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wing. We can in principle account for all these phenomena: they 
are not so strange as they first appear. In its particulars and within 

its boundaries, the code of these paradoxes is destined for an 
upheaval, and, to tell the truth, it is already undergoing one. But by 

recording, transcribing, or translating such an upheaval, we can 
only try to mitigate its threat. To economize it. This is always 

possible and it always works: up to a point. As sudden and over
whelming as it may be, this event had heralded itself even before we 

could talk about history or memory. The virus has no age. 

TRANSLA T ED BY MICHAEL ISR AE L 

« Earing Well, » or the 

Calcularion of the Subjecr 

J.D.: From your question one might pick out two phrases: first, 
"Who comes after the subject?" the "who" perhaps already point
ing tOward a grammar that would no longer be subjected to the 
subject; and, second, "a prevalent discourse of recent date con
cludes with its [the subject's] simple liquidation ." 

Now should we not take an initial precaution with regard to the 
doxa, which in a certain way dictates the very formulation of the 
question? This precaution would not be a critique. It is no doubt 
necessary to refer to such a doxa, if only to analyze it and possibly 
disqualify it. The question "Who comes after the subject?" (this 
time I emphasize the "after") implies that for a certain philosophi

cal opinion today, in its most visible configuration, something 
named "subject" can be identified, as its alleged passing might also 
be identified in certain identifiable thoughts or discourses. This 
"opinion" is confused. The confusion consists at least in a clumsy 
mixing up of a number of discursive strategies. If over the last 

~en~-five years in France the most notorious of these strategies 
Ve In fact led to a kind of discussion around "the question of the

~bject,,, nOne of them has sought to "liquidate" anything (I don't 

ow moreover to what philosophical concept this word might
~rrespond, a Word that I understand more readily in other codes: 

anee, crime, terrorism, civil or political criminaliry; one only 
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speaks of " liquidation" therefore from the position of the law, 
indeed, the police). The diagnostic of "liquidation" exposes in 
general an illusion and an offense. Ie accuses: they tried to "liqui

date ," they thought they could do it, we will not let them do it. The 

diagnostic implies therefore a promise: we will do justice, we will 
save or rehabilitate the subject. A slogan therefore: a return to the 
subject, the return of the subject. Furthermore, one would have to 
ask, to put it very briefly, if the structure of every subject is not 

constituted in the possibility of this kind of repetition one calls a 
return, and more important, if this structure is not essentially before 
the law, the relation ro law and the experience, if there is any, of the 

law, but let's leave this. Let's take some examples of this confusion, 

and also some proper names that might serve as indexes to help us 
along. Did Lacan "liquidate" the subject? No. The decentered 
"subject" of which he speaks certainly doesn't have the traits of the 

classical subject (and even here, we'd have to take a closer look ...), 

though it remains indispensable ro the economy of the Lacanian 

theory. It is also a correlate of the law. 

Q.: Lacan is perhaps the only one to insist on keeping the 

name . .. 

J.D .: Perhaps not the only one in fact. We will speak later on 
about Philippe Lacoue-Labarthe, but we might nOte already that 
Althusser's theory, for example, seeks ro discredit a certain author
ity of the subject only by acknowledging for the instance of the 

"subject" an irreducible place in a theory of ideology, an ideology 
that, mutatis mutandis, is just as irreducible as the transcendental 
illusion in the Kantian dialectic. This place is that of a subject con

stituted by interpellation , by its being-interpellated (again being

before-the-law, the subject as a subject subjected ro the law and 
held responsible before it). As for Foucault's discourse, there would 
be different things to say according to the stages ofits development. 

In his case, we would appear to have a history of subjectivity th 
at
f 

in spite of certain massive declarations about the effacement ~ 
the figure of man, certainly never consisted in "liquidating" t ~ 
Subject. And in his last phase, there again, a return of morality an 

W~D.: It's the effect of the slogan I was getting at. Second thing: 

L' 11 t You called the "thread to be drawn" in H eidegger, perhaps ro OWs 
cau' ' among Other paths, that of an analogy (to be treated very 

tlously) between the function of the Dasein in Being and Time 

a certain ethical subject. For these three discourses (Lacan, Al

thusser, Foucault) and for some of the thinkers they privilege 
(Freud, M arx, N ietzsche) , the subject can be re-interpreted, re
srored, re-inscribed, it certainly isn't " liquidated. " The question 

"who," notably in Nie tzsche, strongly reinforces this point. This is 
also true of Heidegger, the princi pal reference or target of the doxa 

we are talking about. The ontological questioning that deals with 
the subjectum, in its Cartesian and post-Cartesian forms , is any
thing but a liquidation. 

Q.: For Heidegger, nevertheless , the epoch that comes to a close 

as the epoch of metaphysics, and that perhaps closes epochality as 
such, is the epoch of the metaphysics of subjectivity, and the end of 
philosophy is then the exiting of the metaphysics of subjectivity... 

J.D.: But this "exiting" is not an exit, it cannot be assimilated to 
a passage beyond or a lapsing, even less ro a "liquidation." 

Q.: No, but I can't see in Heidegger what thread in the thematic 
or the problematic of the subject still remains to be drawn out, pos
itively or affirmatively, whereas I can see it if it's a question of truth, 

ifit's a question of manifestation, a question of the phenomenon... 

J.D.: Yes. But two things: The very summary exposition that I 
have JUSt ventured was a quick response, precisely, ro whatever 
summariness there might be in this doxa that doesn't go to the 
trouble of analyzing, up close, in a differentiated manner, the 
differential strategies of all these treatments of the "subject. " We 
could have chosen examples closer to us, but let's move on. The 

effect of the doxa consists in saying: all these philosophers think 
they have put the subject behind them... 

Q.: So it would now be a matter of going back to it , and that's 
the slogan. 
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and the function of the subject in an ontological-transcendental, 
indeed, ethico-juridical sening. Dasein cannot be reduced to a 
subjectivity, cenainly, but the existential analytic still retains the 
formal traits of every transcendental analytic. Dasein, and what 
there is in it that answers to the question "\\fho?" comes to occupy. 
no doubt displacing lots ofother things , the place of the "subject," 
the cogito or the classical" Jch denke." From these, it retains certain 
essential [faits (freedom. resolute-decision, to take up this old 
translation again, a relation or presence to self, the "call" [Rufl 
toward a moral conscience, responsibility, primordial imputability 
or guilt [Schuldigsein ], etc.). And whatever the movements of 
Heideggerian thought "after" Being and Time and "after" the exis
tential analytic, they left nothing "behind," "liquidated." 

Q.: What you are aiming at in my question then is the "coming 

after" as leading to something false. dangerous ... 

J.D.: Your question echoes, for legitimate strategic reasons, a 
discourse of "opinion" that, it seems to me. one must begin by 
critiquing or deconstructing. I wouldn't agree to enter into a 
discussion where it was imagined that one knew what the subject 
is. where it would go without saying that this "character" is the 
same for Marx, Nietzsche, Freud. Heidegger, Lacan, Foucault, 
Althusser, and others. who would somehow all be in agreement to 

"liquidate" it. For me, the discussion would begin to get interesting 
when, beyond the vested confusion of this doxa, one gets to a more 
serious, more essential question. For example, if throughout all 
these different strategies the "subject," without having been "liqui
dated ," has been reinterpreted, displaced, decentered, re-inscribed, 
then, first: what becomes of those problematics that seemed to 
presuppose a classical determination of the subject (objectivity, be 
it scientific or other-ethical, legal, political, etc.), and second: who 

or what "answers" to the question "who"? 

Q.: For me, "who" designated a place. that place "of the su~je~: 

( 

In the 
.tion '\vh

that appears precisely through deconstruction itself. What IS 


place that Dasein, for example, comes to occupy? 
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J.D.: To elaborate this question along topological lines ("What is 
the place of the subject?"), it would perhaps be necessary to give up 
trying to do the impossible. that is to say, trying to reconstitute or 
reconstrUct that which has already been deconstructed (and which. 
moreover, has deconstructed "itself, " offered itself since forever to 
the deconstruction "of itself," an expression that encapsulates the 
whole difficulty) and ask ourselves, rather: What is designated, in a 
tradition that onc would have to identity in a rigorous way (let's say 
for the moment the one that runs from Descartes to Kant and to 
Husser!) under the concept of subjeCt, in such a way that once 
certain predicates have been deconstructed, the uni ty of the con
cept and the name are radically affected? These predicates would 
be, for example, the sub-jective structure as the being-thrown-or 
under-lying-of the substance or of the substratum. of the hypo
keimenon, with its qualities of stance or stability, of permanent 
presence, of sustained relation to self, everything that links the 
"subject" ro conscience, ro humanity, to history ... and above all to 
the law. as subject subjected ro the law, subject ro the law in its very 
autonomy, to ethical or juridical law, to political law or power, to 
order (symbolic or nOt) ... 

Q.: Are you proposing that the question be reformulated, keep
ing the name "subject," but now used in a positive sense? 

J.D.: Not necessarily. I would keep the name provisionally as 
an index for the discussion, but I don't see the necessity of keep
ing the word "subject" at any price, especially if the context and 
conventions of discourse risk re-introducing precisely what is in 
question... 

.Q.: I don't see how you can keep the name without enormous 
~Jsunderstandings. But in lieu of the "subject, " there is something 
hke a place, a singular point ofpassage. It's like the writer for Blan
~hot: place of passage, of the emission of a voice that captures the 
. murmur" and detaches itself from it, but that is never an "aUthor" I . I 

c asslca sense. How might one name this place? The ques" 
o seems to keep something of the subject, perhaps ... 
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J.D.: Yes. 

Q.: But the "what" is no bener; what about "process," "function-

Ing," "text)) . . . 

J.D.: In the case of the text, I wouldn't say a "what" ... 

Q.: Can you be more precise? 

J.D .: Yes, a little later, that can wait. I assumed, rather naively, 
that in our discussion here we would try to bypass the work that we 
have both done concerning the "subject. " That of course is impos
sible; in fact, it's idiotic. We will refer to this later. Yes , it's idiotic. 
Moreover, one could put the subject in its subjectivity on stage, 
submit it to the stage as the idiot itself (the innocent, the proper, the 
virgin, the originary, the native, the naive, the great beginning: just 
as great, as ereer, and as autonomous as submissive, etc.). 

In the text or in writing, such as I have tried to analyze them at 
least , there is, I wouldn't say a place (and this is a whole question , 
this topology of a certain locatable non-place, at once necessary 
and undiscoverable) but an instance (without stance, a "without" 
without negativity) for some "who," a "who" besieged by the 
problematic of the trace and of differance, of affirmation, of the 
signature and of the so-called proper name, of the jere) t(above all 
subject, object, project), as destin erring of missive. I have tried to 

elaborate this problematic around numerous examples. 
Let's go back a little and starr out again from the question "who?" 

(I note first of all in passing that to substitute a very indeterminate 
"who" for a "subject" overburdened with metaphysical determina
tions is perhaps not enough to bring about any decisive displace
ment. In the expression the "question 'Who'?" the emphasis might 
welllatet fall on the word "question. " Not only in order [0 ask who 
asks the question or on the subject ofwhom the question is asked [so

e
much does syntax decide the answer in advance) , but to ask if the:

is a subject, no , a "who," before being able to ask questions about 

ehoW 

ex 1 . 

o 

It. 

I don't yet know who can ask himself this nor how. But one c~n 


r 
already see several possibilities opening up: rht: "who" migh d . 
there before, as the power to ask questions (this, in the en ,IS 
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Heidegger identifies the Dasein and comes to choose it as the 
exemplary guiding thread in the question of Being) or else it might 
be, and this comes down to the same thing, what is made possible 
by its power, by its being able to ask questions about itself [Who is 
who? Who is it?]' But there is another possibility that interests me 
more at this po int: it overwhelms the qUL ~; [ i ()n itself, re-inscribes it 
in the experience of an "affirmation," of a "yes" or of an "en-gage" 

(this is the word I use in De l esprit to describe Z usage, that 
acquiescing to language, to the mark, that the most primordial 
question implies), that "yes, yes"! that answers before even being 
abte to formulate a question, that is responsible without autonomy, 
before and in view of all possible autonomy of the who-subject, etc. 
The relation to self, in this situation , can only be differance, that is 
to say alrerity, or trace. Not only is the obligation not lessened in 
this situation, but , on the contrary, it finds in it its only possibility, 
which is neither subjeCtive nor human . Which doesn't mean that it 
is inhuman or without subject, but that it is OUt of this d islocated 
affirmation (thus without "firmness" or "c1osedness") that some
thing like the subject, man, or whoever it might be can take shape. 
1 now close this long parenthesis.) 

Let's go back. What are we aiming at in the deconstructions of 
the "subject" when we ask ourselves what, in the S[[ucture of the 
classical subject, continues to be required by the question "Who?" 

In addition to what we have JUSt named (the ptoper name in 
exappropriation, signature, or affirmation without closure, trace, 
differance from self, destinerrance, and so forth ), I would add 
something that remains required by both the definition of the 
classical subject and by these larrer nonclassical motifs, namely, a 
~rtain responsibility. The singularity of the "who" is not the indi
Viduality of a thing that would be identical to itself, it is not an 
~tom. It is a singularity that dislocates or divides itself in gathering 
~tself together to answer to the other, whose call somehow precedes 
~ts Own identification with itself, for to this call 1 can only answer, 

aVe already d 'fl h' kI . " " (1answere ,even I t 111 am answering no try to 

n P;1O this elsewhere, notably in "Ulysses Gramophone") . Here, 


oubt, begins the link with the larger questions of ethical, 
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jurid ical, and political responsibility around which the metaphys
ics of subjectivity was constituted. But if one is to avoid toO hastily 
reconstituting the program of this metaphysic and suffering from 
its surreptitious cO 'l.~ traints, it's best to proceed more slowly and 

not rush into these words .. . 

Q.: For me, the subject is above all, as in Hegel, "that which can 
retain in itself its own contradiction." In the deconstruction of this 
"property," it seems to me that the "that which," the "what" of the 
"itself" brings forth the place, and the question, of a "who" that 
would no longer be " in itself" in this way. A who that would no 
longer have this property, but that would nevertheless be a who. It is 
"him/her" I want to question here. 

J .D.: Still on a preliminary level, let 's not forget N ietzsche's 

precautions regarding what might link metaphysics and grammar. 
These precautions need to be duly adjusted and problematized, but 
they remain necessary. What we are seeking with the question 
"Who?" perhaps no longer stems from grammar, from a relative Ot 
interrogative pronoun that always refers back to the grammatical 
function of subject. How can we get away from this contract 
berween the grammar of the subject or substantive and the ontol
ogy of substance or subject? The differant singularity that I named 
perhaps does not even correspond to the grammatical form "who" 
in a sentence wherein "who" is the subject of a verb coming after 
the subject, and so forth. On the other hand, if Freudian thought 
has been consequential in the decentering of the subject we have 
been talking about so much these last years, is the "ego," in the 
elements of the topic or in the distribution of the positions of the 
unconscious , the only answer to the question "Who?" And if so, 

what would be the consequences of this' .. 
Thus, if we retain the motif of "singulari ty" for the moment, It IS 

neither certain nor a priori necessary that "singularity" be tranS
lated by "who," or remain the privilege of the "who." At the very 
mOment in which they marked, let us say, their mistrust for sub

. I' b" . h ' H 'd d Nietzsche, Stantla 1St or su JectIvlst metap yS ICS, el eggcr an 
. . cl (\'010 con 

whatever senous differences there may be be(\veen 1e ' 
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tinued to endorse the question "Who?" and subtracted the "who" 
from the deconstruction of the subject. But we might still ask 
ourselves just how legitimate this is. Conversely, and to multiply the 
preliminary precautions so as not to neglect the essential entangle
ment of this strange history, how can one forget that even in the 
most marked transcendental idealism, that of Husserl , even where 
the origin of the world is described, after the phenomenological 
reduction, as originary consciousness in the form of the ego, even 
in a phenomenology that determines the Being of beings as an 
object in general for a subjeCt in general, even in this great philoso
phy of the transcendental subject, the interminable genetic (so
called passive) analyses of the ego, of time and of the alter ego lead 
back to a pre-ego logical and pre-subjectivist zone. There is , there
fore, at the heart of what passes for and presents itself as a transcen
dental idealism, a horizon of questioning that is no longer dictated 
by the egological form of subjectivity or intersubjectivity. 

On the French philosophical scene, the moment when a certain 
central hegemony of the subject was being put into question again 
in the 1960s was also the moment when, phenomenology still 
being very present, people began to become interested in those 
places in Husserl's discourse where the egological and more gener
ally the subjective form of the transcendental experience appeared 
to be more constitutedthan constitutive-in sum, as much grounded 
as precarious. The question of time and of the other became linked 
to this transcendental passive genesis ... 

Q.: Still, it was by penetrating into this Husserlian constitution, 
by "forcing" it, that you began your own work. .. 

J.D.: It is within, one might say (but it is precisely a question of 
the effraction of the within) the living present, that Ulform of the 
~ranscendental experience, that the subject conjoins with nonsub

_ 

J~t .or that the ego is marked, without being able to have the 
Orlgl~ary and presentative experience of it, by the non-ego and 

~clally by t.h~ alter ego. The alter ego cannot present itself, cannot 
cal a_me an on?ll1ary presence for the ego. There is only an analogl

presentation (appresentation 1of the alter ego. The alter ego can 
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never be given " in person," ir resisrs rhe principle of principles of 
phenomenology-namely, rhe inruirive given of originary pres

ence. This dislocarion of rhe absolure subjecr from rhe orher and 
from rime neirher comes abour, nor leads beyond phenomenology, 
bur, rarher, if nor in ir , rhen ar leasr on irs border, on rhe very line of 

irs possibiliry. Ir was in rhe 1950S and 1960s, ar rhe momenr when 
an inreresr in rhese difficulries developed in a very differenr way 
(Levinas, Tran-Duc-Thao , myself)2 and following moreover orher 

rrajecrories (Marx, Nierzsche, Freud , Heidegger) , rhar rhe cen

rraliry of rhe subjecr began ro be displaced and rhis discourse of 
"suspicion ," as some were saying rhen, began ro be elaborared in irs 
place. Bur if cenain premises are ro be found "in" Husser!, I'm su re 

rhar one could make a similar demonsrrarion in Descanes, Kanr, 
and Hegel. Concerning Descanes, one could discover, foll owing 
rhe direcrions of your own work,3 similar aporia, ficrions, and 

fabricarions. Nor idenrical ones, bur similar ones. This would have 
ar leasr rhe vinue of de-simplifying, of "de-homogenizing" rhe ref

erence ro somerhing like The Subjece. There has never been T he 
Subjecr for anyone , rhar's whar I wan red ro begin by saying. The 

subjecr is a fable, as you have shown , bur ro concenrrate on rhe ele
menrs of speech and conventionaL ficrion rhar such a fable presup
poses is nor ro srop raking ir seriously (ir is rhe serious irself) ... 

Q.: Everyrhing you have recalled here comes down ro emphasiz

ing rhar rhere is nor, nor has rhere ever been any presence-co-self 
rhar would nor call inro quesrion rhe distance from self rhar rhis 
presence demands. "To deconsuucr," here, comes down ro show
ing rhis disrance ar rhe very hean of presence, and , in so doing, 
prevenrs us from simply separaring an ourdared "meraphysics of 
rhe subjecr" from anorher rhinking rhar would be, suddenly, else

where. However, something has happened, rhere is a history borh ~f 
rhe rhinking of rhe subjecr and of irs deconsrrucrion. Whar Hel
degger derermined as rhe "epoch" of subjectiv ity, has this raken 
place, or has rhe "subjecr" always been only a surface effect, a 

fallour rhar one can nor impure ro rhe rhinkers? Bur in rhar .c~se; 
whar is Heidegger ralking abour when he talks about subjectlvi£Y' 
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J.D.: An enormous question. I'm not sure that I can approach it 
head-on. To whatever degree I can subscribe ro the Heideggerian 
discourse on rhe subjecr, I have always been a litrle uoubled by the 

Heideggerian delimitation of the epoch of subjectiviry. His ques
tions abour the onrological inadeq uacy of the Canesian view of 

subjectiviry seem ro me no doubt necessary but inadequate, nota

bly in regard ro what would link subjecriviry ro representation, and 
rhe subject-object couple ro the presuppositions of rhe principle of 
reason in its Leibnizian formulation. I have tried to explain this 

elsewhere. The foreclosure of Spinoza seems ro me to be signifi

cane. Here is a great rationalism thar does not rest on the principle 
of reason (inasmuch as in Leibniz rhis principle privileges borh the 
final cause and represenrarion). Spinoza's substanrialisr rarionalism 
is a radi,cal cririque of both final ism and rhe (Carresian) represenra

rive determination of rhe idea; ir is nor a meraphysics of rhe cogiro 
or of absolure subjecriviry. The imporr of rhis foreclosure is all rhe 

grearer and more significanr in rhar rhe epoch of subjecriviry 
determined by Heidegger is also rhe epoch of rhe rarionaliry or rhe 
rechno-scienrifi c rationalism of modern meraphysics . .. 

Q.: Bur if rhe foreclosure of Spinoza srems precisely from his 
having disranced himself from what was dominanr elsewhere, does 
that nor confirm rhis dominarion' 

J.D.: It's nor Spinoza's case rhar is mosr imporranr ro me. Hei

degger defines a modern hegemony of rhe subjecr of represenrarion 
Clr of rhe principle of reason. Now if his delimirarion is effected 
through an unjustified foreclosure, it is the inrerprerarion of rhe 
epoch rhar risks becoming problemaric. And so everyrhing be
COmes problemaric in rhis discourse. 

And I would graft on anorher remark ar rhis poine. We were 
speaking of dehiscence, of inrrinsic dislocarion, of differance, ofd . 
Ie estt~errance, and so forrh. Some mighr say: bur whar we call 
sub)ecr" is not the absolure origin , pure will , idenriry to self, or 

P~esence to self of consciousness bur precisely rhis noncoincidence 
self. This is a riposre ro which we'll have to rerum . By whar 


t do We cal! this "subjecr"? By what righr, conversely, can we be 




266 "Eating Well" 

forbidden ro call this "subjecr"? I am thinking of those roday who 
would try ro reconstrucr a discourse around a subject that would 
not be pre-deconsrructive, around a subject that would no longer 
include the figure of mastery of self, of adequation ro self, cenrer 

and origin of the world, etc, .. . but which wo uld define the subject 
rather as the finite experience of non-idenriry ro self, as the unde

rivable inrerpellation inasmuch as it comes from the other, from 
the rrace of the other, with all the paradoxes or the aporia of being
before-the-Iaw, and so on. Perhaps we'll pick this up again later on. 
For the momenr, since we're speaking of Heidegger, let me add 
this. I believe in the force and the necessiry (and therefore in a 
cenain irreversibiliry) of the act by which Heidegger substitutes a 

cenain concept of Dasein for a concept of subject still roo marked 
by the traits of the being as vorhanden, and hence by an interpreta

tion oftime, and insufficiently questioned in its onrological StruC
ture. The consequences of this displacemenr are immense, no 
doubt we have not yet measured their extenr. There's no question 

of laying these out here in an improvised manner, but I simply 
wanred ro note this: the time and space of this displacement 
opened up a gap, marked a gap, they left fragile, or recalled the 
essenrial onrological fragiliry of the ethical, juridical, and political 

foundations of democracy and of every discourse that one can 
oppose ro National Socialism in all its forms (the "wors t" ones, 
or those that Heidegger and others might have thought of oppos
ing ro them). These foundations were and remain essentially sealed 
within a philosophy of the subject. One can quickly perceive the 

question, which might also be the task: can one take into account 
the necessiry of the existenrial analytic and what it shatters in the 
subject and turn toward an ethics, a politics (are these words still 

appropriate?), indeed an "other" democracy (would it still be a 
democracy?), in any case toward another rype of responsibility that 

safeguards against what a momenr ago I very quickly called the 
"worst"? Don't expect from me an answer in the way of a formula: I 
think there are a cenain number of us who are working for just thiS, 

who let themselves be worked over by this, and it can only take 
d on adplace by a way of a long and slow trajecrory. It cannot epen 
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speculative decree, even less on an opinion. Perhaps not even on 
philosophical discursiviry. 

Having said this, whatever may be the force, the necessity, or the 
irreversibili ry of the Heideggerian gesture, I see the point of depar
ture for the existenrial analytic remaining rributary of precisely 
what it puts into question. Ttibutary in this respect-I am picking 

this OUt of the network of difficulties that I have associated with it 
at the beginning of Of Spirit (on the question of the question , 
technology, animaliry, and epochaliry)-which is inrimately linked 

to the axiom of the subjecr: the chosen point of departure, the 

exemplary entiry for a reading of the meaning of Being, is the entiry 
that weare, we the questioningenrities, we who, in that we are open 
to the question of Being and of the being of the entiry we are, have 

this relation of presence and proximiry, this relation ro self, in any 
case, that is lacking in everything that is not Dasein. Even if Dasein 
is not the subjecr, this point of departure (wh ich is moreover 

assumed by Heidegger as ontOlogico-phenomenological) remains 
analogous, in its " logic," to what he inherits in undenaking to 

deconsrruct it. This isn't a miStake, it's no doubt an indispensable 
phase, but now... 

Q.: I'd like to poinr something OUt to you: a moment ago you 
were doing everything to dismiss, to disperse the idea of a "classic" 

problematic of the subject. Now you are targeting in Heidegger 
that which would remain rributary of the classical thinking or 
pOSition of the subject. That seems a bit contradicwry. .. 

J.D.: I didn't say "there is no problematic of the subject," but 
rather that it cannot be reduced to a homogeneity This does not 

preclude, on the conrrary, seeking w define cenain analogies or 
common Sources, provided that one takes inro accounr the differ
ences. For example, the poinr of depanure in a structure of relation 
to selfas such and ofreappropriation seems to me ro be common JUSt 

~.m~ch to rranscendentaI idealism, ro speculatjve idealism as the 
~nking of absolUte subjecriviry, as jt is to the exisrential analytic 
h t prop~ses irs deconstruction . Being and Time always concerns 

t Ose POSSibilities most proper ro Dasein in its Eigentlichkeit, wha t
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ever the singularity may be of this "propriation" that is not, in fact , 
a subjectivation. Moreover, that the point of departure of the 
existential analytic is the Dasein privileges not only the rapport to 

self but also the power to ask questions. Now I have tried to show 
(O/Spirit, p. 129, n . 5) what this presupposed and what could come 
about, even in Heidegger, when this privilege of the question was 
complicated or displaced. To be brief, I would say that it is in the 
relation to the "yes" or to the Zusage presupposed in every question 
that one must seek a new (post-deconstructive) determination of 
the responsibility of the "subject. " But it always seems to me to be 
more worthwhile , once this path has been laid down, to forget the 
word to some extent. Not to forget it, it is unforgettable, but to 

rearrange it, to subject it to the laws of a context that it no longer 
dominates from the center. In other words, no longer to speak 
about it, but to write it, to write "on" it as on the "subjectile," for 

example. 4 

In insisting on the as such, I am pointing from afar to the 
inevitable return of a distinction between the human relation to 

self, that is to say, that of an entity capable of consciousness, of 

language, of a rel ation to death as such, and so forth, and a 
nonhuman relation to self, incapable of the phenomenological as 

such-and once again we are back to the question of the ani maP 
The distinction between the animal (which has no or is not a 
Dasein) and man has nowhere been more radical nor more rigor
ous than in Heidegger. The an imal wi ll never be either a subject or 
a Dasein. It doesn't have an unconscious either (Freud), nor a 
relation to the other as other, any more than there is an animal face 
(Levinas). It is from the standpoint of Dasein that Heidegger 

defines the humanity of man. 
Why have I rarely spoken of the "subject" or of "subjectivity," 

but rather, here and there, only of "an effect" of "subjectivity"? 

Because the discourse on the subject, even if it locates d.ifferen
ce

, 
inadequation, the dehiscence within auro-affection, and so forth, 
continues to li nk subjectivity with man. Even if it acknowledges 
that the "animal" is capable of auto-affection (etc.), thi s diScou:se 
obviously does not grant it subjectivity-and this concept t US 
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remains marked by all the presuppositions that I have JUSt recalled. 
Also at stake here of course is responsibility, freedom, truth , ethics , 
and law. 

The "logic" of the trace or of differance determines this re
appropriation as an ex-appropriation. Re-appropriation necessar
ily produces the opposite of what it apparently aims for. Ex
appropriation is not what is proper to man. One can recognize its 
differential figures as soon as there is a relation to self in its most 
elementary form (but for this very reason there is no such thing as 
elementary) . 

Q.: When you decide not to limit a potential "subjectivity" to 
man, why do you then limit yourself simply to the animal? 

J.D.: Nothing should be excluded. I said "animal" for the sake of 
convenience and to use a reference that is as classical as it is dog
matic. The difference between "animal " and "vegetal" also remains 
problematic. Of course the relation to self in ex-appropriation is 
radically different (and that's why it requires a thinking of diE
ferance and not of opposition) in the case of what one calls the 
"nonliving," the "vegetaL" the "animal, " "man," or "God. " The 

question also comes back to the difference between the living and 
the nonliving. I have tried to indicate the difficulty of this differ
ence in Hegel and Husser!, as well as in Freud and Heidegger. 

Q..: For my pan, in my work on freedom, I was compelled to ask 
myself if the Heideggerian partition between Dasein, on the one 
side, and, on the other side, Vor- or Zuhandensein would not recon
stitute a kind of distinction between subject and object. 

. J.D.: The categories of Vorhandenheit and Zuhandenheit are also 
~ntended to avoid those of object (correlate of the subject) and 
InStrument. Dasein is first of all thrown. What would link the 
analYtic of Dasein with the he ritage of the subject would perhaps be 
more the det . . f D· G .£ h · · . d· Ibe' ermlOation 0 asem as eWOlj en elt, Its pnmor Ia 

lng-thrown, rather than the determination of a subject that
Would co b . 

me to e thrown, but a belOg-thrown that would be m ore 
rtmordial than subjectivity and therefore (more primordial] than 

p . 
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objectivity as well. A passivity that would be more primordial than 
traditional passivity and than Gegenstand (Gegenwurf, the old Ger

man '."md for object, keeps this reference [Q throwing , without 
stabilizing it il1to the stance of a stehen; I refer you [Q what I have 
said about the" de-sistance"6 of the subject in Philippe Lacoue
Labarthe). I am trying [Q think through this experience of the 

th rowing/being-th row n of the subjectile beyond the Heideggerian 
prorocols about which I was juSt speaking and [Q link it [Q another 
thinking of destination, of chance and of destinerrance (see again 
"My Chances,"7 where I situate a (foreclosed) relationship between 

Heidegger and a thinking of the D emocritean type). 

Q.: What happens [Q the who of the question in this being

thrown? 

J.D.: Starting at "bi rth ," and possibly even prior [Q it, being

thrown re-appropriates itself or rather ex-appropriates itself in 
forms that are not yet those of the subject or the project. The 
question "who" then becomes: "Who (is) thrown?" "Who be
comes-'who' from out of the destinerrance of the being-th rown?" 
That it is still a matter here of the trace, but also of iterability 

(cf. my Limited inc) means that this ex-appropriation cannot be 
absolutely stabilized in the form of the subject. The subject as

sumes presence, that is [Q say sub-stance, stasis, stance. Not to be 
able [Q stabilize itself absolutely would mean to be able only ro be 
stabilizing itself: relative stabilization of what remai ns unstable, or 
rather non-stable. Ex-appropriation no longer closes itself; it never 

totalizes itself. One should not take these figures for metaphors 
(metaphoricity supposes ex-appropriation), nor determine them 
according ro the grammatical opposition of active/passive ..Be
tween the thrown and the falling (Verfotlen) there is also a pOSSible 

point of passage . Why is Geworfenheit, while never put in ro q~es
rion, subsequently given to marginalization in Heidegger's thl~k
ing? This is what we must continue to ask. A nd ex_approprian

on 

does not form a boun dary, if one understands by [his wor~ a 
.. I' I' d 'b'I' f the reia[lon c osure I or a negativi ty. t Imp les the irre UCi I Ity 0 . 

. ..' he polO[ 
to the other. The Other resISts all sub)ecnvanon, even [0 t 
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of the interiorization-idealiz.ation of what one calls the work of 

mourning. The non-subjectivable in the experience of mourning is 
what I tried to describe in GIllS and in Mhnoires for Paul de Man. 
There is, in what yo u describe in your recent book8 as an experi

ence of freedom, an opening that also resists subjectivation, that is 
to say, it resists the modern concept of freedom as subjective 
freedom. I think we will have ro come back ro this . 

Q.: In what you are calling ex-appropriation, inasmuch as it 
does not close in on itself and although it does not close in on itself 

(let us say in and in spite of its "passivi ty") is there not also 
necessarily something on the order of singularity? It is in any case 
something on the order of the singular that I was getting at with my 
question who. 

J.D .: Under the heading of jemeinigkeit, beyond or behind the 
subjective "self" or person, there is for Heidegger a singularity, an 
irreplaceability of that which remains nonsubstirutable in the Struc

ture of Dasein. This amounts to an irreducible singularity or soli
tude in Mitsein (which is also a condition of Mitsein) , but it is not 
that of the individual. This last concept always risks pointing to

ward both the ego and an organic or atOmic indivisibili ty. The Da 
of Dasein singularizes itself without being reducible to any of the 
categories of human subjectivity (self, reasonable being, conscious
ness, person), precisely because it is presupposed by all of these. 

Q.: You are getting around to the question "Who comes after the 
SUbject?" reversing its form: "Who comes before the subject. " ," 

J.D.: Yes , but "before" no longer retains any chronological, logi
cal, nor even ontologico-transcendental meaning, if one takes intO 

accOUnt, as I have tr ied to do, that which resists here the traditional 
Schema of ontologico-transcendental questions. 

6 Q.: But I still do not understand whether or not you leave a place 
Or the qu . "Wh ," D " h

Co estJon o. 0 you grant It pertinence or, on t e 
evntrary, do you not even want ro pose it, do you want to bypass 

ery question... ? 
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J.D.: W hat troubles me is what also commands my thinking 

here: it involves the necessiry oflocating, wherever one responds to 
the guestion "Who?"-not only in terms of the subject , but also in 

terms of Dasein-conceptual oppositions that have not yet been 

sufficiently guestioned, not even by Heidegger. I referred to this a 
moment ago , and this is what I have been aiming at in all my 
analyses ofHeidegger.9 In order to recast, if not rigotously re-found 
a discourse on the "subject, " on that which will hold the place (or 

replace the place) of the subject (of law, of morality, of politics-so 

many categories caught up in the same turbulence), one has to go 
through the experience of a deconstruction. This deconstruction 

(we should once again remind those who do not want to read) is 
neither negative nor nihilistic; it is not even a pious nihilism, as I 
have heard said. A concept (that is to say also an experience) of 

responsibility comes at this price. We have not finished paying for 
it. I am talking about a responsibility that is not deaf to the 

injunction of thought. As you said one day, there is a duty in 
deconstruction. There has to be, if there is such a thing as dury. The 

subject, if subject there must be, is to come after this. 
After: not that it takes the rather improbable end of a de

construction before we can assume responsibilities! But in order to 

describe the origin , the meaning, or the status of these respon

sibilities, the concept of subject still remains problematic. W hat I 
find disturbing is not that it is inadequate: it is no doubt the case 

that there neither can be nor should be any concept adequate to 

what we call responsibility. Responsibility carries within it, and 

must do so, an essential excessiveness. It regulates itself neither on 
the principle of reason nor on any sort of accountancy. To put it 
rather abruptly, I would say that, among other things, the subject is 

also a principle of calculability-for the political (and even, indeed, 
for the current concept of democracy, which is less clear, less 
homogenous, and less ofa given than we bel ieve or claim to believe, 
and which no doubt needs to be rethought, radicalized , and con
sidered as a thing of the future), in the guestion of legal rightS 
. I . . . h I have

(lOC UdlOg human nghts, about which I would repeatW at 
. 'd b d . ' ' r b h be someJust sal a our emocracy) and In morali ty. ere as [Q • 

Iculatlon· d d . tca1eli1anon, an this is why I have never hel agams ca 
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that condescending reticence of "Heideggerian" haughtiness. Still , 
calculation is calculation. And ifI speak so often of the incalculable 
and the undecidable it's not OUt of a simple predilection for play 
nor in order to neutralize decision: on the contrary, I believe there 

is no responsibility, no ethico-political decision, that mUSt not pass 
through the proofs of the incalculable or the undecidable. Other
wise everything would be reducible to calculation, program, causal
ity, and, at best, "hypothetical imperative. " 

It is therefore a certain closing off-the saturating or sururing
of identity to self, and a structure still too narrowly fit to self
identification, that today gives the concept of subject its dogmatic 

effect. Something analogous perhaps Occurs, it seems to me, with 
the concept of Dasein, but at a distance that must never be ne
glected. In spite of everything it opens up and encourages us to 

think, to guestion, and to redistribute, Dasein still occupies a place 

analogous to that of the transcendental subject. And its concept, 
in Being and Time, is determined, it seems to me, on the basis 

of oppositions that remain insufficiently interrogated. Here once 

again we find the guestion of man. The possibility for the indeter
minate "who" to become subject, or, more originarily, to become 
Dasein and Dasein thrown (geworfene) into the world, is reserved 

for man alone. This possibility, which in sum defines man for Hei

degger, stands in opposition to every other form of self-relation , 
for example, what one calls the living in general, a very obscure 
notion, for the very reasons we have indicated. As long as these 

oppositions have not been deconstructed-and they are Strong, 
subtle, at times mainly implicit-we will reconstitute under the 

name of subject, indeed under the name of Dasein, an illegitimately 
delimited identity, illegitimately, but often precisely under the 

~Uthority of rights!-in the name of a particular kind of rights. For 
~t i~ i.n order to pur a Stop to a certain kind of rights, to a certain 
Jundlco-pOlitical calculation, that this guestioning has been inter

rupted. Deconstruction therefore calls for a different kind of rights, 

~~ather, lets itself be called by a more exacting articulation of 
fl I ~, prescribing, in a different way, more responsibility. 

lh~ IS t,?US not a matter ofopposing another discourse on the same 
ngs to the enormous multiplicity of traditional discourses o n 
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man, animal , plant , or srone, but of ceaselessly analyzing the whole 
co nceptual machinery, and its interestedness, which has allowed us 
ro speak of the "subject" up ro now. And the analysis is always more 
and something other than an analysis. It transforms; it translates a 
transformation al ready in progress. Translation is transformative . 
This explains the nervous distrust of those who want ro keep all 
these themes, all these "words" ("man," "subject ," and so forth), 
sheltered from all questioning, and who manipulate an ethico

political suspicion with regard to deconstruction . 
If we still wish ro speak of the subject-the juridical, ethical, 

political, psychological subject, and so forth-and of wha t makes 
its semantics communicate with that of the subject of a proposition 
(disti nct from qualities, attributes viewed as substance, phenom
ena, and so on) or with the theme or the thesis (the subject of a 
discourse or of a book), it is first of all necessary ro submit ro the 
test of question ing the essential predicates of which all subjects are 
the subject. While these predicates are as numerous and diverse as 
the type or order of subjects dictates, they are all in fact ordered 
around being-present [ham-present): presence ro self-which im
plies therefore a certain interpretation of temporality; identity ro 
self, positionality, property, personality, ego, consciousness, will, 
intentionality, freedom, humani ty, etc. It is necessary ro question 
thi s authority of the being-present, but the question itself offers 
neither the first nor the last wo rd, as I have tried ro show fo r exam
ple in D e t'esprit, but also everywhere I have spoken of the "yes, 
yes," of the "come" or of the affirmation that is not addressed first 
of all ro a subjecr. 10 This vigil or beyond of the question is anything 
bu t precritical. Beyond even the force of critique, it situates a 
responsibility as irreducible ro and rebellious tOward the traditional 
category of "subjecr." Such a vigil leads us to recogni7..e the pro
cesses of differance, trace, iterability, ex-appropriation, and so on. 
These are at work everywhere , which is to say, well beyond human
ity. A discourse thus restructured can try ro situate in ano ther way 
the question of what a human subject , a morali ty, a poli tiCS, (he 
. h f . d h Id b Still tofig ts 0 the human subject are , can be, an s ou c. h 

come, this task is indeed far ahead of us. It requi res passing (hroUS"t. . f (he 
111 particular the great phenomeno-ontological question 0 
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such, appearing as such , ro the extent tha t it is held ro di stinguish, 
in the last analysis, the human subjeCt or Dasein from every other 
form of relation ro the self or to the other as such. The experience or 
the opening of the as j"uch in the onto-phenomenological sense does 

not merely consist in that which is lacking in the srone or animal; it 
equally involves that ro which one cannot and should not submi t the 
other in general, in other words the "who" of the other that could 
only appear absolutely as such by disappearing as other. The enor
mi ty involved in ques tions of the subject, as in the questions of 
right, ethics, and politics, always leads back ro this place. 

If we go back ro the semantics of throwing or of the "subjectile" 
that has instituted the concept of subject, we should note that the 
Geworfinheit (thrown ness) of Dasein, even before being a subjectiv
ity, does not simply characterize a state, a fact, as in being-thrown 
inro the world at birth. It can also describe a manner of being 
thrown, delive red , exposed ro the call (Ruj). Consider the analysis 
of Gewissen and originary Schuldigsein. Heidegger shows in particu
lar what is insufficient, from the anthropologico-onrological point 
of view, about both the "picture" (Bi/d) of the Kantian "court of 

justice" and any recourse ro psychical faculties or personal actions 
(Being and Time, p. 27r) in order ro describe the call and "moral 
conscience. " But the translation remains equivocal. Gewissen is 
not yet the "moral conscience" it renders possible, no more than 
Schuldigsein is a culpabili ty: it is rather the possibility of being 
guilty, a liability or an imputability. I would be tempted ro relate 
this call ro what Heidegger says enigmatically and elliptically abo ut 
the "voice of the friend," and particularly in terms of" heari ng" this 
voice that every Dasein "carries within it" (Being and Time, p. r63). 
I treat this elsewhere. 11 But for the moment I would already say this 
rnuch: the "who" of frie ndship, the voice of the friend so described , 
?elongs ro the existential Structure of Dasein. T h is voice does not 
l~plicate JUSt one passion or affect among others. The "who" of 
fr1.endship, as the call (Ruj) that provokes or convokes "con

~lence" and therefore opens up responsibility, precedes every sub
)ectal determination. On the indefinite openness of this question I 
Would b . 

. e tempted ro read to you from yo ur The lnoperattve Com 
knlty or from Blancho t's The Unavowab!e Community, or else 
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these few lines from his L'amitie: "And when we ask the question: 
'Who has been the subject of this experience?' this question is 

perhaps already an answer, if, for the one who introduced it, it was 
affirmed through him in this interrogative form, substituting for 
the closed and unique T the openness of a 'Who?' without answer. 
Not that this means that he simply had to ask himself: 'What is this 
me that I am?' but much more radically he had to seize hold of 
himself and not let go, no longer as an 'I? ' but as a 'Who?,' the 
unknown and sliding being of an indefinite 'Who?' " 12 

The origin of the call that comes from nowhere, an origin in any 
case that is not yet a divine or human "subject," institutes a 
responsibility that is to be found at the root of all ul terior respon
sibilities (moral, juridical, political), and of every categorical im
perative. To say of this responsibility, and even of this friendship, 
that it is not "human," no more than it is "divine," does not come 
down to saying that it is simply inhuman. This said, in this regard 
it is perhaps more "worthy" of humanity to maintain a certain 
inhumanity, which is to say the rigor of a certain inhumani ty. In 
any case, such a law does not leave us an y choice. Something of this 
call of the other must remain nonreappropriable, nonsubjectivable, 
and in a certain way non identifiable, a sheer supposition, so as ro 
remain other, a singular call to response or to responsibili ty. T his is 
why the determination of the singular "Who?" - or at least its 

determination as subject-remains forever problematic. And it 
should remain so. This obligation to pro tect the other's otherness is 

not merely a theoretical imperative. 

Q.: In that respect, indeed, the determination of "who" is prob
lematic. But in another respect, is not the interrogative "W ho?"
the one I used in my question-determinant? By which I mean 
that it predetermines-as every question predetermines the order 
of response-a response from someone, from some one. W hat is 
predetermined-which is also to say, what is call ed-is a respOf/
dant. It seems to me that this would link up with the guiding thread 
of your response. But I would note that with a single gesture, or at 
least in this same interview, you are keeping at a distance, und~r 
suspicion, the question "Who?" while yo u also increasi ngly vah
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date the "Who?" You validate it by suppressing that which, a priori, 
would limit the question ro humanity. 

J.D .: Yes, I would not want to see the "who" restricted to the 
grammar of what we call Western language, nor even limited by 
what we believe to be the vety humani ty of language. 

Q.: An incidental remark. In Heidegger's seminar, to which you 
alluded in reference to the animal, there is all the same something 
strange, if I remember correctly: toward the end of the analysis of 
the animal, Heidegger attributes to it a sadness, a sadness linked to 
its "lack of world." With this single remark, does not Heidegger 
contradict pan of' what he said before? How could sadness be 
simply nonhuman? Or rather, how would such a sadness fail to 
testify to a relation to a world? 

J.D. : The Heideggerian discourse on the animal is violent and 
awkward , at times contradictory. Heidegger does not simply say 
"The animal is poor in world (weltarm), " for, as distinct from the 
stone, it has a world. He says: the animal has a world in the mode of 
a not-having. But this not-having does not constitute in his view an 
indigence, the lack of a world that would be human . So why this 
negative determination? Where does it co me from? There is no 
category of original existence for the animal: it is evidently not 
Dasein, either as vorhandene or zuhandene (Being cannot appear, 
be, or be questioned as such [als) for the animal) . Its simple 
existence introduces a principle of disorder or oflimitation into the 
conceptuality of Being and Time. To come back to your remark, 
perhaps the animal is sad, perhaps it appears sad, because it indeed 
has a world, in the sense in which Heidegger speaks of a world as 
World ofspirit, and because there is an openness of this world for it, 
?Ut an openness without openness, a having (world) without hav
Ing it. Whence the impression ofsadness-for man or in relation to 
rnan, in the society of man. And of a sadness determined in its 
Phenomenology, as if the animal remained a man enshrouded, 
SUffering, deprived on account ofhaving access neither ro the world 

0: rna~ that he nonetheless senses, nor to truth, speech, death, or 
t e Being of the being as such. Heidegger defends himself in vain 
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against this anthropo-teleological interpretation, which seems to 

me to derive from the most acute aspect in his description of 

having-in-the-mode-of-not-having-a-world. Let us venture, in this 

logic, a few questions. For example, does the animal hear the call 
that originates responsibility? Does it question ? M oreover, can the 
call heard by Dasein come originally to or from the an im al? Is there 

an advent of the animal? Can the voice of the friend be that of an 

animal? Is friendship possible for the animal or between animals? 
Like AristOtle, Heidegger would say: no. Do we have a respon
sibility tOward the living in general ' The answer is still "no," and 

this may be because the question is formed , asked in such a way 
that the answer must necessarily be "no" according to the whole 

canonized or hegemonic discourse of Western metaphysics or reli 
gions, including the most original forms that this discourse might 

assume today, for example, in Heidegge r or Levinas . 
I am not recalling this in order to start a support group for 

vegetarianism, ecologism, or for the societies for the protection of 
animals-which is something I might also want to do , and some
thing which would lead us to the center of the subject. By following 

th is necessity, I am trying especially to underscore the sacrificial 

structure of the discourses to which I am refe rring. I don't know if 
"sacrificial structure" is the most accurate expression. In any case, it 
is a matter of discerning a place left open, in the very structure of 
these discourses (which are also "cultures") for a noncriminal 
putting to death. Such are the executions of ingestion, incorpora

tion , or introjection of the corpse. An operation as real as it is 
symbolic when the corpse is "animal" (and who can be made to 

believe that our cultures are carnivorous because animal proteins 
are irreplaceable?), a symbolic operation when the corpse is "hu
man ." But the "symbol ic" is very difficult, truly impossible to 

delimit in this case, hence the enormity of the task, its essenriaI 
excessiveness, a certain unclassifiability or the monstrosity of that 
fo r which we have to answer here, or before which (whom? what?) 

we have to answer. 
Keeping to original, typical possibilities, let's take things ~rn 

another angle: not that of Heidegger but of Levi nas, for VI o~ 
subjectivi ty, of which he speaks a great deal in a neW, forceful, an 

"Eating Well " 279 

unusual way, is constituted first of all as the subjectivi ry of the 
hostage. Rethought in this way, the hostage is the one who is 

delivered to the other in the sacred openness of ethics , at the origin 
of sacredness itself. The subject is respo nsible for the other before 
being responsible for himself as "me." This responsibiliry to the 

other, for the other, comes ro him, for example (but this is not just 
one example among others) in the "Thou shalt not kill. " Thou 

shalt not kill thy neighbor. Consequences follow upon one another, 
and must do so continuously: thou shalt not make him suffer, 
which is sometimes worse than death , thou shalt not do him harm, 

thou shalt not eat him, not even a little bit, and so forth. The other, 
the neighbor, the friend (Nietzsche tries ro keep these two values 
separate in Zarathustra, but let's leave that, I'll try to come back ro it 

elsewhere), is no doubt in the infi nite distance of transcendence. 
But the "Thou shalt not ki ll " is addressed to the other and presup

poses him. It is destined ro the very thing that it institutes, the 
other as man. It is by him that the subject is first of all held hostage. 
The "Thou shalt not kill " -with all its consequences, which are 
limitless-has never been understood within the Judeo-Christian 
tradition , nor apparently by Levinas, as a "Thou shalt not put ro 

death the living in general ." It has become meaningful in religious 
cultures for which carnivorous sacrifice is essential, as being-flesh . 
The other, such as this can be thought according to the imperative 
ofethical transcendence, is indeed the other man : man as other, the 
other as man. Humanism of the other man is a title in which 

Levinas suspends the hierarchy of the attribute and the subject. But 
the Other-man is the subject. 

Discourses as original as those of Heidegger and Levinas disrupt, 
of course, a certain traditional humanism. In spite of the differ

~nces separating them, they nonetheless remain profound human

:~ to ,the extent that they do not sacrifice sacrifice. The subject (in 
. Inass sense) and the Dasein are "men" in a world where sacrifice 
~ Possible and where it is not forbidden to make an attempt on life 

l~eneral, but only on human life, on the neighbor's life, on the 
s~ et life as Dasein. Heidegger does not say it this way. But what

otJ aces at the origin of moral conscience (or rather Gewissen) is 
lously denied to the animal. Mitsein is not conferred, if we can 
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say so, on the living in general, any more than is Dasein, but only 
on that being-toward-death that also makes the Dasein into some
thing else , something more and berrer than a living [thing]. As 

justified as it may be from a certain point of view, Heidegger's 
obstinate critique of vitalism and of the philosophies of life , but 
also of any consideration of life in the structure of Dasein, is not 
unrelated to what I am calling here a "sacrificial structure." This 

"sacrificial structure," it seems to me (at least for the moment, this 
is a hypothesis that I am trying to relate to what I call elsewhere the 
"phallogocentric" structure) defines the invisible contour of all 

these reflections, whatever the distance taken with regard to ontol
ogy in Levinas's thinking (in the name of what he calls meta
physics) or in Heidegger 's with regard to onto-theological meta

physics. Going much too quickly here, I would still try to link the 

question of the "who" to the question of "sacrifice. " 
It would be a marrer not only of recalling the concept of the sub

ject as phallogocentric structure, at least according to its dominant 
schema: one day I hope to demonstrate that this schema implies car

nivorous virility. I would want to explain carno-phallogocentrism, 
even if this comes down to a sort of tautology or rather hetero
tautology as a priori synthesis, which you could translate as "spec

ulative idealism," "becoming-subject of substance, " "absolute 
knowledge" passing through the "speculative Good Friday": it 

suffices to take seriously the idealizing interiorization of the phallus 
and the necessity of its passage through the mouth , whether it's a 
marrer of words or of things, of sentences, ofdaily bread or wine, of 

the tongue, the lips, or the breast of the other. People are going ro 
object: there are ethical , juridical, and political subjects (recognized 
only quite recently, as you well know), fu ll (or almost full) citizens 

who are also women and / or vegetarians! But this has been admit

ted in principle, and in rights, only recently and precisely at the 
moment when the concept of subject enters into deconstruction. Is 
this fortuitous? And that which I am calling here schema Of image, 
that which links the concept to intuition, installs the virile figure at 

the determinative center of the subject. Authority and auro 
no !l1?' 

(for even if autonomy is subject to the law, this subjugation IS 

freedom) are , through this schema, amibuted to the man (homo 
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and vir) rather than to the woman, and to the woman rather than 

to the animal. And of Course to the adult rather than to the child. 
The virile strength of the adult male, the father, husband, or 
brother (the canon of friendship, as I have shown elsewhere, 13 
privileges the fraternal schema), belongs ro the schema that domi
nates the concept of subject. The subject does not Want JUSt ro 

mas ter and possess nature actively. In our cultures, he accepts 
sacrifice and eats flesh. Since we haven't much time or space here, 

and at the risk of provoking some loud protests (we pretty much 
know from which quarter), I would ask you: in our countries, who 

would stand any chance of becoming a chefd'Etat (a head of State), 
and of thereby acceding "ro the head," by publicly, and therefore 
exemplarily, declaring him- or herself ro be a vegetarian? 14 The chef 
must be an eater of flesh (with a view, moreover, ro being "sym

bolically" eaten himself-see above). To say nothing of celibacy, of 
homosexuality, and even offemininity (which for the moment, and 

so rarely, is only admitted ro the head of whatever it might be, 
especially the State, if it lets itself be translated in ro a virile and 

heroic schema. Contrary ro what is often thought , the "femin ine 

condition ," notably from the point of view of rights, deteriorated 
from the fourteenth to the nineteenth century in Europe, reaching 
its worst moment when the Napoleonic Code inscribed the posi
tive right of the concept of subject we are talking about). 

In answering these questions, yo u will have not only a scheme of 
the dominant, of the common denominaror of the dominant, 
which IS still today of the order of the political, the State, right, or 

morality, you will have the dominant schema of subjectivity itself. 
It's the same. If the limit between the living and the nonliving now 

seems to be as unsure, at least as an oppositional limit, as that 
between "man" and "animal ," and if, in the (symbolic or real) 
experience of the "eat-speak-interiorize," the ethical frontier no 
longer rigorously passes between the "Thou shalt not kill" (man, 

thy neighbor) and the "Thou shalt not put to death the living in 
g~neral,,, but rather between several infinitely different modes of 

[ e conception-appropriation-assimilation of the other, then , as 
concerns the "Good" [Bien ] of every morality, the question will 

corne back to determining the best, most respectful, most grateful, 
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and also most giving way of relating ro the other and of relating the 
other ro the self. For everything that happens at the edge of the 
orifices (of orali ty, but also of the ear, the eye-and all the "senses" 
in general) the meronymy of "eating well" [bien manger] would 
always be the rule. The question is no longer one of knowing ifit is 
"good" ro eat the other or if the other is "good" ro eat, nor of 
knowing which mher. One eats him regardless and lets oneself be 
eaten by him. The so-called non-anthropophagic cultures practice 
symbolic anthropology and even constrUCt their most elevated 
socius, indeed the sublimity of their morality, their politics, and 
their right, on this anthropophagy. Vegetarians, roo, partake of 
animals, even of men. They practice a different mode of denega
tion. The moral question is thus not , nor has it ever been: should 
one eat or not eat, eat this and not that, the living or the nonliving, 
man or animal, but since one must eat in any case and since it is and 
tastes good ro eat, and since there's no other definition of the good 
[du bien], how for goodness' sake should one eat well [bien man
ger]? And what does this imply? What is eating? How is this 
meronymy of introjection to be regulated? And in what respect 
does the formulation of these questions in language give us still 
more food for thought? In what respect is the question, if you will, 
still carnivorous? The infinitely meronymical question on the sub
ject of "one must eat well" must be nourishing not only for me, for 
a "self," which would thus eat badly; it must be shared, as you might 
pur it, and not only in language. "One must ear well"1 5 does not 
mean above all raking in and grasping in itself, bur Learning and 
giving to eat , learning-to-give-the-other-to-eat. One never eatS en
rirely on one's own: this consritutes the rule underlying the stare
ment, "One must eat well. " It is a rule offering infinite hospitality. 
And in all differences , ruptures, and wars (one might even say wars 
of religion), "eating well" is at srake. Today more than ever. One 
must ear well-here is a maxim whose modaliries and contentS 

need only be varied, ad infinitum. This evokes a law of ~eed l~r 
desire (I have never believed in the radicality of this occaslonah y"" oe as 
useful disrincrion), orexis, hunger, and thirst ("one must, o.nen 
to"), respect for the other at rhe very momenr when, in expe 
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(I am speaking here of metonymical "earing" as weI! as rhe very 
concepr of experience), one must begin to identify with the o ther, 
who is to be assimilared, interiorized, understood ideally (some
thing one can never do absolutely without addressing oneselfto the 
other and without absolutely limiting understanding itself, the 
identifying appropriarion), speak to him or her in words that also 
pass through the mouth, the ear, and sight, and respect the law that 
is at once a voice and a court (it hears itself, it is in uswho are before 
it). The sublime refinement involved in this respect for the other is 
also a way of "Eating well," in the sense of "good earing" but also 
"eating the Good" [Ie Bien manger]. The Good can also be eaten. 
And it, the good, must be eaten and eaten well. 

I don't know, at this point, who is "who," any more than I know 
what "sacrifice" means; to determine whar this lasr word means, I 
would retain rhis clue: need, desire, authorization, the justification 
of purring to death, putting to death as denegation of murder. The 
purting to death of rhe animal, says this denegation, is not a 
murder. I would link this denegation to the violent institution of 
the "who" as subject. There is no need to emphasize that this ques
rion of the subject and of the living "who" is at the heart of the most 
pressing concerns of modern societies, whether they are deciding 
birth or death, including whar is presupposed in the treatmenr of 
sperm or the ovum, surrogate mothers, genetic engineering, so
called bioethics or biopolitics (what should be the role of the Stare 
in determining or protecting a living subject?), the accredited 
criteriolog), for determining, indeed for "euthanastically" provok
ing death (how can the dominant reference to consciousness, to the 
will and the cortex still be justified?), organ removal and transplant 
(I might recall in passing that the question of the graft in general 
~ always been-and thematically so from the beginning-essen
tial to the deconstruction of phallogocenrrism). 

~t's go back a little: In relation to whom, to what mher, is the 
~u !ect first thtown (geworfen) or exposed as hostage? Who is the 
Be.ltbor" dwelling in the very proximity of transcendence, in 
i~1 egger's transcendence, or Levinas's? These two ways of think-

transcendence are as different as you wish. They are as different 
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or as similar as being and the other, bur seem ro me ro follow the 
same schema. What is still ro come or what remains buried in an 

almost inaccessible memory is the thinking of a responsibili ry that 
does not srop at this determination of the ne ighbor, at the domi
nanr schema of this determination. One could, if one so wished, 
show that the problems or the questions that I am raising here 

concern not only metaphysics, onro-theologies, and cerrain claims 
ro go beyond them, but also the ethnology of the religious domains 
in which these thinkings "presented" themselves. I have rried to 

suggest, notably in Of Spirit, that in spite of many denegations, 
Heidegger was a Judeo-Christian thinker. (However, an ethnology 
or a sociology of religions would only be up ro these questions if it 
were no longer itself dominated, as regional science, by a concep

tualiry inherited from these metaphysics or onro-theologies. Such 
an ethnology would in particular have ro spend quite some time in 
the complex hisrory of Hinduist culture, which perhaps represenrs 

the most subtle and decisive confirmation of this schema. Does it 
not, precisely, set in opposition the political hierarchy-or the 
exercise of power-and the religious hierarchy, the laner prohibit

ing, the former allowing itself, indeed imposing upon irself the 
eating of meat? Very summarily, one might think of the hierarchy 
of the varna, if nor of the castes, and of the distinction between the 
Brahman priests, who became vegetarians, and the Kshatriya war

riors, who are not. .. ) 

Q.: I must inrerrupt you, for in the time remaining I want to 

ask you some more questions. Beginning with this one: in the 

shift, which you judge ro be necessary, from man to animal-I 

am expressing myself very quickly and crudely-what happens to 

language? 

J.D .: The idea according ro which man is the only speaking 

being, in its rraditional form or in its Heideggerian fonn, seems t~ 
me at once undisplaceable and highly problematic. O f course, I 

one defines language in such a way that it is reserved for what. we 
call man, what is there ro say? Bu t if one re-inscribes language In ~ 
network of possibilities that do not merely encompass it but mar 
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it irreducibly from the inside, everything changes. I am thinking in 

particular of the mark in general , of the rrace, of iterabiliry, of 
differance. These possibilities or necessities, without which there 
would be no language, are themselves not only human. It is not a 

ruptures and heterogeneities. I would 

simply conrest that they give rise to a single linear, indivisible, 
oppositional limit, ro a binary opposition between the human and 
the infra-human. And what I am proposing here should allow us ro 

take inro account scienrific knowledge about the complexiry of 
"animal languages," genetic coding, all forms of marking within 
which so-called human language, as original as it might be, does 

"CUt" once and for all where we would in general 

like ro cut. As you can see, in spite of appearances, I am speaking 
here ofvery "concrete" and very "current" problems: the ethics and 
the politics of the living. We know less than ever where to cur

either at birth or at death. And this also means that we never know, 

and never have known, how ro cut up a subject. Today less than 
ever. Ifwe had been given more space, I would like ro have spoken 

here about AIDS, an event that one could call historial in the epoch of 
subjectivity, ifwe still gave credence ro historiality, ro epochality, and 

Second question: since, in the logic you have deployed, you 
foresee for a long time hence the possibiliry of coming back ro or 

coming at last ro interrogate the subject of ethical , juridical, politi
cal responsibiliry, what can one say of this or these responsibilities 

the heading of a 
"Provisional moraliry"? What would this mean? And I would add 

to this the question of what is tOday recognized as perhaps "the" 
"the" figure of responsibiliry, namely, Auschwitz. 

There, where an almost general consensus recognizes an absolute 
responsibiliry and calls for a responsibiliry so that it might not be 
repeated, Would you say the same thing-provisionally or not-or 

this question? 

I Would not subscribe to the expression "provisional moral

. At the very least, an exacting responsibiliry requires not trust-
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question of covering up 

not allow us to 

to subjectivity. 

Q.: 

now? Could one speak of them only under 

question, or as 

Would you say that one must defer the answer ro 

. J.D.:Ity" 
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ing blindly the axioms of which we have juSt spoken. These limit 
still more the concept of responsibility within frontiers that the 
axioms refuse to answer for, and they constitute, in the form of 
provisional schemas, the very models of traditional m orality and 
right. But for this surplus of responsibility that summons the 
deconstructive gesture or that the deconstructive gesture of which 
I am speaking calls forth, a waiting period is neither possible 
nor legitimate. The deconstructive explication with provisional 
prescriptions might require the indefatigable patience of the re
beginning, bur the affirmation that motivates deconstruction is 
unconditional, imperative, and immediate-in a' sense that is not 
necessarily or only Kantian, even if this affirmation, because it is 
double, as I have tried to show, is ceaselessly threatened. This is 
why it leaves no respite, no rest. It can always upset, at least, the 
instituted rhythm of every pause (and the subject is a pause, a 
stance, the stabilizing arrest, the thesis, or rather the hypothesis we 
will always need), it can always trouble our Saturdays and Sun
days... and our Fridays ... I'll let you complete this monotheistic 
sentence, it's a bit wearying. 

Q.: Would you think, then, that Heidegger's silence concerning 
the camps-this almost total silence, as distinct from his relative 
silence abour his own Nazism-would you think that this silence 
might have come from such a "deconstructive explication," at once 
different and comparable, that he might have been trying ro carry 
our in silence, without managing to explain himself on it? (I could 
ask this question about others, about Bataille, for example, but let's 
stick ro Heidegger for today.) 

J.D.: Yes and no. The surplus of responsibility of which I was 
just speaking will never authorize any silence. I repeat: respon
sibility is excessive or it is not a responsibility. A limi ted, mea
sured, calculable, rationally distribured responsibility is already the 
becoming-right of morality; it is at times also, in the best hypot~
esis, the dream of every good conscience, in the worst hypotheSIS, 
of (he petty or grand inquisitors. I suppose, I hope yOU are nor 

. . I "I d A h'" "I ondem ll 
expectIng me simp y ro say con em n usc W I[Z or C . S 
every silence on Auschwitz." As regards this last phrase or I[ 
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equivalents, I find a bit indecent, indeed, obscene, the mechanical 
nature of improvised trials instigated against all those whom one 
thinks one can accuse of not having named or thought "Ausch
witz. " A compulsion toward sententious discourse, strategic ex
ploitation, the eloquence of denunciation: all this would be less 
grievous if one began by stating, rigorously, what we call ''Ausch
witz" and what we think about it, if we think something. What is 
the referent here? Are we making a metonymical usage of this 
proper name? If we are, what governs this usage? Why this name 
rather than that of another camp, of other mass exterminations, 
etc. (and who has answered these questions seriously)? If not, why 
this forgetful and JUSt as grievous restriction? Ifwe admit-and this 
concession seems to me to be readable everywhere-that the thing 
remains unthinkable, that we still have no discourse equal ro it, if 
we recognize that we have nothing to say about the real victims of 
Auschwitz, the same ones we nonetheless authorize ourselves ro 

treat by metonymy or to name via negativa, then let's Stop diagnos
ing the alleged silences, forcing avowals of the "resistances" or the 
"unthought" in everyone indiscriminately. Of course, silence on 
Auschwitz will never be justifiable; but neither is speaking about it 
in such an instrumental fashion and in order to say nothing, to say 
nothing about it that does not go without saying, trivially, serving 
primarily to give oneself a good conscience, so as not to be the last 
to accuse, to teach lessons, ro take positions, or to grandstand. As 
for what you call Heidegger's infamous "silence," I think that in 
order to interpret or to judge it-which is not always the same 
thing-it would be necessary at least to take into account, and this 
is nOt easy to circumscribe and would require more space and time, 
what we have said here about the subject, about man, about the 
animal, but also about sacrifice, which means also about so many 
other things. A necessary condition, which would already call for 
I~ngthy discourse. As for going beyond this necessary but insuffi-
Clen d' . 

t COn l(Jon, I would prefer that we wait for, let us say, another 
moment, the occasion of ano ther discussion : another rhythm and 
another form. 
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