enough and is always determined too quickly)}—
risks doing it violence in turn, and a violence of a totalitarian and historicist style
which eludes meaning and the origin of meaning.?® I use “‘totalitarian’” in the
structuralist sense of the word, but I am not sure that the two meanings do not
beckon each other historically. Structuralist totalitariansim here would be re-
sponsible for an internment of the Cogito similar to the violences of the classical
age. | am not saying that Foucault’s book is totalitarian, for at least at its outset it
poses the question of the origin of historicity in general, thereby freeing itself of
historicism; 1 am saying, however, that by virtue of the construction of his
project he semetimes runs the risk of being totalitarian. Let me clarify: when I
refer to the forced entry into the world of that which is not there and is supposed
by the world, or when I state that the compelle intrare (cpigraph of the chapter on

*the great jnternment’’) becomes violence itself when it turns toward the hyper-
bole in order to make hyperbole reenter the world, or when I say that this
reduction to intraworldliness is the origin and very meaning of what is called
violence, making possible all straitjackets, I am not invoking an other world, an
alibi or an evasive transcendence. That would be yet another possibility of vio-
lence, a possibility that is, moreover, often the accomplice of the first one.

1 think, therefore, that (in Descartes} everything can be reduced to a deter-
mined historical totality except the hyperbolical project. Now, this project be-
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longs to the narration narrating itself and not to the narration narrated by
Foucault. It cannot be recounted, cannot be objectified as an event in a
determined history.

T am sure that within the movement which is called the Cartesian Cogito this
hyperbolical extremity is not the only element that should be, like pure madness
in general, silent. As soon as Descartes has reached this extremity, he seeks to
reassure himself, to certify the Cogito through God, to identify the act of the
Cogito with a reasonable reasen. And he does so as soon as he proffers and
reflects the Cogito. That is to say, he must temporalize the Cogito, which itself is
valid only during the instant of intuition, the instant of thought being attentive to
itself, at the point, the sharpest point, of the instant. And here one sheuld be
altentive to this link between the Cogito and the movement of temporalization.
For if the Cogito is valid even for the maddest madman, one must, in fact, not be
mad if one is fo reflect it and retain it, if one is to communicate it and its
meaning. And here, with the reference to God and to a certain memory,2” would
begin the hurried repatriation of all mad and hyperbolical wanderings which now
take shelter and are given reassurance within the order of reasons, in order once
more to take possession of the truths they had left behind. Within Descartes’s
text, at least, the internment takes place at this point, It is here that hyperbolical
and mad wanderings once more become itinerary and method, “‘assured’’ and
“‘resolute”” progression through our existing world, which is given to us by God
as terra firma. For, finally, it is God alone who, by permitting me to extirpate
myself from a Cogito that at its proper moment can always remain a silent
madness, also insures my representations and my cognitive determinations, that
is, my discourse against madness. Tt is without doubt that, for Descartes, God
alone®® protects me against the madness to which the Cogito, left to its own
authority, could only open itself up in the most hospitable way. And Foueault's

reading seems to me powerful and luminating not at the stage of the text which
he cites, which is anterior and secondary to the Cogito, but from the moment
which immediately succeeds the instantanegus experience of the Cogito at its
most intense, when reason and madness have not yet been Separated, when to
take the part of the Cogito is neither to take the part of reason as reascnable order,
nor the part of disorder and madness, but is rather to grasp, once more, the source
which permits reason and madness to be determined and stated. Foucanlt's
interpretation seems to me illuminating from the moment when the Cogito must
reflect and proffer itself in an crganized philosophical discourse. That is, almost
abways. For if the Cogito is valid even for the madman, to be mad—if, once
more, this expression has a singular philesophical meaning, which I do not
believe: it simply says the other of each determined form of the logos—is not to
be able to reflect and to say the Cogito, that is, not to be able to make the Cogito
appear as such for an other; an other who may be myself. From the moment when
Descartes pronounces the Cogito, he inscribes it in a system of deductions and
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protections that betray its wellspring and constrain the V‘vanfleri.n g that is proper to
it so that error may be circumvented. At bottom, lleavmg in s1l§n9e the probl_em
of speech posed by the Cogito, Descartes seems to imply that thinking an.d saymﬁ
what is clear and distinct are the same thing. One can say what one thinks an
that one thinks without betraying one or the other. Anatogously—analogously
only—Saint Anselm saw in the insipiens, the iI}sane man, someone x?'ho could
not think because he couid not think what he said. Madpess. was for him, too, .ﬂ
silence, the voluble silence of a thought that did not think its own word.s. T}ns
also is a point which must be developed further. In any cver‘lt,.the Cogito isa
work as soon as it is assured of what it says. But before it is a WOI‘]{? it i
madness. If the madman could rebuff the evil genius, he cqulq not.teil himself
s0. He therefore cannot say so. And in any evcnt,lFoucault is nght in the extent
to which the project of constraining any wagdermg.alrea.dy animated a dou_bt
which was always proposed as methodical. This iden.txﬁcatm-n of th‘e Coﬂgltc‘) with
reasonable-—normal—reason need not even await—in fact, if not in PrmClple‘—
the proofs of the existence of a veracious God as the supreme protective barrier
against madness. This identification intervenes from the' moment when Descartes
determines natural light (which in its undctennmed source should be
valid even for the mad), from the moment when he- pu_Ils himself ogt of madgess by
determining natural light through a series of principles and axioms (axiom of
causality according to which there must be at least as much I'C'a._hty in the cause as
in the effect: then, after this axiom permits the proof of the exlsterfce of God, tlhe
axioms that ‘‘the light of nature teaches us that fraud and dgceptmn‘ necessarily
proceed from some defect’).*® These dogmatically det{?rmmed axioms escape
doubt, are never even submitted to its scrutiny, are established ox?ly reciprocally,
on the basis of the existence and truthfulness of God. Due to t?ns fact, they fall
within the province of the history of knowledge and the detefmlned structu;es 0'f
philosophy. This is why the act of the Cogito, at thg hypcrb911ca1 maoment w enblt
pits itself against madness, or rather lets itself be pitted agaln.st madness,. muit. ;
repeated and distinguished from the language or the de.duct:ve system in whic
Descartes must inscribe it as soon as he proposes lt. for apprehension eEnd
communication, that is, as soon as he refiects the Cogito for the other, which
means for oneself, Tt is through this relationship to the otlher as an othler self thlflt
meaning reassures itself against madness and nonmeaning. And phllosoghy ;?
perhaps the reassurance given against‘ the anguish qf being mad gt .the pom]tl od
greatest proximity to madness. This silent and Speclﬁcl moment could be ce;) @
pathetic. As for the functioning of the hyperbole in the s'truct.ure of Des-
cartes’s discourse and in the order of reasons, our readmg is tberef{)fe,
despite all appearances to the contrary, profounfﬂy ah.gned with Foucault's,
It is indeed Descartes—and everything for which this name serves as an
index—it is indeed the system of certainty that first of all functions in
order to inspect, master, and limii hyperbole, and does so both by deter-
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mining it in the ether of a natural light whose axioms are from the outset
exc_ampt from hyperbolical doubt, and by making of hyperbolical doubt g
point of tansition finmly maintained within the chain of reasons. But it
is our belief that this movement can be described within its own tlirne and
plaf:e only if one has previously disengaged the extremity of hyperbole
which Foucault seemingly has not done. In the fegitive and, by iis cssence,
ungraspable moment when it stil escapes the linear order’of Teasons the:
order of reason in general and the determinations of natura] light ,does
not the Cartesian Cogito lend itself to repetition, up to a certain ! oint
by th? Hussertian Cogito and by the critique of Descartes implied in it? pom
Th:s. would be an example only, for some day the dogmatic and hist-oricall
determ.m.ed grounds—ours—will be discovered, which the crifique of Cartesiag
deductivism, the impetus and madness of the Husserlian reduction of the totalit
of the world, first had to rest on, and then had to fall onto in order to be 'statedy
One could Fio for Hussert what Foucault has done for Descartes: demonstrate hou:'
the netgraI}zation of the factual world is a neutralization (in the sense in which to
peutrahze 18 also to master, to reduce, to leave free in a straitjacket) of nonmean-
ing, t‘h(:‘ most subtle form of an act of force. And in trutk, Husser] increasingt
associated the theme of normality with the theme of the transcendental reductifny
The embedding of transcendental phenomenology in the metaphysics oi"
presence, the entire Husserlian thematic of the living present is the profound
reassurance of the certainty of meaning, protoun
‘By separating, within the Cogito, on the one hand, hyperbole (which T main-
tain cal}not be enclosed in a factual and determined historical structure, for it is
the project o.f exceeding every finite and determined totality), aﬁd on ;he Oihei:
hand, .th‘at In Descartes’s philosophy (or in the philosophy sm,lpportin the
Alugus';nman Cogito or the Husserlian Cogito as well) which belongs to a f;gct 1
fnstorlcal st@cture, I am not proposing the separation of the wheat from the ta?;ls
in every philosophy in the name of some Philosophia perennis. Tndeed, it
exactly th§ conltr‘ary that I am proposing, In question is a way of accounti;l foi
Fhe ver?/ hlstqumty of philosophy. T believe that historicity in general woul%i be
!mpDSS}ble \'Vlthollt a history of philosophy, and T believe that the latter would be
impossible l.f we possessed only hyperbele, on the one hand, or on the oth
only determined historical Structures, finite Welranschauunge’n :Fhe historic'etr!
proper to philosophy is located and constituted in the transitic'm the dial -
bemieen hyperbole and the finite structure, between that whic}; cxceedsO?;lL1lc
total-lty flnd the closed totality, in the difference between history and historicit ?
Fhat is, m. the place where, or rather at the moment when, the Cogito and ajl thyl;
it symbolizes here (madness, derangement, hyperbole, etc.) pronounce and rea:
s'urc themselves then to fall, necessarily forgetting themselves until their reactiva:
tion, their reawakening in another statement of the excess which also later will
become another decline and another crisis. From its very first breath, speech
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confined to this temporal rhythm of crisis and reawakening, is able to open the
space for discourse only by emprisoning madness. This rhythm, moreover, is not
an alternation that additionally would be temporal. It is rather the movement of
temporalization itself as concerns that which unites it to the movement of logos.
But this violent liberation of speech is possible and can be pursued only in the
extent to which it keeps itself resolutely and consciously at the greatest possible
proximity to the abuse that is the usage of speech—just close enough to say
violence, to dialogue with itself as irreducible violence, and just far enough to
live and live as speech. Due to this, crisis or oblivion perhaps is not an accident,
but rather the destiny of speaking philosophy—the philosophy which lives only
by emprisoning madness, but which would die as thought, and by a still worse
violence, if a new speech did not at every instant liberate previous madness while
enclosing within itself, in its present existence, the madman of the day. It is only
by virtue of this oppression of madness that finite-thought, that is to say, history,
can reign. Extending this truth to historicity in general, without keeping to a
determined historical moment, one could say that the reign of finite thought can
be established only on the basis of the more or less disguised internment, humili-
ation, fettering and mockery of the madman within us, of the madman who can
only be the fool of a logos which is father, master, and king. But that is another
discourse and another story, I will conclude by citing Foucault once more. Eong
after the passage on Descartes, some three hundred pages later, intreducing
Rameair’ s Nephew Foucault writes, with a sigh of remorse: **In doubt’s confronta-
tion with its major dangers, Descartes realized that he could not be mad—though
he was to acknowledge for a long time to come that all the powers of unreason
kept vigil around his thought.””*® What we have attempted to do here this
evening is to situate ourselves within the inferval of this remorse, Foucault’s
remorse, Descartes’s remorse according to Fowcault; and within the space of
stating that, ‘though he was to acknowledge for a long time to come,” we have
attempted not to extinguish the other light, a black and hardly natural light, the
vigil of the “‘powers of unreason’’ around the Cogito. We have attempted to
requite ourselves toward the gesture which Descartes uses to requite himself as
concerns the menacing powers of madness which are the adverse ovigin of
philosophy.

Among all Foucault’s claims to my gratitude, there is thus also that of having
made me better anticipate, more so by his monumental book than by the naive
reading of the Meditations, to what degree the philosophical act can no longer no
lIonger be in memeory of Cartesianism, if to be Cartesian, as Descartes himself
doubtless understood it, is to attempt to be Cartesian. That is to say, as I have at
least tried to demonstrate, to-attempt-to-say-the-demonic-hyperbole from whose
heights thought is announced to itself, frightens itself, and reassures itself
against being annihilated or wrecked in madness or in death. At its height hyper-
bole, the absolute opening, the uneconomic expenditure, is aiways reembraced
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by an econory and is overcome by economy. The refationship between reason,
madness, and death is an cconomy, a structure of deferral whose irreducible
originality must be respected. This attempt-to-say-the-demonic-hyperbole is not
an attempt among others; it is not an attempt which would occasionally and
eventually be completed by the saying of it, or by its object, the direct object of 2
willful subjectivity. This attempt to say, which is not, moreover, the antagonist
of silence, but rather the condition for it, is the original profoundity of will in
general, Nothing, further, wou!d be more incapable of regrasping this will than
voluntarism, fer, as finitude and as history, this atternpt is also a first passion. It
keeps within itself the trace of a violence. It is more written than said, it is
economized. The economy of this writing is a regnlated relationship between that
which exceeds and the exceeded totality: the différance of the absolute excess,

To define philosophy as the attempt-to-say-the-hyperbole is to confess—and
philosophy is perhaps this gigantic confession—that by virtue of the historical
enunciation through which philesophy tranquilizes itself and excludes madness,
philosophy also betrays itself {or betrays itself as thought), enfers into a crisis and
a forgetting of itself that are an essential and necessary period of its movement, T
philosophize only in terror, but in the confessed terror of going mad. The
confession is simultancously, at its present moment, oblivion and unveiling,
protection and exposurg: economy. .

But this crisis in which reason is madder than madness—for reason is non-
meaning and oblivion—and in which madness is more rational than reasen, for it
is closer to the wellspring of sense, however silent or murmuring—this crisis has
always begun and is interminable. Tt suffices to say that, if it is classic, it is not so
in the sense of the classical age but in the sense of eternal and essential
classicism, and is alse historical in an unexpected sense.

And nowhere else and never before has the concept of erisis been able to
enrich and reassembile all its potentialities, all the energy of its meaning, as much,
perhaps, as in Michel Foucault's book. Here, the crisis is on the one hand, in

Husserl's sense, the danger menacing reason and meaning under the rubric of .

objectivism, of the forgetting of origing, of the blanketing of origins by the
rationalist and transcendental unveiling itself. Danger as the movement of reason
menaced by its own security, ete.

But the crisis is also decision, the caesura of which Foucault speaks, in the
sense of krinein, the choice and division between the two ways separated by
Parmenides in his poem, the way of logos and the nen-way, the labyrinth, the
palintrope in which logos is lost; the way of meaning and the way of nonmean-
ing; of Being and of non-Being. A division on whaose basis, after which, logos,
in the necessary violence of its irruption, is separated from itself as madness, is
exiled from itself, forgetting its origin and its own possibility. Ts not what is
called finitude possibility as crisis? A certain identity between the consciousness
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of crisis and the forgetting of it? Of the thinking of negativity and the reduction of
negativity?

Crisis of reason, finally, access to reason and attack of reason. .For what
Miche! Foucault teaches us to think is that there are crises of reason in strange
complicity with what the world cails crises of madness.
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an organism existing on two levels whose designs gradually approach until they are completely
joined. The play is over when the two levels are indistinguishable, that is, when the group of heroes
walched by the spectators sees itself as the spectator-characters saw them. The real resolution is not
the marriage promised to us at the fall of the curtain but the encounter of heart and vision™’ (ibid., p.
58) ““We are invited to follow the development of the play in two registers, which offer us two
parallel curves that are separated, however, different in their importance, their language, and their
function: the one rapidly sketched, the other fully drawn in all its complexity, the first letting us guess
the direction that the second will take, the second deeply echoing the first, providing its definitive
meaning. This play of interior reflections contributes to the imparting of a rigorons and supple
geometry to Marivaux's play, while at the same time closely linking the two registers, even up to the
movements of fove' (ibid., p. 59)

50. TN. In the Phenomenology Hegel takes the reader on a “‘voyage of discovery”' that Hegel
himself has already made. The dialectical turning points of the Phenomenology are always marked by
the reader’s heing brought to a peint where he can grasp what Hegel has already grasped, the concept
in question becoming true **for us,” the distance hetween subject and object having heen annihilated.
Hegel defines the structure of the Phenomenology as circular, a return fo its point of departure.

51. Cited in Forme et Signification, p. 189. And Rousset, in fact, comments: **Not isolated, such a
declaration is valid for all orders of reality. Everything cbeys the law of composition, which is the Taw
of the artist as it is of the Creator. For the universe is a simultaneitly, by virtue of which things at a
remove from sach other lead a concerted existence and form a harmonic solidarity; to the metaphor
that unites them corresponds, in the relations between beings, love, the link between separated sonls.
It is thus naturai for Claudel’s thought to admit that twe beings severed from each other by distance
can be conjeined in their simultaneity, henceforth resonating like two notes of a chord, like Prouhtze
and Rodrigue in their inextinguishable relationship.’

52. Bergson, Essai sur les données immédiates de la conscience.

53. For the man of literary siructuralism (and perhaps of structuralism in general), the letter of
books—movement, infinity, lability, and instability of meaning rolled up in itself in the wrapping,
the volume—has not yet replaced (but can it ever?) the letter of the flattened, established Law: the
commandment on the Tables.

54, On this *'identification with itself”” of the Mallarmean baok, cf. Jacques Scherer, Le ‘Livre de
Mallarmé, p. 95 and leaf 94, and p. 77 and leaves 129-30,

55. We will not insist upen this type of question, banal but difficult to get around, and posing
itself, moreover, at each step of Rousset’s work, whether he s concerned with an author taken by
himszlf or with an isolated work. Is there only one fundamental structire each time? How is it to be
recognized and given its privilege? The criterion can be neither an empirical-statistical accumulation,
nor an intuition ef an essence. It is ths problem of induction which presents itse!f to a structuralist
science concerned with works, that is to say, with things whose structure is not apriorical. Is there a
material & priori of the work? But the intuition of a material a priori poses formidable preliminary
problems,

56. TN. This is a reference to Levinas and his attempted pacification of philosophy through the
notion of the Other as face. For Derrida, philosophy, metaphysics, is trreducibly violent, practices an
economy of violence. Cf. *“Violence and Metaphysics.’”

57. TN. The reference js to Nietzsche's opposition of the Apollonian and the Dionysian
(sculpture/music, individuation/unification of the many with the one, tranquility/bacchanal) in The
Birth of Tragedy.

58. TN. This explication is to be found in the chapter of the Phenomenology entitled **Force and
Understanding.” The title of that chapter alene demonstrates its relationship to this essay.

59. TN. Cf. above, note 18.

60. TN. Derrida here is specifying several characteristics of metaphysics without demonstrating
their interrelatedress. 1. “‘Heliccentric metaphysics™ refers to the philosophical language founded
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on metaphors of light and dark, e.g., truth as light, error as dark, etc. 2. This language aiways
implies a privileged position of ‘“‘acoustics,” i.e., a privilege accorded to a phonological, spoken
model of the presence of truth in living, spoken discourse, and a concomitant abasement of the silent
work of the “*force’ of differentiation, This abasement is typically revealed in the philosophical
treatment of writing. 3. This system is set in motion by Platonism, whose doctring of the eidos
implies bath points just mentioned.

61. Eriedrich Nietzsche, The Twilight of the Idols, translated by Antheny M. Ludovici (New York:
Russell and Russell, 1964), p. 67.

62. Flaubert, Préface @ la vie d écrivain, p. 111,

63. Friedrich Nietzsche, ‘‘Nietzsehe contra Wagner,” in The Case of Wagner, trans. Anthony M.
Ludoviei (New York: Russell and Russell, 19564} p. 116, {In Nietzsche's text the French is left
untranslated: “*Flaubert is always despicable, the man is nothing, the work everything.”] It is not
without interest, perhaps, to juxtapose this barb of Nistzsche's with the following passage from
Forme et Signification: **Flanbert’s correspondence is precious, but in Flaubert the letter writer I
cannot find Flaubert the novelist; when Gide states that he prefers the former 1 have the feeling that he
chooses the lesser Flaubert or, at least, the Flaubert that the novelist did everything to eliminate’”
(Rousset, p. xx).

64. Nietzsche, The Twilight of the Idols, p. 59.

65. Ibid., p. 6.

66. Friedrich Nietzsche, Thus Spake Zarathrustra, trans, Thomas Common {New York: Russell
and Russell, 1964), p. 239,

67. Ibid., p. 242, slightly modified.

Two Caogito and the
History of Madness

1. With the exception of several notes and a short passage (in brackets), this paper is the reproduc-
tion of a lecture given 4 March 1563 at the Collége Philosophique. In proposing that this text be
published in the Revue de métaphysigue et de morale, M. Jean Wahl agreed that it should retain its
first form, that of the spoken word, with all its requirements and, espectaily, its particular weak-
nesses: if in general, according to the remark in the Phaedrus, the written word is deprived of “the
assistance of its father,”” if it is a fragile **idol” fallen from *‘living and animated discourse™ unable
to ““help itself,” then is it not more exposed and disarmed than ever when, miming the improvisation
of the voice, it must give up even the resources and lies of style?

2. Michel Foucault, Folie et déralson: Histoire de la folie & Pdge classigue (Paris: Plon, 1961};
trans. Richard Howard Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason (New
York: Pantheon, 1965), [Howard has translated the abridged version of Foucault’s bock. Whenever
possible I have used Howard’s translations of passages cited by Derrida. All nonfoatroted translations
of Foucault are my own.]

3. In The Interpreration of Dreams (tans. and ed. James Strachey in The Standard Edition aof the
Complete Psychological Worlks of Sigmund Freud, vol, 4 London: Hogarth Press, 1955, p. 99, n.1),
speaking of the link hetween dreams and verbal expression, Frend recalls Ferenczi’s remark that
every language has its own dream language. The Jatent content of 2 dream (and of any behavior or
consciousness in general) communicates with the manifest content only through the unity of 2
language—a fanguage that the analyst must thus speak as well as possible. (On this subject of. Daniel
Lagache, **Sur le polyglottisme dens P'analyse,” in La psychanalyse, vol. 1 [Parts: 19561, PR.
167-78.) As well as possible; progress in the knowledge and practice of a language being by nature
infinitely open (frst by virtue of the original and essential equivocality of the signifier, at least in the
language of “‘everyday life,” its indeterminatencss and playing-space being precisely that which
liberates the difference between hidden and stated meaning; then, by virtue of the original and
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essential communication between different languages throughout history; finally, by virtue of the

play, the relation to itself, or **sedimentation,” of every language), are not the insecuritics and

insufficiencies of analysis axiomatic or irreducible? And does not the historian of philosophy, what-
ever his method or project, abandon himse!f to the same dangers? Especially if one takes into account

a certain embedding of philosophical language in nonphilosophical language.

4. That all history can only be, in the last analysis, the history of meaning, that is, of Reason in
general, is what Foucanlt cocld not fail to experience—we shall come to this in & moment. What he
could not fail to experience is that the general meaning of a difficulty he attributes to the *‘classical
experience”” is valid well beyond the “‘classical age,” Cf., for example: “* And when it was a question,
in seeking it in its most withdrawn essence, of peeling it away to its last structure, we would discover, in
order to formuiate it, only the very langnage of reason employed in the impeccable logic of delirium;
precisely that which made it accessible counterfeited it as madness.’* The very langnage of rea-
son. .. but what is a language that would not be one of reason in general? And if there is no history,
except of rationality and meaning in general, this means that philosophical language, as soon as it
speaks, reappropriates negativity—or forgets it, which is the same thing—even when it allegedly
affirms or recognizes negativity. More surely then, perhaps. The history of truth is therefore the
history of this economy of the negative, It is necessary, and it is perhaps time to come back to the
ahistorical in a sense radically opposed to that of classical philosophy: not to miscensirue negativity,
but this time to affirm it—silently. It is negativity and not positive truth that is the nonhistotical
capital of history. In question then would be a negativity so negative that it could not even be called
such any longer. Negativity has always been determined by dialectics—that is to say, by
metaphysics—as work in the service of the constitution of meaning, To affirm negativity in silence is
to gain access to a nonclassical type of dissociation between thought and language. And perhaps to a
dissociation of thought and philosophy as discourse, if we are conscious of the fact that this schism
cannot be enunctated, thereby erasing itself, except within philosophy.

5. Foucanlt, Folie e déraison, pp. x—xi. [I have modified Howard’s translation of this sentence to
include the ““on’” whose double sense was played upon above, p, 34,]

6. TN. 1 have consistently translated ewvre as “‘work” throughout this essay to avoid confu-
sions that could be caused by translating it as ** work of art,”’ as Howard does. To translate Foucault’s
definition of madness, commented upon by Derrida, as “the absence of the work of art™ (I absence
& auvre) does not convey Foucault's sense of the absence of a work governed by institutionalized
rationalism.

7. TN. Derrida js making use of the fact that the word éloge (praise} is derived from the same
word 15 '‘logos,”

8. Foucault, Folie et déraison, p. xi. :

9. Ct. also, for example, Symposium 217e/218b; Phaedrus 244b-c/245a/249/265a ff.; Theatetus
257e; Sophist 2284/229a; Timens 86k; Republic 382¢; Laws X §88a,

10, TN. Cf. note 7 above. -

11. TN. The Philosophical Works of Descartes, translated by Elizabeth $, Haldane and G, R. T.
Ross (Cambridge: The University Press, 1970), p. 146,

12. TN. Ibid., p. 146.

13, TN. Ibid,, pp. 146-47.

14. TN. Tbid,, p. 145.

" 15. Madness, theme or index: what is significant is that Drescartes, at bottom, never speaks of
madness itself in this text. Madness is not his theme. He treats it as the index of a question of
principle, that is, of epistemological value. It will be said, perhaps, that this is the sign of a profound
exclosion. But this silence on madness itself simultaneously signifies the opposite of an exclusion,
since if is not @ question of madness in this text, if only to exclude it. It is not in the Meditations that
Descartes speaks of madness itself.

16. To underline this vulnerability and touch on the greatest difficulty, we would have to specify that
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the expressions ‘‘sensory or corporeal fault”” or **corporeal error"’ could have no meaning for
Descartes, There is no corporeal error, particularly in illness: jaundice or melancho'ly are only the
oceasions of an error that itself is born only with the consent or affirmation of t_he wx]ll in .Judgmel?t,
when *‘one who is ill with jaundice judges everything to be ye:llow because his eye is tinged with
yellow. So finally, too, when the imagination is diseased, as In cases of melancholia, an_d a mz.m
thinks that his own disorderly fancies ropresent real things” (Rule XII. Pescartes Iemphamz.cs this
point: the most abnormal sensory or imaginative experience, considered in and.of 155{311”‘, at 1ts} u\f'n
level and at its proper moment, never deceives us; or never deccives‘ un.derstand ing, ““if it restrict its
attention accurately to the object presented to it, just as it is giv.en l_o it t'allther firsthand or by m.eans of
an image; and if it moreover refrain from judging that the imagination faithfully repcrt's the objects of
the senses, or that the senses take on the true forms of things, or in fine that external things always are
as they appear to be’’ {Haldane and Ress, p. 44].)

17. TN, The paragraph organization of Haldane and Ross does not correspond to the paragraph
organization of the edition of Descartes cited by Derrida.

18. Haldane and Ross, p. 147.

. ane and Ross, p. 148. .

;?) i—llﬁil:]d Liisa questionpherc of the order of reasons, as it is followed in the Med:'rariar:s.. Tt is well
known that in the Discourse (part 4) doubt very promptly attacks the “‘simplest geomeirical ques-
tions™ in which men sometimes ‘‘commit paralogisms.” o o

21. Like Leibniz, Descartes has confidence in *‘scientific’” or “philosqphlca]’ language, which is
not necessarily the language taught in the Schools (Rule [} and Whlch. must"also b.e c.arefully
distinguished from the *‘terms of ordinary language’” which alone can ““deceive us'* (Meditations ID.

22. That is to sey, as soon as, more or less implicitly, Being is called upon (even.befor:.its
determination as essence and existence)}—which can only mean, fo be called upan by Bezflg. Beiflg
would not be what it is if speech simply preceded or invoked it. Language’s final protective barrier
against madness is the meaning of Being.

23. Haldane and Ross, p. 101. o

24. Tt is & question less of a poins than of a temporal originality in general.

25. TN. The reference is to Plato’s Republic 509b—c. . ) )

26, It risks erasing the excess by which every philosophy (of meaning) is related, in some region of
its discourse, to the nonfoundation of unmeaning. . )

27, In the next to last paragraph of the sixth Meditarion, the theme of normality communicates
with the theme of memory, ai the moment when the latter, moreover, is confirmed by absolute

“divine veracity,” ete. o
Reéiﬂ;ly:;eaking, doe)s{ not God’s confirmation of the rernembr.ance of ubvic.)us truths signify that
only the positive infinity of divine reason can absolutely reconcile le[IlpDI‘ﬁllty andﬂtr.uth? In the
infinite alone, beyond all determinations, negations, ‘‘exclusions’” and * mternmer:jts, is produced
the reconciliation of time and thought (truth) which Hegel claimed was the task of _nmeteenth—cemury
philosophy, while the reconciliation of thought and space wasto ha}f:: been thc aim of the sovcn.lled
“Cartesian’* rationalisms. That this divine infinity is the proper location, conc%lt.lon, name, or horizon
of these two reconciliations is what has never been contested by any mei'.':{phystcmn, neither by Hcgc'el,
nor by the majority of those, such as Husser], who have attempied to t?u.nk and to name the essenFlal
temporality or historicity of truth and meaning. For Desc.art?s, ﬂ}e crisis of which we are speaking
would finally have its intrinsic (that is, intellectual} origin in time itself, a..s.thc nbsentce ofa ncc.:essa:_\,i
link between its parts, as the contingency and discontimity of the 1rans1t1nn.from instant tlo instant;
which supposes that here we follow all the interpretations opposed to Lapcrte‘ s on the qu'?stlon 0? ic
rote of the instant in Deseartes’s philosophy. In the last resort, only continuons crx:e.ltlon, uniting
conservation and creation, which ““differ only as concerns our way of thinking,”’ recon'clle,s temporal-
ity and truth. It is God who excludes madness and crisis, that isto ‘say, embr::lt.tes them in the prcs.en.'lce
that encompasses all traces and differences. Which amounts to saying that crisis, anomaly, negativity,
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etc. are irreducible within the experience of finitude, or of a finite moment, a determination of
absolute reason, or of reason in general. To attempt to deny this, and allegedly to alfirm positivity
(the positivity of truth, meaning, noms, etc.) outside the horizon of this infinite reason (reason in
ger.leral, beyond all its specific determinations), is to attempt to srase negativity, and is to forget
finitude at the very moment when one allegedly denounces as mystification the t,heo]ogism of the
great classical rationalisms.

28. But God is the other name of the absolute of reason iseff, of reason and meaning in general
And what could exclude, reduce, or—amounting to the same thing—absolutely embrace madness iif
not. reasF)n in general, absolule and undetermined reason, whose other name is God, for the classi;:al
rationalists? One cannot aceuse those, individuals or societies, who use God as a recourse against
madness of secking to shelter themselves, to be sure of having protections against madness—-the safe
boundaries of asylums—except by construing this shelter as afinire one, within the world, by making
God a third party or finite power, that is, except by deceiving oneselfy by deceiving ,onesclf not
concerning the content and effective finality of this gesture in history, but concerning the philosophi-
cal specificity of the idea and name of God. If philosophy has taken piace—which can always be
contested—it is only in the extent to which it has formulated the aim of thinking beyond the finite
shelter. By describing the historical constitution of these fnite protective barriers against madness
within the movement of individuals, spcieties and all finite totalities in general—a legitimate, im-
mense, and necessary task—one can finally describe everything except the philosophical pl:l‘JjEC!
itself. And except the project of this description itself. One cannot allege that the philosophical
pmje.ct of the **infinitivist™ rationalisms served as an instrument or as an alibi for a finite historico-
polx.uco-social viclence (which is doubtless the case) without first having to acknowledge and respect
the intentional meaning of this project itself, Now, within its own intentional meaning, this project
present}s itself as the conceptualization of the infinite, that is, of that which cannot be E;xhausted by
any ﬁfute totality, by any function or by any instrumental, technical, or political determination. Tt will
b.e said that this presentation of the philosophical project by itself as such Is its greatest .lie its
.Vloicn'cc and its mystification—or, further, its bad faith. And, certainly, the structure which links,this
intention to exceed the world to the totality of history must be described rigorously, and its economy
mu.st t.)e det.ermined. Bur like ali ruses, these economic ones are possible only for finite words and
ﬁn.ne intentions, substituting one finitude for another, One cannot lie when one says nothing (that is
finite c?r determined), or when one says God, Being, or Nothingness, or when one does not modify
the !“lmtc by the declared meaning of one’s words, or when one says the infinite, that is, when one lets
lhe.mﬁnite (God, Being, or Nothingness, for part of the meaning of the infinite is its in,ability to be &l‘1
ontic determination among others) be said and conceived, The theme of divine veracity and the
difference between God and the evil genius are thus illuminated by a light which is only apparent]
indirect, ¢

In short, Descartes knew that, without God, finite thought never had the righr to exclude madness
etc. Which amounts to saying that madness is never excluded, except in facr, violently, in history; 0;
rather that this exclusion, this difference between the fact and the principle is histcric’ity lh.c ;i;gi-
bility of history itself. Does Foucault say otherwise? *‘The necessity of madness ..., is Ii!nked o ti]e
possibility of history™ (author’s italics}.

29. Haldane and Ress, p, 171,

30. Foucault, Folie et déraison, p, 199,

Three Edmond Jabés and the
Cuestion of the Baok

l....’e bétis ma demetre: Poémes, 1943~1957 (Paris: Gallimard, 1959), This collection has been
‘ddmlr.ably prefaced by Gabriel Bounore. There have now been major studies devoted to Jabgs:
Muurice Blanchot, “*L’interruption,”” Nouvelle revie francuise, May 1964; Gabriel Bounore, <“Ed-
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mond Jabes: Ia demeure et le livee,” Mercure de France, January 1965; and ‘*Edmond Jabes, ou la
guérison par le livre,”” Les lefires nouvelles, Tuly-Scptember 1986.

2. TN. Jabds, Le Livre des questions (Paris: Gallirrd, 1963).

3. TN. The two interpretations of interpretation are again exarnined at the end of **Structure, Sign,
and Play,” this vol, chap. 10. The “rabbinical”’ interpretation of interpretation is the ene which
seeks a final truth, which sees interpretation as an unfortunately necessary road back to an original

truth. The *“poetical’’ interpretation of inferpretation does not seek truth or origin, but affirms the

play of interpretation.
4. TN, Cf. the end of “Force and Signification,”* this vol., chap. I, for the broken tables in

Nietzsche as they refate to writing as the mark of otherness, the “‘rupture’” that *‘begins’” history.

5 TN. Derrida is reforring here to the mement of the unhappy conscicusness in Hegel's
Phenomenology of the Mind. Hegel's first model for the unhappy censclousness was Abraham.

6. TN. The silence and hiding of Being are Heideggerean themes, for they are, as Heidsgger says,
‘‘the question of Nothing.”

7.TN. “To leave specch’ is to leave behind a frace which always means that the writer is not
present.

& TN, On the Leibnizian Book, ef. ““Force and Signification,” chap. 1 above, note 25.

0, TN, On these questions, cf. **Violence and Metaphysics.””

10, TN. That Being is neither present nor outside difference are the themes of Jdentity and

Difference by Heidegger. "
11, TN. The ontological double genitive is also a theme of Identity and Difference.

Four Violence and
Metaphysics

1. Emmanvel Levinas, Théorie de Pintuition dans la phénoménelogie de Husserl {131 ed., Paris:
Alcan, 1930; 2d ed., Vrin, 1963); De I existence & P existant (Fontaing, 1947); Le temps et I autre, in
Le Choix, Ie Monde, I Existence, Cahiers du Collgge philosophique (Arthaud, 1949)Y; En découvrant
Fexistence, avec Husserl et Heidegger (Vrin, 1949): Totalité et infini, Essal sur I'extériorité (The
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1961Y; Difficile liberté, Essais sur le judaisme (Albin Michel, 1963).

T chall also refer to several articles which T shall mention at the proper moment. The principal
works witl be designated by the initials of their titles: Théorie de Vintuition . .. : THI; De I existence &
Pexisrant: BE; Le temps et Vauire: TA; En découvrant U existence: EDE; Totalité et infini; TT [see
below]; Difficile liberté: DL..

This essay was already written when two important texts by Emmanuel Levinas appeared: ““La
trace de autre™, in Thidschrift voor Filosofie, September 1963: and “‘La signification et le sens,”
Revue de métaphysique et de morale, 1964, no. 2. Unfortunately we can make but brief allusions o
these texts here. [The major work referred to In this essay has appeared in English: Totality and
Infinity, trans. Alphonso Lingis (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969). All page references
1o TI are lo Lingis's translation.}

2. TN. Cn the double genitive cf. above, chap. 3, note 11,

3. After desiring to restore the properly ontological intention dormant within metaphysics, after
having reawalkened the *‘fundamental ontelogy”™” beneath “‘metaphysical ontology,”” Heidegger,
faced by the tenacity of traditional ambiguity, finally proposes fo abandon the terms “‘ontology”” and
“ontological’ Fntroduction to Metaphysics). The questien of Being canmot be submitted to an
ontology.

4, That is, to relativism: the truth of philosophy does not depend upen its relation to the actuality of
the Greck or Buropean svent. On the contrary, we must gain access to the Greek or European cidos
through an irruption or 2 call whose point of departure is variously determined by Husserl and

Heidegger. It remains that, for both, ‘‘the irmiption of philosophy™ (**Aufbruch oder Einbruch der




